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THE PROTESTANT RULE OF FAITH,

EXPLAINED AND VINDICATED.

BOOK III.

THE AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE.
(CONTINUED.)

THE PROTESTANT AND POPISH WAY

or

INTERPRETING SCRIPTURE, IMPARTIALLY COMPARED,
IN ANSWER TO “ PAX VOBIS,” erc.

TO THE READER.

I was unwillingly engaged in the following dispute; but at
last two or three Ehy;ets were put to the ress?]zgout a year
ago : and then meeting with an unexpected interruption, it lay
by so long, till the late great and happy Revolution seemed to
make discourses of this nature less necessary than they were
when this was first undertaken. It had therefore, perhaps,
lain for ever unfinished, if I had not met with the Catalogue
of Treatises published against Popery in the late reign; but
finding it there named, I thought myself obliged to make good
what had been promised for me, though without my knowledge.
I have endeavoured to make it as short and ¥1ra;n as T could;
and hope I have made it appear, that the Protestant way of
interpreting Scripture will give us as much satisfaction as we
need, but that the Papists, upon their own principles, can be
certain of nothing.
VOL. VI, B



2 THE PROTESTANT RULE OF FAITH.

‘WaEN I first got a sight of the Dialogues that have passed
. for some time, under the title of *“Pax VoBis,” I little imagined
2+ . that after it had lain so long neglected, as it deserves, so
" much stress should be now laid upon so slight and frivolous a

aper.
P l;: has been hitherto suffered to go up and down without an
answer, not for any difficulty there was in it, but because no
man could conceive that the world should ever be deluded by
such a thin and manifest piece of sophistry. The arg\ung
part is apparently fallacious, and the style so very light an
vain, that it does but ill become the seriousness of the matter.
" Yet I hear these empty toyish Dialogues are esteemed by some
absolutely unanswerable; and because he has not yet been
thought worth the considering, the author of them passes with
some of his party for such a mighty chamsion, that the
begin to believe there is not a man to be found hardy enou
to look him in the face. 'When, indeed, it is nothing but the
weakness of his performance that has hitherto secured him
from a reply ; and nothing but the insolent brags of his pre-
tended admirers can make one necessary, or so much as excu-
sable now. But for fear the confidence of these men should
prevail upon the easiness and credulity of others, I shall make
some short reflection on the book itself; and then examine the
fundamental principle upon which he proceeds; and if that
be taken away, all the cavils that are built upon it will fall to
the ground of themselves.

The book was sent abroad under the mock title of “Pax
VoBIs, or GosPEL and LIBERTY ; against ancient and modern
Papists. By E. G. Preacher of the Word.” It consists of
a Preface, and certain Dialogues. And here, if it were worth
the while, I might take notice how he hampers himself in a

lain contradiction at the very beginning ; for in the second

" line of the preface, he bids * the children of the Reformation,’”
to whom it is directed, “reach their hand to receive this
treatise:” and the very first words of the treatise are, ‘I have
read your preface.”* So that in the learned preface it is im-
plied, that the treatise was first writ; and in the very entrance
of the treatise it is supposed, that the preface was not only
written, but published and read too, before one word of that
wise discourse had passed, which is so notably represented in
the seven Dialogues, which make up that much admired and

* Page 1.



AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE. 3

celebrated treatise. I canuot tell how things may be adjusted;
to me the case seems exceeding intricate, and if a diéerence
should chance to arise among the issue of this author's brain,
about the rights of primegeniture, they would stand in need
of a more infallible judge than himself to determine the con-
troversi. But this is not the only instance wherein he has
shewn himself a man of wonderful art, and therefore 1 shall
make no farther lilemarks upon it. Al th
The persons who are brought in speaking, threugh all the
Dialogues, go under the names of Isaac and Ishmael. Isaac
is represented like a bold dapper fleering fellow, by profession
of the Reformed Church, in show a libertine, but in reality a
downright Papist. Ishmael is set up for a kind of an honest
simple Church of England man, that would fain defend himself
if he could ; but the other is so pert upon him, and assaults
him so briskly at every turn, that the poor thing is utterly

confounded ; he knows not what to think, but gapes and |
stares as if he were in a perfect maze. Isaac is always clat- -
tering about his ears with «“This and that is Scripture inter- -

preted by such or such a man of sound judgment ; therefore
this and that, or what you please, is the doetrine of the Re-
formation.”” This is the sum of all he has to say ; only he is
continually trifling with it, and gives it you over and over

in several times, in almost every page of the whole
book. Which is enough to tire the most patient reader ; and
to a man of sense makes no pleasanter music than an idle boy,
that lies drumming on the head of an empty barrel ; he onu{j;i
loads your ears with the nauseous repetition of the same di
insignificant noise.

He all along affects a certain pleasantness of humour, as he
imagines ; but it is indeed no. better than mere impertinent
battology. His drollery is mean and vulgar, without any
variety, so much as of the phrase; there is nothing in it either
sharp or surprising, nothing that can be any way diverting,.
but only that Isaac is painted always grinning, as well becomes
a person of his wit and character ; which is the only decorum
he has ever observed. It were an easy matter to expose the
man ; and if he had not dene it sufficiently himself, make him

pear as ridiculous as he has endeavoured to represent the
Protestant rule of faith. But so much merriment, which
might be excused on some other occasions, would be highly
incongrueus, if not profane, in so sacred and serious an argu-
ment. He must not therefore expect to be * answered accord-

B2



4 . THE PROTESTANT RULE OF FAITH.

ing to his folly.” I have often admired, when I have been
told with what a strange applause these Dialogues were re-
ceived, by some of those that account themsef:as the only
Catholics. But, I must confess, I can scarce believe they
could seem agreeable to any, that had the least sense of true

piety.

’Hne design is, to reduce supposed heretics to the com-
munijon of the Church of Rome, out of which they think there
is no salvation ; and the whole discourse is concerning the in-
. terpretation of the holy Scriptures; one of the most w::iggtsy-
points, and of the greatest importance to our common i
tianity. Now to see 8 man do nothing but toy and fleer, and
not to have so much as one serious word, all the while he is
speaking of so divine a subject as that is, can be approved by
none, but those that have lost very much of that religious
respect that is due to sacred things. However, they that are
wont to be so exceeding impatient at an{thmg that does but
look like jesting, and that too, where the matter is so very
comical that'it can scarce be mentioned without provoking a
smile : they that cannot endure to hear some pretty tale, or
strange miracle recited out of their own legends, should at least
be so impartial as to admonish their writers to use greater
caution, and express more reverence, when they are treating
of the Word of God.

But yet, it may be, this author’s lightness might have been
better excused, he might have been patiently suffered to enjoy
the pleasure of his imaginary victories, if he had brought any
thing that looked like a solid argument : but the vanity is un-
pardonable when he triumphs so gloriously in his own con-
ceit, laughs at his adversary, and insults over him with so
much scorn, and yet is not able to bring the least show of an
substantial proof against him ; nothing but one slight thread-
bare falla?lz, that runs through every line of the whole dis-
course, To make it agpenr that this is the plain case betwixt
Isaac and Ishmael, I shall take but a very short view of the
Preface and Dialogues ; and then consider the principle upon
which his strange confidence is built.

He begins his Preface to the Children of the Reformation
thus: “ Be not concerned to know whose hand it is that holds
the link, but follow the light it gives : reach your hand to re-
. eeive this treatise, which marks the shore where the ark of

our Reformation, shattered bya deluge of troubles, may rest ;
which is a holy liberty to all and each person to believe or not
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believe, act or not act, as he pleases, with a safe conscience,
according to the principles of our Reformation.”” This is pretty
well for the first stroke. Afterwards he comes to tell you,
that, * this is the scope and end of his following treatise, that
whereas our rule of faith, as,”” says he, ““I will prove by the
unanimous consent of our whole Reformed Church, is Scrip-
ture, or God’s written Word, as interpreted by each person of
sound judgment.—That every one ought to be permitted to
believe what he please.—That it is quite against the spirit of
reformation to censure, oppose, or blame the doctrine or tenets
of any congregation, or of any doctor of the Reformed Church,
because that any doctrine professed by any Christian congrega-
tion whatever (the Popish excepted), or that ever was delivered
by any man of good judgment of the Reformation, since the be-
gmning of it, until t{:is day, is as truly and really the doctrine
of the Reformation, as the figurative presence, or King’s su-
premacy is.”” Here he acquaints us'with the grand design of
this noble undertaking ; and the rest of the preface, and all
the Dialogues that follow it, are spent in nothing but idle
descant upon this principle. That which he is constantly
attempting, is to maﬁe the Reformation look as contemptibly
as it is possible ; and to this purpose he makes choice of an. .
assertion which, if rightl{eunderstood' we shall not deny ; and ..
when he has wilfully, I believe, mistaken the meaning of it,*
he draws a very wise consequence from it, and then almost
splits his spleen with laughing at this lucky invention, that
came into his head I know not how. But i1t must be con-
fessed, he has taken the most effectual course to render the
Reformation sufficiently ridiculous by dressing it up in his
own coat. But now—enter Isaac and Ishmael.

In the first Dialogue* his business is to persuade us, that
It is the doctrine of the Reformation, that we may, with a
safe conscience, be to-day Protestants, to-morrow Lutherans ;

in France Huguenots, in Hungary Antitrinitarians, in Poland.

Socinians, and in London, of any religion but Popery.” And

now any man would expect that this heavy charge should be B

made by some authentic testimonies of all the Reformed
Churches ; or, at least, that it should be shewn out of the
writings of some of their approved authors. But not a word
of this; all the proof we can from him here is, that some
-of the first Reformers ch their opinions in some things. .

* Pag. 3.
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6 THE PROTESTANT RULE OF FAITH.

And suppose they did ; have not many of the Romish com-
munion done the same? The English Liturgy has had some
few alterations made in it, since it was first established : and
what then ! Have not their Breviaries and Missals, &c. under-
ﬁ::greaterc than our Book of Common Prayer?

‘ is 8 a very feeble way of arguing, to bring that for a proof
which i is none; orif it were, might be so easily re-
torted upon himself.

In the second he pursues the same argument ; but still pro-
ceeds, as he does from the beginning to the end, upon the
mistaken sense of the Protestant principle.

Upon which in the third* he will haveit * a doctrine of the
Reformation, that any woman or tradesman has as much

-+ power for to preach and administer the sacraments, as the
richest bishop in d.”” But to be sure he never forgets
his main point : *Believe what you please.”

And in the fourth he would persuade us, it is the *doctrine
of the Reformation, that men may live as they please’ too ;
as if we allowed as a licentiousness and corruption of
I@‘m:nners,asanyof the casuistical Divines of the Church of

me.

In the fifth, he returns again to his liberty of believing any
thing ; and to fasten this upon us, he produces some scattered
imperfect sentences, which he acknowledges we of the Church
of England do not approve of ; and these too he
gi:lerts, directly con to the intent of those very authors

whence he takes them. And after all, for fear these
should not be enough to do his business of rendering the Re-
formation odious and ridiculous, he is fuin to pick up, and add
to the number of his quotations, some passages out of notorious
'hcretie.s and apostates, according to his wonted candour and

ngenuily.

In the sixth,} he will needs  shew you how by the prin-
ciples of our Reformation, you can be as good a Papist as the
Pope, one principle excepted :”* and what that is he tells us
afterward :§  Believe whatever you please of Popery, pro-
vided you believe it because you judge by Scripture it 18 true,
and not because the Pope or the Church says it; you will
never be a Pupist, buta perfeet Reformed.” Then he mentions
some things, wherein, he would have ws think, the Church of
England and some Protestant writers, were perfectly agreed

* Pag. 25. + Pag. 28.
$ Pag. 65. § Pag. 67.



AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE. . 7

with the Church of Rome. But these make but little to his
purpose ; for suppose there were no other points in difference
betwixt us, yet there is not one instance of those he has
brought, wherein, when the authors come to explain them-
selves farther, he will not find a very great distance betwixt
that which they allow, and the received doctrine of the Romish
Church. .

In the seventh, after some childish reflections on the
Calendar, he falls upon the same subjeet again, to which the
same answer may be sufficient. But that Isaac may shew him-
gelf no changeling, he sticks elose to his beloved conclusion
still :* « Believe whatever doctrine you will, either Popery,
Judaism, Protestancy, Arianism, or what else you please, pro-

vided you judge by Scri it is true, and that you believe it,

not because this or that church, comgregation, or doctors
believe it, but beeaunse yourself judges it to be true, you will
be a true child of the Reformation.” And when he has spent
a little more chat upon this, he returns again to proving his
principle ; as if he were resolved to torment his reader with
endless repetitions, or that he were conscious to himself that
all he had said about it before was little to the purpose.
Then he very gravely tells Ishmael, that + “his best way will
be to lay Scripture aside;” and at last he slides into a wild
kind of discourse of Paganism. The occasion he takes is this:
Dr. Stillingfleet,} as all Protestants generally do, had charged
the Church of Rome with idolatry, and wntten many things -

on that argument, which never yet received any answer, and I
am apt to believe never will. n this, Isaac, who is always
ready with his consequences, in};:s for us, that “our land
therefore had in Paganism, as good a religion as it reccived by
Austin in Popery.”§ This we utterly deny : for if the religion
which was preached here by Austin the monk, had been the
very same which is at this gay professed in the Roman com-
munion ; a8 it is evident in many particulars it was not; t{:tﬁ
I say, if it had, we should still have thought it far better
the most refined Paganism : beeause they still retain all the
articles of the ancient catholic faith, though mixzed with many
‘corruptions of their own. But if, setting aside what they de
preserve of the true primitive Christianity, the eomparison
were to be made between Paganism and those additions only

* Pag. 75. + Pag. 85.
1 Pag. 86. § Ibid.




8 THE PROTESTANT RULE OF FAITAH.

they have since tacked on to their creed ; it might then be an em-
ployment worthy the pen of such a workman as Isaac, to let
the world understand on which side the advantage lies. But
the Doctor had affirmed that the Pagans adored the true God
under the name of Jupiter; and he that denies it must be
very little acquainted with the heathen theology, whatever he
be with the Christian. The thing is evident enough from
that place in the Acts,* where Aratus is quoted by St. Paul ;
and any one that will but consult the poet himself, and the
Scholiastt upon him, will see he cannot be otherwise under-
stood ; and the Doctor had proved it at large, beyond all con-
tradiction, by great variety of testimonies out of the best
authors, both ancient and modern: but Isaac, who seems to
have at least as much aversion for heathen Greek as for hea-
then idolatry, very discreetly passes all this over, as if there
had not one word been said ; and instead of answering, only
strives to exercise his talent in his idle fleering way; and so
sets up the Doctor for a great advocate of Paganism, and thinks,
that ‘by changing Christianity for it, he may expect to be
his holy Jupiter’s high priest, in London Caﬂitol.”x And as
soon as he had left this sting in the tail, he concludes his
book very abruptly, without so much as bidding his dear
Ishmael adieu; contrary to all the laws of dialogue. But if
any such revolution as he dreams of should happen, and
heathenism should be restored again (as it will be none of his
fault if it be not), he need not fear any man’s being preferred
before him. He would be the fittest votary for such an altar :
for besides his many excellent personal qualifications for an
arch-flamen, and the particular services he has done the cause,
fortune has been always observed to be very prodigal of her
favours to such profound sages as he. If either merit or good
luck will do the business, it is ten to one on Isaac’s side.
For he is so very jadicious, that he does not perceive that
what he objects to the Doctor, reflects no less upon St. Paul ;
who, it is plain, understood Aratus as he does; and applied
that to the true God which was spoken concerning Jupiter.
So that all the sport he makes himself about Paganism will
be found, in the consequence of it, little better than down-
right blasphemy. But indeed, at his rate of arguing, he may
as soon prove whom he pleases a Pagan, as himself a Chris-

* Acts xvii.
t Vid. Schol. in Arat, See Dr. Stillingfl. Def. of the Disc. of Idolat.
part 1. pag. 6, 8, &c. 3 Pag. 90. .
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tian, by anything that appears .in these Dialogues. And of
this he seems apprehensive enough ; he could not forbear
acquainting us what opinion he thought the world was- like
to have of him ; his own conscience reminded him what kind
of censures he might justly expect. For, says he :* “As to
my religion, I doubt not but that my readers will be divided
in their judgments of me ; if a Papist reads me, he will swear
Iam an Atil:ist; if a Protestant, he will say I am a Papist,
and that my drift is to cast dirt upon his Church ; the honest
Quaker will say I am a profane man ; others perhaps will say,
I am of no religion, but a despiser of all.” This, i’believe, is
very rightly guessed : they that read him will be apt to pass
such judgments upon him, as he surmises; and he knows
best, and any one may see, what occasion he has given them
to entertain such thoughts of him ; but how he will be able
to excuse himself from any of these imputations, I leave it to
him .to be considered of at his leisure.

There is indeed such a vein of profaneness, that discovers itself
in the whole contexture of his Dialogues, which scarce any one
could be guilty of, that were not, what he very reasonably
imagines his readers will think him, a conceited scornful des-
. piser of all teli%ion. He does so frequently sport himself with

an abusive application of Scripture expressions, that it is hard
to judge, whether his principal design were to ridicule the
Reformation or the Bible : but it is certain, the trifling way
in which he treats them, argues a very great contempt of both.

Every leaf affords us instances of this; I will mention but-

one or two. When Ishmaelf was not satisfied, that “if a
silly woman, cobler, or other tradesmen, read Scripture, and
ive their sense of it, that must be called the doctrine of the
ormation :” Isaac replies with the greatest seeming gravity
imaginable, but as much real scorn and derision as is Possible;
as his usual manner is:} “Do not limit God’s infimte good-
ness, by measuring his mercies towards his creatures with
your narrow apprehensions : take notice,”” he says, “he has
chosen the weak and contemptible of the world, for to confound
the strong ones : I confess unto you, Father, that you have
hid these things,” &c. It is enough to occasion something of
horror in any sober Christian, to think that the infinite good-
ness and mercies of Almighty God, and his Holy Word, should

* Pag. 66. t+ Pag. 24. t Ibid.



10 . THE PROTRSTANT RULE OF FAITH.

be thus shamefully exposed by such an idle sco eommmn' .
But to omit mmy’more, thelz is one ?ll:‘i;:h, I believe,
no man can read, and I wonder how he could write it, without
trembling. Ishmael had told him plainly :* «All that your
discourse drives at, by what I can pereeive, is either to beat
me from the Reformation, by shemng me the absurdity of its
Rule of Faith; or oblige me to believe scandalous and blas-

hemous tenets, as necessary sequels out of that rule.” And
Ke cannot deny that that is apparently the drift of all the

"impertinent tattle that makes up his seven Dialogues. But
what answer does Isaac give to this? ¢ Why,” says he, “the
Lord, who is the searcher of hearts, knows you misconstrue
my intentions:” he makes the most solemn appeal to the
Divine Omniscience, in the most sacred expressions, for the
vouching of that which flatly contradicts his own conscience.
For that can tell him, and that God, whom he invokes so

- presumptuously, does know, that what he makes Ishmael to
speak, 18 the very truth ; that his whole discourse is little else
but one continued irony; and that the only design of it, is to
laugh men out of their religion, and draw them over to the
Church of Rome, by charging the Protestant Rule of Faith
with the greatest absurdities he could possibly devise. And
he that dares thus boldly call God to witness tﬂat which him-
self knows, and all the world sees, is most certainly false, seems
to have lost all sense of the Deity, and is advanced some de-
grees beyond that licentiousness, and Paganism too, which he
very industriously, though without any success, strives to prove
very easily deducible from the principles of the Reformation.

After this, the uncharitable censures he passes upon Pro-
testants, may seem but a slight and venial sin: he that is not
afraid openly to affront Almighty God, will be little concerned
for the severest and most unjust reflections he can make upon
his neighbour. But to shew his kindness, he tells us, thatt

. “We are so far from any smack of hypoerisy, that you shall

not see in all London the least appearance of virtue.” He

that will not discover so much as this, in that great city, must
look upon it with a very spiteful and malicious eye. God be
pnisex{ there are many examples there of a truly sober and

Christian life ; and if all be not such, we heartily lament it ;
though I believe it is no more than other populous places are

guilty of ; and if he had pleased, he might as reasonably have

* Pag. 83. t Pag. 41.
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levelled the same objection against all the great societies of
men in the world. Were I minded to imitate his rash way
of judging, I could requite him with a large relation of the - -
lewdnesses that have been commonly practised in Rome itself; *+

and tell him of some religious houses, and whole countries ° N

that have adhered to that Church, where the looseness of their
lives has been more catholic ‘than their faith; and all this
attested, beyond denial, by their own authors. But I do not
like his pharasaical way of justifying ourselves, by reproaching’
others. The scandalous living of some of all religions, proves .
nothing effectually, but the great corruption of human nature,
that will not always be reformed by any. Therefore, to insist
upon this in a matter of dispute, is but a frivolous thing at.
the best ; for a true doctrine will be true still, notwithstanding
the unsuitable lives of those that profess it. However, I must
needs commend Isaac’s i uity, that was so wise as to under-
stand his own talent, an;ﬁlvmg thrust himself into a contro-
versy, chooses the weapon he was best able to manage, and so
makes railing serve instead of argument, and contents himself
with aspersing those he cannot confute.

Most of the second-hand quotations, he makes use of, are
mustered up upon the same grand design, of endeavouring to
blemish the whole Reformation, by imputing unto it many
gross corruptions, both in doctrine and practice. To examine
them all would be a very troublesome and unn labour ;
for whatever the- private opinions of Luther or Calvin, or any
man else may be, we esteem ourselves no more obliged to em-
brace them as articles of our belief, than he thinks himself
bound to receive all the positions which Bellarmine, Perron,
or the Sorbonne, have at any time advanced for undoubted
doctrines of the catholic Church. And to shew you how often
he mistakes the scope of his authors, and to defend their trae
sense against his little eavils, would engage me in so many
tedious digressions, nothing at all to the main pmgose, that
1 think it very unreasonable, that either I or my reader should
be forced to undergo so severe a penance for Isaac’s imperti-
nence. It may be sufficient, therefore, only to observe by the
way, that many, if not all the passages he has produced out of
some Protestant writers, by which he attempts to diseredit
their religion, are taken upon trust from Mr. Brerely: and if
he had not, by very good luck, published his Apology, our Pax
Vobis Dial , a8 well as some others, wanted many
choice embellishments. I will give you a knot of them as they
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lie together : Musculus, a learned Lutheran, writes thus:*
“Thus it is with us at present, that if any be desirous to see a
great rabble of knaves, turbulent spirits, deceitful persons,
cozeners, and debauched men, let him go to a city where the
Gospel is purely preached, and he shall find them by multi-
tudes ; for it is more manifest than the day-light, that never
were there more unbridled and unruly people among the Turks
and Infidels, than the professors of the Reformeg Gospel.”
Luther himself says as much:t ¢ The world grows daily
worse, and men are now more covetous, revengeful, and licen-
tious, than they were in Popery.””  Mr. Stubs says no less :3
“ After my travels round about all England, I found the people
in most parts proud, malicious, ambitious, and careless of good
works.”  Mr. Richard Jeffrey, in his Sermon at St. Paul's
Cross, printed anno 1604:§ I may freely speak what I
have plainly seen, that in Flanders, never was there more
drunkenness, in Italy, more wantonness, in Jewry, more hy-
pocrisy, in Turkey, more impiety, in Tartary, more ini uity,
than is practised generally in England, and particularly in
London.” 1 have taken these four, as I found them altogether,
without adding or diminishing a syllable. In the margin I
have referred to the places in%\tlr. grerely, where they may be
easily seen and compared ; and where any one that takes plea-
. sure indiscovering pettylarceny, and is not unwilling to be at the
trouble, may at any time be furnished with plenty of instances
in the same kind. In these I have chosen out of the rest, Isaac -
is very careful to keep close to his voucher, seldom varying in
the least from the translation of the Apologist, and to be sure,
never adding a word more than he found there. And to make
it evident, almost to a demonstration, that he never vouchsafed
‘to consult the authors themselves; besides the wonderful
harmony betwixt him and Brerely, he pitches upon some,
-which, I am pretty confident, he never saw in all his life.
Luther and Musculus, are names that must needs have come
to his ears, and some of their works, it is possible, he may
have seen; but for Stubs and Jeffrey, let him affirm, if he
dares, that he ever knew any more of them, than what he
found laid up to his hand in that common storehouse ; and
which, to be just to him, he has copied out very faithfully.
But for what end he has done it, I cannot conjecture ; for

* Pag. 40. Brerely, Apol. p. 590. t Pag. 40. Brerely, p. 414.
} Pag. 41. Brerely, p. 591. § Pag. 41. Brerely, p. 589.
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suppose that a loose conversation were, as he imagines, excep-
tion enough against the truth of a doctrine; and that we
should confess the charge, which he cannot ﬁrove; and that
his own Church should plead not guilty, which, I believe, he
will not be over forward to maintain ; and that popular invec-
tives against such vices, as have been always too common,
might be allowed for an exact history of the times, which no
wise man before Isaac ever thought ; yet for all this, it must cer-
tainly be a piece of the highest injustice to condemn the present

or the sins of their great grandfathers; and execute the
credit of this generation, when the youngest evidence that is
brought against it is upward of fourscore. What pity it is that
we want & Brerely the second ! That Mr. Stubs should happen
to write in Queen Elizabeth’s days!* And that it should
be eighty-four years, almost complete, since Mr. Richard
Jeffrey preached before my Lord Mayor! What hard shifts
men put themselves to, when they are resolved to find any
pretence to vilify their brethren !

But I shall pass over these, and the other quotations he
has borrowed of Mr. Brerely, without any further inquiry about
them ; and consider one, which, I believe, is roper?y his own.
He repeats it in almost every leaf, and it is the main hinge on
which he makes the controversy to turn; if you rob him of
this, yon utterly ruin his whole design. He lays it down
boldly for the grand principle of all the Reformation, and often
fixes it in particular upon the Church of England ; and in one
place he tells yout it is ““in the sixth of our Thirty-nine
Articles,” where he makes us to speak thus: “We have no
other rule of faith but Scripture, as each person of sound

judgment in the Church understands it, and what is Eroved by:..»

it.”” In what sense we could admit of this rule he has made
for us, shall be considered hereafter; in the mean time it
must argue a very strange degree of assurance, when a man.
can have the face to refer to a particular passage in those
Articles that are in every one’s hands; when it is apparent as the
sun, that there are no such words, nor any like them, neither
in the sixth, nor any other of all the Thirty-nine. In that he
pretends to recite, there is not a syllable of * each person of
sound judgment ;” the very subject of it is not concerning
the interpretation, but the sufficiency of the Scriptures. For
that which our Church teaches us in that place, is nothing

® Oct. the 17th, 1604. t Page 20.
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but this: that  Holy Scripture containeth all things neces-
sary to salvation; so that whatever is not read therein, nor
m:ibe roved thereby, is not to be required of any man, that
it be believed as an article of efnith,orliethonsht
uisite or necessary to salvation.”* The rest of the Artacle
us only what books we receive for canonical. Now let
any one compare the words as I have truly given them, with
those that Isaac has hammered out of his own brain, and then
judge what a trusty champion he is like to prove. Really it is
a very severe trial of a man’s patience, to be condemned to
the dmdger{‘of exposing such shameless palpable forgeries,
. especially when he constantly treats us with so much scorn
- and derision, as is scarce to be equalled by any thing, but the
impudence of the author and weakness of his argument. It
may be easily guessed what sincerity he has used in his other
quotations, by the exactness he has shewn in this, where the
cheat may be presently detected by every English reader. And
therefore, when he makes all other Protestant Churches to
maintain the same principle, I think it may be done with the
like fidelity. I have made some search, and cannot meet with
any such expressions, as he tells us of| in the confession of any
Reformed Church in Europe ; if he knows where they are to
be found, I desire he wous)(‘l5 be pleased to direct us to the
lace. If he refuse me this kindness, as I know he will, then
e must excuse us if we suspect him for dealing fraudulently
here too ; and look upon him, for ever hereafter, as one that
has been set up to ridicule the Protestant religion, with a
~ few aptic mimical tricks, at the expense of his honour and
couscience. .

But if we should be so civil to him, as to grant that he
has spoken nothing but truth ; and suppose, for the present,
that he had used the same faithfulness in setting down the
Article, &c. as he has done in transcribing Mr. Brerely, yet I
cannot perceive how he will be able wholly to free his own
Church from those very inconveniences he strives to charge
- upon ours. “The Protestant rule of faith,” as he says, “is
Scripture, as_each person of sound judgment understands it.>
He cannot tell us of one Protestant Church that has expressed
itself in these terms. However, to gratify Isaac, let it be so :
what then? Why then, says he, ¢ whatever any man of sound
judgment has ever thought to be the sense of Scripture, must

* Art. 6.
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be allowed to be the doctrine of the Reformation.”” By the. ..
““ man of sound judgment,” he always understands every Pro-- - =,
testant of any denomination whatsoever. And by this device

he thinks he has us fast enough; and imagines that he can
make the whole Reformation guilty of the most absurd and
contradictious opinions that ever were vented, or that he can
pretend to have been vented by any one of all those that have
refused communion with the Church of BRome, from Luther’s

time to this day. And are we not like to be finely represented

now, when such a slippery companion as Isaac, s{mll not only
undertake to make prineiples, but must needs be drawing of
consequences for us too 7 This must be confessed to be some~ .
thix;“;qhnd, and unequal dealing: but yet if we should yield

him all he desires, and allow that he has laid down the ¢ Pro-
testant rule of faith,” with all the sincerity imaginable, and that

the consequence he has drawn from it is firm and undeniable,

yet the Church of Rome is like to gain but little advantage by

it. For either they have some rule of faith, in which they -
are all agreed, or they have not: if they have not, the boast

of infallibility is come to Bothing, and they must not pretend .«
any longer to build upon a rock: if they have any such rule, " °
then the most absurd and impious opinions that ever havebeen -3+ -
maintained by any of those that receive that rule, as all -
Papists are supposed to do, must be acknowledged to be the
doctrine of the Church of Rome, by the same way of arguing
that Isaac would have the opinion of every Protestant in the -
world to be the doctrine of the whole Reformation. Andthen .
all the lewd, immoral, and licentious resolutions of their. " -
casuists; all the turbulent antimonarchical and idolatrous
tenets that have been propagated against them by any of their
canonists, schoolmen, or other writers, must pass for the
doctrine of their Church. If it should be replied, that they:

do not think themselves bound to defend the peculiar senta-
ments of private doctors, because, though the rule by which

they are to be guided be never so true and certain in itself, yet
they, every one of them, may be extremely mistaken in the
application of it : they know that we are wont to plead the
same thing : this therefore will excuse us from the imputation

of any strange opinions that may have been held by some of

our communion, as effectually as it can free them from the
guilt of those dangerous errors that have been taught, and
zealously promoted, by the greatest men of theirs. So that
hitherto we stand, at least, upon equal terms; nay, I am sure,
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.

any mluw;lication of the rule is far more onable in a
Church that never thought berself infallible, than it can be in
that that pretends to be so. -

Isaac is something sensible that his argument might be
retorted upon him in some such manner as this, and therefore
he takes all the care he can to prevent the objection. For,
says he, ““ Be pleased to observe the differende betwixt Popery
and our Reformation ; the rule of faith, in Popery, is Serip-
ture, as interpreted by the Pope and Council, or their Church ;
they will admit no other ; consequently, no doctrine is to be
called Popery, but what is judged by the Pope, and his Church
or Council, to be the sense of Scripture ; and if any doctor, or
university, holds any sense contrary to theirs, it is to be called
the doctrine of that particular person, and not the doctrine of
the Popish Church, because their rule of faith is not Scripture
as interpreted by any person of sound juﬁilﬁent, but as mter-
preted by their Pope and Council.”* is is the waa by
which he thinks to defend the Papists, from the grand -
dity he every where presses upon the Protestants; and this
indeed is now become the common evasion. Tell them of
doctrines that have been generally received by them ; bri
the most express words of their most learned and appro
authors, the most admired by the people, and encouraged by
their superiors; nay, some of them caunonized too; they can
easily blow away all these: and whatever any or all of them
held, when they please, it shall be but the opinion of & private
doctor : they will hear of nothing for the doctrine of their
Church, though it has passed never so long, not only without
a censure, but with the highest approbation, unless we can
shew it has been formally conﬁrme; by the great names of
Pope and Council If you talk of any thing less, they make
lamentable complaints of being misrepresenteg ; so that, as the
matter has been managed by them of late, it is much easier to
confute almost any point of Popery, than to make them con-
fess whatit is. Well! let us see, however, how bravely Isaac
will defehd his Church against the force of his own conse-
quence. “The Protestant rule of faith,” says he, ‘“is Serip-
ture, as each person of sound judgment undérstands it;
therefore, whatever Luther, or Calvin, or any other of sound
judgment, that owns this rule, have taught or may teach, must
be the doctrine of the Reformation.” This I am forced to

* Pag. 22, 23.
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repeat so often, is the complete epitome of all the seven
Dialogues ; and if this should not prove good logic, there is
not a dram of sense in them. To make the experiment, we
will try how the consequences will fit when it is applied to the
other side. * The rule of faith in Popery,” as Isaac tells us,
¢ is Scripture, as interpreted by the Pope and Council ;* there-
fore, by his own way of inferring, whatever Thomas, or
Suarez, or any other of sound judgment, that owns this rule,
have taught, or may teach, must be the doctrine of the Church
~of Rome. This, I believe, he will be very unwilling to
ield ; but there is no remedy, he must be forced to do it b
ria'own argument. The inference, from both rules, is m
exactly in the same way, and he that can discern the least
difference, must be 2 man of more than ordinary subtlety.
If he think to excuse his Church, by saying, that their authors
may mistake the sense of the Pope and Council ; he cannot
be so ignorant, but that he must know that we believe that

ours too may sometimes mistake the sense of the Scripture; .

and he is not so partial, but that he may see that the same
answer will bring oue side off as fairly as the other. But
honest Isaac is not at all apprehensive of the danger of the
desperate stroke he has made ; heis perpetually sneering, and
seems wonderfully jocund ; he pleases himself with the conceit
that he has caught a Protestant, but I would wish him to
. have a care it does not prove a Tartar. If he will not quietly
lmo the hold he thinks he has got of the Reformed, he
shall quickly understand that he has taken the Romish Church
in the same noose. This alone might be sufficient to shew
the weakness and inconsequence of the only argument he
brings against us ; if he can do any hurt, it is to none but the
Popish cause, and we have more reason to pity than to fear
such an unskilful and unfortunate combatant, that directs a
furious blow at his adversary, that slides off without any harm
done, but gives himself a mortal wound.

And here I might take my leave of Isaac, and dismiss this
argument. But I find the Interpretation of Scripture is grown
the common theme upon which many of our Popish writers
delight to exercise their pens. Among other little essays on
the same subject, I have seen one set out not long since, by
Mr. P., which, because it is so like Isaac’s in the main desi
I cannot let pass without taking some notice of it. He calls
it, “A full and clear Exposition of the Protestant Rule of
Faith., With an excellent Dialogue, laying forth the large

VOL. VI. c
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extent of, true Protestant ity, against the uncharitable
Papists.” This is just such an mock title, as his brother
Isaac hmd made use of to recommend his Dialogues ; and it is
the only one that I find in my book. But it seems he has
several faces to clap upon this little treatise, for fear of dis-
covery. For he tells us in an advertisement at the latter end,
that ““ he has been obliged to prefix different titles to this short
discourse.” And what occasion should there be for that I
wonder? Why, it is by reason of the endesvours he has
experienced to be used by Protestant ministers, to keep out of
the people’s hands all books and pa; which might econ-
tribute to the disabusing a nation, most imposed mzm
this day in Christendom. If this be all, he h.t:dn;'heh:
walking in a disguise ; no body had been fri , i
appeared in his own likeness. yAnd as for mn&::oh and
papers out of the le’s hands, he knows that their people
are forbid to look into any of ours, under penalty of a severe
censure ; they dare as well read the Bible without licemse, as
the writings of heretics. But we that allow and exhort them
to study the Scriptures, think that they may there see so much
of the truth of the religion we profess, that we are not afraid
to trust them with the perusal of Popish authors ; only advis-
ing them not to suffer themselves to be prevailed upon by any
specious show of argument, without consulting those who may
be better able to discern the fallacy, than they mma'ally
supposed to be. But as for Mr. P. he may he sa
himself the trouble of different titles; if a man may judge of
the rest by this, we need not be solicitous to keep his writings
out of our people’s hands. No, it may be some oconfirmation
to a Protestant in his religion, when after so much boasting
he shall find so little said against it.

" The full and clear sition, as he calls it, eonsists of three
parts. The first, besides some personal reflections, only
acquaints us with some differences there have been among
Protestants, and some hard words some of them have given

" oue another ; which if he have related never so impartially,

our cause is no more concerned in it than his.
The second he calls, “The great extent of Protestant
‘Charity : or, aDialogue between Eudoxius and Philautus, con-

“cerning the Protestant Rule of Faith ; shewing it to be an inlet
"~ not only to all Heresy, but even to Twrcism, Judalem, and

Atheism itself.” Here are a great many things boldly under-
taken ; and you must believe they are all demonstrated in the
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compass of four leaves in quarto. This is something more
strange than Homer’s Iliads in a nut-shell. I guess he might

‘be encouraged to this brave attem’ﬁt‘, by the great reputation

that Isaac had won before him. emistocles could not sleep
sometimes, the glories of the Marathonian field ran so in his
head. He never mentions his name, but he goés upon the
same principle with Isaac : *“Scripture as understood by every
sound judgment.” He ar?es in the very samé way. You
shall scarce observe any difference, but only that heis a great
deal shorter, and not quite so airy; his Eudoxius does not

rattle altogether so flippantly as Isaac. But there is abun-
gant amends made for that ; he has outshot him in his own
bow. I do not remember that Isaac carried the business any
farther than Paganism ; but Mr. P.’s Eudoxius leads about his
Protestant by the nose, till he has brought him as far as
Atheism. But I wonder how he drew him thither: the
Protestant, he confesses, grounds his belief only upon the
Word of God ; therefore he may be an Atheist, and believe
there is no God !

This is a greater than any of those unheard of Paradoxes
following from the Protestant rile of faith; which makes up
his third part. He has seven of them; just a8 many as
Isaac’s Dialogues. They dre most of them grounded upon

q®

extravagant suppositions concerning Protestants ; and if we .

should grant all to be true, he would gain but little by it.
‘Were we as bad as he would make us, yet the worst men may
have right notions ; and the greatest piety is not always a
s:eservaﬁve against error. I need not run over all his Para-

xes to shew you the man; only for example, in his last,
among other things almost as groundless, _Iime is so very
charitable and wise, as to suppose that there *is nothing so
clear, as that the necessity of a handsome maintenance for
wife and ¢hildren, mixed with a fear of being defamed and
ruined by the party, if they leave it, is the chief invitation of
the Ministers of the Chureh of England to remain in her
eommunion, as,’” he says, “‘many of them have owned to him,
(some of which he has reconciled).”” What! nothing so elear !
T think I could tell him of some things a little clearer:

Through what window did this gentleman peep into our -

breasts, that he has been able to make such a shrewd discovery

of our most private thoughts? Is this, does he think, the-

chief mvitation? I presume he has Heard, and has been much
troubled, no doubt, at what the poor Waldenses and Albigenses,
s c2
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soon after into Flanders, and that very winter the poor gentle-’
man died without any assistance. This must be confessed to
have fallen out very unluckily, upon several accounts. - Yet to
support the credit of the relation, as much as may be, I could
wish Mr. P. would acquaint us who this eminent Doctor was,
and where the great benefice lay; I fear he has forgotten the
names of them both. But I shall not therefore question the
truth of the story: be it as he relates, in every particular,
there can be nothing of argument drawn from it. For we can
tell him of eminent Doctors of the Church of Rome, that have
been under great dissatisfaction of mind, and some that have
come actually over to the Protestant communion. But what
does it signify, if some men change their opinions? All armies
will have their deserters ; but which side has the juster cause,
is not to be estimated by such uncertain measures. By these
few instances any one may judge of Mr. P.’s way of proceed-
ing ; and what notable observations he is wont to make upon
us, and our religion. Therefore what is peculiarly his own, I
shall pass over without any further notice; but what he has in
common with Isaac and others, concerning the Protestant
rule of faith, shall now be considered a little more particularly,
When the Bible began to be commonly translated into the
vulgar languages, it was not possible to {eep it wholly out of
the people’s hands. But to prevent the danger of having her
errors and innovations discovered by it, the Church of Rome
will not allow it to be promiscuously read, but only by such
as she is pleased to intrust with special licence for that - -
purpose ; and they too must not presume to understand it for:

themselves, but entirely resign their judgments to such inter- * .’

pretation as she shall be pleased to put upon it. Thisis
rindeed an exceeding great degree of caution, but not a jot
more than she stood in need of. For when she had for a
long time performed all her public offices in an unknown
tongue, and robbed the laity of half the communion; when’
she had introduced a strange worship of relics and images,
and set up to herself many mediators of intercession ; when
she had maintained that Christ was offered every day in the
sacrifice of the mass, and taught and done many other things,
apparently repugnant to the Word of God; then to secure
berself in the possession of these doctrines and practices, it
was but necessary that she should lay claim to the sole privi-
lege of interpreting Scripture. This, and nothing but this, .
could sufficiently guard her against all contradiction. For
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the
much geal, to bear down all with the judgment of his Church ;
if be can but gain this one paint, he makes himself master of
all the rest. And I shall not
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taken, than that the Church should be in an error. And it is
true indeed, the testimony of the Church is very highly to he
valued, if by it understand the Church that is truly
oatholic, inefuding first and purest ages; but if, by
catholic Chureh, they mean, as the Papists de, only a part,
and that the most corrupt part of the modern Church; her
testimony or judgment can be but of very little authority,
especially when she gives it in her own cause.

‘We shall not therefore suffer ourselves to be over-borne in
the present case, by a confident noise of the catholic Church ;
but briefly laying down the Protestant and Popish® ways of
interpreting '&:nre, endeavour to make it appear, that they
mbeaubject to the same uncertainties that they pretend us
to be. N
sc;:'l‘he Pmtest;nt rule of faith,” u}d;:c will have it, ““ is

ipture, a8 each person of sound judgment interprets it 2>’
and Mr. P. expresses it in the same xi}xanner. Now, as I have
observed before, though Isaac often affirms it. very boldly,
these words are no where ta be found in our Thirty-nine Articles,
nor yet in the confession of any ether Reformed Church that
I have met with. If he can allow himself the liberty, wilfully
to misunderstand our rule, and then set it down in such ex-
pressions as he thinks may be best exposed, he may easily
make an Arian, or & Pagan, or an Atheist, ar what kind of
creature he pleases, of his poor Ishmael. It is likely he may
have seen the very words, as bhe recites them, or some to the
same effect, in some particular author ; but he cannot therefore
justly charge all the absurdities, he fancies to be in them, upon

E
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amy one Churoh, much less upon the whole body of the Re-
formation, which is not bound, any more than the Church of
Rome, to answer for all the mistakes of every private member
within its communion. This, indeed, Isaac would fain make
us believe ; and that any opinion that ever was started by any
Protestant,* is as truly and really the doctrine of the Refor-
mation, as the figurative presence,”” &c. This, he knows, we
sbsolutely deny ; but he thinks it neoessarily follows from oux
rule of faith. I have often taken notice of his falseness and
insincerity, in representing our rule in such words as he pleases
himself, which ismh alone to make all he says of no value,
with any honest considering man. But I will not now insist
upon that : let our rule be just as he would have it ; “ Sexip-
ture as each person ofsonmijudgment interprets it :”’ but then
he must give us leave to take the werds in our own sense ; and
not force an absurd and ridiculous construetion upoa them,
and then stand laughing by himself, as if he were strangely
surprised, as any man might well be, with the pleasantness of
the invention. If therefore in the present ease, by ““ a person
of sound judgment,” he understands such an one as being dul

qualified, with natural or acquired abilities, applies himself

seriously to the study of the holy Seriptures, and understands
them in their true and genuine sense ; we freely acknowledge,
that ““Scripture, thus interpreted by any man, is the rule of
our faith ;” and let him make his best of this concession. °
But if by ““a person. of sound judgment,” he means such an

.one a4 being otherwise rational enough, and of good capacity,

is yet, sometimes at least, mistaken in the sense of the Scrip-
tures; so far as he is mistaken, he cannot be said to be “of
sound judgment,” neither is any one bound to follow him im
his errors. The mistaken sense of Scripture is not our rule
of faith, whoever be the interpreter; though he should have
the confidence to pretend himself infallible. Mr. P.and Isaae,
and some others, will needs make us understand the matter in
this las¢ way ; as if because we may suppose a man to “be of
sound judgment” in some respects, we must therefore t
him to be absolutely so in all. Which is eitheraverychsdn':h
mistaking, or & most malicious perverting of our sense; and
their whole argument, which proceeds upon no other ground
bat this, every novice ean tell them, is a plain fallacy ; a Dicto
secundum quid ad Dictum simpliciter. And this is all the

* Preface to Pax Vobis.
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change religions as often as we please.” These few lines con-
tain the substance of all he undertakes to prove, by particular
instances, throughout his book; these are the things he is
always twitting Ishmael with, and in him the whole Refor-
mation. Mr. P. goes upon the same principle, and his way
of arguing is very little different from Isaac’s; but both of
them being manifestly mistaken in their first and fundamental
proposition, as I have shewed, the grand absurdities they
charge us with, as following from thence, cannot at all affect
us.

To make this appear farther yet, and to prevent all cavilling,
that may be occasioned by any ambiguity of expression, we
affirm, that ¢ Scripture rightly interpreted, is the Protestant
rule of faith.” is we desire to follow, and no other; this
we think sufficient to bring us to salvation, without the help
of oral, or any kind of unwritten traditions. And so by
explaining the term, ““ by any man of sound judgment,” by the
word “rightly,” which is equivalent to it, but cannot be so
easily wrested to a wrong sense ; it is manifest, that all Isaac’s
idle drollery, and Mr. P.’s graver triumph, must come to
nothing ; because they both depend wholly upon the equivocal
acception of one single phrase. But though we may, without
any difficulty, clear ourselves from the frivolous cavils that are
taken from the signification, which they would make dubious;
yet the great question still remains, who they are that may be
sure they “rightly ipterg;et the holy Scriptures 7’ The
testants are persuaded that this may be done by every sober
Christian : they of the Church of Rome are of opinion, that
no private man must presume to pretend unto it; but that it
is reserved as the peculiar privilege of the Pope and Council,
whom they esteem infallible. This is what they hold on both
gides, as to this matter, and which of these may be safely
relied on, in order to the searching out the true sense of the
Word of God, shall be now examined. And first, for the
Protestant rule of faith, which is Scripture rightly inter-
preted, I will endeavour to prove these three things.

1. That the holy Scripture is so plain in all things neeessa?
to salvation, that it may be rightly understood, or interpreted,
by any man of sound judgment.

2. That there are certain ways and means, which will not
fail to bring those, that daily use them, to a right understanding,
or interpretation of it, in all those necessary things.

3. That we may be as unquestionably assured of the true
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sense of Seriptare, thus interpreted, as it is possible for any
mwbeoll:;hesenaeofmyotherwritinginthewoﬂd.
If I can prove these things clearly, as I to do, then
the absurd and ridiculous consequences, which Mr. P. and
Isaac would persuade us do follow fram the Protestant rule
of faith, will be of no force.

I

The first of Ms;lm“hetll‘xd;tysm bis.o ﬂ. n:i‘“
things necessary to salvation, it may ightly undes-
swlzssorinteryneed,bymymofmndjlﬁgmt,
roposition which one would imagine should not be queationed
g any Christian. Bt it is well known how they of

urch of Bome have been to prove, that the Scripture
is very ohacure, as if they would pretend to lead men
some other way than that which God has been pleased to -
reveal unto us in his holy Word. And sa they must, if the
additional articles of their belief be so necessary to salvation,
astheyhavehtelyvowdthcgc:e. For there is not the least
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given us, do believe that he has made us able to see it. We
are persuaded that the Scripture may be understood by private
Christians ;

1. Because God intended it for a rule of faith and
practiee ; and whoever believes and lives aceording to what is
there revealed and commanded, shall be eertainly saved. And
if the Scripture be sufficient to bring every man te eternal
happiness, then every man may understand it so far as it is
necessary for the attainment of that emd. Of this there is no
controversy among Protestants; but they of the Church of
Rome imagine we stand in need of unwritten traditions ; which
now by deeree of the Couneil of Trent,* are made of equal

. authority with the written word. But the plain testimony the
holy Scripture gives concerning its own fulness and sufficiency,
wilfy easily outweigh the bold determinations of a packed Synod.
Before God had communicated the elearer manifestation of the
Gospel, there was enough revealed in the law to save those
that conscientiously observed it: as is plainly declared by
the Prophet Ezehe{ :t. I gave them my statutes, and shewed

® Sess. 4. [Labbe, Concil. vol. 14. p. 746. Lut. Par. 1672.]
t Ezek. xx. 11,
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them my j ents, which if a man do, he shall even live in
them.” And Moses himself had enforced the obedience of the
Israelites upon the very same consideration:* *Ye shall
therefore keep my statutes and my judgments ; which if a man
do, he shall live in them.”” Here 18 a promise of life made to
those that should observe the statutes and judgments, which
God gave them by his servant Moses ; which cannot be under-
. stood of this temparal life only, because the best men were
often eut off in the midst of their days, and frequently suffered
greater adversities than the most profligate sinners. The Jews
therefore have constantly believed, that it had a respect to the
, life to come, as well as this. And 8t. Paul + applies it twice
in the matter of our justification; which can have regard to
nothing else but the everlasting bliss of the other world. And
when the lawi::si;’the Gospel had made that most important
demand :3 « , what I do to imherit eternal life :”
our blessed Lord refers him to what was written in the
law; and upon his making a sound and judicious answer,
approves of it ; and for satisfaction to his question, tells him,
“'Fl:ga do, and thou shalt live.”” And the Apostle having
commended Timothy § for his early knowledge in the holy
Scriptures, assures him, ‘“that they were able to make him
wise unto salvation :’ and then adds further,  that all Scrip-
ture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doc-
trine, for reproof, for correction, for instruetion in righteous-
ness : that the man of Ged may be perfect, throughly furnished
unto all good works.” And if it be profitable for nstruction,
it may certainly be understood ; if it will make the man of God
%erfect, then human treditions must be needless and superfluous.
here is nothing can be evidenced by more plain and express
proofs, than that the Scriptures alone contain sufficient directions
for the attainment of everlasting happiness, and that they were
written for that very purpose ; and therefore we may conclude,
that they are not unintelligible. For it would not be consistent
with the Divine goodness and wisdom, if he should give us a
rule that were either defective or obscure; especially in &
matter of that infinite concernment. If it should be said, as
it is, that all may be cleared by the interpretation of the
Church ; that sha.l{ be farther considered hereafter. In the
meantime let them take heed, lest while they strive to magnify

* Lew. xviii. 5. . + Rom. x. 6. Gal iii. 12.
$ Luke x. 25, &c. § 2 Tim. iii. 15, 16, 17,
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their Church, they do not reflect dishonourably upon God ; as
if he had made the way to salvation so very dark and intricate,
that it is impossible to find it out, unless a man will resign his
whole understanding to the conduct and management of ¢
certain Church ; which at last, after all the noise and braving
we have had about it, proves to be nothing in effect, but |
private confessor or a parish priest, who, by their own con
fession, may be as blind and ignorant as another man. Bu
let them flatter themselves u.&ney please, with an opinion ¢
some ter evidence; we are contented to build our fait!
upon the Word of God, which we are fully persuaded may b
as safely relied on, and as easily understood, as the canons an
decrees of a General Council, or the pretended infallibility of th
Bishop of Rome. For these we know may Emurposely perple
the truth, and by their sophistry make the plainest things?oo
very intricate and dubious ; by this means they ms
detain the people in such a stupid ignorance, as may incla
them to yield a blind obedience to that boundless authori
they would usurp over their consciences. But we are sure tl
most wise and gracious God will deal with us ih anoth
manner ; he will hide nothing from us that is in any w:
necessary to the salvation of our souls; and therefore tha
divine revelations that were given us for that end, cannot be
obscure, as they would make them.

2. This will appear farther, if we consider that the hc
" Scriptures were directed to all ; all are concerned in the d¢
trine contained in them ; all are commanded to read, or hi
them read ; from whence we must necessarily infer, that tt
may in some measure be understood by all.

It is manifest, that the holy Scriptures were directed to :
In the law and the prophets we find frequent addresses to
whole house of Israel ; and most of those heavenly discom
of our blessed Lord, that are recorded in the Gospel, were f
delivered to the mixt multitude that flocked together to h
him. The Apostolical Epistles, in which are some as diffi(
passages as in any other part of the written Word, were
sent, not to some peculiar persons only, distinguished from
rest by the eminency of their place, or the tmetness of tl
abilities, but to the whole congregation of the faithful, w
out any exception. This appears from the inscription of
of them. That to the Romans is not to the conclave, or
select number, that might pretend to a share in the inf
bility ; which had been but reasonable, if St. Paul had kn
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of any such privilege thez had above other Churches ; but it is
to  all that be in Rome,* beloved of God, called to be saints.”
The first Epistle to the Corinthianst is directed “unto the
Church of God which is at Corinth, to them that are sanctified
in Christ Jesus, called to be saints, with all that in every place
call upon the name of Jesus Christ our Lord.” And the
second § is likewise sent ““unto the Church of God which is at
Corinth, with all the saints which are in all Achais.” And so
the rest, they are to the Churches, the saints, the faithful,
the brethren: which expressions do evidently include the
whole community of Christians. And to put this matter out
of question, in one of them there is a distinction made betwixt
the clergy and laity ; for it is first, “to all the saints in Christ
Jesus which are at Philippi ;”’§ and then is added, ¢ with the
bishops and deacons.” The Apostle here puts a plain difference
between these and the former, and it is manifest that he
applies himself equally to both ; which he had never done, if
he had not thought them both capable of understanding what
he had written. Had he been of the opinion of the modern
Romanists, he would have written to none but the bishops and
deacons ; and only advised the other saints to repair to their
gpiritual fathers, and take his meaning from them ; or rather,
he would have persuaded them to make a journey to Rome, or
stay till a General Council could be convened to give them the
trae sense of his words. But because we find nothing of this,
we may conclude, that he esteemed them able to interpret for .
themselves, without yielding an implicit assent to the judgment
of others. And since it is the very same truth that is now
laid before us in the holy Bible, which was first preached to
gromiscuous assemblies, that were made up of persons of very

ifferent capacities ; if it were plain and effectual enough, as 1t
was, for the conversion and edification of those that heard
it, when it was spoken, there is no reason why we should
imagine, that it should become less intelligible, merely by
being put into writing.

Besides, the doctrine contained in the holy Scriptare,
which was thus delivered and sent unto all the faithful, is of
that infinite concernment to every man, as has been intimated
already, that no less than our eternal salvation depends upon
it. For here we have all matters of necessary belief suffi-

* Rom. i. 7. + 1Cor. i. 2.
$ 2Cor. i 1. § Phil. i. 1.
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And according to this excellent institution, when they were
come into the promised land,*  there was not a word of all
that Moses commanded, which Joshua read not befove all the
congregation of Israel, with the women, and the little ones,
and the strangers that were conversant among them.” And
in the same manner 4+ * Ezra read in the book of the law of
‘Moses, from the morning until mid-day, before the men, and
the women, and those that could understand:” that is, such
children as were come to years of discretion ; all were admitted
that were capable of receiving instruction. And this was con-
tinued in our Saviour’s and the Apostles’ time.; < Moses and
the prophets were read in their synagogues every Sabbath.”’
The same is observed by the Jews to this very day. And
when St. Paul writes to the Church of the Thessalonians, he
adjures them in the most solemn manner, that they should
take care to have his Epistle “ read to all the holy brethren.”’§
And he commands the Colossians, when they had read his
Epistle] themselves, to communicate it to be read “in the
Church of the Laodiceans; and that they likewise should
read the Epistle from Laodicea.”” He uses none of that mighty
caution that has been so highly applauded by the Church of
Rome. He was not sensibi, it seems, of the great danger of
making heretics, by permitting the Seriptures to be vu

read. He was perfectly ignorant of that rare secret, so much- - -

boasted of by our modern empirics, to preserve men from ™
error, de;l)‘riving them of the means of knowledge. It is -
plain, that he took the quite contrary course; he ordered
those writings that were inspired by the Holy Ghost, to be as
publicly and universally read as was poseible. And in this, as
1n other cases, he did bat follow the example of our blessed
Lord, who always encouraged reading: and commanded his
hearers to ““search the Scriptures ;¢ and sometimes enjoed
them particularly to apply their minds, and use their utmost
endeavours to find out the meaning of what they read :** <Let
him that readeth understand.” And this he required in the
explication of prophecies ; which are generslly more intricate
‘and obscure, than thé precepts of hely living or the
‘historieal relations of matters of fact. And yet we s¥e even
these are supposed to be intelligible ; or elge it were very hard

* Josh. viii. 35. + Neh. viii. 2, 3.
1 Acts xiii. 15, 27. xv. 21. § °1 Thess. v. £7.
il Col. iv. 16. o Jobn v. 39. ** Mark xiii. }4.
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" in a matter of the greatest consequence. St.
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to expect that men should read, much less understand them.
For indeed, if the supposition of the Romanists, concemin&tel::
obscurity of the Scriptures, were true, their forbidding

to be read, as they do, would not be irrational. But if they
are not to be why were they written? If they cannot
be understood, to what purpose should they be read? It
would be very difficult, in the Romish way, to give a satis-
factory answer to these demands. But i God, that
directed the Scriptures to the whole body of the Church; that .
will punish our ignorance and disobedience so severely ; and
that has so strictly commanded the hearing and ing of
them, would not express himself in sach a manner, as should
be above the reach of an ordinary understanding; at least in
the most important and necessary points.

3. Nar, we find in Scripture many express appeals made to
the people, in which they are left to determine the matter in
question themselves; which evidently implies, that they may
be able to give a true judgment in the case. Thus, in the
prophet Ezekiel :* < Hear now, O house of Israel ; is not my
way equal? Are not your ways unequal?’ And so agam in
Isaiah :¥ O inhabitants of Jerusalem, and men of Judah,
{udge, 1 prajr gou, betwixt me and my vineyard.” And our

lessed Lord demands of the people: 1* Yea, and why even
of yourselves judge ye not what is right 7" that is, what is the
reason that you that are quick-sighted enough in other matters,
do not discern that this is the time, and that I am the Mes-
sias that was to come ; but you must still be requiring of signs
from heaven ; when you might easily convince yourselves out
of the Scriptures, that have spoken so much concerning me?
For that this was the parti subject and occasion of the
discourse, may be seen, Matth. xvi. 1. So that it is plain our
Saviour thought that the people might be comg:tent judges,
aul,§ in one
case, bids them ¢ judge in themselves.” And in another: < X
speak,” says he, “as to wise men : judge ye what I say.”’| He
does not refer it to the Pope and Council, but to all those to
whom he wrote. And the thing he treats of, is no less than
the communion of the body and blood of Christ ;9] which we
all confess to be one of the greatest mysteries of our religion 3
but the Papists have placed it so far beyond the reach of all

* Ezek. xviii. 25. t Isa. v. 3. t Luke xii. 57.
§ 1Cor. xi. 13. | Ib. x.15. g Ver. 16.
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human understandin , that they have loaded it with a thou- .,

sand palpable contradictions ; and yet the Apostle proposes it
to the wﬁole community of the Church of Corinth, to whom
his Epistle was directed, and commands them to judge of what
he was to say about it. Our Saviour and all the Apostles
usually confirmed their doctrine by the testimony of the law
and the prophets ; and Apollos* ““ mightily convinced the Jews,
and that publicly, shewing by the Scriptures that Jesus was
. Christ.” And i these cases they did certainly leave their
hearers to judge of the true sense of the Scriptures they pro-

pounded unto them. For it were ridiculous to go aboutto °

bring men out of their errors, without giving them the liberty to "

consider the force and evidence of the arguments we make use
of ; and it is utterly impossible to convince them by that they
cannot understand. N‘; , they of the Church of Rome, after
their vehement and copious invectives against a private inter-
pretation, are forced at last to allow 05 it themselves. For
when they would prove their peculiar opinions, as they have
in vain attempted, by some passages taken out of the Scrip-
tures, they do by this make the people judges of the sense of
those places, and permit them to determine whether they
think them pertinently applied. So that not only the Scrip-
ture, but the Romanists too do the same thing, which they are
wont 80 superciliously to condemn in us.  °

4. But we may immediately put an end to this debate, by
consulting the text of the holy Scripture: where we shall find
all things necessary, so clearly delivered, that an ordinary
capacity may be able to discover those truths, which being
sincere] {‘}followed, will certainly bring us to everlasting happi-
ness. ese are in the genera{

. they do not esteem themselves concerned to be altogether so

of two sorts; either mntters.lf.‘.‘-‘

of practice, or matters of faith: they hold their Church to
be absolutely infallible in both. As to the former of these,

~ difficult. Though their casuists especially, by their mentaly

reservations ; their directing the intention; their frequent
eluding the dictates of natural conscience, by some nice and
frivolous distinction; and many other devices, have not only
obscured, but quite evacuated a great Fu't of our moral duty,
as effectually as ever the Scribes and Pharisees did ; yet they
will not always contend so zealously with us, about the things
of this nature. Though they have avery plentiful stock of
confidence to maintain the most absurd assertions ; yet they

* Acts xviii. 28. . :
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are ashamed openly to defend the lewd opinions of man{‘of
their most celebrated authors. Because they have debauched
men’s minds with such false notions in morality, as would be
abhorred in the most barbarous parts of the heathen world.
Therefore leaving these writers to shift for themselves, and
the people to be conducted by them, if they please, they dare
not so roundly deny, but that God has revealed himself evi-
dently enough, as to what concerns our practice; but as to
matters of faith, there it is that they think the Secriptures the
most defective and obscure; and that there is an absolute
necessity of having them supplied by their traditions, and ex-
plained by their pretended catholic Church. But as what-
soever we are bound to do, is almost confessed to be mani-
festly contained in the word of God; so we are persuaded,
that every thing, of necessary belief, is to be found there too;
and that in such clear and perspicuous expressions, that no-
thing but obstinacy and perverseness can be able to deny it.
To make this good, I might run over all the articles of our
Christian faith; the incarnation, death, and resurrection of
our blessed Lord, the forgiveness of sins, and the rest; and
shew how every one of them is confirmed by plain and unde-
niable testimonies of holy Scripture. But the thing is so

nerally known, and so very clear, that I need not insist upon

. gﬁe Indeed the case is very different, as to that Creed which

Pius IV. has framed from the decrees of the Council of Trent ;

. and which is now received by the Church of Rome. If we

-were to seek for a proof of the power of indulgénces; the

" . sacrifice of the mass ; the seven sacraments; the praying to

saints ; the worshipf)ing their relics, and images, and the
like; we might look long enough, before we should meet with
any passage in the whole Bible, that would give the least coun-
tenance to these novel and superstitious inventions. But what-
ever is to be found in any of the Creeds that were allowed by
the ancient Church, may be fully proved out of the Scrip-
tures ; and our adversaries themselves cannot deny it.

Now if the Scripture was intended for a perfect rule of

~ faith and manners; if it was directed to all, and all are con-

ccerned, and commanded to read it ; if it appeals to the people,

" and leaves them to judge of what is said ; and if we find all

. the precepts of a holy-life, and al the articles of our Christian

faith manifestly laid down and declared in it, then it must be
#0 plain in all necessaries, that it may be understood, or inter-
preted by any man of sound judgment.

It were easy to prove by a multitude of citations out of the
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ancients, that they were all of this opinion ; I shall only pro-

duce a few very plain passages from some of the most eminent '

of them. Justin Martyr in his Dialogue with Trypho the
Jew, tells him, that he would produce such Scriptures,* “as
nobody should be able to speak against;” they should be so
clear and express for the divinity of Christ, which he is there
proving. And a little after he bids himt “attend to those
things he was about to recite out of the holy Secriptures, which
had no need of being explained, but only heard.”” 8t. Chry-
sostom finds fault with his hearers, and reprehends them
sharply, for their neglect of the holy Scriptures ; and because
they were so addicted to the pleasing their fancies, that they
did not think it worth their while to come to church, unless
it were to hear a sermon. This, he tells them, did spoil all.
For it was only their carelessness, and want of attention to the
word of God, when it was read, that made the preacher neces-
sary. 1°For what is it,” says he, * that there is need of a ser-
mon? All things are clear and easy in the holy Seriptures;
all the necessary things are plain.”” = There cannot be a more
eonvincing testimony, to shew how far this great and pious
man differed in his judgment from the present Church of
Rome. He thought the Scripture so very plain in all neces
sary things, that it needed no interpreter; but that the people,
if they were attentive, might understand it so well, that it were
" far better they should want a sermon, than not have it pube
licly read in their religious assemblies. The Romanists, on the -

other side, are willing to imagine, that the Scripture is so -

extremely obscure, that no man must dare.to understand it ;
but be bound to give himself up to the sense of the Chureh,
whether he knows what that is, or no. They will not allow
the laity to read it privately without license; but they do not
suffer it to be publicly reag at all; the people hear no more
of it at the Church, in their own language, but a few shreds
and incoherent sentences, which. the priest may be pleased,
now and then, to scatter among them, in some of his popular
discourses from the pulpit. This is never to be reconciled-to

* “A¢ dvreirewy obdelc Suvioerar. Just. Mart. Dial. cum Tryph. p.
174. [p. 150. Par. 1742.] : )

t I]pooég(en rozzapoﬁv ol péN\w dvapguvnoxew drd Tov dyles
rpagiy 0dot Eénynbijvar decopivay, &AL pévoy drovedijvas. Ibid,

t &ua i yap 6’4d\iac tia; wavra capl kai cbfsia rd » raig
Seiawg ypagaig. wavra rd avayxaia éijAa. Chrys. in 2 Thess. Hom. 3.
[vol. 11. p. 528. Par. 1734.] oo
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is the more firm and valid; and that we ought diligently
to apply our minds unto it ; because that propheey is not the
word of the prophet, but of God, who is the first and infallible
truth. This is the thing he says; the prophecy of Scripture
is not made by a man’s own interpretation; t.e. it is not of
his own invention, as if the prophet of himself should bring to
light, interpret and explain hidden and future things, by the
sharpness of his own wit : for as Philo says, in his book con-
eerning rewards and punishments, the prophet is God's
interpreter, by whom he delivers us his oracles. That this is
the sense, appears from the reason which St. Peter, explaining
himself, does immediately subjoin. For the prophecy came
not,” &. The evidence of truth extorted this free exposition
from the pen of a Jesuit, He afterwards, to serve the Popish
eause, makes an attempt to draw it another way ; and would
have it to argue against men’s interpreting Scripture by their
own understandings. It is a great advantage indeed, that
these men have above the heretics ; if when they have given
one sense of a place, and proved it to be agreeable to the scope
of the text, they may take the liberty to clap in another, quite
different from the former. At this rate they are never like to
want Scripture-proofs, for any thing their occasions may
require : not excepting the worship of images, or the sacrifice
of the mass, the Pope’s infallibility, or what they please. But
"if the first explication be true, as it is certainly here, the other
i not only impertinent, but false. These objections therefore
do not overthrow the perspicuity of the Scriptures. :
This notwithstanding we do not deny, but that there may
be many passages very obscure. But seeing those that are
plain are sufficient for our necessary instruction, the different
apprehensions we may have about the obscure ones, cannot
: endanger our salvation. And God hag thus ordered it, in his
" infinite wisdom, as is conceived by very pious and judicious
men, that what is plain might suffice to direct our lives; and
what is obscure might serve to whet and exercise our industry ;
and prevent that foolish contempt that men are apt to have for
easy things. But because the Fathers sometimes speak of
great mysteries and difficulties, thatare in the Scriptures ; the
opish writers generally lay hold on these expressions, and
extend them a great deal farther than they intended. When
they find any mention of some things that are obscure, they
will needs infer, that all are so; and either wilfully overlook,
or disingenuously suppress those other places, in which it is
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acknowledged, that whatever is necessary is plain; some of
which I have now produced. But though the things may
be never so plain in themselves, yet this will not always
secure us from being mistaken. Negligence and inad-
verteucy may betray men into errors in the plainest cases.
Want of care may cause us to stumble and fall in the smoothest
way.
IyI. To avoid this, there are certain ways and means which
will not fail to bring those, that duly use them, to a right
understanding or interpreting the Scripture, in all those plain
necessary things. It is not my design here to lay down all
those rules which may be useful to us in the exposition of

Scripture ; but only to touch upon some things, which bei:ﬁ L

carefully observed, will by God’s blessing secure us from

damnable errors, and give us that knowledge which shall be.

sufficient to the saving our souls. These I shall divide into
preparatory dispositions, which will be requisite for all those
that intend seriously to search the Scriptures; and immediate
helps, that will be of great use, when we actually apply our-
selves to the study of them.

When we intend seriously to search into the sense.and

meaning of the holy Scriptures, we must come with such pre?-

paratory dispositions of mind and affections, that there may be ' *

nothing in us that may any way obstruct the discovery of the
truth. We must come therefore with a freedom from pre«
judice ; with an earnest desire to learn ; with a steady resolution
to obey ; and with hearty prayers for a blessing upon our
endeavours. :

1. When we read the Scripture, we should do it with a
mind perfectly free from all prejudice. We must not suffer
ourselves to be so far prepossessed with any opinion wemayhave

taken up, as to become, unwilling to part with it, whenever it-

shall appear that there is more evidence on the other side,
‘We should examine everything with an absolute impartiality,
and indifferency of judgment; and be always ready to yield
our assent to the strongest arguments, though they should
happen to be never so contrary to any of our former per-
suasions. He that reads and considers with such an unbiassed
mind, is the most likely to apprehend things, as they are in
themselves; but all prejudice corrupts the judgment, and
inclines it to determine, according to the opinion that it has
already embraced : like an eye that is troubled with a suffusion,
it tidctures every object it looks upon with its own colour. If
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an Arian be resolved in his heresy, he will force any expression
to seem to back it ; and make a szxft to evade the most undeni-
able authorities that can be brought for the Divinity of our
blessed Lord: and a Socinian will be more irreclaimable than he.
If a Papist be fully bent upon his unconceivable doctrine of tran-
substantiation, and think himself bound to fall down and adore
the consecrated wafer; he will stick close to Hoc est Corpus
meum, and never be driven from his literal sense; though
himself confesses there are figurative expressions in some of
the words of institution ; though the Fathers affirm those to
be so; though St. Paul calls the elements by the name of
bread, several times in the same chapter; and though the
point he maintains so zealously, be pressed with infinitely more
absurdities and contradictions than ever could be charged
upon the grossest superstitions of any of the heathens ; yet all
is to no purpose; you shall never persuade him, he will deny
his sense, and reason, and Fathers, and Scriptures, and any
thing, rather than part with his monstrous notion. This is a
known and pregnant instance of the strange power of prejudice ;
but indeed, the fancy they have generally entertained, that
their Church is infallible, and that they are bound to under-
stand the Scriptures no otherwise, but as they are interpreted
by that Church, is enough alone, if they be true to it, to
secure all those of the Reman communion, from ever being
convinced by the clearest texts that can be possibly alleged.
Other prejudices may be able to blind the judgment in some
particular cases, but this will do it effectually in all. If they
are but told, that the thing has been determined by her
authority, they will run headlong upon the most manifest
absurdities, and disbelieve their own senses, before they will
question the credit of their Church. This conceit makes them
venture upon the worship of images, in spite of the second
commandment ; and keep up their prayers in an unknown
tongue, notwithstanding whatever St. gaul can say to the
contrary. For next to the not reading them at all, their
reading them with such a prejudice, is the most certain way
never to come to any true knowledge of the Scriptures. He
that would understand them aright, must read them with a free
and unbiassed judgmeut.

2. And not only so, but he must likewise have an earnest
desire to learn. He that is cold and indifferent, makes him-
self unworthy of the truth ; but an ardent affection shews what
» yalne we have for it, quickens our endeavours after it, and is
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one of the best qualifications we can have for the attainment
of it. St. Chrysostom thinks this of itself may be sufficient : *
“ We have,” says he, “a very loving master, and when he
sees that we are solicitous, and that we express a great desire
of understanding the Divine oracles, he does not suffer us to
stand in need of anything else ; but presently enlightens our

minds, and gives us illumination from himself, and according . ;'.4

to his gracious wisdom, implants the whole true doctrine in our
souls.” To this he applies the words of our Saviour;t
¢« Blessed are they which 50 hunger and thirst after righteous-
ness, for they shall be filled.”” God who has been pleased to
make a very plentiful provision for our outward necessities,
will not be backward in the supply of our spiritual wants. He
that has stored the world with meat and drink, for the gratifi-
cation of these sensitive appetites he has implanted in us, will
certainly take care to satisfy that desire of knowledge, which
is the most natural and vehement, as well as the most noble
and divine passion of the reasonable soul.

- 3. But to this desire we must add a steady resolution to
ob{y whatever we shall learn. When we affect to be informed
only to humour a vain curiosity, or please ourselves with an
opinion of our great skill and insight into the mysteries of
religion, without any further design ; this is something like the
longing of our first parents after the tree of knowledge. This
was the main occasion of all the ancient heresies; and among
these the Gnostics, that took their very denomination from
science, were some of the first and greatest corrupters of the
Christian doctrine. Such as these are wont not only to run into
many foolish and absurd errors, but their lives are generally as
licentious as their opinions. And this being so directly opposite
to the grand intent of God’s revealing his mind unto us, they
that refuse to obey his will, do thereby make themselves
incapable of understanding it ; or if they do understand it in
some measure, they quickly over-power it by some false con-
ceits of their own. For experience will tell us that a vicious
life does by degrees destroy the very principles by which we
‘should act; and that both by its own natural tendency and the
just judgment of God. Thus those lewd persons the Apostle
speaks of, though they had no other light but that of nature

® Odi\dvBpwmoy Exopev Seomérny, kai iwadday idp pepipvavrag
npéc, kal w66oy wokdw imiSacvupivovg, &c. Chrys. in Gen. Hom. 24.
[vol. 4. p. 216. Par. 1721.] + Matth. v. 6.
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to guide them ; yet because they held so much of he truth*
as was imparted unto them ¢ in unrighteousness;” therefore
‘ they became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish
heart was darkened. Professing themselves to be wise, they
became fools.” And so they that should be imposed upon by
the “lying wonders,” and pretended miracles of that wicked

" one; the reason of it is given,t ‘ Because they received not

the love of the truth, that they might be saved. And for this
cause God shall send them strong delusions, that they should
believe a lie.” For as we are told in another place,} “ Evil
men and seducers shall wax worse and worse, deceiving and
being deceived.”” Errors in practice are apt to breed mistakes
in judgment ; and perverseness in the will ordinarily produces

- blindness in the understanding. But he that is sincere and con-

scientious in the discharge of his duty, takes the most effectual

~course to improve his knowledge. So our Saviour declared to

the Jews:§ “ If any man will do his will. he shall know of the
doctrine, whether it be of God, or whether I speak of myself.”
Holiness of life is one of the best means of right information ;
and if we are ignorant of what is necessary for us, it must pro-

- eeed chiefly from the prevalency of our sinful passions.|

“ For,” as one has told us very truly, “all things in the holy
Seripture are clear to all those that will come to the holy Word
with a mind religiously disposed.” Thatis, all such as are sin-
cerely resolved to obey the truth which they shall there discover.

4. And to this resolution we must join our hearty prayers
for a blessing upon our endeavours. We are bound to beg
our daily bread of Almighty God, and we ought much more
and with greater earnestness, to pray unto him for our spiritual
food. David petitions him several times in the same Psalm,
in the very same words : “Teach me thy statutes.”q] And
again, “Open thou mine eyes that I may behold wondrous
things out of thy law.”’** And, “Give me understanding, that I
may learn thy commandments ’++ Here we have the example
of a devout and holy man praying frequently for the Divine
assistance in the study of his duty; and St. James]] assures
us expressly, that such prayers as these shall be certainly heard :

* Rom. i. 17, 18, &ec. + 2 Thess. ii. 10, 11.

$ 2 Tim. iii. 13. § Joha vii. 17.

| Mavra ydp oapii tv r§ Oeig ypapy roi¢ Bovlopévors eboefel
Xoywrug mooospyeolas 7@ Osip Noye. Epiphan. Heres. 76. [vol. 1.
P- 920. Colon. 1622 ] :

§ Psalm cxix. 12, 26, 64, 68, 124, 135.

** Ver. 18. tt Ver. 73. 11 James i. 5.
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“ If any man lack wisdom,”” true heavenly wisdom, *¢let him
ask of God, that giveth to all men liberally, and upbraideth
not ; and it shall be given him.”” Not that we are to expect
any new revelations ; for all this ‘wisdom” isalready revealed
in the holy Seriptures; “and so modified,”’ as St. Austin¥*
expresses it, *“that there is no man that may not from thence
draw that which is sufficient for him, if he do but come to
draw it forth with piety and devotion, as true religion requires.”
We must make our humble addresses to the God of all mercy
snd truth ; and he will surely give us that grace which will
both enable us to subdue our corruptions, and to gain so much
knowledge of his holy will as shall be necessary for the attain-
ment of eternal happiness.

If therefore we come to them without prejudice, with a- = *

serious desire to know the truth, and a firm resolution to ob

it, and add to all our devout prayers to Almighty God for his"-“‘; -

gracious assistance, we are in some measure fitly prepared for
a right understanding of the holy Scriptures.

But besides these preparatory dispositions, there are some
immediate helps that will be of great use when we actually
apply ourselves to the study of them: such as diligent and -
attentive reading ; considering the main scope and design of the
texts ; comparing of places; distinguishing betwixt proper and
figurative expressions ; consulting with the learned and judie
cious, and the like.

1. The first and most general of these is diligent and atten-
tive reading. St. Paul commands Timothy,t+ to give attend-
ance to reading.”” And St. Chrysostom esteems this to be as
much as is requisite for the understanding the writings of that
great Apostle. He acquaints his hearers what a particular
zeal he had for his Epistles, and that the skill he had in these
was not owing to any extraordinary parts or acuteness of judg-
ment ; but to his being continuaﬁy conversant in them.}
¢ And you,” says he, ‘“ifye will apply your minds carefully to
reading, will want nothing else. For the word of Christ can-

* Inest omnind veritas, et reficiendis instaurandisque animis accommo-
datissima disciplina: et plane ita modificata, ut nemo inde haurire non
possit, quod sibi satis est, si modo ad huuriendum devoté ac pié, ut vera
Religio poscit, accedat. Aug. de Utilit. credend. cap. 6. [vol. 8. p. 64.
Par. 1688.]

t 1 Tim. iv. 13.

$ Kai speic & SéNere perd ﬂpoOulu'ac wpogixay r§ dvayvéoe,
o0devdc éripov Jenbeode aevdilc yap o Tob xptorov Adydg, &e. Chrys.
Procem. in Epist. ad Rom. [vol. 9. p. 425. Par. 1731.]
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not deceive us, which says, S8eek, and ye shall find ; knock,
and it shall be opened unto you.” He thinks this enough, and
he grounds his opinion upon the promise of our Saviour. And
‘indeed this is so univenaﬁ; confessed to be absolutely neces-
sary to the finding out the sense of any author whatsoever,
that the Romanists must be allowed the sole glory of that
wonderful invention of teaching the people the true interpreta-
tion of the Scripture by forbidding them to read it.

2. But we who do not only allow but earnestly recommend the
reading of it, should, when we read, seriously consider the main
scope and design of the text ; what connection the words may
have with what goes before, and with what follows ; by whom
and to whom they were spoken ; at what time, and upon what
occasion; with any other material circumstances that may
fall under our observation, which will often prove the best
key to let us into the true sense of the place. But that we may
at least avoid all dangerous errors in tfxe interpretation of any
part of the holy Scripture, we should be constantly mindful of
the great intent for which it was written ; which was certainly
- 10 other but the promoting of real piety, or the love of God
and our neighbour; as St. Austin* shews at large. And
¢ therefore,” says he, * whoever thinks he understands the
holy Seriptures, or any of them, in such a sense as does
not promote this twofold love of God and our neighbour, he
does not yet understand them. But whoever shall from thence
gather such a sense as is useful to the promoting of that love,
and yet should not speak the sense of the author in that
place;” in this case, “he is not in a pernicious error, but only
1n such an one as a man would be that should through mistake
leave the road, and yet go on to the same place the road
leads to by crossing a field.” Such mistakes as these are ve
innacent, and no way prejudicial to our salvation : for tho
we may._happen to misapprehend some passages we would
ground it upon, yet our opinion in itself is pious and true.
And it is certain what the same author tells us in another

* Quisquis igitor Scripturas divinas, vel quamlibet earum partem, intel.
lexisse sibi videtur, ita ut eo intellectu non edificet istam genuinam chari-
tatem Dei, et proximi, nondum intellexit. Quisquis verd talem inde senten-
tiam duxerit, ut huic sedificandse charitati sit utilis, non tamen hoc
dixerit, quod ille quem legit eo loco sensisse probatur, non perniciose fal-
litur —— ita fallitur ac si quisquam errore deserens viam, eo tamen per
agrum pergat quo via illa perducit. Aug. de Doct. Chris. 1. 1. c. 36.
[vol. 3. par. 2. p. 17. Par. 1670.] '
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place, that* ¢ when there may be not one but two or more
senses gathered out of the same words of Scripture, though it be
not known what was the sense of him that wrote, there is nothing

of danger if it can be proved out of other places of the holy " .
Secriptures that every one of those senses 13 agreeable to the-

truth.” So that as the considering the scope of them will
lead us into the meaning of many particular texts; so the
having the main intent of the Scriptures always in our eye
may preserve us from being dangerously mistaken in any.

3. After this we should carefully compare several places,
and expound the more difficult by those that are plain and
express. For, as St. Basil observes, ‘Those things that
seem to be ambiguous and obscurely spoken in some places of
the holy Scripture, are explained by those that are confessed
to be clear in other places.” St. Austin is perfectly of the
same mind; and te?ls us,} “that the Secripture contains the
things in those places that may be readily understood, which
it does in the most abstruse :’§ that “there is nothing almost
to be gotten out of the obscure passages which may not be
found most clearly delivered elsewhere.” And therefore he
frequently lays down such directions as these:|| that ex-
amples should be chosen from the more plain and manifest,
for the illustration of the more obscure forms of speech; and
some testimonies, the meaning of which is certain, that may
take away our doubting concerning the uncertain.”” This he
thinks so necessary,§ ¢ that if there were not plain and
clear places to be found in the holy Scriptures, there would be
no means left by which we could possibly open and illustrate

* Quando ex eisdem Scripturee verbis, non unum aliquid sed duo vel
plura sentiuntur, etiamsi latet quid senserit ille qui scripserit, nihil periculi
est, si quodlibet eorum congruere veritati ex aliis locis sanctarum scriptu-
rarum doceri potest. Aug. de Doct. Christ. lib. 3. c. 27. [Ibid. p. 55.]

+ Ta dpgifoka kai imicakvppévwg elpijodar doxotvra év Tiow Témoie
riic Scomvedarov ypagiic, Vwd @y dv d\Noig Témwoig dpoloyovuivwy
gagnvilerar. Basil. Reg. Brev. Resp. ad Interrog. 267. [vol. 2. p. 723.
Par 1839.]

t Scriptura hoc in promptis, quod in reconditis habens. Aug. ad Volus.
Ep. 3. [vol. 2. p. 409. Par. 1679.] )

§ Nihil feré ex illis obscuritatibus eruitur, quod non planissimé dictum
alibi reperiatur. Aug. de Doct. Christ. lib. 2. c. 6. [vol. 3. par. 2. p. 22.
Par. 1670.]

|| Ad obscuriores locutiones illustrandas, de manifestioribus sumantur
exempla, &c. Ib. c. 9. [p. 24.]

§ Aperta et manifesta eligamus. Qua si in sanctis scripturis non in-
venirentur, nullo modo esset unde operirentur clausa, et illustrarentur
obscura. Aug. de Unit. Eccl. c. 6. .
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the obscure ones.”” He accounts it the only way to interpret
Scripture by Scripture ; and expound the difficult passages by
those that are plain and . I might transeribe a
deal more out of the same author to the same effect ; but this
I have purposely set down in his own words, as an instance of
our agreement with the ancient writers of the Church in this
case as well as others that are in dispute; and to shew that
the Romanists that are continually making their loud brags of
the authority of the Fathers, are the men that do the most con-
tradict them.

4. Another help for the better understanding the Scriptures,
18 the distinguishing betwixt proper and figurative expressions.
If this be not carefully observed, it may quickly betray us into
" many gross and ridiculous errors. And here the most general
rule is, that where the literal is manifestly absurd or impious,
there the words are alwatvs to be taken in a figurative sense. Of
this St. Austin (whom I have had occasion frequently to men-
tion, especially his Books de Doctrina Chrigtiana, where he
treats designedly of the interpretation of Scripture), gives us
a very unfortunate instance for the Church of Rome.* ¢ Except

e eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink his blood, ye

ve no life in you. This,” says he, ““seems to enjoin a ve
wicked and heinous thing. Therefore it is a figure command-
ing us to communicate of the passion of the Lord, and with
delight and profit to lay up in our memory, that his flesh was
crucified and wounded for us.” He looks upon it as a horrible
and flagitious crime, as indeed it was, “to eat the flesh, and
drink the blood” of our Saviour in a literal sense. We see how
far he was from thinking that the elements in the Lord’s
Supper did undergo any transubstantiating change. And they
that will not be persuaded by this and many other reasons that
the words are to be understood figuratively, are perfectly beyond
the power of conviction. And if others were resolved to be as
obstinate as they, it were impossible to confute the most
monstrous opinion. It might be easily maintained that our
Saviour was a material door, or a vine; that St. Peter was
a rook of stone; and his successor, by consequence, could be
no better. The Anthropomorphites would be the best dis-

® John vi. 53. Nisi manducaveritis, &c. Facinus aut flagitium videtar
jubere. Figura est ergo, preecipiens passioni Dominicee esse communi-'
candum, et suaviter atque utiliter recondendum in memoria, quod pro
nobis caro ejus crucifixa et vulnerata sit. Aug. de Doct. Christ. 1. 3. ¢.’
16. [vol. 3. par. 1. p. 51.] . . . ,
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putants in the world, and prove demonstratively, that Almighty

" God had hands and arms, eyes and ears, properly so called;

that he was exactly of human shape; and that the Divine
image consisted in this external resemblance. If no absurdities
can force men to depart from the literal sense when they are
pleased to be stiff; if others should take the same liberty, there
would be no way of reducing such heretics but by throwing good
store of anathemas among them, as they are wont to do that have
nothing else to plead for themselves ; they may have some hopes
to confute their adversaries with curses, but never by argumeat.

5. If when we have observed such rules as these, there
should yet remain any difficulties unresolved, the best way
that is left to clear them, will be to consult with the learned
and judicious ; those whose chief study and employment it is,
to inquire into the true sense of the holy Scriptures. By this
means many intricate and dubious places may be quickly ex-
plained, which might otherwise seem inexplicable. As it is
commonly practised in other cases: whatever kind of know-
ledge it be that men desire to gain, that they may the more
easily attain it, and in the greater perfection, they are wont to
advise with the most expert masters in their several professions.
To these those that have opportunity may add many other
helps ; such as skill in the original languages ; examining the
most anthentic translations, both ancient and modern; aec-
quainting themselves with Jewish and Christian antiquities ;

etting some insight into ecclesiastical history, Fathers,
uncils, and the best authors of later times, that have written
either purposely or occasionally on this subject. We exclude
nothing that may be any way serviceable to the right under-
standing of the text. After all, there may remain some chro-
nological accounts, some prophetical predictions, and other
obscure passages, which we may not be able fully to unfold, by
these or any other methods.

II1. But as to all necessary points, we may be as unques-
tionably assured of the true semse of Scripture, thus inter-
Ppreted, as it is possible for an% man to be of the sense of any
other writing in the world. For if the Scripture be so plain,
as I have shewed, in all things necessary to salvation, that it
may be understood by any man of an ordinary capacity, then
i we come to it with a mind rightly disposed, willing to learn
and to dp our duty; and make use of such helps as I have
named ; we may certainly be sure that we do so far understand
it; or else we can never be sure that we understand anything.
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Suppose the question should be concerning Livy’s History, or
~’l‘nYly’s Oﬂicez ; and a man should read these :'yery diliﬁently,
observe their main scope and design, consider their style and
Phnse, and where he met with any difficulty, in such case
advise with the most learned and skilful grammarians; upon
this he might be sufficiently assured that he understood the
mind of his authors, at least in the most clear and perspicnous
. And he would be judged very troublesome and im-
rtinent, that should tell inim that all his pains were to
ittle purpose, he could never be certain but that he might be
mistaﬁen, for want of the direction of an infallible guide.
There may indeed be some places in these and other writers,
where the best critics may not be able to discover the true
sense ; but it were an intolerable vanity in any man to
that therefore they must never trust their own judgments.
Some things in Livy may be liable to dispute; and yet he
may make a clear relation, how ll)\la.nliu.s de! e:lldl.;d t.h(;3 apitol
against the Gauls, with t bravery; and how Camillus
relieved him, and routed tgze:nemy, Jﬂr{t as he was about sur-
rendering the place into their hands. That book of Tully’s,

+ which I mentioned, may have some obscurities in it, and yet

I may be sure enough that he declares plainly against all

. manner of fraud and injustice, lying and equivocation, and

" other crimes, which have been more favourably dealt with, hy

some later casuists. Plain things will shew themselves by their
own light ; and if a preverse man should attempt to persuade
me they are obscure, when I sensibly perceive the contrary;
I shall no more believe him, than if he should tell me it were
midnight, when I see the sun shining in my face. When his
words are clear and express, the mind of an author may be
easily known; and I am sure very many, nay, all necessary
things are as plain in the Scripture as words can make them ;
and therefore there can be no reason imaginable why they
should not be altogether as intelligible as any writings of hu-
man invention. When I find the worship of images expressly
forbidden ; I must needs think that prostration and veneration
that is paid them in the Church of Rome to be utterly un-
lawful ; and that I can never homour God by falling on m

knees to the statue of a saint. When I read our Saviour's
command, “Drink ye all of this,” I cannot be reconciled to
the decree of the Council of Constance, that takes away the
cup from the laity, with a non obstante to his positive institu-
tion. When I see the Apostle arguing the matter at large,
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and determining at last, that < Christ was once oﬂ’ere-i e |

can by no means understand, how he can be offered again, in ;-
ten thousand places every day, in the sacrifice of the mass.
All the cavilling and sophistry that can be used, is not enough
to incline me to believe, against the express words of holy ‘-

Scripture. And it is this that makes the Romanists stickle
80 zealously for the necessity of an infallible interpreter ; not
to explain what is obscure, but to darken or elude that which
is plain. To this purpose they are forced to set up such a
one, as may overawe men’s judgments, and make them dis-.
trust, or if need be, deny the truth of their own faculties, and
submit blindly to his authority. But this interpreter, who-
ever he be, if he give a sense that contradicts the letter of
the sacred text, as all the pretenders have often done, it is a
clear demonstration that he is not infallible. And yet this
idle boast of infallibility, is the only thing by which they
create a vain confidence in their own party; and strive to
amuse the minds of the weaker sort of the other side; as if
because they confess themselves to be subject to be mistaken,
they could never be certain of anything. If this supposition
were true, no man could have any certainty, but only the in-
fallible person himself. If it be the Pope on whom they think
fit to confer this wonderful privilege; he must enjoy the

benefit of it alone, and all the rest of that communion must
be left as dubious and uncertain, as they imagine us to be. If

they please rather to bestow this honour upon the General
Council, as most of late, in these parts, tell us tizy do ; the case
will be the same, as to those that are not admitted into that
assembly ; and they that are, can be privileged only during
their session ; as soon as ever they are dissolved, they imme-
diately become as liable to errors as other mortals; and so in
all the longest intervals of Councils, there is no guide nor
interpreter that can be depended upon; nothing left to
support their assurance, but a strange cﬂimera of an infallible
Church, without one infallible person in it. So that this con-
ceit, instead of being the only way of giving men any certainty
in their religion, as has been vainly pretended, will be found
to prove the direct road, that leads them unavoidably into
perfect scepticism. But if they say, as they do, that in all
matters of revelation, such as the Scripture. is, our assent must
be always grounded upon testimony; and therefore it can

* Heb. ix. 28.
VOL. VI, E
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xl:everbeﬁrmhot:d eermn,hon unless the tmthb;ec:)mdeﬁvmdth:n
one on W, authority we may securely ; s,
a’e;ethateannotbe heeiv?d himseif, and we are sure will not
deceive us. This is very true indeed : but then we have great
reason to believe, that there is no such judge nor interpreter
to.be found upon earth. If they think there be, let them
shew us his commission ; and agree among themselves, who it
is; and then the matter may deserve to be further considered.
In the mean time we are very well assured, that our assent being
built upon the word of God, stands upon a foundation that
oan never be shaken. The divine testimony is that which
must give us the most absolute and undoubted uncertainty.
And where that speaks plainly, as I have shewed it does, in all
necessaries ; there will be no need of an interpreter. For
what is plain already, may be understood, without being still
farther explained. If it cannot, then their pretended infallible
interpreter will want another to interpret him, and that ano-
ther a third, and so on ¢r énfinitum ; which is a known ab-
surdity, that will always leave them doubtful and unresolved
in every thing. But we that ground our belief immedsately
upon the word of God, do rest upon that which is truly
infallible; and which speaks so clearly, that we may beas
certain of the sense of it, as of> any other writing whatsoever;
and if this be not certainty enough, there can be no such thing
a8 certainty in the world.
And now that I have proved that the holy Scripture is se
ﬁhin, that it may be nggtly and certainly understood, by the
_ help of such means as Protestants are wont to make use of,
all the absurd and ridiculous consequences, which Mr. P. and
Isaac, and such as they, would us do follow frem
the Protestant rule of faith, will be of no foree.
1. It does not follow, that whatever any man of sound
i:dgmentuysistheaenmofScriptnre, t therefore to
e called the doctrine of the Reformation. ey that hold
' thedoetrmoti;epmbabﬂltzi‘thatmenmy actbewéthttl\safeoon-
science upon the opinion of one doctor, ma; charged
with this, or something extremely like it. yBut:ﬁ t.{st are of
the Reformation declare unanimousl ,thatallmenareml{eot
to error; and that donottiinkthemselvesbo to
submit to any man’s j t, or interpretation of Seripture,
any farther it can be proved to be the true and genuine
sense of the text. We have a great deal more reason to
affirm, than whatever has been taught by any of their most
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ignorant and illiterate Popes, is therefore the doctrine of the

hurch of Rome. This cannot be denied by those that sup-
pose them to be infallible, a8 very many still do ; and yet they
are grown very shy of late, and seem mighz unwilling to
grant it. But let them clear themselves as well as they can ;
we are not enslaved to any man’s judgment. There is nothing
that can command our assent in matters of faith, but what is
agreeable to the plain sense of the word of God.

2. It does not follow, that we may change religions as often
as we please. For we that ground our religion upon plain and
evident places of Scripture, as long as we eontinue true to this
principle, cammot change our religion, unless the Secriptures
themselves could be changed; which weuld be a great con-
venienee indeed to the Chureh of Rome. For till that be done,
the heretics will be furnished with shrewd objections against
all her peculiar, and most beloved doectrines. Purgatory, indul
gences, and masses for the dead, with a great many more of
the same stamp, must run an apparent hazard of being utterly
lost. And therefore, to prevent go great a mischief, she has
done whatever lay in her power to effect such a change; b
voting the vulgar Latin to be authentic,* in sition to
other translations, and the original itself; and by ing un-
written traditions of equal authority with the written word.
And as to their religion, we are sure they have changed it from
what it was in the Apostles’ days; and for several ages after
that. They have been continually changing, till the test
chenge was brought in by the Council of Trent; which made
many things necessary to be believed, which had never beem
determined before. Since that the Bishop of Meaux, and some
others, have introduced amother ; and endeavoured to
refine some of the grosser errors of Popery, and make them
look as near as was possible, like the Protestant opinions; and,
it may be, when they shall find it expedient for their cause,
they will pluck off their disguise, and let them appear in their
native colours again. Our rule is fixed, and we eannot vary
from it: but they that make their faith to depend upon Popes
and Councils, may alter often, and do not kmow what kind of
religion may be made for them when such an assembly shall
meet next.

3. It does not follow, that the allowing private persons to
understand, or interpret Scripture, is an infet to all heresy ;

* Concil. Trid. Sess. 4. [Labbe, Concil. vol. 14. p. 747. Lut. Par.
1672.]
' ® 2
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much less to Turcism, Judaism, Paganism, and Atheism itself.
For the Scripture, as has been proved, is so plain in all things
, that it may be understood by men of ordinary ca
cities. And then it will seem exceeding strange, that that -
which was appointed, and so admirably fitted by God himself,
for the instructing and guiding us in the way of salvation,
should be made the great pretended occasion of leading us into
the most profane and damnable errors. It is certainly the ig-
norance of the Scriptures, that is the true cause of all such
mistakes. So our blessed Saviour told the Sadducees, in the
at article of the resurrection,* “ye do err, not knowing the
iptures.”” And how well they that are always boasting of
their infallibility, and endeavouring by all the devices imagin-
able, to fright the people from ing the Scriptures, have
preserved themselves from those inconveniences they would
charge upon us, is notorious enough to all the world. The
worship they {ve the Virgin Mary, is not inferior to that
which was Pm er by the Collyridians ; and therefore if it were
only for this, I do not see how they can escape the imputation of
heresy. For Turcism, I will not inquire wl?at near approaches
they make unto it ; but I am sure they have a wonderful con-
fidence in their Popes, and other guides, that do not appear to
have been divinely inspired, any more than Mahomet. Sudﬁsm
the‘:iy exceed in the number and obscurity of their ceremonies ;
and their whole religion is nothing else but a strange medley of,
Paganism and Christianity. _A learned man of their own com-
munion, has observed long since, thatt many, in his time, did
worship the saints no otherwise than they did God himself;
and that he did not see what difference there was in many
things, betwixt the opinion they had of the saints, and that
which the Gentiles thought of their gods. What pro
. they have made in Atheism, I leave to be determined by those
- - travellers, that have taken the exactest view of Rome and Italy,
and other places where Popery has not been ashamed to shew
itself in its own proper dress.

Thus all the absurdities they strive to fix upon us, might be
easily turned upon themselves. But there cannot be any of
those ill consequences drawn from our opinion, who make
z«:r:})ture, rightly understood, the only rule and measure of our

ith. .
I come now to consider the Popish way of interpreting Scrip-

* Matth. xxii.  29. + Lud. Vives in August. de Civ. Dei, lib. 8. c. 27.
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ture; and what is their rule of faith. Isaac tells us,* that it
is Scripture as interpreted by the Pope and Council, or their

Church. But he is as much mistaken in their own rule, as he '

was in ours. For they do not esteem Scripturet alone to be:.
the adequate rule of faith, but think that part of it is con-'"

-

tained in unwritten traditions. And then for the interpretation -

of Scripture, he is deficient again; for he takes no notice of
thel unanimous consent of the Fathers; against which the
Council of Trent forbids any interpretation to be made. And
Pius IV. goes something further;§ and commands the whole
clergy and all regu]ars, of what order soever, to take a formal
oath, that they will interpret the Scripture, not only not against,
but according to the unanimous consent of the Fathers. For
what reason he did not think fit to make mention of this, I
cannot tell ; but we may see how far his credit is to be depended
upon, that has not only foully misrepresented his adversaries’
opinion, but given a false and imperfect account of the known
doctrine of his own Church. But I shall not take any farther
advantage against him for this, whether it were an 1gnorant,
or a wilful mistake. But when we hear not only these idle
dialogue-makers, but far more considerable men of the same
communion, perpetually vaunting of their sure way of interpret-
ing Secripture, and treating the Protestants with so much con-
tempt; a man could scarce imagine anything else, than that all
. the ancient Popes and Fathers, and Councils, were on their
gide; and that they were possessed of some infallible exposition
on the whole Bible, that should presently put an end to all
disputes, by giving us the undoubted sense of every controverted
text. This indeed might have been reasonably expected after
0 much boasting as we have had about it.  But it must needs
be a very strange surprise, to find ourselves so miserably dis-
appointed. For notwithstanding all their confidence and vain-
glory, their Church, which would fain arrogate to itself the sole
power of interpreting Scripture, has not been pleased to oblige
the world with any authentic commentary on the word of God,
in more than sixteen hundred years. There is not yet so much

as one manuscript copy of such a writing to be found in any

* Page 22. t Conc. Trid. Sess. 4. [Ut supra, p. 746.]

% Tbid. [p. 747.] .

§ Nec eam (scripturam) unquam nisi juxta unanimem consensum
patrum accipiam et interpretabor, Bull. Pii 4. super form. Juram, [Ibid.
p. 945.] .
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”»
corner of all the Vatican. If they have such an incomparable
talent of infallibility, as they are wont to talk of, let their Popes
and Councils consider what account they will give of it ; and
how they can be able to justify theiselves, that they have kept
it so closely wrapped up in a napkin, for so many ages. This
is certain, whoever have their authors, that have given us an
infinite number of huge volumes of annotations, and commen-
taries on the Bible, have had but little benefit by it. They
may brag sometimes of the interpretation of the Church, but
they are glad at last to make the best they can of their own.
They proceed in the same manner almost a8 we do, they apply
themselves to the same studies, make use of the same helps,
they have the same differences of opinion, the same uncertainty
in some obscure and difficult places; they have not the least
advantage here, except their confidence, above the poor, de-
spised, fallible heretics. They cannot but be sensible enmﬁh
of this, and therefore I verily believe the wisest of them could
be contented to part with that imaginary interpretation of
Popes and Councils ; if it were not for the sake of the second
Commandment, and some other passages, that look with a very
ill aspect upon the modern Romanist, and are not to be outfaced
by anything, but such Popes as Hildebrand, and such Councils
as that of Trent. But I will briefly examine the matter, and

t]
‘enfi That they have not any such interpretation as they pre-
to.

II. That if they had, it would be as much exposed to their
own objections as-ours is.

I. That they have not any such interpretation as they pre-
tend to, is very apparent, because they have not yet been able
to produce it; and it is well known, that the Scripture has
never been interpreted by Popes and Councils, and such an
unanimous consent of Fathers, as must be supposed, if they ever
hope to support their cause by that authority. Besides, they
themselves have impaired the credit of those testimonies they
are wont to allege; by their Indices Expurgatorii, and other

ractices. The etal Epistles of the first and best of their

opes, are all of them notorious forgeries. They made an
early attempt to falsify the Council of Nice, in favour of the
pretended e}illlxuri.sdiction of Rome, and were resolutely opposed,
and shamefully detected by the African bishops ; of which the
famous St. Austin was one. In prosecution of the same design,
they did endeavour, but in the l‘;st age, to obtrude upon us, I
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know not how many canons more, which they would have us _
believe were found somewhere in an ancient Arabic manu-
script. Nay, they have gone farther, and ventured to give us
the acts of some Councils, that never were ; as that of Sinuessa ..
in particular; where they make Marcellinus tell a wise tale,
only to exempt the bishop of Rome from being ju by any
power upon earth. As for the Fathers, they strive to ress
whatever they discover to make against them ; of which we
have a fresh instance in St. Chrysostom’s Epistle to Ceesarius :
they have published so many dubious, and suppositious writings,
under their names ; they have expunged, and inserted so many
passages in those that are genuine, that we might have just
exceptions against the witnesses they bring, if we were desirous
to decline the trial. But notwithstanding all the fraudulent
arts they have used, they have left us evidence enough still to
condemn themselves. I shall therefore go on to what I under-
took to prove, that they have no such interpretion, as they are
wont to boast of.

1. Their Popes, some of them, have been accused and con-
victed of heresy ; some of them have been men of loose and
atheistical principles, as the most learned and ingenuous of their
own authors have confessed ; and those that have endeavoured
it, have not been able to palliate their crimes. And I hope
they will excuse us, if we do not think ourselves obliged to look
upon these, as the soundest interpreters of the holy Scripture.
But these, and all the rest put together, have not gone about
to explain one quarter of the sacred text, at least in any of
their books that are now extant. And what excellent expositors
some of them have been, may be easily conjectured, from the
admirable applications they have made of some certain places,
which they have had occasion to produce, for the confirmation
of no less a point than their own boundless and unaccountable
authority. I shall seek no farther for instances, than the two
eelebrated Decretals, the one of Innocent III. the other of
Boniface VIII. I will not take notice of Pasce Oves, which
they both allege, and it to the very same purpose ; an
it iéy the place %lel’at is tll::g:nost insisted on to thl:s d‘% by the
most zeafous champions of the Papal greatness. But that
which I take to be gnnocent’s* own peculiar discovery, is the
unfolding the mystery of the two great lights, which he makes
to signify the pontifical, and the regal power, and from hence

* Decretal. lib. 1. Tit. 38. c. 6.
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he proves it undeniably, as every good Catholic would guess,
that there is as much difference betwixt Popes and Emperors,
as there is betwixt the sun and the moon. I omit the glosses

upon this exposition, wherein they have endeavoured to find out
* the exact proportion the two powers bear the one to the other ;
of which they have made several calculations, according to the
skill they had in astronomy. There is another that is sent us
out of the same forge, it is on that of Jeremiah :* ¢ See, I have
this day set thee over the nations, and over the kingdoms, to
root out, and to pull down,” &c. He tells the Greek emperor, to
whom he writes,t that “he might have understood the pre-
rogative of the priesthood from that which was spoken, not by
any one, but by God ; not to a king, but a priest ; not to one
decendéd from the royal, but the sacerdotal line; to wit, from
the priests that were in Anathoth :” and then he repeats the
words that I have already recited, to shew the pre-emmence of
the spiritual power above the temporal. Innocent, I believe,
was the first that ever attempted to prove this from that place ;
but his interpretation was liked so well, that it has been taken
up since by two of his successors. Boniface VIII.} makes use
of it for the carrying on the same design ; and Pjus V. grounds
his declaratory sentence against Queen Elizabeth upon the
same foundation. Here are no less than three Popes, if there
be no more, that think they are invested, by virtue of these
words, with such a power over nations and kingdoms as it is
certain Jeremiah himself never had; which is as far from the
‘mind of the holy prophet, as it was from him that inspired
him. But Boniface§ strengthens this - ent out of the
New Testament too, and will prove, that :ge inferior spiritual
power is to be judged by the superior; but the supreme, which
we must know he thought was himself, cannot be judged by
any, but God alone. And how do we think does he make this
out? Why the text is clear, the Apostle says, ||*He that is
spiritual judgeth all things, yet he himself is judﬁfd of no man.”
It will not be necessary to inquire particularly how consonant
these senses are to the true meaning of the several texts; nor
how agreeable to the ancient and their own best expositors.
This little specimen I have given, may be sufficient to convinee

* Jer. i. 10. Decr. il

+ b.
;hnﬁv. L 1. Tit. 8. c. L. [p. 319. Col. Mun. 1670.] Bulla Pii 5.
contr. .

§ Extrav. ib. i 1 Cor. ii. 15.
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us, how far they had been to be trusted, if their Popes had inter-
preted the whole Bible at the same rate. But, it may be, they
will now tell us, they do not so much regard the judgment of
the Pope, unless it be in conjunction with a Council.

2. 1 shall therefore examine the interpretation of their
Councils, and see whether we may expect better satisfaction
from them. And before it can be reasonably required that we
should give up our understandings to their determinations,
there are a great many considerable questions to be resolved.
‘What it is that makes Councils to be truly general? By whom
they are to be called, and how confirmed? When we may be
secured that they proceeded conciliariter 7 Whether they be
approbata, or reprobata ? Or partim approbata, and partim
reprobata ? An?l)if so, what part of them we are to receive,
and what we must reject 7 These and many more are but pre-
liminary doubts ; wﬂich yet it is necessary to have substan-
tially decided before we can come to the merits of the cause.
Andy suppose we were able to overcome them, and clear our-
selves of these perplexities, which have always puzzled the
greatest men in the Church of Rome ; yet our condition would
be much the same, as to the main point; we should be as far
as ever still from the true understanding of the Scriptures, for
all the help the Councils can afford us. For we know their
Councils have hardly interpreted so much of their Popes. If
all the places that have been expounded by all the Councils,
those that we receive, and those that they would impose upon
us, were laid together, t.hey would scarce exceed the length of
an ordinary chapter. Or if they should happen to be some-
thing more, they would all be but very little in comparison to
the whole. And if we should grant that that little was always
rightly interpreted, they might then think themselves suffi-
ciently assured of so much as their Councils had already ex-
plained ; but for all the rest of the Bible, they would make it
mn a manner perfectly useless. For by their own principle,
they must be as ignorant, and uncertain of the true meaning
of it, as they persuade themselves the Protestants are. But
the truth is, they are not so much concerned to have the
Scripture understood, as to possess the world with a strong
opinion of the obscurity of it, and the great danger of misin-
terpretation. And when they have got men into the dark,
and put them in a fright, they be%n to practise upon their
weakness, and affirm with the highest degree of confidence



58 THE PROTESTANT RULE OF FAITH.

imaginable, that their Church, whatever it be, and none besides,
is certainly entrusted with the d secret of interpreting
Scripture, though it has not yet pleased to use it. But
when they have once riveted this conceit in the fancy of their
admirers, it will be easy to lead them about blindfold into such
errors as they could never be guilty of ; if they were permitted
to read the word of God, without a slavish fear of heresy and
damnation upon their minds, which they are made to believe
they must unavoidably incur, if they should ha to appre-
hend anything otherwise than their pretended infallible Church
requires. This is in short the mystery of the business : they
make a mighty noise with the name of General Councils, not
because those Councils they call so have ever declared unto
us the sense of the Scripture, but because, after the decree is
passed, they would have all men obliged, under the severest
penalties, to wrest the Scripture to the sense of the Councils.
This is that they are wont to call interpreting.

3. Besides this there is another thing which they have
always in their mouths, and that is, * the unanimous consent
of the Fathers;” this they very confidently aver, makes for
them, and according to this rule they are sworn to interpret
the Scriptures as I%mve already intimated. Which lays the
strictest obligation upon them, to be very diligent in reading the
Fathers, and no less careful how they differ from them. How
conscientiously they have acquitted themselves in both these
respects it concerns them to consider. We know, that when
the Fathers can be by no means drawn to their side, they can
treat them with the same contempt they do those they esteem
heretics. But, indeed, they cannot beignorant that there is
no such ¢ consent of Fathers” as their oath ;t:ﬁpos&s. This
will appear beyond contradiction, if any one will but take the
pains to consult and compare any of their writings almost that
are still extant. Those that have not leisure, or abilities for
this, may be easily satisfied if they do but look into Corne-
lius & Lapide, or any Popish commentator, that sometimes gives
us the interpretation of the several Fathers. They shall find
them tg agree in all articles of necessary belief; but in the
particular explication of very many texts, they will meet with
so great a variety of opinions, that it is a wonder how the
Church of Rome can have the confidence to talk of such a
thing as “‘ an unanimous consent.” There is a known diffe-
rence that happened between two of the greatest and mest -
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learned of all the Fathers of the Latin Church, which might
be enough alone to put an end to this dispute. 8t. Jerome,*
in his comment on the Epistle to the Galatians, had affirmed,
that when ¢ St. Paul withstood Peter to the face,” it was but
a kind of feigned reprehension; for that, as he thought, St.
Peter was not really “to be blamed.” St. Austin opposes
this very zealously. And the controversy was managed betwixt
them for a considerable time with a more than ordinary d
of heat, and for aught appears, they both persisted in their
gfa;l'rent sentiaentstothe very last. Besides this manifest
isagreement, there are many things to our present se,
which might be observed frgm their mannerpof bamﬁiin‘rgothe
whole debate. St. Jeromet reckons up,a great number of
authors, some heretics among the rest, that expounded the
ghee as he did. And says, he did not peremptorily define,
ut only recite what he had read ; that he might leave it to
the e.j:gfment of his reader, whether it were to be approved or
rej . Which shews the great diversity of opinion there
then was; and that every man was left at liberty to choose
that which he thought the best. He likewise mentions St.
Austin’s] differi utgrom the most famous interpreters in his
explanation of the Psalms. 8t. Austin§ answers, that he had
read none of his interpreters ; but if he had been a man of
much reading, he thinks he might have produced as many that
might have been of his persuasion. However, he appeals
from them all to the Apostle himself; and declares plainly,
that he will submit to no authority, but only that of the
canonical Scriptures. And he tells us in another place, ‘* that
if the Catholic bishops,”|| the greatest Fathers of the Church,
¢ should chance to be so mistaken, that they should entertain
any opinion that was contrary to God’s canonical Scriptures,
we must not consent unto them.” He admitted of no inter-
tation that did not agree with the plain sense of the text:
e had regard to the truth, and not to the persons of men.
In this very case of interpreting Scripture, he commends the

* Hieron. in Gal. c. 2. [vol. 7. p. 407. Veron. 1737.]

+ Hieron. apud Aug. Epist. 11. [Ep. 75. vol. 2. p. 169, &c. Par.
1679.

S I?)id. et Ep. 14. [Ep. 72. p. 163.]

§ Epist. 19. [Ep. 82. p. 189, &c.]

|| Nec Catholicis Episcopis consentiendum est, sicubi forte falluntur, ut
contra Canonicas Dei Scriptures aliquid sentiant, Aug. de Unit. Eecl.
cap. 10. :
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rules of Tychonius* the Donatist, and abridges and inserts
them into the work he was writing on that argument. And
when he had somewhere expounded a certain place,t according
to St. Cyprian’s, and his own present judgment, finding after-
wards tﬁt this Tychonius had given a more probable sense,
he approves of it, and makes no scruple to prefer the schis-
matic’s interpretation before the martyr's. Which he had
never done, if he had attributed so much to the authority of
the Fathers as the modern Romanists pretend they do. Yet
after all, wherever they can shew such a “ consent of Fathers”
as they talk of, we are contented readily to submit unto it,
because we look upon them as the best witnesses of what was
the received doctrine in their time. But then they of Rome
can make no advantage of this: for it has been often proved,
and they can scarce deny it, that in the explication o¥ those
places they are wont to bring for the supremacy and infalli-
bility of their Church, and the other controverted points,
the ‘“unanimous consent of the Fathers” is clearly against
them.

But since their “ rule of faith is Scripture interpreted by
Popes, and Councils, and the unanimous consent of the
Fathers,” it being well known that the Scripture hath never
been so interpreted ; then instead of the most certain, which
they vainly boast of, it is manifest that they have no * rule of
faith” at all.

II. But if we should suppose that they had such a rule, as
they confidently pretend they have, it would be as much ex-

d to their own objections as ours is. Suppose the Popes
and Councils had set themselves studiously about this great
and important work, and given us an authentic exposition of
all the Scripture ; and suppose there were that perg::'; agree-
ment among all the Fathers and ancient writers of the Church
which they think requisite to give us the true and undoubted
sense of all the obscure passages in the whole Bible : yet we
should meet with the same difficulties here, which they pretend
our opinion is liable to. For how could we be sure we
should be able to understand this exposition, whatever it were,
any better than we may the Scriptures themselves? Why may
not God express his own mind 88 much to our capacities as
any man, or assembly of men? Or if we should allow that it

* Aug. de Doct. Christ. Iib. 3. [Ibid. vol. 3. par. 1. p. 57. &c.]
t Id. Retract. lib. 2. c. 18. [Ibid. vol. 1. p. 48.]
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was the Spirit of God that spake unto us b({ those men, or
those assemblies, whose judgment they would have us follow,
how can we be assured that the Spirit speaks more intelligibly
in a Pope, a Father, or a Council, than it does in the Scrip-
ture? Itis beyond all doubt that it does not. For though
they pretend ht%h’ that this is the most effectual way to silence
all disputes, and make the whole Christian world of one mind,
yet it is apparent, that the number of controversies has been
rather increased than abated by it. The determinations of
Councils, which are accounted the greatest authority, have
been so far from putting an end to doubtful and vexatious
questions, that instead of that, they have been the occasion of
new debates; and whereas there have been some differences
about the interpretation of Scripture, there have been others
concerning the interpretation of Councils. The Council of
Trent was that wherein the Church of Rome shewed all the
artifice and cunning that could be possibly used ; and yet some
of the most eminent divines of that communion, that were
present at it, and had a great hand in drawing up the canons
and decrees that were there made, have afterwards differed in
their judgments about them, each one expounding them in
favour of his own private opinion: and many such disputes
there are among the Romanists themselves to this very day.
Now when any such happens to arise, whither must we repair
to have the doubt resolved ? If to the Pope, it is not easy to
have access unto him ; and if that were done, many of his own
sons do not think his judgment-in the case to be sufficient.
Ifthen we must make application to the Council, there is none
sitting ; and unless the fgce of things should be mightily altered,
many ages may be passed before we are like to see another.
Or if one should chance to be called sooner, if it should pro-
ceed with the same Catholic gra;1|fly that the last did, it will
be near twenty years before they will bring things to an issue :
too long by much to be held in suspense about a matter of
faith. But if it were safe, and we could be contented to stay
s0 long, what benefit should we have, at last, of all our patience ?
If we had the resolution of the Council, and the confirmation
of the Pope, we might be still mistaken, as we had formerly
been ; and so on, without ever coming to an end. The whole
matter, in short, may be brought to this point : if plain things
can be understood, the Scripture may, because it has been
proved to be plain; if they cannot, then Popes, and Fathers,
and Councils, can be no more understood than the Scripture.
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I see no other way they can possibly clear themselves of this
difficulty, but by saying as they do, that an implicit belief is
; that is, a believing as the Church heﬁens,thuugh

they cannot tell what that is. This is only believing by
proxy, or rather a mere readiness to believe, if they knew what it
was that they were to believe. A pretty device, to make the
infallibility of the Church an excuse for the ignorance of the
people; but the surest way that they have left, never to be
mistaken, is to be very careful to know nothing.

Ihavetl‘lgvs thatwemyeomotosrigh:l::der-
standing of the Scriptures, in all things n , M wa)
whic‘imgthe Protesunscnpts use; thuthl:-i:zg.Pec?sﬂwe no suc|
unquestionable interpretation as they d persuade us they
have ; or granting had, whatever they object against us
would be of the same force against themselves; whatever they
say against our interpreting the Bible will hold as well against
their interpreting their interpreter. But they know they have
mo such interpreter ; and the pains they have taken to extol
the imaginary sense of the Church, and decry the private
spirit, has been only to deter the people from reading the
Scripture, or else from presuming to understand it, which,
whenalliadone,willbef‘:mndat last to have been the greatest
security of the Popish cause.
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THE TEXTS WHICH PAPISTS CITE OUT OF THE BIBLE,
FOR THE PROOF OF THEIR DOCTRINE CONCERNING
THE OBSCURITY OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURES, EX-
AMINED.

TaAT the Romanists are much more concerned for the
interests of their Church than for the credit of our common
Christianity, doth too manifestly appear by not a few of their
avowed doctrines, but by none more than that of the obscurity
of the holy Scriptures. In order to their Church’s advance-
meut to the highest pitch of glory imaginable, it is the most
fundamental of all tl‘x)e articles of their faith, that she is
infallible. And that the holy Scriptures themselves may be
subjected to her authority, they resolve their belief of them
into it ultimately; they found their judgment of canonical
books wholly thereon; and not content herewith, they make
their Church the only judge of the true sense of Scripture, and
do their utmost to persuade the world of its great obscurity,
even in the most necessary points, that they may demonstrate
the absolute necessity of an infallible judge, an conse?nently
of relying on the judgment of the Church of Rome for the
understanding of Scripture, there being no Church besides
that dares to pretend to the miraculous gift of infallibility.

And Cardinal Bellarmine, in the first and second chapters
of his Third Book of Disputations, sets himself to oppose the
plainness and perspicuity of the Scripture, in order to this
end, as appears by all the following chapters of this book.
And this he doth,

First, By Scripture.

Secondly, By sayings of several Fathers.

Thirdly, By answering objections : all which he doth per-
fectly like himself, as he appears in his other controversies,
though much unlike & man of so great a name.

He opposeth the Scripture’s perspicuity by Scripture two
ways :
irst, By producing several texts, by which he pretends to
prove the &r? tures to be obscure.
Secondly, By giving us instances for a specimen of the
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Scripture’s obscurity. And the chief business of this discourse
is, to examine how serviceable the Cardinal’s icular texts
of Scripture are to this his design against the Scriptures in
gene;al; asthalsoftﬁm take those t;lnl:o consideration which are
urged by others of his party for the same purpose.

rgut 1{ is necessary first to shew what Protestants believe
touching the perspicuity of Scripture ; and,

1. I shall not need to say, that we are far from thinking
the Scripture to be throughout plain and easy to be under-
stood ; there are no obscurities, or no very great obscuri-
ties, to be found therein.

2. We are as far from thinking that all persons are in a
capacity of understanding all Scripture; but we know that,
according to men’s educations and , and other circum-
stances, they are capable of knowmng the true meaning of
more or less of it.

3. We acknowledge that there are not a few places of
Scripture so obscure and difficult as that those who are fur-
nished with the best, both natural and acquired, advantages
for the understanding of Scripture, cannot be certain of their
having attained to the true sense of them, And we know,

4. $l‘hut a great part of Scripture is now very easy that was
once as difficult ; and that many things therein contained are
now extremely difficult, which time will make as . For
instance, many of the types and prophecies of the Old
Testament which relate to the Messias, were, perhaps, till his
coming, at least as to their chief intention, unintelligible to all
who were not inspired for the ‘understanding of them, that
since his coming, are to us Christians as plain and perspicuous.
And several Elredictions in the book of Daniel and the
Apocalypse, which we see accomplished, are as plain to us as
they were before obscure ; and those that are to be:accom-
plished, are now as obscure as they shall be plain. And it is
evident that the types and prophecies were igned by
Providence chiefly for the bene& of after ages, for ther
gle‘:ilter confirmation in the Christian faith, as they came to be

lled; and divers of them might probably be designed
wholly for their benefit. But,

5. We are abundantly assured, that all things necessary to
be rightly understood in order to our salvation are in the holy
Scriptures delivered with great perspicuity. That the mean-
ing of those words and phrases by w&ich the essential points
of Christianity (whether they be matters of practice or of mere
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belief) are made. known to us, is as plain as we can reasonably
desire it should be. This is shewn in a late excellent treatise,
entitled, ““Search the Scriptures,” &c.* to which I refer the
reader. And if any of these points are in some places less
clearly expressed, they are in others most clearly; as the
Divinity of our Saviour, &c.

This we shall anon prove by Scripture; and in the mean
time we affirm, that St. Paul’s words to his son Timothy,
2 Epist. iii. 15, do plainly imply this concerning the Scrip-
tures of the Old Testament, which will be acknowledged not to
be so perspicuous as those of the New. He there tells him,
that “ from a child he had known the holy Scriptures, which
were able to make him wise to salvation,” &c. ; which must, at
least, be understood of all things nece to salvation con-
tained in them. And in saying that Timothy knew them from
a child, is implied sure t{::: he understood them, and not
that he had only learnt, like a parrot, to prate Scripture.
And in believing thus concerning the Scriptures, we believe
with the ancient Fathers, particularly we believe with St.
Austin, who hath this well known saying,t * Ea quse manifeste
posita sunt in sacris Scripturis, omnia continent quee pertinent
ad fidem, moresque vivendi.” We believe with St. Chrysos-
tom, who, Hom. 3. on the Second to the Thessalonians, saith,
that “all things necessary are dijAa manifest.” Nay, we
might shew that some of the Popish writers themselves have
declared their belief herein to be the same with ours; particu-
larly Thomas Aquinas saith,} that “the Scriptures were pro-
posed to all, and in such a manner that the rudest people
might understand them.” By which he must mean, in things
necessary, at least.

But whereas it is objected, that it is not plain in Scripture
what points are necessary, and what not, we answer: that as
to whatsoever is neces ratione medit, as a means in itself
‘necessary to qualify us for the pardon of our sins, and the
enjoyment of God, our own reason can find it out in Seripture ;
and whatsoever is only necessary, ratione precepti, by positive
precepts, the Scripture plainly declares it so to be. But
further, we are assured that it is nec to salvation to
believe the truth of all things contained in Scripture, in that

® From page 74 to 91.
+ De Doct. Christ. 1. 2. c. 9. [vol. 3. par. 1. p. 24. Par. 1680.]
$S.1.Q LAY .
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sense which is therein meant ; and if, after a faithful search
after the true sense, wherein it is disputable, we happen to be
mistaken, this shall be no obstruction to our salvation. Of
this several Scriptures, which we shall hereafter have occasion
to cite, do give us unquestionable assurance.

And, therefore, we cannot but esteem it as an instance of
most heinous ingratitude to Almighty God and our blessed
Saviour; as an intolerable affront to the grace of the Gospel,
and an infinite injury to the souls of men, to persuade the
world that the holy Scriptures are obscure in matters necessary,
f. e. (as we said) in any of those points of faith or practice,
which are either means in their own nature necessary to qualif
us for that happiness which is brought to light by the Gospel,
or are made necessary to the attainment thereof by express
declarations in Scripture.

6. As to those matters revealed in Scripture, the knowing
of which is only profitable, and of use to our greater growth
and progress in virtue, or to our being the more serviceable to
God in the world, or to the managing of ourselves with the
best Christian prudence in particular cases and circumstances,
we affirm that most of them also are very plainly delivered ;
and if they are not in some places, they are in otg
by evident consequence be inferred from what is plainly
revealed, so that it will not cost us much pains to inform our-
selves truly concerning them. But particular cases that may
fall out are infinite, and consequently cannot be expressly
determined in any writing ; and therefore it is unreasonable to
expect to find them so in the holy Scriptures. Yet they contain
such general rules, as bg the use of our reason, and prayers
to God for direction and good advice, we may either under-
stand how to govern ourselves in such cases; or if, after
faithful endeavours in the use of the best means to know
our duty, we are mistaken, we are sure, upon a general repen-
tance ot all our faults, known @nd unknown, of God’s pardon.
Bat yet,

7.yWe do not assert the Scriptures so plain in the most
necessary points as to be uncapable of being misunderstood
and perverted to an ill sense: if we did, we should think
citations out of the most primitive Fathers, and those Councils
which best deserve to be called General, wholly needless for
the clearing of these, both which we have a great esteem of,
as excellent good witnesses, though not as judges. And we
need no greater evidence for the Scriptures being capable of

ers, O MRy .
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being misunderstood in such points, than what the Roman
Church hath given us. Nothing can be more plainly re-
vealed, than what is in Scripture, against the worship of God
by images, or by any other mediator besides Christ Jesus;
against prayers in an unknown tongue ; against Christ’s being
again properly sacrificed in his Supper; against denying the
cup to the laity, and too many other particulars to be now men-
tioned. But we see that Church understands all those Scriptures
which most expressly contradict the lawfulness of those
practices in such a manner as to reconcile them to them.
And what think we of that great bene of contention, the judge
in controversies? Hath not St. Paul expressed himself with
sufficient plainness in this point, 1 Thess. v. 21? where he
enjoins it as a duty upon private Christians to * prove all
things, and hold fast that which is good.” Andin1 Cor.
x. 15, where, after he had required them to  flee from
idolatry,” he immediately adds, I speak as unto wise men,
judge ye what I say ?” Or else he makes the reason of their
minds their judge as to what he was about to say about the
Lord’s Supper. But why should he do so, if the Church
alone were to judge for them in all points of faith? Hath
not St. John likewise expressed himself plainly enough in
reference to the same matter, 1 John iv. 1, 2, where he puts
private Christians upon < trying the spirits, whether they are
of God, since many false prophets were gone out into the
world ?” Though we Protestants do believe, upon as great
evidence as we can desire, that the Seriptures descend to the
lowest capacities in expressing all those things which are of
absolute necessity to be rightly apprehended, so that nothing
more than honesty, and a sincere desire to know the truth, in
order to obeying it, is necessary to the understanding of it ;
yet we no less believe, that such as are desirous of nothing less
than the conforming of their lives to God’s laws, and are
acted by worldly, carnal interests, and base designs, may,
through the just judgment of God upon them, be so blinded,
as to misunderstand the most perspicuous texts in the Bible,
and “ wrest them to their own destruction ;” and we have too
great reason to fear that there have been innumerable examples
of this nature.

8. Protestants, in affirming “all things necessary to salva-
tion’’ to be perspicuously contained in Scripture, do mean all
such things of which the Scripture is designed to_be the,
instrument of conveyance to our.ynderstandmgs. It is of
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absolute necessity to our salvation to believe the Scripture to
be the word of God—that it was written by Divine inspiration ;
but it is unreasonable to expect that this should be satis-
factorily proved by Scripture, there being no more reason to
believe this, merely because the Scripture tells us so of itself,
than to believe any person to be inspired barely upon his own
word. Our Saviour himself saith, ¢ If I bear witness of
myself, my witness is not true;” ¢. e. ““If you had no other
reason to believe me to be the Son of God, than that I affirm
this of myself, you ought not to think me s0.” Our meaning,
therefore, is, that all Christians (and that name supposeth the
believing of the Divine authority of the Scriptures) may find
all things necessary to salvation delivered therein with great

Pe',;gw“‘t{: . TR s

ese things being premised, it is the easiest thing to shew
that the Cardinal and others have been most shamefully im-
pertinent in their citations of Scripture for the proof of its
obscurity, against the Protestant doctrine touching its perspi-
cuity ; or for the proving it so obscure, as that we cannot be
secure of rightly understanding it, so far as is necessary,
without the assistance of an infallible judge. And now we
come to speak,

First, To the several texts which are pretended to give
testimony to the obscurity of Scripture.

The Cardinal begins with three verses of the 119th Psalm,
which contain three petitions of the Psalmist, though two of
them differ only in words, viz.

Verse 73: “Give me understanding, that I may learn thy
commandments.”

Verse 18: “Open thou mine eyes, that I may behold
wondrous things out of thy law ;” or, “ the wondrous things
of thy law.” ‘

Verse 135: ¢ Make thy face to shine upon thy servant, and
teach me thy statutes.” But,

1. King David was a man after God’s own heart, and
therefore must have understood all things necessary to his
salvation before he indited this Psalm; and, consequently,
these petitions do not prove that the Scriptures of the Old
Testament are obscure in such matters.

2. As to his praying that he might ¢ learn God’s command-
ments,” and that would ““teach him his statutes,” his
meaning must be either that he would so enlighten his mind,
as that he might clearly discern the full comprehensive sense
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of all his laws, in order to his doing what was most agreéable
to his will in all cases and circumstances, whether as a man or
king, and to his so much the more glorifying God in both
these capacities, and in all his relations; or that God would
enable him by his grace to put in practice whatsoever he knew

to be his dul:{;8

3. As to his praying that he might “ behold the wondrous
things of God’s law,z’mtie plain sense of this petition is, either
that he would help him more and more to discern, and be
affected with, the infinite reasonableness and righteousness,
and the admirable wisdom and goodness of his laws; or that
he would ]g;ive him a greater insight into those spiritual
mysteries which the law of Moses abounded with. But not
the least shadow of proof can be brought from. these petitions
for the obscurity of the Scriptures in general, and much less
for their being so obscure as to require any other infallible
interpreter besides God himself.

The Cardinal's second text is Luke xxiv. 27: ‘“ And be-
ginning at Moses and all the prophets, he expounded to them
in all the Scriptures the thinfs concerning himself.” ¢ Now,”
saith he, ‘“the disciples of our Saviour knew the Hebrew
phrases, being Hebrews, and were neither proud men nor
unbelievers ; and yet he interpreted the Scriptures to them,
and therefore the Scriptures are obscure.” .

But at most, by his favour, it can only follow from hence,
that those Scriptures which our Lord expounded to them at
this time were so, viz. the things relating to himself in the
law of Moses and in the prophets. And yet neither doth it
follow that these were obscure, at least now he was come, and
had suffered death, and was risen again; nay, our Saviour
plainly intimates that they were far from being obscure now,
seeing he upbraided them immediately before with folly and
dulness of apprehension for not understanding them ; wvic.
ver. 25, 26: ““Then he said unto them, O fools, and slow of
heart to believe all that the prophets have spoken! Ought not
Christ to have suffered these things, and to enter into his
glory 7”7 As if he should say, “Is not this most manifest
rom the prophecies concerming the Messias ? And there-
fore, what egregious stupidity are you guilty of in not per-
ceiving it ” : .

His third text is, Acts viii. 31 : where the Ethiopian
eunuch, reading in his chariot that place in Isaiah, « He was
led as a sheep to the slaughter,” &c. And Philip asking him
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whether he ¢ understood what he read 7’ replied, ““ How can I,
except some man should guide me?” But,

1. He doth not reply, “How can I, except I am guided by
some infallible interpreter ?”’—whether a single person, or a
Church. And his reply spake no more, than that he needed
some Jew that understood the Prophets better than himself
was in circumstances to do, to interpret this place to him.
Who, though he was a proselyte, lived at too great a distance
from Judea to be mightily skilled in the most obscure part of
the Jew’s Bible. And,

2. Whereas Bellarmine here adds, to make as much as he
could of this passage, that St. Jerome (in his Epistle to
Paulinus, concerning the study of the Scriptures) saith, « That
this Eunuch did diligently read the Scriptures, and was
sanctus, pius et humilis, an holy, godly and humble man ;>
surely he understood all things that were necessary to salva-
tion before Christ’s coming, while he was ignorant of the
meaning of this place in Isaiah, if he were such an excellent
person before this his meeting with St. Philip, as he would
have us believe he was from St. Jerome.

His fourth (and last) text is, those words of St. Peter con-
cerning St. Paul’s Epistles, viz. “In which are some things
hard to be understood, which they that are unlearned and
unstable wrest, as they do also the other Scriptures, to their
own destruction,” 2 Pet. iii. 16. Where Bellarmine saith,
‘It ought to be observed, that St. Peter did not say that
there were some things hard to be understood by the unlearned
and unstable, as the heretics expound it, but that there were
some things absolutely difficult.” Now it is not worth our
while, to inquire whether any of his heretics do so expound it ;
but he must needs have been conscious to himself of a great
untruth in saying this indefinitely of them. We acknow
therefore that St. Peter doth by  some things hard to be
understood” in St. Paul’s Epistles, mean hard absolutely, or in
themselves : but what service will this do our Cardinal?
Since,

1. St. Peter doth not say that his brother Paul’s Epistles
(and much less that the Scriptures in general) are hard to be
understood, but only “some things” in them. And two or
three things are some things. And in saying only some
things, is implied, that all the other things contained in those
Epistles are not hard to be understood.

2. Had he said, that there were in them many things hard
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to be understood, how doth it follow that any of those things are
Points necessary to salvation? Another Jesuit tells us, that it
18 “evident from this place, that damnable errors may be
incurred by misinterpreting places hard to be understood, and
80 this hardness is found in points necessary to salvation ; forin
R i - be incurred.”* And it is granted,
ipture it follows, ¢‘that damnable
r misrepresenting places hard to be
. not easily acknowledge it a good
it therefore, *hardness is found in
2’ Itis gmnted too, that in *“such
ncurred;” but I deny that it follows
be incurred but by ““misinterpreting
»o0ints necessary to salvation.”” For

e vem -, may be incurred by misinterpretin

places which do not contain such points; and that thoug
there be no hardness in them, but much more if there be.
What hardness is there in those words in the second book of
Samuel, “The Lord moved David against them to say, Go
number Israel and Judah,” when compared with the same
passage in the first of Chronicles? where we read that Satan
provoked him hereunto. For it plainly appears by this place,
that the meaning of that is, that God, in his wise providence,
permitted Satan to tempt David. And how is it necessary to
salvation, to know that David was ever tempted to number his
people? Yet that text hath been so misinterpreted and wrested,
as to speak God to be the author of sin. But what error is
damnable, if this be not? Again, it is no very hard matter to
know, that St. Paul, in saying that ¢ we are justified by faith,
without the works of the law,”” meant the works of the cere-
monial law, and it is plain, that he did not account it absolutely
necessary to salvation, to believe that Christians might not,
together with the laws of the Gospel, observe still those of
Moses; for such as held the contrary were esteemed by him
as no worse then weak Christians, who were unacquainted with
their Christian liberty. But there were libertines (and still
are) who so misrepresented, or wrested, that and the like
sayings, as from thence to infer, that Christians are disobliged
from the moral law. And I hope this author (though a
Jesuit) would acknowledge this doctrine to be a damnable
error. And therefore 1 say, that places not containing
points necessary to salvation, are as capable every whit of

* Mumford in his Catholic Scripturist, Edit, 2. p. 13.
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being wrested to the proving of such errors, as those that do
contain such points. Though, as hath been said, we do not
deny, that points necessary to salvation, may in some places
be so expressed, as to admit of some diﬁcult&to know their
true meaning ; but then we utterly deny that those points are
only to be met with in those places; but we affirm, that in
other texts they are most clearly expressed. So that it is of
no concernment to our salvation, whether we understand those
or no, provided we do not so misunderstand them (which we
cannot do but by notoriously wresting them) as to draw some
damnable error from them. And whereas this author saith,
immediately before those words that have now entertained us,
that “that cannot be a sufficient rule to decide all necessary con-
troversies, which in such controversies speaks not clearly, but
i8 very hard to be understood, as the Scripture is ; whence we
see all controversies arise about the true meaning of such and
such texts. So 2 Pet. iii. 16, in which (Epistles of St. Paul)
are certain things hard to be understood,” &c. In these
words he begs the question, since he affirms so positively, that
“the Scriptures are very hard to be understood in necessary
controversies.” But if they be (as we are positive that they are
not, and shall fully prove it too before the conclusion of this
discou.rsez where shall we find a sufficient rule for the deciding
of them ! or rather, such a judge (for that he would be at,
but blunders in expressing it) as can make the Scriptures a rule
- more sufficient? If there be such a judge, we should be at a
comfortable pass were Jesuits, or Papists our best directors
to him. For except we could find in our hearts to put out our
eyes, we should then be sooner reconciled to perfect scepticism,
or rather downright infidelity, than be satisfied with their
direction. And we too well know, that either of these would
much less offend this author and his brethren, than our
denying the authority of their judge of controversies. Mr.
Chillingworth’s Jesuit saith, “ that without a living judge the
Scripture will be no fitter to end controversies, than the law
alone to end suits:” and his answer hereto deserves our
transcribing ; saith he, ““If the law were plain and perfect,
and men honest and desirous to understand aright, and obey
it, he that saith it were not fit to end controversies, must
either want understanding himself, or think the world wants
it.” - Now the Scripture, we pretend, in things necessary, is
plain and perfect, and men, we say, are obliged under pain of
damnation, to seek the true sense of it, and not to wrest it to
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their preconceived fancies. Such a law therefore to such men,
cannot but be very fit to end all controversies necessary to be
ended. For others that are not so, they will end when the
world ends, and that is time enough.

But we have not yet done with that text of St. Peter.
Therefore,

3. Neither doth he here say, that any things in St Paul’s
Ebpistles are too hard to be understood without an infallible
interpreter. But he plainly intimates the contmri, in that he
calls those unlearned and unstable, who wrested them to their
own destruction. Though he doth not say, as Bellarmine
falsely affirms we say he doth, that “ some things are hard to
be understood by unlearned and unstable men,” yet he saith,
that they are such men who wrest them to their own destruc-
tion ; so that St. Peter doth not deny it to be possible for men
of learning and stability of judgment, to understand these hard
things.
4. 8t. Peter seems to limit those hard things to what St.
Paul saith concerning the argument he was now upon. His
words are—*‘ Even as our brother Paul also, according to the
wisdom given unto him, hath written to you, as also in all his
Epistles, speaking in them of these things, in which are some
things hard to be understood.” So that without wresting, or
using anything of art, they may be thus read: ¢ Some thi
are hard to be understood in what our brother Paul speaks in
his Epistles concerning these things.” Now the things which
St. Peter discoursed of before, related of the coming of Christ
to judgment. But so long as we are assured that he will come;
and that ““every one shall be judged by him,”” as 8t. Paul speaks
plainly enough in one of his Epistles, “ according to the things
done in the body whether they be good or bad,” we may,
without “ endangering our soufs,” be ignorant of several cir-
cumstances relating to this his coming; though wicked men
might pervert some passages abontu:%em to a pernicious and
destructive sense. But yet after all,

5. It is not certain that these words, *in which are some
things hard to be understood,” do relate at all to St. Paul’s
manner of discoursing about the matters St. Peter treats here
of, for they may relate only to the things of which he dis-
courseth ; as being in themselves hard to be understood, let
them be expressed with never so great plainness. That which
makes the doubt is, that it is in the original &v ofg, which can-
not relate to the feminine éxiwrokaic, Epistles, but to rovrwy,
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these things ; though itis confessed, that év al¢ is to be found
in two or three manuscript copies.

These are all the texts of Scripture that are produced by
the Cardinal ; and if he could have met with fu.ﬁer evidence
for the Scriptures’ obscurity from any other texts, no question
he would not have satisfied himself with these : especially since
he doth not here treat of this argument by the bye ; but it is
the whole business of this and the next chapter, to demonstrate
the Scriptures to be so obscure, as that all may be convinced
of the agsolute necessity of that infallible judge, which is the
subject (as I said) of all the succeeding chapters of this third
book. And his citing such texts as these for such a purpose,
is as pregnant an instance as well can be, to shew what little
things great men make themselves, when they zealously engage
in an indefensible cause.

But there are other texts pressed to serve this cause, by other
of the Popish authors, which must next be considered ; and I
need look but into one book for them, viz. * The Touchstone of
the Reformed Gospel,” lately reprinted, and (as the title page
tells us) “made more correct.”” And I cannot think but
that we have here all those Scriptures mustered together,
which are brought in any other books to prove the obscurity
of Scripture ; though one single one to the purpose would
have signified much more than all of them.

To those of Bellarmine here are added no fewer than ten
texts, besides two which I am not unwilling to think misquoted,
as great care as was taken in the correction of this edition.
Those are Apoc. i. 5: “And from Jesus Christ, who is the
faithful and true witness,” &. And Luke ii. 14 : ““ Glory to
God in the highest, on earth peaee, good will towards men.”
I say I suspect a misquotation in these, except they think
that our Saviour could not be a faithful and true, if he were a
clear witness: and that he could not bring peace on earth, or
express good will to men, unless he had brought with him an
obscure Gospel. And as to the other ten, it will be but good
manners to beg the reader’s pardon for troubling him with
more than the bare recital of them.

The first is, Apoc. v. 4: “And I wept much, because no
man was found worthy to open the book, and to read the book,
neither to look thereon;” viz. in regard of its great obscurity.
Now our author tells us, that “ the angel, speaking of the book
sealed with seven seals, wept much:” and adds, “a strange
case to read in Scripture itself, that the book of Seripture
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should be shut up with so many seals. But much more

that even in St. John’s time none could be found, neither in’
heaven, nor in earth, able to open the same, nor to look thereon :
which every apprentice, now-a-days, without any difficulty, will
undertake to do.”” But,

1. Hath théir infallible interpreter told them, that it is the
angel that is here said to weep much? And shall we believe
him, when it is as clear as the light that it is St. John that
saith, I wept much ?” )

2. Did their infallible judge of the sense of Scripture tell
them, that ““the book sealed with seven seals is the book of
Scripture,” viz. the Bible? If so, how dare their very bishops,
or cardinals, or the Pope himself, to look thereon, and much
more, to open it, and read therein, if he ever does? When even
in St. John’s time, “none could be found, neither in heaven,
nor in earth, able to open the same, nor to look upon it.”> One
would conclude from hence, that the Church of Rome hath
been abundantly too liberal in the liberty she hath granted to
read the Scriptures. But many of our apprentices can tell
them, that these two are but slender instances of their being
better enabled to understand the Scriptures than other folk,
in regard to their infallible judge. But their mere mother
wit doth infallibly assure them, that, as it was St. John that
said, I wept much,” not the angel, so it is only that particular
book of Scripture of which these words are a part, which is
here spoken of, not the book "of Scripture in general. We
see by these instances, that it is not necessary that things
should be hard to be understood.to put them into a possibility
of being wrested, or misnnderstoog by some sort of people.
For here is as easy a text as any in the Bible, most shamefully
wrested by one at least, who would take it very ill to be called
unlearned. And so are abundance more, as easy as this, by
him and his fellow Catholics.

3. Whereas these words speak the Apocal{n)se to be a very
difficult book ; whoever thought otherwise of it? Though a
great part (as hath been already said) is now much plainer
than it was when it was first written, viz. so much of it as is
accomplished ; and the rest will even('iy age be plainer and
plainer, viz. as it is accomplished. And in due time, we doubt
not but the infallible interpreter and judge of controversies,
will find little service done to his (or f‘ler) infallibility, by the
fulfilling of the prophecies of this book. '

4. I add, that it is far from being  necessary to our salvation,”
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to understand so much of this book as is intelligible by us’;
the matters therein contained, which are not to be found in
other books of Scripture, being only in the number of things,
in higher or lower d s, profitable, not absolutely necessary.

As to the following texts, our author is so civil to his
readers, as only to cite the chapters and verses, and I would
be as civil to mine too, were we not to deal with a sort of men
whose humour it is to cry 1:{ the absurdest arguments and
objections, as unanswerable, if they be not answered.

The second text is, 2 Pet. i. 20: ‘“Knowing this first, that
11130 prophecy of Scripture is of any private interpretation.”

ut,

1. It is not said “no Seripture,” but * no prophecy of the
Scripture ;”* ‘or of the Old Testament, of which the Apostle is
here speaking. But Protestants acknowledge, as well as Papists,
that there is obscurity, and great obscurity too, in the pro-
&l:cies. Though (as we have more than once said) there hath

n much greater than is now, and they will be as perspicuous
as ever they were obscure.

2. Whereas it is said, “that no prophecy is of any private
interpretation,” idiac éwioewc is rendered by divers of our most
learned expositors, “of the prophet’s own starting,” (éwilverc
seeming to be an agonistical word, saith Dr. Hammond, signi-
fying * the first setting out of racers,””) or proprii impetus, or
instinctus, “from the prophet’s own motion or instinct,” which
come all to the same sense. And this is most probably the
true version, and I doubt the infallible interpreter himself
cannot furnish us with one more agreeable to the context, both
immediately preceding and following these words. The words
foregoing are, *“ We have also a more sure word of prophecy,
whereunto ye do well that ye take heed,” &c. viz. because no
prophecy is of the prophet’s own motion; for (as the next
verse after this text tells us) “tbe prophecy came not in old
time by the will of man, but holy men of God spake as they
were moved by the Holy Ghost.” But,

3. Suppose we keep to this version, ““ private interpretation,”
it cannot be conceived that the Apostle designed to assert such
an obscurity in the prophecies of the Old Testament (and
much less in the doctrines, precepts and promises of holy
Scripture) as makes them not to be interpretable but by the
Church representative, since private Christians were then
inspired with the gift of interpreting those prophecies. St.
Paul puts the Corinthian Christians in general “upon . desiring
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spiritual gifts, but rather that they might prophesy.” And by
prophesying, in this place, Erasmus and Estius, with too many
others to be reckoned up, understand the ixft of expounding
difficult places of Scripture, but especially the prophecies : the
true understanding of these, tending greatly to confirm the
truth of Christianity. And therefore, well might the Apostle
say, ‘ but rather that ye may prophesy.” So that I say, St.
Peter.could not mean, that no prophecy is explainable by any
particular persons, since at that time, even private persons had
the gift of explaining them.

4. It is worth our observing too, that St. Peter here com-
mends the Christians in general for taking heed, and applying
their minds to these prophecies. Whl(il shews, that either
they did understand them, or that they were not too obscure
to be by care and diligence understood by them

The third text is, Matt. xiii. 11, to which is joined the 36th.
Tt is said in verse 11, in answer to this question of the disciples,
““ Why speakest thou to them in parables?”” < Because it is given
unto you to know the mysteries of the kingdom of heaven,
but to them (viz. the rest of those that heard him) it is not
given.”” And in the 36th verse it is said, ¢ Then Jesus sent
the multitude away, and went into the house : and his disciples
came unto him, saying, Declare unto us the parable of the
tares of the field.”” Now all that can be gathered from hence is,

1. That Christ spake the ¢ mysteries of the kingdom in
parables,” because the multitude should not understand them.
Which shews, that had he not spoken to them in parables,
they might have understood them.

2. That he explained them to his disciples, that they might
understand them. And, he having left his explanations on
record, we are capable of undersxging them as well as they.
And therefore these two verses are so far from proving the
obscurity of the Scriptures, that they prove the Xirectly con-

tm'll-?ixe fourth text is, Luke xxiv. 45: ¢ Then opened he their
understandings, that they might understand the Secriptures.”
To which I reply,

1. That the fzre ing verse sheweth, that by the Scriptures,
for the understanding of which, it is said, the disciples’
understandings were opened, were not meant the Scriptures
in general, but only the prophecies concerning Christ contained
in the law of Moses, and in the Prophets and Psalms of David ;
for that verse runs thus: ‘ And he said unto them, These are
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the words which I sg:eke unto you, while I was yet with you,
that all things must be fulfilled, which were written in the law
of Moses, and in the Prophets, and in the Psalms concerning
me.”

2. That the disciples, having had their eyes opened for the
understanding of these prophecies, not only enabled others,
by word of mouth, after they were become Apostles, but all
Christians to the end of the world, by their writings, to under-
stand them.

The fifth text is, 1 Cor. xii. 10: “To another (is given by
the Spirit) the working of miracles, to another pro ilecy, to
another discerning of spirits, to another divers kinds of tongues,
to another the interpretation of tongues.”” But what shall we
find here ? This place surely is designed to prove, not directly,
the obscurity of tge Scriptures, but that for the sake of which
our adversaries are so zealous to have them obscure, viz. that
Christ hath indued their Church with the ¢ gift of prophecy,”
or of infallibly interpreting the Scriptures, and of * discerning
of spirits,”” or discerning between true and false pretences to
inspiration. But it is no impertinency to ask, what is this to
the Church of Rome (or to any other Church since the Apos-
tolical age), any more than the rest of this verse is, viz. “to
another the working of miracles, to another divers kinds of
tongues, to another the interpretation of tongues.” But that
Church makes no pretence to the gift of *divers kinds of
tongues,” nor to that of the “interpretation of tongues,” and
we are abundantly satisfied that it would be infinitely more
for her reputation among wise men, did she make no pretence
neither to the *“ working of miracles ;> and so are many of her
sons too.

The sixth text is, Luke viii. 10 : * And he said, Unto you it
is given to know the mysteries of the kingdom of God, but to
others in parables; that seeing they might not see, and hearing
they might not understand.” But this text is the same with the
third as to the former half, and what service the other half
will do this cause, I cannot divine. The sense of which (at
least in part) is this: that our Lord having enemies among
his hearers, who he knew watched for all advantages from his
discourses, to do him a mischief, he would not, according to
his own advice, * cast pearls before swine ;”” but kept himself
out of harm’s way, till the time came when he was to be
delivered into their hands ; and therefore chose to speak many
things in parables, that ‘ hearing they ntight hear,” and not



AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE. 79

perceive his meaning. But afterwards those things were
spoken so plainly, that all that would might understand them.
And I say, what is this to the purpose of proving the obscuri
of Scripture ?  There is also joined with this verse the 54
of the same chapter ; but if the figurés be not mistaken, I
leave it to the reader to make out a proof of the Scriptures’
obseurity from this verse. The words are these:  And he put
them all out, and took her by the hand, and called, saying,
Maid, arise.”

The seventh text is, 2 Tim. iii. 7:  Ever learning, and never
able to come to the knowledge of the truth.” Good again!
Because “silly women, laden with sins, and led away with
divers lusts,” and these silly and sinful women in the hands
of more sinful seducers, and taken captive by them too, cannot
come to the knowledge of the truth by all their learning,
therefore the Scriptures are obscure. &wep £de deifar.

The eighth is, 1 Johniv. 6: “We are of God; he that
knoweth God, heareth us; he that is not of God, heareth
not us; hereby know we the Spirit of truth and the Spirit
of error.” Dr. Hammond's paraphrase upon these words
(which I shall not mistrust till the Roman doctors, from
their infallible judge, furnish me with a better) is this: < Qur
doctrine is the true pure doctrine of Christ, hath nothins of
worldly greatness, or secular interest in it, but only of piety
and purity, self-denial and contempt of the world, and every
pious Christian hearkeneth to us: and this is a way of dis-
cerning true from false prophets. One is all for purity and
confession of Christ, even in persecutions, the other for worldly
advantages and self-preservation.” And what greater evidence
can we desire than here we find, as for the Scriptures being
obscure, so for the Church of Rome’s being gifted for the
preserving of us from heresy (especially from the sixth cen
to this present time) above all Churches in Christendom ?

‘The ninth is, Johnv. 35: *He wasa burning and a shining
light,” &c. But how is the Church of Rome concerned in
the Baptist’s having been such a light? But perchance a
certain argument called a minort, may be couched under this
citation ; which runs thus: *if Christ’s forerunner was a burn-
ing and shining light, then his Vicar is much more so; for the
enlightening of the dark Bible.” But however this is, we have
heard of such burning and shining lights as have scarce had
their fellows, either since or before St. John the Baptist.

The tenth and (for our comfort) the last text is, Psalm
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cxix. 34 : “ Give me understanding, and I shall keep thy law,
yea, I shall observe it with my whole heart.” But what 1s this
more than a second repetition of Bellarmine’s citation, as to its
sense, out of this Psalm, though a different verse ? But I have
too much exercised my reader’s patience to repeat my answer.

And now, if all these fourteen texts cammot convince us,
that it is impossible for Protestants to understand the Scrip-
ture, we are like to persevere in our heretical notion of its
perspicuity, in all necessary points especially, for all that texts
of Scripture do say to the contrary: and still to think our-
gelves In no need of being assisted by Rome’s infallibility in
inquiries after the true sense of it. For certainly no mortal
man can imagine any of those Scriptures pertinent to the
{mrpose for which they are produced, but such as dare not

ook upon them with their own eyes, and believe themselves
void of all judgment of discretion in matters of religion, because
they are told so by the Church of Rome. But as for such as
these, there is not a text from the beginning of Genesis to the
end of the Revelation, but may as well convince them of the
obscurity of Scripture, if their Church shall be pleased to tell
them that this her doctrine is proved by it. And therefore,
to what end is it to fetch testimonies from Scripture to prove
its obscurity, were it not, in pursuance of their Church’s pro-
hibiting them to look into a Bible, to affright them from read-
ing any more of it, than such texts? Which, it seems, are
Eerspicuous enough to be understood both by Catholics and
eretics, because they assure them that the Scriptures in
neral are not to be understood by them. And as for us
eretics, who have no such deference for this Church’s autho-
rity, it seems the idlest thing in nature, to go about to persuade
us of the obscurity of the Scriptures, by testimonies taken out
of them : for if they be so obscure as we are told, and them-
selves say they are, we shall not so much believe it because
they tell us so, as because we find them so. As on the other
hand, if they should tell us, that they are perspicuous, we
could not believe it, if we found them to be obscure.

But this doctrine of the obscurity of Scripture in matters of
faith necessary, is as great an imposition upon our experience,
as is that of transubstantiation upon our senses. And therefore
we do more than believe, we know, that it is an impious
slander upon the holy Secriptures, and a blaspheming of the
Author of them.

But since those who so much despise the Scriptures, as
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Papists are well known to do, can quote texts out of them, to
serve their own turn (as one whom I will not name long before
them did, who had as little respect for them as they can have,
and was far more cunning in his quotations, than we have now
seen they are), we can furnish them with texts store, that
infinitely more clearly assert'the perspicuity of the Scriptures
than any one of theirs does its obscurity. And this we would
do were it needful, as we have shewn it is not: but these four
are enough for our adversaries to compare with their fourteen :
viz. Deut. xxx. 11, &c.; 2 Cor.iv. 2, 3,4; 1 Tim. vi. 3;
John vii. 17.

Moses saith in Deut. xxx. 11, &e.: *This commandment
which I command thee this day, is not hidden from thee,
neither is it far off ; it is not in heaven, that thou shouldest
say, Who shall go up for us to heaven, and bring it unto us,
that we may hear it and do it ? Neither is it beyond the sea,
that thou shouldest say, Who shall go over the sea for us, and
bring it unto us, that we may hearit and do it? But the word
is very nigh unto thee, in thy mouth and in thy heart, that
thou mayest doit. See, I have set before thee (or plainly before
thine eyes) life and good, and death and evil.” Bellarmine
takes notice of this text among others, as urged by Protestants
for a proof of the perspicuity of Scripture : and gives us this
remark of Brentius upon it, viz. “These words shew, that
there is no need of passing over the mountains, and going to
Rome, for the interpretation of Scripture.” And in his reply
to it, of two answers he prefers this: * that Moses here speaks
only of the precepts of the Decalogue, which are natural and
easy to be understood.” Fairly confessed ! and we thank him.
But lest this sense should seem to thwart this exposition of
those verses he quoted out of the cxixth Psalm for the ob-
scurity of the Scriptures, he saith, that by the law, which
David there confesseth was difficult to be understood (though,
as we shewed, he confesseth no such thing), he did not mean
the ten precepts only, but all the holy Scriptures.” But if he
did not mean those ten only, but all the l1)1oly Scriptures, he
must needs surely mean them, though not them only; and
therefore Bellarmine is more concemeﬁ to reconcile Moses and
David (though if they had been at odds, he is far from doing
it), than not to contradict himself. But since he here acknow-
ledgeth the Ten Commandments to be so very plain, and easy
to be understood, we shall make some earnings of this acknow-
ledgment. For no less than nineteen parts in twenty of the

VOL. VI. G
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tive part of the New Testament, are but so many
£mnc es of the moral law, and therefore they must also be as
plain and easy. And it is very pertinent to our purpoge to
observe, that St. Paul doth apply these same words of Moses
to the precepts of the Gospel, Rom. x. 6, &c. : saying, “The
righteousness of faith speaketh on this wise, Say not in thine
heart, who shall ascend into heaven,”” &c. And verse 8, after
the repetition of the 4th verse of that 30th of Deuteronomy,
viz. “The word is nigh thee, even in thy mouth and in thine
heart,” he adds, “ That is the word of faith which we preach.”
And the same Apostle sums up all, that the “grace of God,
which bringeth salvation to all men, teacheth, in living soberly,
righteously and godly ;> or, in behaving ourselves, as becomes
such creatures, towards our ownselves, our neighbour, and
Almighty God : which surely are all duties enjoined by the
moral law. And besides what is expressly commanded and
forbid in the Ten Commandments, or is plainly deducible from
them, and our Saviour’s more perfect exposition of several of
them, which he calls fulfilling, or filling up, the law ; there
are but two or three more distinct precepts contained in the
Gospel, viz. that of believing Christ to be the Saviour of the
world, and Son of God (and consequently believing whatso-
ever he delivered, and confirmed by innumerable miracles,
wonders and signs, to be true, whether we truly understand it
or no), and faith in his undertakings for our deliverance both
from the punishment and power of sin; together with the
institutions of Baptism a.mfo the Lord’s Supper; in none of
which we have any reason given us to complain of obscurity.
Though the Church of Rome hath been pleased to make the
last of these, not only most difficult, but impossible to be
understood ; and to {e also not disbelieved by those who
cannot digest the greatest contradictions in the world, both to
their bodﬁ‘;'s senses, and the reason of their minds. Indeed
the Quakers, from one of those instances of our Saviour’s
filling up the law, prove all swearing to be unlawful ; when it
is evident enough by comparing this place with Hebrews vi.
16, and those three places in which St. Paul, upon most
weighty occasions, swears, that only swearing by creatures,
and all customary and unnecessary swearing is forbid. K But
though thus to understand those words, *Swear not at all,”
be necessary upon some other accounts, yet I presume none
think it of absolute necessity to salvation: or, that, though
customary and unnecessary swearing be a mortal sin, refusing
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to swear at all from a no more eulpable principle than a mere
persuasion of our Saviour’s having forbidden it, can be worse
than a venial one. And as to the mighty motives our Saviour
hath given us to the observation of his precepts : namely, his
exceeiing great and precious promises, and his fearful threaten-
ings ; one would in charity hope that no Papist can for shame
say, that these are so expressed, as that it is impossible, with-
out an infallible interpreter, to know their true meaning.

In our second text, viz. 2 Cor. iv. 2, 3, 4, the Apostle
saith, ““Wehave renounced the hidden things of dishonesty,” or
all mysteries of iniquity, that make godliness a mere matter of

in, and religion a state trick ; “not walking in craftiness, nor

dling the Word of God deceitfully,” by making additions of
our own thereto (and oh, that their pretended only successors
could say so too!), “but by manifestation of the truth commend-
ing ourselves to every man’s conscience in the sight of God,
(and therefore, no doubt, speaking to all men’s understandings).
But if our Gospel be hid, it is hid to them that are lost; in
whom the god of this world hath blinded the minds of them
that believe not, lest the light of the glorious Gospel of Christ,
who is the image of God, should shine unto them ;” or, we have
reached the Gospel so plainly, that if any do not understand
1t, they are only such as whose eyes are blinded by the devil,
or the love of the riches, honours, and pleasures of this world.
Bellarmine doth likewise take notice of this ‘Place, as brought
by Protestants to prove the perspicuity of Scripture; but
his answer amounts to no more than this, that < the Apostle
doth not here speak de intelligentid Scripturarum, sed de cog-
nitione, et fide in Christum : concerning the understanding of
the Scriptures, but the knowledge of Christ, and faith in him.”
As if the knowledge of Christ were not the knowledge of his
Gospel, and faith in Christ did not imply the belief of his
doctrine ; or such a belief thereof as produceth conformity to
his precepts. And therefore, he might for shame have
silently passed over this excellent testimony to the perspicuity
of Scripture.

In our third text, viz. 1 Tim. vi. 3, 4, it is said, “If any
man teach otherwise, and consent not to wholesome words,
even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ, and to the doctrine
which is according to godliness, he is proud, knowing nothing,
but doting about questions, and strifes of words,”” &. Not
he is merely weak, and therefore cannot understand the words
of our Lord Jesus Christ, but he is proud, and puffed up with

¢ 2
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a mighty opinion of his own knowledge, though he knows
nothing ; and he is contentious and wicked (as it follows), and
therefore will not understand them. The Cardinal takes no
notice of this text.

Nor of this following neither, which is our fourth and last,
viz. John vii. i7, where our Lord saith, “If any man will do
his will, el SéAy wouciv, be willing to do the will of God, he
shall know of the doctrine whether it be of God,” &c. or, he
shall know that it is of God; and therefore he shall un-
doubtedly understand the true sense of as much of it at least
as is necessary ; for else it will signify nothing to him to know
whether it be of God, or no.

It is needless (as I said) to insist upon more texts to the
same purpose, since whether any writing be obscure or plain,
is not a question to be decided by testimony, but by ex-
perience. And all honest souls, who study the holy Scrip-
tures with no worse design than to know the way to eternal
bliss, that they may walk therein, do find themselves able to
. understand them in innumerable more particulars than what

are barely necessary. And whatsoever Scriptures such cannot
understand, or may be mistaken in their sense of them, they
may be assured from those now quoted, and many more, that
they are not of such necessity, as that they shall fall short of
salvation, by reason of this their ignorance, or error. Nay,
even those Scriptures which they cannot understand are pro-
fitable to them, as they are made more humble by a greater
sense of their own weakness, occasioned by them. This
Gregory the Great observed in his 17th Homily: saith he,
¢ Scriptura tota propter nos scripta est, sed non tota intel-
ligitur a nobis, &c.: the whole Scripture is written for our
benefit, but it is not wholly understood by us. Many things
.indeed are so plainly delivered therein, that little children (in
understandingg are nourished by them : other things are veiled
under such obscure sentences, that strong men have their
parts exercised by them ; and they are the more grateful to
them for their coming by labour and pains to the knowledge
of them. But some things therein are so very obscure, that
while we do not understand them, by acknowledging our own
blindness, weare advanced in humility morethaninknowledge.” *
1 may add, that we are assured by the concern that the infinitely
good God declares he hath for the souls of men, he must

* Vol. 1. p. 1282.
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needs adapt his word to their capacities, so far as the true
understanding thereof is necessary to their everlasting happi-
ness. And it is an impeachment of his wisdom, as well as
goodness, to think, that ina writing he hath sent to the world,
of such infinite importance, he hath not expressed his mind so
intelligibly as to answer his design therein.* Or, that all
should be required by him to study that book, which is so
above the reach of their understanding, as the Church of Rome
would have it, and therefore keeps it from being translated
into the vulgar language, where she is powerful enough to do
it ; and under severe penalties prohibits the vulgar so much as
to be owners of a Bible. But that it is the duty of all persons
to read the Scriptures, is as evident as anything can be from
them. Which is shewn in two late treatises, to which I refer
the reader.t

Secoudly : Iam now come to the Cardinal’s instances, which
he gives us for a specimen of the obscurity of Scripture. But
there needs no more to be said concerning these, than that
himself must needs have seen how little they signify to his

purpose.
uilp:sﬁth, that “in the Seriptures two things are to be con-
sidered, Res que dicuntur, and Modus quo dicuntur: the
things there delivered, and the manner how they are delivered.”
Under the former head he instanceth in the Trinity, the
incarnation, and other of the greatest mysteries of our religion.
Upon account of which, he saith, the Scripture is obscurissima,
extremely obscure. But how can he make that out? I
should think that no more therefore of the Scripture is obscure,
than only those particular texts wherein those mysteries are
contained. But as to the obscurity of the mysteries, it is such
we must acknowledge as makes them incomprehensible, and
not to be fathomed by our shallow capacities, but we shall
never grant them to be unintelligible. Nor do any, I hope,
think them so, who are satisfied to have no other notions of
them than they find in Scripture; and do not trouble them-'
selves with the conceits of wanton wits, and especially of the
Schools about them. But what service can the infallible inter-
preter do us in the understanding of these mysteries? Can he

® Quid est autem Scriptura sacra, nisi queedam Epistola Omnipotentis
Dei ad Creaturam suam Greg. Mag. Ep. 40. vol. 2. p. 626.

+ Search the Scriptures, &c, The People’s  Right to read the Holy
Scriptures asserted.
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do us more than what he hath done his admirers ? Who, for
any discoveries of theirs the world hath hitherto met with of
more light, we must conelude (except they keep their profound
knowlegge locked up within their own breasts) do as little
understand them as ourselves. The beok of nature is fuller of
incomprehensible mysteries, than this of Scripture; and we
have no cause to think, but that this interpreter will as.soon
make that book easier to us, as he will this. But concerning
the mysteries hereof, we are satisfied we ought not to be
ambitious of knawing more than that there are no contradic-
tions ‘in them to.the reason of our minds, though they are
much aboveit: as are also ten thousand things in nature,
which yet is no discouragement to the study of natural philo.
sophy. And so much knowledge as this comes to concerning
the ?Xswries of our religion, we find by experience is easiest
gained, by considering them only as the holy Scriptures have
expressed them ; and not endeavouring to be wise above what
is there written. :

And as to the obscure manner of expressing things in
Scripture, he gives six instances hereof, and one or two
examples under every head but ‘the last. But what man of
sense cannot discern at first sight, that all this is mere trifling ;

- and only serves to shew that the Cardinal chooseth rather to

lay at small game than to he out? We Protestants can
ish him with far more obscure Scriptures than any of
these, and yet well know that there is not the least appear-
ance of a contradiction in them to our doctrine concerning the
perspicuity of Scripture. Nay farther, the Scriptures he cites
under these heads, have nothing in them, that a man who is
master of but one good commentator, will call obscurity.

And whereas he concludes his instances with that of the
Scriptures abounding with figures ; such as tropes, metaphors,
allegories, hyperboles, ironies (and makes use of one of these
figures in adding, e¢ alia id genus sine ullo nemero: “and other
things of that kind innumerable’’), one good system of rhetoric
can as effectually clear these obscurities, as all those together
who have had the honour of sitting in the infallible chair : who
(bating their infallibility) could very rarely boast of one jot
more learning than their neighbours. But it is somewhat
strange that he who could find so many figures in the Bible,
should not be able to espy one there where every apprentice
among us can: and that he who can find a figure 1n those
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words of our Saviour, ‘I am a door,”” and “I am a vine,”’ should
not perceive one in these words, < this is my body;” where
all the world besides himself and his infallible Church will say,
that those must have put out their eyes who cannot discern it.

But yet, after all that Bellarmine and other Popish authors
have said of the obscurity of the Scriptures, and their making
them a mere nose of wax, to be turned this way or that way
as their Church pleaseth; and the scandalous insinuations
against them, and sometimes broad invectives, which are found
in their books, we must still believe (if we will take their own
word for it) that they (good men) have no less a veneration
for them than ourselves. And they must needs be aware how
highly necessary it is, if it be possible, to make us think so.
But 1 will answer them in the words of our learned Chilling-
worth,* with which I will conclude, vtz. “This being once
settled in the minds of men, that unwritten traditions, if pro-
posed by the Church of Rome, were to be received with equal
reverence to those that were written; and that the sense of
Scripture is not that which seems to men’s reason and under-
standing to be so, but that which she should declare to be so,
seemeth it hever so unreasonable and incongruous. The mat-
ter being once thus ordered, and the holy Scriptures being
made in effect not your directors and judges (no farther than
you please), but your servantsand instruments, always pressed
and in readiness to advance your designs ; and disabled wholly
with minds so qualified to prejudice or impeach them: it is
safe for you to put a crown upon their head, and a reed in
their hands, and to bow before them and cry, Hail, King of
the Jews! To pretend a great deal of esteem and respect and
reverence to them, as here you do. But to little purpose is
verbal reverence, without entire submission and sincere
obedience. And as our Saviour said of some, so the Scripture,
could it speak, I believe would say to you: ¢ Why call ye me
Lord, Lord, and do not that which rv command you?”” Cast
away the vain and arrogant pretence of infallibility, which
makes your errors incurable. Leave picturing of and
worshipping him by pictures. Teach not for doctrines the
commandments of men. Debar not the laity of the testament
of Christ’s blood,” &. And I add, acknowledge what one
would think those of you that have read the Scriptures must

* Against Knot, part 1. chap. 2. p. 46.
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needs see, viz. that they are far from being obscure in mat-
ters necessary ; and whatsoever the Scriptures command you,
do ; and then we shall willingly give you such a testimony as
you deserve ; but till you do so, to talk of estimation, respect,
and reverence to the gcripture, is nothing else but talk.
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THE WORSHIP OF THE CHURCH OF ROME
JUSTLY CONDEMNED.

BOOK 1.

THE WORSHIP OF THE CHURCH OF ROME JUSTLY
CONDEMNED AS AN IDOLATROUS WORSHIP;

OR
A SCRIPTURE PROOF OF THE UNLAWFULNESS OF GIVING

ANY RELIGIOUS WORSHIP TO ANY OTHER BEING BESIDES
THE ONE SUPREME GOD.

THE INTRODUCTION.

Or all the disputes between us and the Church of Rome,
there is none of greater concernment than that about the
Object of religious worship.

%Ve affirm, as the Scripture has taught us, Matth. iv. 10,
that we must worship the Lord our God, and serve himn
only.” The Church of Rome teaches, ‘that there is a
degree of religious worship, which we mag give to some ex-
cellent creatures, to angels and saints, and images, and the
host, and to the relics of saints and martyrs.” If they are in
the right, we may be thought very rude and uncivil at least,
in denying to pay that worship, which is due to such excellent
creatures, and very injurious to ourselves in it, by losing the
benefit of their prayers and patronage. If we be in the right,
the Church of Rome is guilty of giving that worship to crea-
tures which is due to God alone, which is acknowledged on
all hands to be the greatest of sins; and therefore this is a
dispute which can never be compromised, though we were
never so desirous of an umion and reconciliation with the
Church of Rome; for the incommunicable glory of God, and
the salvation of our souls, are too dear things to be given
away in cotlx:f)liment to any Church.

And should it appear in the next world (for I believe it will
never appear to be so in this) that we were mistaken, that we
were over nice and curious in refusing to worship saints and
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angels, yet ours is 2 much more innocent and pardonable mis-
take, than that which the Church of Rome is guilty of, if
they should prove to be mistaken. We are only wanting in
some religious courtship, which we might innocently have
given to saints and angels, but which we were not bound to
give (as the Church of Rome will not say that we are) by any
express divine law; and- therefore it'is no sin against God not
to do it ; and when this neglect is not owing to any designed
contempt and disregard of those excellent spirits, but to a
reverence for God, and jealousy for his incommunicable glory,
if it were a fault, we need not doubt but that God would
pardon it, and that all good spirits, who have such a profound
veneration for God, will easily excuse the neglect of some
ceremonies to themselves upon so great a reason.

But if the Church of Rome be mistaken, and gives that
worship to creatures which is due only to the supreme God,
they have nothing to pretend in excuse of it; neither any
positive law of God, which expressly forbids all creature
worship (as I doubt not to prove, to the satisfaction of all im-
partial readers), nor the principles of natural’ reason ; which,
whatever apalogies it may make for the worship of saints and
angels, can never prove tie neceseity of it; and it highly con-
cerns the Church -of Rome, and all of her communion, to
consider, whether if their distinctions and little appearances of
reason cannot justify their worship of creatures, they will be
able to excuse them from the guilt of so great a sin.

But not to . insist on these things now ; I shall divide this
discourse into three parts.

1. I shall prove from the plain evidence of Scripture, that
God alone is to be worshippes. -

2. I shall examine what that worship is, which is proper and "

iar to the-supreme God. o
3. I shall conmder those distinctions, whereby the Church
of Rome justifies her worship of saints and angels, and
images, &c. oo - ‘

Secr. I.
That God alone is to be worshipped. ‘
" To make good the first point, that we must worship no

other being, but enly God, I shall principally confine myself
to Scripture evidence, which is the most certain authority to
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determine this matter. For though I confess, it seems to me
a self-evident and fundamental principle in natural religion,
that we must worship none but that Supreme Being, who made
and who governs the world, yet I find men reason very differ-
ently about these matters.

e heathen philosophers, who generally acknowledge one
supreme and sovereign Deity, did not think it incongruous, nor
al:‘y affront or diminution to the supreme God, to ascribe an
inferior kind of divinity, nor to pay an inferior degree of re-
ligious worship to those excellent spirits, which are so much
above us, and gmve 8o great a share in the government of this
lower world, no more than it is an affront to a sovereign mo-
narch, to honour and reverence his great ministers of state,
or peculiar favourites. And the Church of Rome, as she has
corrupted Christianity with the worshég of angels and saints
departed, so she defends herself with the same arguments and
reasons, which were long since alleged by Celsus and Por-

hyry, and other heathen philosophers, in defence of their
agan idolatry.

And it must be confessed, that these arguments are very
popular, and have something so agreeable in them, to the
natural notions of civil honour and respect, which admits of
great variety of degrees, that I do not wonder that such vast
%umdl:ers of men, both wise and unwise, have been impased on

em.

yI“or there is certainly a proportionable reverence and respect-
due even to created excellencies, and every degree of power
challenges and commands a just regard, and we are bound to
be very thankful, not only to God, who is the First Cause, and
the supreme Giver of a.l{ good things, but to our immediate
benefactors also. And therefore if there be a sort of middle
beings, as the heathens believed, and as the Church of Rome
asserts, between us and the supreme God, who take Pa.rticular
care of us, and either by their power and interest in the go-
vernment of the world, or by their intercessions with the
supreme God, can and do bestow a great many blessings on
us; it seems as natural and necessary to fear and reverence,
to honour and worship them, and to give them thanks for
their care and patronage of us, as it is to court a powerful
favourite, who by his interest and authority can obtain any
request we make to our prince; and the first seems to be no

eater injury to God than the second is to a prince. Thus -

t. Paul, Col. ii. 18, observes, that there is a show of humi-
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lity in worshipping angels; that men dare not immediatel
approach so glorious a majesty as God is, but make their
aﬁdresses to those excellent spirits which attend the throne of
God, and are the ministers of his providence.

But then every one who believes that there is one Supreme
God, who made all other beings, though never so perfect and
excellent, must acknowled.ie, that as there is nothing common
to God and creatures, so there must be a peculiar worship due
to God, which no creature can challenge any share in. It is
no affront to a prince to pay some inferior degrees of civil
honour and respect to his ministers and favourites, because, as
the difference between a prince and his subjects is not founded
in nature, but in civil order; so there are different degrees of
civil respect proportioned to the different ranks and degrees
of men in the commonwealth. There is a degree of pre-
eminency which is sacred and E:e:uliar to the person of the
prince, and no prince will suffer his greatest favourite to us
the prerogative honours which belong to the crown ; but while
they are contented with such respects as are due to their rank
and station, this is no injury to the prince ; for all civil honour
is not peculiar to the prince, but only a supereminent degree
of it; and therefore inferior degrees of honour may be given
to other persons.

But though there are different degrees of civil honour pro-
per to different ranks and degrees of men, who all partake in
the same nature, and are distinguished only by their different
places in the commonwealth; yet in this sense there are no
different degrees of religious worship. All religious worship
is peculiar to the Divine Nature, which is but one, and common
only to three Divine Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, one
““ God, blessed for ever. Amen.” Civil honour and religious
worship differ in the whole kind and species of actions, and
have as different objects as God and creatures ; and we may
as well argue from those different degrees of civil honour
among men, to prove that there is an inferior degree of civil
honour due to ts, as that there is an inferior degree of
religious worship due to some men. For all degrees of re-
ligious worship are as peculiar and appropriate to God, as civil
respects are to men, and as the highest degree of civil honour
is to a sovereign prince.

However, should we grant that some excellent creatures
might be capable of some inferior de%'rees of religious worship;
yet as the prince is the fountain of civil honour, which no
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subject must presume to usurp, without a t from his
prince ; so no creature, how excellent soever, has any natural
and inherent right to any degree of religious worship, and
therefore we must not presume to worship any creature with-
out God’s command, nor to pay any other degree of wor-
ship to them, but what God has prescribed and instituted ;
amf the only way to know this, is to examine the Scriptures,
which is the only external revelation we have of the will of
God.

Let us then inquire, what the sense of Scripture is in this
controversy ; and I shall distinctly examine the testimonies
both of the Old and New Testament, concerning the object of
religious worship.

Secr. II.
The Testimonies of the Mosaical Law considered.

I. To begin with the Old Testament ; and nothing is more
plain in all the Seripture, than that the laws of Moses confine
religious worship to that one supreme God, the Lord Jehovah,
who created the heavens and the earth. For,

1. The Israelites were expressly commanded to worship the
Lord Jehovah, and to worship no other being ; as our Saviour
himself assures us, who, I suppose, will be allowed for a very
good expositor of the laws of Moses. o

It is written, “Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and
him only shalt thou serve,” Matth.iv.10. Inthe HZbrew text,
from whence our Saviour cites this law, it is only said, * Thou
shalt fear the Lord thy God, and serve him,” (Deut. vi. 13. x.
20.) without that addition * of him only.”” And yet both the
Septuagint and the Vulgar Latin, read the words as our Saviour
doth, “ Him only shalt thou serve;”’ and the authority of our
Saviour is sufficient to Jusnfz this interpretation ; and withal,
gives us a general rule, which puts an end to this controversy ;
that as often as we are commanded in Scripture to worship
God, we are commanded also to worship none beside him.

For indeed the first commandment is very express in this
matter, and all other laws which concern the object of worship,
must in all reason be expounded by that: < Thou shalt have
none other Gods before me,” Exod. xx. 3. The Septuagint
renders it wAdv épov, and so do the Chaldee, Syriac, and
Arabic, to the same sense. And it is universally concluded by
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all expositors that I have seen, that the true interpretation of
this commandment is, that we must worship no other God, but
the Lord Jehovah. To pay religious worship to any being,
does, in the Scripture-notion, make that being our God ; which
is the only reason, why they are commande(f ““not to have any
other gods.”  For there is but one true God, and therefore in
a strict sense, they can have no other gods, because there are
no other gods to be bad; but .whatever beings they worshi

they make that their god by worshipping it; and so the
heathens had a great many gods, but the Jews are commanded
to have but one God, that is, to worship none else besides him.

In other places, God expressly forbids them to worship any
“ strange gods, or the gods of the people, or those nations that
were round about them,” Deut. vi. 14. And lest we should
suspect that they were forbid to worship the gods of the people,
only because those heathen idolaters worshipped devils and evil
spirits, the prophet Jeremiah gives us a general notion, who
are to be reputed false gods, and not to be worshipped : * Thus
shall ye say unto them, The gods that have not made the
heavens and the earth, even they shall perish from the earth,
and from under these heavens,” Jer. x. 11. So that whatever
being is worshipped, whether it be a good or a bad spirit, *“ which
did not make the heavens and the earth,” is a false god to
such worshippers; and I suppose the Church of Rome will not
say, that saints, or angels, or the Virgin Mary (as much as
they magnify her), made the heavens and the earth. And
then, according to this rule, they ought not to be worshipped.

But to put this past doubt, that the true meaning of thesa
laws is to forbid the worship of any other being besides the
supreme God, I shall observe two or three things in our
Saviour’s answer to the devil’s temptation, which will give
great light and strength to it.

1. That our Saviour absolutely rejects the worship of any
other being together with the supreme God. The thing our
Saviour condemns, is not the renouncing the worship of God
for the worship of creatures (for the devil never tempted him
to this), but the worship of any other being besides God, though
we still continue to worship the supreme God: It is written,
Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt
thou serve.” Which is a plain demonstration, that men ma;
believe and worship the supreme God, and yet be idolaters, 1f
they worship anything else besides him. The devil did not
desire our Saviour to renounce the worship of the supreme God,
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but was contented that he should worship God still, so he
would but worship him also. And therefore it is no reason to
excuse the Church of Rome from idolatry, because they wor-
ship the supreme God, as well as saints and angels ; this they
may do, and be idolaters still ; for idolatry does not consist
merely in renouncing the worship of the supreme God, but in
worshipping anything else, thougﬁ we continue to worship him.
‘When the Jews worshipped their Baalims and false gods, they
did not wholly renounce the worship of the God of Israel ; and
the heathens themselves, especially the wisest men amongst
them, did acknowledge one supreme God, though they wor-
shipped a great many inferior deities with him.

2. Our Saviour, in his answer to the devil’s temptation, does
not urge his being a wicked and apostate spirit, an enemy and
a rebel against God, but gives sncioa reason why he could not
worship him, as equally excludes all creatures, wgether good or
bad spirits, from any right to divine worship. ¢ Thou shalt
worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.”
Him and none else, whether they be gooi or bad spirits ; for
our Saviour does not confine his answer to either, and therefore
includes them both.

When we charge the Church of Rome with too plain an imi-
tation of the Pagan idolatry in that worship they paid to their
inferior demons, which was nothing more than what the
Church of Rome now gives to saints and angels; they think
it a sufficient answer, that the heathens worshipped devils and
a}lostate spirits, but they worship only the friends and favourites
of God, blessed saints and angels.

Now I shall not at present examine the truth of this pretence,
but shall refer my reader to a more learned person* for satis-
faction in this matter; but if it were true, yet it is nothing to
the purpose, if our Saviour’s answer to the devil be good.

For let us suppose, that the Pope of Rome, who calls himself
Christ’s vicar, had at this time been in Christ’s stead to have
answered the devil’s temptations, and let us be so charitable
for once as to suppose that (saving always his indirect power
over the kingdoms of this world in ordine ad spiritualia) he
would not worship the devil to gain “all the kingdoms of the
world, and the glory of them.” = Consider then, how the Pope
of Rome could answer this temptation, ““ All this I will give
thee, if thou wilt fall down and worship me.” Could he answer

* Stillingfleet’s Defence of the Discourse of Idolatry.
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as our Saviour does? It is written, Thou shalt worship the
Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.” How easily
might the devil reply, “Is this indeed your infallible opinion,
and the judgment and practice of your Church, to serve God
only ? Do you not also serve and worship St. Paul and St. Peter,
and the Virgin Mary, besides a great many other obscure and
doubtful saints? Thisis downright heresy, to confine all re-
ligious worship to God.” Here now is matter of fact against
the Pope, that he does worship other beings besides God, and
if he will shew any reason for his not worshipping the devil,
he must quite alter our Saviour’s answer, and not plead for
himself, “ that he is bound to worship God and him only,” but
that he is “bound to worship God only and good spirits ; and
therefore the devil being a wicked and apostate spirit, it is not
lawful to worship him.” So that if our Saviour gave a sufficient
answer to the devil’s temptation, it must be equally unlawful to
worship good and bad spirits; there m? be some peculiar ag-
gravations in having communion with devils, but the idolatry
of worshipping good and bad spirits is the same.

3. Our Saviour’s answer to the devil appropriates all kinds
and degrees of religious worship to God alone. The devil was.
not then so good a Schoolman, as nicely to distinguish and
dispute the degrees of religious worship with our Saviour, but.
would have been contented with any degree of religious worship.
He did not pretend to be the supreme God, nor to have the
disposal of all the kingdoms of the world in his own right ;.
but acknowledges, that it was delivered to him, Luke iv. 6;
and now by virtue of that grant, he gives it to whom he will.
Now it is impossible, in the nature of the thing, to worship*
any being as supreme, whom at the same time we acknowledge
not to be supreme.  And therefore the devil asks no more of
our Saviour, than that he would fall down and worship him ;
which is such an inferior degree of worship, as Papists every:
day pay to images and saints ; and yet this our Saviour refuses
to do, and that for this reason, that we must worship God.
only : which must signify, that we must not give the least degree -
of divine worship to any creatures; or else it is not a satis-*
factory answer to the devil’s temptation, who did not require
any certain and determinate degree of worship, but left him at
liberty to use what distinctions. he g}eased, and to pay what:'
degreé of worship he- saw fit ;. whether absolute or relative, »
supreme or subordinate, terminative or transient, so Lie would:.
but fall down and worship him' any, way, or in any degree, he..

VOL. VI. H
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left him to be his own Schoolman and casuist : but of this
more presentlﬁ.

4. As the laws of Moses, in general, appropriate all religious
worship to God, command us to worship God, and him only ;
so the whole Jewish religion was fitted only for the worship of
the Lord Jehovah.

I suppose our adversaries will not deny, that the Tabernacle
and Temple of Jerusalem were peculiarly consecrated to the
honour and worship of the Lord Jehovah : this was the house
where he dwelt, where he placed his name, and the symbols of
his presence. It was a great profanation of that holy place, to
have the worship of any strange gods set up in it; and yet
this was the only place of worship appointed by the law of
Moses ; they had but one temple to worship in, and this one
temple consecrated to the peculiar worship of one God ; which
is a plain demonstration, tﬁ‘:t: they were not allowed to worship

other god, because they had no place to worship him in.

. And this I thinkis a plain proof, that all the worship which
was confined to their temple, or related to it, was peculiar to
the Lord Jehovah, because that was his house, and then all the
Jewish worship was so, which was either to be performed at
the temple, or a relation and dependence on the temple-
worship.

Sacrifice was the principal part of the Jewish worship, and
this we know was confined to the temple. Moses expressk
commands Israel, Deut. xii. 13, 14 : “Take heed to thyself,
that thou offer not thy burnt-offerings in every place that thou
seest. But in the place which the Lord shall choose in one of
thy tribes, there shalt thou offer thy burnt-offerings, and there
shalt thou do all that I command thee.”” The prophets indeed,
especially before the building of the temple, did erect altars
at other places for occasional sacrifices : for as God reserved a
liberty to himself to dispense with his own law in extraordinary
cases, so it was presumed, that what was done by prophets
was done by a divine command ; but there was to beno o
or standing altar for sacrifice, but at the tabernacle or temple ; -
this we may see in that dispute which had like to have
pened between the children of Israel, and the tribes of Reuben
and Gad and the half tribe of Manasseh, about the Altar of
Testimony, which these two tribes and a half built on the
other side of Jordan, Josh. xxii. It was agreed on-all hands,
that had it been intended for an altar for sacrifice, it had been
rebellion against .the Lord to have built any altar besides the
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altar of the Lord, though they had offered no sacrifice but to
the Lord Jehovah, vers. 16, 19, 22, 23. The same is evident
from God’s dislike of their offering sacrifices in their high
places, though they sacrificed only to the God of Israel.
that all sacrifices were to be offered at the temple on the altar
of God, and therefore were offered only to that God, whose
temple and altar it was. And indeed this is expressly pro-
vided for in the law: ¢ He that sacrificeth to any god, save.to
the Lord only, he shall be utterly destroyed,” Exod. xxii. 20.
And as their sacrifices were appropriated to the temple,
80 in some Sense were their prayers, which were offered up in
virtue of their sacrifice. And therefore this is a peculiar
name for the temple, that it was ‘the house of prayer,”
Isa.lvi. 7; Matth.xxi. 13; 1 Kingsviii. Here God was more
immediately present to hear those prayers which were offered
to him, according to Solomon’s prayer at the dedication of
the temple. It is true, the devout Jews did pray to God
wherever they were, though at a great distance from the temple,
whether in the land of“%maan, or out of it; but then there
are two things which shew that relation their prayers had to
the temple worship. 1. That their stated hours of prayer
were the hours of sacrifice, which plainly signified, that they
offered up their prayers in conjunction with those sacrifices
which were at that time offered in the temple, and therefore
that they prayed only to that God to whom they sacrificed ;
for we must consider, that the constant morning and eveni
sacrifices were not particular sacrifices, but were offered for the
whole congregation of Israel, and therefore every man had a
share in them. Hence the time of offering the sacrifice is
called the hour of prayer. Thus ¢ Peter and John went u
together into the temple at the hour of prayer, being the nint£
hour,” Acts iii. 1, that is, the time of the evening sacrifice.
Hence are such expressions as that of the Psalmist, *“ Let my
myer be set before thee as incense, and the lifting up of my
ds as the evening sacrifice.”” Nay, it is most probable,
that when Jerusalem and the temple were destroyed, and the
people carried captive into Babylon, and the daily sacrifice
ceased, yet the *devout people’ observed the hours of sacri-
fice for their prayers. Thus Daniel prayed three times a day,
which most likely were evening amf morning, and at noon,
ﬁ)an. vi. 10; Psal. lv. 17; where ever.ungn;(l and mornmgm’wIﬁ no
oubt signify the time of the eveni morning saerifioe ;
and we are told, that the angel (?:friel came r:;nﬁmiel, and
22

- —
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touched him about the time of the evening oblation, Dan. ix. 21.
But, 2ndly, besides this, when they offered up their prayers to
God in other of the nation, or in other countries, they

rayed towards Jerusalem and the temple of God, as we now
Eﬁ up our eyes to heaven where God dwells. Thus Solomon,
in his prayer of dedication, does not only beg of God to hear
those prayers which were made to him in that house, but
those also which were made towards it, as the words must

ignify in several places. In general he prays, 1 Kings viii. 30,
u%?earken thou to the prayer of thy servant, and of thy people
Israel, when they shall Emy towards this place ;” DTN
may signify both in and towards this place, and here includes
boti, as appears from the following instances, which refer both
to prayers made in the temple, and to those prayers which
were made towards the temple by persons who were at a
distance. Thus in whatever part of the nation they wanted
rain, which might be at a great distance from Jerusalem, they
were to pray towards this place, ver. 35. The same was to be
done in case of famine and pestilence, &c. ver. 37. Or if they
were besieged in any of their cities, when they could not go to
the temple to pray. Nay, “ what prayer or supplication soever
shall be made by any man, or by all thy people Israel, which
shall know every man the plague of his own heart, and spread
forth his hands towards this house, then hear thou in heaven
thy dwelling place, and forgive,”’ ver. 39. Thus when they went
out to battle, they were to pray towards the city of Jerusalem,
and towards the temple, and when they were carried captive
into the enemy’s land, they were to pray to God towards the
land which God had given them, towards the holy city,
and towards the temple, ver. 48. And accordingly it was the
constant practice of Daniel, when he was in Babylon, to pray
three times a day to God, with his window open in his chamber
towards Jerusalem, Dan. vi. 10.

So that though the temple were not the only place where
they might lawfully pray to God; yet all their prayers were
to be directed to the temple, and receive their virtue and accep-
tation from their relation to the temple and the temple-
worship. This was a standing rule for the whole Jewish
nation, that whenever they prayed, they offered up their prayers
in the temple, or towards it ; and this is generalfy observed by
them to this day : for the reason why they generally now turn
themselves towards the east when they pray, is not out of any
respect to the rising of the sun, but because they live in

]
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western countries; and so by turning to the east, they look
towards Jerusalem, and the place where the temple stood.*:
And this is as plain evidence, that all their prayers, as well as
sacrifices, were to be offered only to that God who dwelt in the
temple. And therefore as they are commanded to pray to
God, and this is made the peculiar attribute of God, that he
heareth prayers, and therefore unto him shall all flesh come,
Psal. Ixv. 2; so they are expressly commanded not to make
mention of the name of the heathen gods, that is, not to pray to
them, the prayers of the heathen consisting of a frequent repe-
tition of the names of their gods, as we see in the priests of
Baal, who cried from morning till evening, saying, ‘ O Baal,
hear us,” 1 Kings xviii. 26.

Thus the Jews were commanded to bring all their vows,
first-fruits, tithes, and offerings, to the temple, which is a
plain sign to whom they were offered. The seventh.day
sabbath was a sign that they worshipped that God who created
the world in six days, and rested on the seventh, and delivered
them from their Egyptian bondage, and gave them rest in that
good land, both which reasons are assigned by Moses, and
therefore God commands them by the Prophet Ezekiel,
““Hallow my sabbaths, and they shall be a’ sign between me
and you, that ye may know that I am the Lord your God,”
Ezek. xx. 20.

They had but three solemn festivals every year, and the
were all in remembrance of the great works of God, and
the males were to go up to Jerusalem to keep these feasts,
and therefore all these were the feasts of the Lord Jehovah,

And as they were to pray only to God, so they were only
““to swear by his name,” which is another part of religious
worship ; and therefore, ““ to swear by the Lord of hosts,” is
called the language of Canaan, Deut. x. 20 ; Isa. xix. 18.

So that all the parts of the Jewish worship were appropriated
to the Lord Jehovah, he wasthe only object of their dread and
fear, and religious adorations. And when we consider that
God had chosen them to be a peculiar people to himself, that
the land was a holy land, God’s peculiar inheritance, which he
gave by promise to their fathers, and the temple was his house,
‘“where he dwelt among them,” it cannot be expected that any
other gods might be worshipped by such a people, in such a
land, and in such a house, as God had appropriated to himself.

3. It is very considerable, that we have no approved ex-

* Buxtorfii Synag. Jud. p. 222.
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ample under the law, of any worship paid to saints or angels,
or l;ny other being but Gog alone. p% have too many sad
examples of the idolatry of the Jews, both in worshipping the
molten calf which Aaron made, and Jeroboam’s calves, and
Baalims, and other heathen gods: but had it been allowed
by their law to have paid any inferior degree of religious
worship to saints and angels (which is now asserted by the
Church of Rome to be a matter of such ireat benefit and ad-
vantage to mankind) it is very strange that we should not
bave one example of it throughout the Scripture, nor any
authentic records among the Jewish writers : all the Psalms of
David are directed to God alone, and yet we cannot think but
such a devout man would have bestowed some hymns upon his
patron and tutelar saints, had he worshipped any such, as well
as the Papists do now.

This the Church of Rome sees and acknowledges, and thinks
she answers too, when she gives us the reason why it could
not be so under the law; because those Old Testament saints
were not then admitted into heaven, to the immediate vision
and fruition of God. Heaven gates were not open till the
resurrection and ascension of our Saviour, and therefore those
blessed spirits were not in a condition to be our intercessors
and medators till they were received into heaven; but now,
saints and martyrs ascend directly into heaven, and reign with
Christ in glory, and it seems share with him in his peculiar
worship and glorytoo.

Now, 1. Whether this be so or not, the Secriptures assign
no such reason for it ; and therefore it is likely there might be
other reasons, and I think I have made it very plain that there
was. We are not inquiring, “ For what reason the Jewish
Church did not worship saints and Is ;> but ““whether
they did worship them or not?’ And it appears that they
never did; so that we have neither precept nor example for
this during all the time of the Jewisﬁ Church : which is all
we intend to prove by this argument.

2. But yet it is evident, that this is not a good reason, why
the Jews did not worship angels under the law. For cer-
tainly angels were as much in heaven then as they are now,
whatever saints were. They are represented in the Old Tes-
tament as the constant attendants and retinue of God, and the

eat ministers of his providence, and therefore they were as
capable of divine worship in the time of the law, as they are
now; nay, I think, a little more. For the law itself was
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iven by the ministry of angels, and their appearances were
ﬁore fre):luent and familiar?l;ﬁi the world seemed to be more
under the government of angels then, than it is now, since
Christ is made the head of the Church, and exalted above all
principalities and powers.

Ang therefore sometimes the advocates of the Church of
Rome make some little offers to prove the worship of angels
in those days: to this purpose they allege that form of
benediction, which Jacob used in blessing the sons of Joseph,
“The angel which redeemed me from all evil, bless the lads,”
Gen. xlviii. 16.

Bat, 1. This is not a direct prayer to the angel, but only
his committing of them to the care and patronage of
angel, with a prayer to God for that purpose: and if he by
experience hn}l) found that God had appointed his angel to
defend and protect him, it was but reagonable to pray to God,
that the same angel might protect his posterity.

2. But yet, according to the sense of the ancient Fathers,
this was no created angel and spirit, but the Son and Word of
God, the Angel of the Presence, who is so often in Scripture
styled Jehovah, a name which can belong to no created spirit.
And it is no hard matter to make it highly probable, that this
is that angel who redeemed Jacob out of aj‘.'l his troubles. But
itis stmnge if angels were worshipped under the Old Testament,
we should have no clearer and plainer evidence of it than such a
single text, which was never expounded, either by any Jewish
or Christian writers, to this sense till of late days; and here
the priests of the Chyrch of Rome are to be put in mind of
their oath, to expound Secripture according to the unanimous
consent of the ancient Fathers.

Secr. III.

The Testimonies of the Gospel considered; whether Christ
and his Apostles have made any alteration in the Object of
our Worship.

LET us now proceed, in the second place, to consider the
writings of the New Testament, and examine what they teach
us concerning the object of our worship. And that Christ
and his Apostles have made no change in the object of our
worship, will appear from these considerations. :

1. That they could not do it. Had they ever attempted to
set up the worship of any other beings besides the one Supreme
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‘God, the Lord Jehovah, the Jews were expressly commanded
by their law not to believe them, nor hea:Een to them, what-
ever signs and wonders and miracles they had wrought.
Deut. xiii. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5: “If there arise among you a prophet,
or a dreamer of dreams, and giveth thee a sign or wonder,
and the sign or wonder come to pass whereof he spake unto
thee, saying, Let us go after other gods (which thou hast
not known) and let us serve them; thou shalt not hearken to
the words of that prophet, or that dreamer of dreams ; for the
Lord your God proveth you, to know whether you love the
Lord your God with all your heart, and with nﬁ your soul.
Ye shall walk after the Lord your God, and fear him, and
keep his commandments, and obey his voice, and you shall
serve him, and cleave unto him. And that prophet or dreamer
of dreams shall be put to death,” &. In which law, there
:;rl: some things very material to be observed in this present
ispute. .

1. When they are forbidden to hearken to any prophet,
who seduces them to the worship of any other gods, this must
be extended to all those instances of idolatrous worship, which
are forbid by the law of Moses, whatever is opposed to the
worship of one supreme and sovereign being, the Lord Jeho-
vah. And therefore whether these prophets seduced them
from the worship of the Lord Jehovah, to the worship of
other gods ; or persuaded them to worship other gods besides
the Lord Jehovah, whether they were any of those gods
which were at that time worshipped by other nations, or any
other gods whom the ignorance and superstition of the people
should create in after-ages, whether ﬁood or bad spirits, the
case is the same: whoever persuaded them to worship any
other being with or besides the supreme God, was to be re-
jected by them; for this is the sense of the Mosaical laws
concerning the worship of one supreme God, as I have already
proved ; and the serving other gods in this place, is opposed
to the worship of one God, and therefore must include what-
ever according to the law of Moses is contrary to the worship
of one supreme Being.

2. This law makes the worship of one God eternal and un-
changeable. There is no way of altering any divine laws, but
by a new revelation of God’s will ; and there is no way to give
authority to such a revelation, but by miracles or prophecy ;
:but in this case, miracles and prophecy itself can give no
‘puthority, because God himself has expressly forbid us to
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hearken to any prophet, whatever signs or wonders are wrought
by him, who teacheth the worship of any other being besides
the one supreme God. So that the law of Moses having
expressly forbid the worship of any other being besides God,
and as expressly forbid us to hearken to any prophet, though
a worker of miracles, who teaches any other worship, it is im-
possible that this law should ever be altered, because we are
beforehand warned by God himself, not to give credit to any
- prophet; whatever he be, or whatever he do, who attempts
any alteration of it. And therefore had Christ or his Apostles
taught the worship of saints and angels, it had been a just
reason for the unbelief of the Jews, notwithstanding all the
miracles that were wrought by them ; and it is well the Jews
never had any just occasion to make this objection against our
Saviour; for if they had, I know not how it would have been
answered. I say, a just occasion ; for the Jews did urge this
very law against him before Pilate: « We have a law, and by
our law he ought to die, because he made himself the Son of
God,” John xix. 7. In which they refer to that discourse of
our Saviour, John x. 29, 30, where he affirms that God is
his Father, and plainly tells them, “I and my Father are
one ;” for which saying they attempted to stone him for blas-
ghem{, and that being a man, he made himself a God, ver. 33.

ut though he did indeed (as the Jews rightly inferred) make
himself a God by this saying, yet he did not preach any new
God to them, but affirmed himself to be one with his Father,
that same supreme God, the Lord Jehovah, whom they were
commanded to worship by their law; he made no alteration in
the object of their worship, but only did more clearly and dis-
tinctly reveal the Father to them, as manifesting himself in
and by his only begotten Son. And therefore he did not
offend against this law, by seducing them to the worship of
any other gods besides the Lord Jehovah; which if he had
done, their accusation had been just, and all the miracles
which he did could not have secured him from the guilt and
punishment of an impostor.

Which shews us what force there is in that argument,
which the Church of Rome urges from those miracles which
have been wrought at the tombs of martyrs, to prove the
religious invocation of them; if such miracles were ever
wrought, it was in_testimony to the truth of Christianity, for
which they suffered, not to betray men to a superstitious and
idolatrous worship of them; ten thousand miracles should
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never convince me of the lawfulness of J)uying to saints de-
E::ted, while I have such a plain and express law against
lieving all miracles upon any such account.

‘Nor can it reasonably be said, that this law was only given
to the Jews, and therefore obliges none but them; for we
must remember that Christ was originally sent to the Jews, to
the lost sheep of the house of Israel; and therefore by this
law, he was bound not to teach the worship of any other
beings, under the penalty of death; and they were bound not
to own and receive him if he did; and therefore it was im-

sible for the true Messias to introduce the worship of any
ing besides the one mipreme God ; and if Christ could not
teach any such doctrine, I know not how the worship of saints
and angels should ever come to be a doctrine of Christianity.
For what Christ himself cannot do, none of his followers may,
who had no other commission but to teach those things which
they had learned from him; and he could not give com-
mission to preach such doctrines, as he himself had no autho-
rity to preach.

So tﬂnt though this law was not originally given to the
Gentiles, but only to the Jews; yet it equally obliges the
Christian Church, whether Jews or Gentiles, because Christ
himself, who was the Author of our religion, was obliged by
it. The worship of one supreme God, and of none else, is as
fundamental to Christianity, as it is to Judaism ; for Chris-
tianity is now, or ought to be, the religion of the Jews, as well
a8 Gentiles; and yet the Jews are expressly forbid by this
law ever to own any religion, which allows the worship of any
being besides God : and therefore the worship of one God, and
none else, must be fundamental in Christianity, if the people
of the Jews are, or ever were, bound to embrace the faith of
Christ.

Skcr. IV.

2. AND therefore I observe, in the next place, that Christ
and his Apostles have made no alteration at all in the object
of our worship. Christ urges that Old Testament law in
answer to the devil’s temptation : “It is written, Thou shalt
worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve,”
Matth. iv. 10. Which, it seems, is as standing a law, after
the appearance of Christ, as it was before. He gives no other
direction to his disciples but to pray to their heavenly Father,
and in that form of prayer which he gave them, he teaches
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them to address their prayer neither to saints nor angels, but
to God only : “QOur Father which art in heaven.”

When St. Paul charges the heathens with idolatry, he does
it upon this account, that they joined the worship of creatures
with the worship of the supreme God : ‘ Because that when
they knew God, they glorified him not as God, neither were
thankful, but became vain in their imagination, and their
foolish heart was darkened,” Rom. i. 21. Where the Apostle
acknowledges that they did know God, that they did own
that supreme and sovereign Being who made the world ; and
does suppose that they did worship him also. For he does
not charge them with renouncing the worship of that God who
made the world, but that the;’ngid not ““glorify him as God,”
which only taxes the manner of their worship. And wherein
that was faulty, he declares in the following verses. As that
they made mean and vile representations of him, that ¢ they
changed the glory of the incorruptible God into an image made
like to corruptible man, and to birds and four-footed beasts,
and creeping things,” ver. 23; and thus *changed the truth
of God into a lie.”” But this was not the only fault, but they
also gave his incommunicable worship to creatures, *and
worshipped and served the creature more than the Creator,
who is blessed for ever. Amen,” ver. 25. Which words do
plainly suppose, that they did worship the Creator of all
things, but besides the Creator (for so wapa may signi&y;)
they worshipped the creature also; which proves that the
worship of the supreme God will not excuse those from idolatry
who worship any thing else besides him. For the opposition
lies between the Creator and the creature, be it a good or a
bad creature it matters not as to religious worship, which must
be given to neither. Or if we render the words, as our trans-
lators do, “more than the Creator” (for wapa is often used
comparatively) yet so it supposes, that they did worship the
Creator, and when they are said to worship the creature more,
that cannot signify a higher degree of worship, but more fre-
%uent addresses ; and thus the Church of Rome worships the

irgin Mary more than the Creator, for they say ten prayers
(if they be prayers) to the Virgin Mary for one to God ; ten
Ave Maries for one Pater Noster.

The same Apostle determines this matter in as plain words
as can be: ‘“For though there be that are called gods,
whether in heaven or in earth, as there be gods many and
lords many ; but to us there is but one God the Father, of
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whom are all things, and we in him, and one Lord Jesus Christ,
by whom are alfs things, and we by him,”” 1 Cor. viii. 5, 6.
‘Where in opposition to the Pagan 1dolatry, who worshipped
a great many gods, not as supreme independent deities (for
they acknowledged but one supreme God, who made all the
other gods), but either as sharers in the government of the
world, or mediators and intercessors for them with the supreme
God, the Apostle plainly asserts, that to us Christians there is
but one God, the Maker of all things, and one Lord Jesus
Christ, our great Mediator and Advocate with God the
Father ; that is, we must worship none else. And that none
of the distinctions which are used by the Church of - Rome to
justify that worship which they pay to saints and angels can
{mve any place here, is evident from this consideration: for
either these distinctions were known, or they were not known
when the Apostle wrote this, and in both cases his silence is
an argument against them. If they were known, he rejects
them, and determines against them ; for he affirms absolutely,
and without the salvo of any distinctions, that ¢ we have but
one God, and one Mediator ; that is, that we must worship no
more. If they were not known (as it is likely they were not,
because the Apostle takes no notice of them), it is a plain ar-
gument that these distinctions are of no use, unless they will
say that St. Paul, who was guided by an infallible Spirit, was
ignorant of some very useful and material notions about the
object of worship. If the Apostle did not know these dis-
tinctions, it is evident they are of a late date, and therefore
can have no authority against an Apostolical determination : if
he did know them, he could have no regard to them, and
therefore made no allowance for such exceptions.

Nay, the same Apostle does not only give such general rules,
as necessarily exclude the worship of saints and angels, but
does expressf)" condemn it, and warns the Christians against it.-
He foretells of the apostasy of the latter days, 1 Tim. iv. 1,
“wherein some shall depart from the faith, giving heed to
seducing spirits, and the doctrine of devils,” é&wdaoxariatg
darpoviwr, the doctrine of demons, the doctrine of worshipping
demons, or some new inferior deity, saints or angels, or what-
ever they are, as mediators or intercessors between God and
men. This is the true notion of the doctrine of demons
amongst the heathens ;* and the Apostle tells us, the time

* See Mr. Joseph Mede’s Apostacy of the latter Times.
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shall come when some Christians (for it is evident he speaks
here of the apostasy of Christians) shall fall into the same
idolatry ; which is an exact prophecy of what we now see done
in the Church of Rome, who have the same notion of their
saints and angels, and pay the same worship to them, which
the heathens formerly did to their demons, or inferior gods.

3. And as a farther confirmation of this, I observe, that the
Gospel forbids idolatry, without giving us any new notion of
idolatry : and therefore it has made no alteration at all in this
doctrine, of the worship of one God, which Moses so expressly
commanded the Jews to observe. For the Gospel was
preached to the Jews as well as to the Gentiles; nay, the
Jews had the first and most undoubted right to it, as being
the posterity of Abraham, to whom the promise of the Messias
was made; and therefore as the law was at first given them
by Moses, so it did still oblige them in all such cases, wherein
the Gospel did not in exiress terms make a change or altera-
tion of the law; and therefore since there was no such
alteration made, and yet the law against idolatry was renewed
and confirmed by the authority of the Gospel, what could the
Jews understand else by idolatry, but what was accounted
idolatry by the law of Moses; that is, the worship of any
other being besides the supreme God, the Lord Jehovah.
And since it is evident, that there are not two Gospels, one
for the Jews and another for the Gentiles, all Christians,
whether Jews or Gentiles, must be under the obligation of the
same law, to worship only one God.

The notion of idolatry must alter as the object of religious
worship does. If we must worship one God, and none
besides him, then it is idolatry to worship any other being but
the supreme God; for idplatry conmsists in giving religious
worship to such beings as we ought not to worship ; and by
the law of Moses, they were to worship none but God, and
therefore the worship of any other being was idolatg. But if
the object of our worship be enlarged, and the Gospel has
made it lawful to worship saints and angels, then we must
seek out some other notion of idolatry, that it consists in the
worshipping wicked spirits, or in the giving supreme and
sovereign worship to inferior deities, which the Church of
Rome thinks impossible, in the nature of the thing, for an
man to do, who knows them to be inferior spirits. But if
idolatry be the same under the New Testament that it was
nnder the Old, the object of our worship must be the same
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too; and we have reason to believe that it is the same, when
we are commanded to keep ourselves from idols, and to fly
from idolatry, but are nowherein the New Testament expressly
told, what this idolatry is ; which supposes that we must learn
what it is from some antecedent laws, and there were no such
laws in being but the laws of Moses.

The only thing that can be said in this case, is, that the
Apostle refers them not to any written law, but to the natural
notions of idolatry : but with what reason is this said, will
soon appear, if we consider to whom the Apostle writes ; and
they were both Jewish and heathen converts. As for the
heathens, they had corrupted all their natural notions of
idolatry, and had no sense at all of this sin till they were con-
verted to Christianity ; and therefore they were not likely to
understand the true notion of idolatry without being taught it ;
and it is not probable the Apostles would leave them to guess
what idolatry is. As for the Jews, God would not from the
beginning trust to their natural notions, but gave them express
laws about idolatry, which though they are the same laws
which natural reason dictates to us, as most agreeable to the
nature and worship of God, yet since the experience of the
world, which was overrun by idolatrous worship, did sufficiently
prove, that all men do not use their reason aright in these
matters, God would not trust to the use of their reason in the
weighty concernments of his own worship and glory, but gives
them an express positive law about it; and Chrst and his
Apostles having done nothing to repeal this law, they leave
them under the authority of it; and when they warn them
against idols and idolatry, without giving them any new laws
about it, they must in all reason be presumed to refer them to
those laws which they already had.

Seor. V.

4. As a farther proof of this, I observe, that Christ and his
Apostles did not abrogate, but only complete and perfect the

osaical laws. Our Saviour with great zeal and earnestness
disowns any such intention or design, Matth. v. 17: ¢ Think
not that I am come to destroy the law and the prophets: I
am not come to destroy, but to fulfil,” xAnp@say, to fill it up,
by fulfilling the types and prophecies of it, by exchanging a
eeremonial for a real righteousness, or by perfecting its moral
preee})ts with new instances and degrees of virtue. And
therefore he adds, “ For verily I say unto you, till heaven and



AN IDOLATROUS WORSHIP/ 111

earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the
law till all be fulfilled.” And St. Paul, Acts xxi. 21, 22,
who was looked on by believing Jews as a great enemy to the
law of Moses, does renounce all such pretences: Do we then
make void the law through faith? God forbid, yea, we estab-
lLish the law,” Rom:. iii. 31.

Indeed, had Christ or his Apostles attempted to have given
any new laws contrary to the laws of Moses, it had justified
the Jews in their unbelief ; for God by his prophet Isaiah, had
given them this express rule to examine all new doctrines by :
“To.the law and to the testimony, if they speak not according
to this word, it is because there is no light in them,” Isa. viii.
20. And that Christ himself is not excepted from this rule,
appears in this, that this is joined with the prophecy of the
Messias, both before and after; as you may see in Isa. viii.
13, 14, and chap. ix. 6, 7; and therefore Christ and his
Apostles always make their appeals to the writings of the Old
Testament ; and St. Paul, in all his disputes with the Jews,
urges them with no other authority but the Scriptures ; and
though the miracles which were wrought by the Apostles, did
move the Jews to hearken to them, and greatly to dispose
them to believe their doctrine, yet it was the authority of the
Scriptures whereon their faith was founded ; as St. Peter tells
those to whom he wrote, that though they preached nothing
to thein concerning the coming of ghrist, ut what they were
eye-witnesses of ; and though éod had given testimony to him
by a voice from heaven, which they heard, when they were
with him in the holy mount, yet he adds, “ We have also a
more sure word of prophecy, whereunto ye do well that ye
take heed, as to a light that shineth in a gm‘k place, until
day dawn, and the day star arise in your hearts,” 2 Pet. i. 16,
17, 18, 19. That is, the Scriptures of the Old Testament ;
and therefore the Jews of Berea are greatly commended for
their diligence in searching the Scriptures, and examining St.
Paul’s doctrine by them, Acts xvii. 10, 11. And this is
assigned as the reason why many of them believed.

To apply this then to our present purpose, I observe :

1. That if Christ did not make any new laws in contra-
diction to the law of Moses, then he could make no alteration
in the object of religious worship. He could mot introduce-
the worship of saints and angels without contradicting that
law, which comimands us to worship no other being but the
one supréme God. For the worship of saints and angels.
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together with the supreme God, is a direct contradiction to.
that law which commands us to worship God alone ; though
we should suppose, that in the nature of the thing, the worship
of saints and angels were consistent with the worship of the
supreme God, yet it is not consistent with that law, which
commands us to worship none but God. So that let this be a
natural or positive law, or whatever men please to call it, it is
a very plain and express law, and Christ never did contra.
dict any express law of God.

It is true, that typical and ceremonial worship, which God
eommanded the Jews to observe, is now out of date under the
Gospel, and does no longer oblige Christians; but the reason
of that is, because it has received its accomplishment and
perfection in Christ. Christ has perfected the Jewish sacri-
fices, and put an end to them by offering a more perfect and
meritorious sacrifice, even the sacrifice of himself. The
circumcision, washings, purifications of the law, are perfected
by the laws of internal purity. The external ceremonies of the
law cease, but they are perfected by an evax;felical righteous-
ness. But this I say, that Christ never repealed any Mosaical
law, but by fulfilling and perfecting it : “He came not to
destroy the law, but to fulfil.”” Now methinks I need not

rove, that the worship of saints and angelsis not a fulfilling

ut a destroying that law, which commands us to worship
none but God. And it is not enough to say, that these are
positive laws given to the Jews (though that be said without
any reason), for let them shew me any positive law relating to
the worship of God, which Christ has wholly abrogated with-
out fulfilling it.

2. Yet as a farther proof, that Christ has made no altera--
tion in the object of our worship, that he has not introduced
the worship of saints, or angels, or images, into the Christian
Church, which was so expressly forbid by the Jewish law, I
observe, that according to our Saviour’s own rule, that * he
came not to destroy the law and the prophets, but to fulfil ;”
these laws of worshipping one God, and none besides him, .
were not liable to any change and alteration ; because there
was nothing to be perfected or fulfilled in them. He made no

or alteration but by wa{ ot;dperfecting and fulfilling;
and therefore those laws which had nothing to be fulfilled,
must remain as they were without any change.

To perfect or fulfil a law, must either signify to accomplish
what was prefigured by it, and thus Chrigt fulfilled all the.
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types and prophecies of the law, which related to his person,
or his undertaking, as the Jewish priesthood and sacrifices,
&c. or to prescribe that real righteousness which was sig-
nified and represented by the outward ceremony, and so
Christ fulfilled the laws of circumcision, washings, purifications,
sabbaths, &c. by commanding the circumcision of the heart,
and the purity of mind and spirit, or by supplying what was
defective : and thus he fulfilled the moral law by new instances
of virtue, by iring something more perfect of us than
what the letterrzg the idosalcal law enjoined. These are all
the ways that I know of, and all that we have any instances of
in Scripture of fulfilling laws.

Now I suppose, no man will say, that the first command-
ment, which forbids the worship of any other gods besides the
Lord Jehovah, is a ty;pi:cal law, for pray what is it a type of ?
Nor can any pretend that the first commandment is a cere-
monial law, for it prescribes no rite of worship at all, but only
determines the object of worship.

As for the third way of ﬁ:]ﬁ]liing laws, by perfecting them
with some new instances and degrees of virtue, it can have
no place here, for this law is as perfect as it can be. For it is
a negative law, ““ Thou shalt have none other God.” Now
that which is forbid without any reserve or limitation, is per-
fectly and absolutely forbid. ere are no degrees of nothm%;
though there are several degrees of perfection in things whic
have a being ; and therefore though there are degrees in affir-
mative laws (for some laws may require greater attainments
than others, and one man may do better than another, and yet
-both do that which is ), yet there are no de in not
doing a thing, and no law can do more than forbid that which
the lawgiver will not have done.

And besides, this way of fulfilling laws does not abrogate
any command, but adds to it ; it may restrain those Lberties
which were formerly indulged, but it does not forbid anything
which was formerly our duty to do; for when God requires
feater degrees of virtue from us, he does not forbid the less.

nd therefore in this way, Christ might forbid more than
was forbid by the law of Moses, but we cannot suppose that
he gave liberty to do that which the law forbids, which is not
to perfect but to abrogate a law.
ut to put an end to this dispute ; if Christ have perfected
these laws, by indulging the worshipping of saints and angels
under the Gospel, which was so expressly forbidden by the
VOL. VI. T
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law, then it seems the worship of saints and angels is & more
or(fl‘es state of religion, than the worship of the one supreme
one.

If this be true, then though the heathens might mistake in
the object of their worship, yet the manner of their worship was
more perfect and excellent than what God himself prescribed
the Jews. For they worshipped a great many inferior deities,
as well as the supreme God ; and if this be the most perfect
and excellent worship, it is wonderful to me that God should
forbid it in the worslnp of himself; that he should prescribe a
more imtﬁerfect worship to his own people, than the heathens
paid to their gods.

For to say that God forbade the worship of any being be-
sides himself, because this liberty had been abused by the
heathens to idolatry, is no reason at all. For though we
should sup that the heathens worshipped evil spirits for
gods, this E:(;ebeen easily prevented, had &d told them what
saints and angels they should have made their addresses to ;
and this had been a more likely way to cure them of idolatry,
than to have forbade the worship of all inferior deities; for
when they had such numerous deities of their own to have
made application to, they would have been more easily weaned
from the gods of other countries.

And we have reason to believe, so it would have been, had
God been pleased with this way of worship, for he would not
reject any part of religious worship merely because it had heen
abused by idolaters. The heathens sacrificed to idols, and
yet he commands the Jews to offer sacrifices to himself, and so
no doubt he would have commanded the worship of saints and
angels, had he been as well pleased with this as he was with
sacrifices ; had it been a more perfect state of religion than to
worship God only, and without any image,

‘When God chose the reople of Israel, and separated them
from the rest of the world, to his own peculiar worship and
service, we cannot suppose that he did intend to forhid any
acts of worship which were a real honour to the Divine nature,
much less to forbid the most excellent and perfect acts of
worship ; for he who is so jealous of his glory, will no more
part with it himself, than he will give it to another; and
therefore, excepting the typical nature of that dispensation,
the whole intention of the Mosaical law, was to correct those
abuses which the rest of the world was guilty of in their
religious worship, which either respected the object or the
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aeta of worship ; that they worshipped that for God, which
was not God ; or that they thought to honour God by such
acts aswere so far from being an honour, that they were a
reproach to the Divine nature. And whatever is fgrbid in
the worship of God, unless there be some mystical and typical
reasons for it, must be reduced to one of those causes. This
account God himself gives, why he forbids the worship of any
being besides himself, or the worship of greven images: I
a.mngze Lord, that is my name, and my glory will I not give
to another, nor my praise to graven images,” Isa. xlii. 8.
‘Whatever is his true glory, he reserves to himself, and there-
fore never did forbid any act of worship which was truly so;
but he will not give his glory to anether, and for that reason
forbids the wors{ip of graven' imeges, or any thing' besides
himself ; and if this was not his glory then, much less the
most and excellent part of worship, I know not how it
should come to be his glory now, unless the Divine Nature
changes and alters too.

So that God’s having forbid, by the law of Moses, the wor-
ship of any other being besides himself, is a.very strong pre-
sumption,. that the worship of saints and angels' (whatever fine
excuses and apologies may be made for it, yet at least) is not a
more perfect state of religion, than to worship God alone.
For though God may not always think fit to command the
highest “gegrees of perfection, yet there can never be any
reason to forbid: it. %ut let us now consider the nature and
peasen of the thing, whether it be a more perfect. state of reli-
ﬁn to womhip#god alone, or, to worship saints and.

together with the sapreme God, Now the perfection of
any aots. of religion must either respect God or ourselves;
that they signify some greater perfections in God; or more
perfect attainments:in us, and a nearer union ' and- conjunetion
with the Deity. Lat us then briefly examine the worship of
saints and angels;. both with respect to God and o ves,
and see whether we can discover any greater perfection in this
way of worship, than in the worship of the supreme Being
alone, without any rival or partner in worship ; and if it ap-
pears, that it is neither for the glory of God, nor for m
piress and perfection of those who worship, we may inly
conclude, that our Saviour has made an alteration in the ob~
ﬁt of our worship, for he made no alteration for the worse,

t for the bettér ; he fulfils and perfects laws, which, I sup,

12



116 THE WORSHIP OF THE CHURCH OF ROME,

pose, does not signify making them less perfect than they
were before.

Sect. VI.

1. THEN let us consider, whether the worship of saints and
angels be more for the glory of God, than to pay all religious
worship ta God alone. Now, if religious worship be for the
glory of God, then all religious worship is more for God’s
glory than a part of it ; unless men will venture to say, that a
part is as great as the whole. And yet whoever worships
saints and angels, though he be never so devout a worshipper
of God also, yet he gives part of religious worship to creatures,
and therefore God cannot have the whole, unless they can
divide their worship between God and creatures, and yet give
the whole to God.

If it be objected, that those who worship saints and angels,
do not give that worship to them, which is peculiar and appro-
priate to the supreme God, and therefore they reserve that
worship which is due to God wholly to himself, though they
pay an inferior degree of reli?:ms worship to saints and angels:
I answer, What that worship is, which is peculiar to the
supreme God, I shall consider more hLereafter; but for the
present, supposing that they give only an inferior degree of
worship to creatures: is this religious worship, or is it not?
If it be, is a degree of worship a part of worship? Ifit be,
then God has not the whole, and therefore is not so much
honoured, as if he had the whole ; as to shew this in a plain
instance.

Those who pray to saints and angels, though they do not
pray to them as to the supreme gtlugi, but as to mediators and
intercessors for them with the supreme God, yet they place an
inferior degree of hope, and trust, and affiance in them, or else
it is nonsense to pray to them at all ; so that though God may
be the supreme object of their reliance and hope, yet he is not
the only object ; he has part, and the greatest part, but not
the whole, for they divide their hope and trust between God
and creatures; and if it be a greater glory to God to trust
wholly in him, than to trust in him in part, then it is a greater
glory to God to pray to him only, than to pray also to saints
and angels.

Nay it is more than probable, that those who pray to saints
and angels, as trusting in their merits and intercessions for
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them, do not make God, but these saints and angels to whom
31:1:{ praz, the supreme object of their hope. This, it may be,

ill be thought an extravagant charge against men who pro-
fess to believe, Th;zl(l:‘rc;;sl the supremz Lo:']t;ll of the world,
and the sole giver o things;”’ but this is no -
ment to me, but that, notwithstanding this belief, theyag;ly
trust more in saints and angels than in God, and consequently
give the supreme worshigmto them. For men do not always
trust most in those who have the greatest power, but in those
by whose interests and intercessions they hope to obtain their
desires of the sovereign power. Thus 1 am sure it is in the
courts of earthly princes; though men know, that the king
only has power to grant what they desire, yet they place more
confidence in & powerful favourite than in their prince, and
when they have obtained their requests, }ilay more solemn ac-
knowledgments to their patron; for let the power be where it
will, our hope and trust is placed there where our expectations
are. And when men’s expectations are not from the prince,
who has the power, but from the favourite, whose interest
directs the influences of this power to them, which otherwise
would never have reached them, such favourites have more
numerous dependants, more frequent addresses, more formal
courtships, than the prince himself. And when men model
the heavenly court according to the pattern of earthly courts,
and ex‘Pect the conveyance of the Divine blessings to them, as
much from the intercession of saints and angels, as they do to
obtain their desires of their prince, by the mediation of some
powerful favourite, no wonder if they love, and honour, and
fear, reverence and adore, trust and depend on saints and
angels, as much and more than they do on the supreme God.
For there is not a more natural notion, than to honour those
for our gods, from whose hand we receive all good things,
whether we receive them from their own inherent power, or
not, Deus nobis hec otia fecit.

Namgque erit ille mihi semper Deus, illius aram
Seepe tener nostris ab ovilibus imbuet agnus.

Men may acknowledge God to be the supreme Being, and
ascribe incommunicable perfections to him, and yet may pray
more frequently, more devoutly, more ardently,. with greater
trust and affiance to saints and angels, than to God, as it is
apparent many devotees of the Virgin Mary do; and this is to
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g;emp’mnemdmmgnwomhp to them, without acknow-
oo i s morally, mpossbi, bt onr religions worship,
ndeed it is mo impossi our religions worshi
trust, and ;ﬁnnce,mmtmleuteqmﬂy shared between
the supreme God and our mediator, whatever he be, as men
do not less trust in the interest of their patron, than in the
power of their prince; for it is not mere power, but faveur,
which is the immediate objeet of our trust ; and therefore God
sppointed his only begotten Son to be our Mediator, as for
other great and wise reasons, so to prevent idolatry, by giving
us a God incarnate, who is a proper object of religious
tion, to be our Mediator, that seeing men will worship their
Mediator, th maiv have a God fer their Mediator to worship.
The sum is this, If it be more for the glory of God to have
all religious worship appropriated to himself, than to have
only & part of it, it may bethelealtshnem&lorrttoo,
then the worship of saints and angels cannot be for God’s glory.

But besides this, the worship of saints and ang:els, together
with God, does mightily obscure and lessen the divine perfec-
tions, and therefore it cannot be for his glory. It represents
him indeed like & great temporal monarch, but it does not

l;h.‘i:!nillikeaGod.‘:l ik ]

That which we ignorantly think a piece of state and great-
mess'in earthly momchs,toadminflmthegeatd&irsof
their kingdoms, to receive petitions and addresses, to bestow
favours, to administer justice by other haunds, to have some
great ministers and favourites to interpose between them and
their subjects, is nothing else but want of power to do other-
wise. would be a much greater prince, more beloved and
reverenced, who could do all this himself; but no prince can
be present in all parts of his kingdom, nor know every parti-
cualar subjeet, much less their particular cases and conditions,
deserts and merits ; and therefore is forced to divide this care
into many hands, and in so .doing, shares his power and
honour mith his subjects. But whoever imagines any such
thing of God, denies his omnipresence, his omnipotence, and
omniscience, and his particular care and providence over his
creatures. God indeed does not always govern the world by
an immediate power, but makes use both of the miniﬁ.of
angels and men; but he governs all things by his immediate
direction, or at least by his immediate inspection. He over-
fooks every thingbhimself, while all creatures either obey his
commands, or submit to his power. If this-be the true notion
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of God’s governing the world, that he has the concernments
of the whole creation under his e{:, and keeps the disposal of
all things in his own hands, so that nothing can be done, but
either by his order or permission; then the most perfect and
glorious angels, the greatest ministers of the Divine Bmvidence,
can challenge no share in religious worship, cannot be the
objects of our trust or hope, because they are only ministers of
the divine will, can do nothing from themselves, as civil
ministers of state, and officers of great trust can in temporal
kingdoms, but are always under the eye, and always move at
the command of God. In such a state of things, all the pecu-
liar rights of sovereign power and dominion God reserves
wholly to himself, as any wise prince would, among which the
receiving the prayers and petitions of his creatures is none of
the least; to hear prayers is made the peculiar attribute of
God in Scripture, 'lzhou art a God that hearest prayers,
therefore unto thee shall all flesh come.”” And reason tells
us, that it is the most eminent part of sovereignty and majesty ;
and the reason why temporal princes do not reserve this
wholly to themselves, is, because they cannot do it: but God
can, and he challenges it to himself, and will not allow any
creature to do it: and there is no temptation to pray to any
creature, when we know that they cannot help us, that they
must receive their orders and commands from God, and not
act by their own will and inclinations.

Thus princes have their favourites, to whom they express a
ver{n?artial fondness and ress]ect, to whom they will deny
nothing that they ask, nor hardly shew any grace or favour to
their subjects without them ; and this forces subjects to address
themselves to their prince by them: but it is a reproach to
the Divine goodness and universal providence, to conceive
such thing of God ; which yet is the foundation of the worship
of patron saints and angels, as ns 80 dear to God, that he
cannot deny their requests, and will not grant our petitions
without them, or at least that it is the most certain and effec-
tual way to obtain what we desire, to offer up our prayers and
petitions to God by their hands.

No doubt but a[vl good men on earth, much more blessed
saints and angels in heaven, as being more perfect and ex-
cellent creatures, are very dear to God; but yet God is not
fond and partial in his kindness, as earthly princes are, but
has an equal regard to all his creatures, and delights in doing
good to them, and needs not to be importuned by any power-
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ful favourites to hear their cries and prayers ; he will as soon
attend to the prayers of an huml::‘dpemtent sinner, as of the
mostkglorions saint, and is more ready to grant than they are
to ask. ) .

A Mediator of redemption is very consistent with all the
perfections of the Divine nature, and does mightily recom-
mend both the goodness and wisdom of God to the world.
‘When mankind had transgressed the laws of their creation,
they forfeited their natural right and interest in the care and
goodness of their Maker. The Divine justice, and the wisdom
of God in the government of the world, required an atone-
ment and expiation for sin; and it was an ing demon-
stration of the Divine ness to sinners, that he found one
himself, ““that he gave his Son to be a propitiation for our sins.”
‘When men by sin had forfeited their original innocence and
happiness together, they could expect nothing from God, but
by way of covenant and promise ; and every covenant between
contending parties must be transacted in the hands of a
mediator, and pone so fit to be our mediator, as He who is
our ransom too.

And a mediator must be invested with power and authority
to see the terms of this covenant performed, and this is his
mediatory intercession. He intercedes not merely as a power-
ful favourite, but as the Author and Surety of the covenant ;
not merely by entreaties and prayers, but in virtue of his
blood, which sealed the covenant, and made atonement and
expiation for sin.

us Christ is our Mediator of redemption, who hath re-
deemed us by his blood ; and we must offer up all our prayers
to God in his name and powerful intercession, because we can
expect no blessings from God but by virtue of that covenant,
which he purchased and sealed with his own blood.

But now a mediator of pure intercession, without regard to
any atonement made for sin, or any covenant of redemption
(such as saints and angels, and the blessed Virgin, are made
by the Church of Rome), is a mighty reproach to the Divine
nature and perfections. It clothes God with the passions and
infirmities of earthly princes; represents him as extremely
fond of some of his creatures, and very regardless of others;
as if his kindness to some favourite saint were a more powerful
motive to him to do good than his own love of goodness ; as
if he knew not when, nor to whom to shew mercy, without
their direction or counsel, or would not do it without their
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importunity ; as if some of his creatures had as much the
ascendant over him, as some favourites have over their princes,
who can with a word’s speaking have any thing of them, and
extort favours from them, even against their wills and inclina-
tions. No man can think there is any need of such inter-
cessors and mediators with God, who believes him to be
infinitely wise, and to be infinitely good; to know when it is
fit to hear and to answer, and to be always ready to do what
his own wisdom judges fit to be done. ere can be no place
for such intercessions and entreaties to an infinitely perfect
Being ; for they always suppose some great weakness or defect
in him who wants them ; for even a wise and man wants
no mediators to persuade him to do that which is fit to
be done. The o{?ection against this is very obvious, and the
answer, I think, is as easy. The objection is this: If God
be so good, that he needs not such prayers and intercessions,
to move him to do good, why do we pray for ourselves! Why
do we pray for one another? Why do we desire the prayers
ofgoo«fmen here on earth? Why is it a greater reproach to
the Divine perfections to beg the tE::‘yers of St. Paul or St.
Peter, now they are in heaven, to have begged their
prayers while they had been on earth 7
'0 this I answer : when we pray for ourselves, I sup

we do not pray as mediators, but as supplicants, and nom
can be more reasonable, than that those who want mercy, or
any other blessing, should ask for it. It is certainly no re-
proach to the Divine goodness, that God makes prayer the
condition of our receiving, which is a very easy condition, and

necessary to maintain a constant sense and reverence
of and a constant dependence on him. And when we
pray for one another on earth, we are as mere supplicants, as
when we pray for ourselves, and to pray as supplicants is a
very different thing from praying as advocates, as mediators,
as patrons. The virtue of the first consists only in the power
ancr efficacy of pmr; the second, in the favour and interest
of the person. is the Church of Rome herself owns, when
she allows no mediators and advocates but saints in heaven ;
which is a sign, she makes a vast difference between the prayers
of saints on earth, and saints in heaven.

There are great and wise reasons, why God should com-
mand and enco our mutual prayer for each other while
we are on earth ; for this is the noblest exercise of universal
love and charity, which is a necessary qualification to render
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our prayers acceptable to God ; this preserves the unity of the
body of Christ, which requires a sympathy and fellow-feeling
of each other’s sufferings ; this is tﬂn oungation of public wor-
ship, when we meet together to pray with, and for each other
to our common Father; and it gives a t reputation to
virtue and religion in this world, when hears the prayers
of good men for the wicked, and removes or diverts those judg-
ments which they were afraid of ; this becomes the wisdom of
God, and is no blemish to his goodness, to dispose his mercies
and favours in such a manner as may best serve the great
ends of religion in this world.

God does not command us to pray for ourselves or others,
because he wants our importunities and solicitations to do
good : but because it serves the public ends of religion and
government, and is that natural homage and worship which
creatures owe to their great Creator and Benefactor, and sove-
reign Lord. But to imagine, that God needs advocates and
mediators to solicit our cause for us in the court of heaven,
where none of these ends can be served by it, this is a plain
impeachment of his wisdom and goodness, as if he wanted
great importunities to do good, and were more moved by a
Eartial kindness and respect to some powerful favourites, than

y the care of his creatures, or his love to goodness.

From hence it evidently appears, how inconsequent that
reasoning is, from our begging the prayers of good men on
earth, to prove the lawfulness of our Ylmying to the saints in
heaven to pray and intercede for us; the first makes them our
fellow-sapplicants, the second makes them our mediators and
intercessors ; and how little the Church of Rome gains by
that distinction, between a mediator of redemption, and me-
diators of pure intercession ; for though they pray to saints
and anﬁ:als only as mediators of intercession, yet this is a real

roach to the nature and government of ; & mediator

redemption is very consistent with the Divine glory and
perfections, a mediator of pure intercession is not. And the
sum of all this is, that it is so far from advancing the Divine
glory to worship saints and angels together with God, that it is
a real reproach and dishonour to him; and therefore this can
be no law nor institution of our Saviour, who came not to abro-
the Divine laws, but to fulfil and perfect them. Some
think there is no danger of dishonouring God by that honour
they give to saints and angels, because they honour them as
God’s friends and favourites, as those whom God has honoured
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and advanced to great glory; and therefore whatever honour
they do to them, rebounds back again on God, and this may
be true, while we give no honour to saints and angels, but
what is consistent with the Divine glory; but when the w
nature of that honour and worship we pay to them, is a dimi-
nution of God's glory, and a reproach to his infinite perfections,
as I have made it appear the worship of saints and angels is,
surely it cannet be for God’s glory to advance his creatures
by lessening himself.

8ecr. VII.

2. LzT us now consider whether the worship of saints and
angels together with God be a more perfect state of religion
than the worship of God alone with respect to ourselves:
whether it puts us into a mere perfect state. It does, indeed,
mightil‘y gratify the superstition of mankind to have a multi-
tude of advocates and mediators to address to ; but there are
three considerations which may satisfy any man how far this is
from a perfect state of religion.

1. That it argues very mean and low conceits of God ;
for did men believe God to be so wise, so good, and so power-
ful, as he really is, they would be contented with one infinite
God, instead of ten thousand meaner advocates. The worship
of saints and angels, a8 I have already proved, is a great
reproach to the Divine perfections, and therefore such worship-
pers must have very w and childish apprehensions of
the supreme Being, which is a plain proof what an imperfect
state of religion this is ; for the perfection of religion is alwa
;p;)oep;rti;m to that knowledge we have of God, who is the

ject of it.

2. This worship of saints and angels is a very servile state :
it subjects us to our fellow-creatures, who are by nature but
our equals, however are not our gods. It is a state of liberty,
freedom, and honour to be subject to God, who is our natural
Lord and Sovereign ; but to fall down to our fellow creatures,
and to worship them with divine honours, with all humility of
address, and sacred and awful regards, is to debase ourselves as
much below the dignity of our natures as we advance them
aboveit. The excellency and perfection of reasonable creatures
principally consists in their religion, and that is the most

perfect religion which does most advance, adorn, l:ﬁigerfect
" our natures; but it is an argument of an abject mind to be
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contented to worship the most excellent creatures, which is a
ﬁecter dishonour tfm to own the vilest slave for our prince.

ean objects of worship do more debase the soul than any
other the vilest submissions; and the more our dependencies
are, and the meaner they are, the more imperfect our state of
religion is.

3. The greatest perfection of veligion consists in the nearest
and most immediate approach to God, which, I think,
these men cannot pretend to who fly to the patronage and
intercession of saints and angels to obtain their petitions of
him. Though we should allow it lawful to pray to saints and
angels to mediate for us with God, yet we cannot but own it a
more perfect state to do as the saints and angels themselves
do, go to God without any other advocate but Christ him-
self. It is a great happiness to have a friend at court, to
commend us to our prince, when we have no interest of our
own; but it is a greater privilege to go immediately to our
mce when we please, without any favourite to introduce us.

is is the perfect state of the Gospel, that we have received
““the adoption of sons; and because we are sons, God hath
sent forth the Spirit of his Son into our hearts, crying Abba
Father,” Gal. iv. 5, 6. That is, this Holy Spirit, which
dwells in us, teaches us to call God Father, and to pray to him
with the humble assurance and confidence of children. This
is the effect of Christ’s intercession for us, that we may now
““come boldly unto the throne of grace, that we may obtain
mercy, and find grace to help in time of need,”” Heb. iv. 16.
The throne of grace certainly is not the shrine of any saints,
but the immediate throne and presence of God, whither we
may immediately direct our prayers through the merits and
intercession of Christ. Upon the same account, the whole
body of Christians are ed a “spiritual house,” that is,
the temple of God, where he is peculiarly present to hear
those prayers which are made to him, “an holy priesthood, to
offer up spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus
Christ,” 1 Pet. ii. 5, 9. And “a chosen generation, a royal
priesthood, an holy nation, a peculiar people.” This is &
Erivilege above what the Jews enjoyed. They had a priest-

ood to minister in holy things, and to offer their sacrifices for
them ; but the whole nation was not a priesthood, nor had
such immediate access to God: but now every Christian has
as near an access to God as the priests themselves under the law
had ; can offer up his prayers and spiritual sacrifices immediately




AN IDOLATROUS WORSHIP. 125

to God, and that very acceptably too, through Jesus Christ
our great High Priest and Mediator; and ‘:? our prayers be
acceptable to God by Jesus Christ, we need no other
mediators or advocates. This is the only direction our
Saviour gave his disciples a little before his death, to ask in
his name, with this promise, “If ye ask any thing in my
name, I will 'do it. Hitherto ye have asked nothing in m
name; ask and ye shall receive, that your joy may be full,”
John xiv. 13, 15; chap. xvi. 24. And to give them the
greater assurance of acceptance, he acquaints them with God’s
great and tender affection for them, such as a father has for
his children : “At that day ye shall ask in my name; and I
say not unto you, that I will pray the Father for you ; for the
Father himself loveth you, because ye have loved me, and
have believed that I came out from God,” John xvi. 26, 27.
A reason which equally extends to all those who shall believe
in Christ to the end of the world. And can we now imagine,
that when our Saviour has purchased for us this liberty of
access to God, he should sens us round about by the shrines
and altars of numerous and unknown saints to the throne of
grace! 'When he will not assert the necessity of his own
gayers for us while we pray in his name, because our heavenly

ather hath such a tender affection for all the disciples of
Christ, can we think it necessary to pray to St. Paul and St.
Peter, and the Virgin Mary, to pray flt))r us? This is none of
our Saviour’s institution ; nor can it be, because Christ, by his
death, and sufferings, and intercessions, bri us nearer to
God, as the Apostle to the Hebrews speaks, Heb. x. 19, 20,
21, 22: “Having therefore, brethren, boldness to enter into
the holiest by the blood of Jesus, by a new and living way,
which he hath consecrated for us through the veil, that is to
say his flesh, and ha.ving an High Priest over the house of
God, let us draw near with a true heart, in full assurance of
“faith.” But the worship of saints and angels removes us at a
great distance from God, as not daring to approach his
presence without the mediation of some favourite saint; and
though the Church of Rome does sometimes pray directly to
God only, in the name and mediation of Christ, as the Pagans
themselves sometimes did to their supreme deity, yet it seems
this is what they dare not trust to, and therefore join the
mediation of saints with their prayers to God, and never pray
to God without it.
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Secr. VIIIL.

3. THAT the Gospel of our Saviour has made no alteration
in the object of our worship appears from that analogy which
there is, and ought to be, between the Jewish and Christian
worship. The Jewish and Christian Church are but one
Church, and their worship the same worship, only with this
difference, that the Jewish worship was in type and figure, and
ceremony, the Christian worship in truth and substance ; and
therefore, if this legal and lical worship be the same, it
must have the same object, for the object is the most essential

pert of worship.
So that if it appear, not only from the express letter of the
law of Moses, but from all the and figures of the law,

that God only was to be worshipped by the Jewish Church ; if
Christ was to fulfil all these types and figures in his own
person, and in the eval:ﬁliml worship, then it is certain that
the object of::g worship must be the same still ; for if the
was confined in its nature and signification to the worshi
?t"p:ne God, then the whole Christian worship, which wurﬁg?
niﬁedandpraﬁ&wedbythesetypu,mustbepeclﬂinmd
appropriate to the same one sme God.

As for instance. I have roved at large, that the
Jews were te worship but one God{ gemuse they had but.one
temple to worship in ; and all their worship. had some relation
or other to this one temple, and therefore all their worship
was appropriated to that one God, whose temple it was.
Now we know God’s dwelling in the temple at Jerusalem was
only a type and figure of God’s dwelling in human nature,
upon which aceount Christ calls his body the temple; and St.
John tells us that «the Word was made flesh and dwelt
among us,” John ii, 19, 21; i. 14, éoxijywacey év Hpiv, taber-
nacled among us, a8 God dwelt in the Jewish tabernacle or
mle; and St. Paul adds, that ““the fulness of the God-

dwelt in Christ bodily,” Colos. ii. 9. swparwic, really,
substantially, as an accomplishment of God’s dwelling by
types and figures and shadows in the Jewish temple.

Now if all the Jewish worship was confined to the temple,
or had a necessary relation to it, as I have already proved, and
this temple was.but a figure of the incarnation of Ehrist, who
should dwell among us in human nature, then all the
Christian worship must be offered up to God through Jesus
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Christ, as all the Jewish worship was offeved to God at the
temple ; for Christ is the only temple (in a strict and proper
sense) of the Christian Church, and therefore he alone can
render all our services acceptable to God. So that God, who
is the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, is the only object of
our worship ; and Christ, considered as God incarnate, as God
dwelling in human nature, is the only temple where all our
worship must be offered to God, that 1s, we shall find accept-
ance with God only in his name and mediation. We must
worship none other being but only the supreme God, and that
only through Jesus Christ.

Thus under the law the priests were to intercede for the
people, but not without sacrifice. Their intercession was
founded in making atonement and expiation for sin; which
plainly signified, that under the Gospel we can have no other
mediator, but only him who expiates our sins, and intercedes
in the merits of his sacrifice, who is our Priest and our Sacrifice,
and therefore our Mediator, as St. John observes, 1 John ii.
1, 2, “ If any man sin, we have an advocate with the Father,
Jesus Christ the righteous, and he is the propitiation for our
sins,” The law knew no such thing as a mediator of pure
intercession, & mediator, who is no priest, and offers no sacrifice
for us; and therefore the Gospel allows of no such mediators
neither, who mediate only by their prayers, without a sacrifice,
such mediators as the éhm'ch of Rome makes of saints and
mﬁls, and the Virgin Mary; but we have only one Mediator,
a Mediator of Redemption, who has purchased us with his
:l;;)rd, of whom the priests under the law were types and

es.

Thus under the law, none but the high priest was to enter
into the holy of holies with the blood of the sacrifice. Now
the holy of holies was a type of heaven, and therefore this

lainly signified, that under the Gogpel there should be but ome
ﬁigh priest and mediator, Heb. x. 12, to offer up our prayers
and supplications in- heaven, he, and he only, who enters into
heaven with his own blood, as the high priest went into the
holy of holies with the blood of the sacrifice. There may be a
great many priests and advocates on earth to intercede for us,
as there were under the law great numbers of priests, the sons
of Aaron, to attend the service and ministry of the temple,
kut we have, and can have, but one priest and mediator in

eaven.

‘Whoever acknowledges that the pnesthood and ministry of
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the law was typical of the Evangelical priesthood and worship,
cannot avoid the force of this argument ; and whoever will not
acknowl this must reject most of St. Paul’s Epistles,
especially the Epistle to the Hebrews, which proceeds wholly
upon this way of reasomngE now this manifestly justifies the
worship of the Church of England, as true Christian worship ;
for we worshiP one God through one Mediator, who offered
himself a sacrifice for us, when he was on earth, and intercedes
for us as our High Priest in heaven, which answers to the one
temple, and the one high priest under the law : but though the
Church of Rome does what we do, worship the supreme God
throngh Jesus Christ, yet she spoils the analogy between the
?Pe and the antitype, the legal and evangelical worship, by
oing more; when she sends us to the shrines and altars of
8o many several saints, surely this cannot answer to that one
temple at Jerusalem, where God alone was to be worshipped ;
there are as many temples and mercy-seats now, as there are
shrines and altars of saints and angels, by whose intercession we
may obtain our requests of God. When she advances saints
am{ angels to the office of mediators and intercessors in heaven,
this contradicts the tgﬁe of one biﬁh priest, who alone might
enter into the holy of holies, which was a type of heaven ; for
there is some difference between having one mediator in
heaven (and there can be no more under the Gospel to
answer to the typical high priest under the law), and having a
- hundred mediators in heaven together with our typical High
Priest. To have a mediator of pure intercession n heaven,
who never offered any sacrifice for us, cannot answer to the
igh priest under the law, who could not enter into the holy
of holies without the blood of the sacrifice. The hlil: riest
entering but once a year into the holy of holies, which was
typical of Christ’s entering once into iea.ven to intercede for
us, cannot be reconciled with a new succession of mediators as
often as the Pope of Rome pleases to canonize them. So that
either the law was not typical of the state of the Gospel, or the
worship of saints and angels, which is so contrary to all the
and figures of the law, cannot be true Christian worship.
Sixthly, I shall add but one thing more; that Christ and
his Apostles have made no alteration in the object of worship,
appears from hence, that de facto there is no such law in the
1 for the worship of any other being besides the one
supreme God. There is a great deal inst it, as I have
already shewn ; but if there had been nothing against it, it had
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been argument enough against any such alteration, that there
is no express positive law forit. The force of which argument
does not consist merely in the silence of the Gospel, that there
is nothing said for it (which the most learned advocates of
the Church of Rome readily grant, and give their reasons,
such as they are, why this was not done, why we are not
directed to pray to saints and Is, and images, &c.), but
the argument lies in this, That there can be no alteration
made in the object of worship without an express law ; and
therefore there is no alteration made, because there is no such
law in the Gospel.

The Jews were expressly commanded to worship no other
being but the Lord Jehovah, as I have proved, which law
apprc;Priates all the acts of religious worship to one God ; and
therefore all those who were under the obligation of this law
(as to be sure all natural Jews were), could not, without the
guilt of idolatry, give any religious worship to any other being,
till this law were expressly repealed, and express leave given
to worship some other divine being besides the supreme God ;
so that at least our Saviour himself, while he was on earth,
and subject to the law, and his Apostles, and all believing Jews,
were obliged by this law to worship none but God, unless we
can shéw where Christ by his legislative authority, or his
Apostles by commission from him, have expressly repealed
this law ; nay indeed, unless we can shew that Christ himself
repealed thislaw, and taught the worship of saints and angels,
the Apostles themselves could have no authority to do it, for
their commission was only to teach what Christ had com-
manded them, Matth. xxviii. 20 ; which though it does not
extend to matters of order and discipline, and the external cir-
cumstances. of worship, yet it does to all the essentials of faith
and worship, and I think the right object of worship is the
most essential thing in reliﬁ;ms worship. :

From hence it appears, that at least afl the Jewish Christians
in the Ag:stles’ days, and all succeeding ages to this day, can-
not worship saints and angels without idolatry, because the
law, which was given to them, and never yet repealed, com-
mands them to worship none but God ; and if Gentile converts
were received into the Jewish Christian Church (and Christ
has but one Church of Jews and Gentiles), they must also be
obliged by all those laws, which were then, and are still
obligatory to all believing Jews ; and therefore Gentile as well
as Jewish Christians, are still bound to worship none but God.

VOL. VI. K
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Now I think I need not prove that an express law can be
repealed only by an express law. That law which commands
us to worship God, and him only, must continue in full force
till God do as expressly declare, that he allows us to pay some
degree of religious worship to other beings besides himself:
when a lawgiver has declared his will and pleasure by a law,
itis not fit that subjects should be allowed to guess at his
mind, and dispute away an express law by some surmises and
consequences, ﬂow probable soever they may appear; for at
this rate a law signifies nothing, if we may guess at the will
of our lawgiver, without and against an express law. And yet
none of the advocates of the Church of Rome (though they
are not usually guilty of too much modesty) ever had the
confidence to pretend an express law for the worship of saints
and angels, and images, &c. and though they sometimes
allege Scripture to prove this by, yet they do not pretend
that they are direct proofs, but only attempts to prove some
other doctrines from Scripture, from whicg they think they
may prove by some probable consequences, that which the
Scripture nowhere plainly teaches ; nay, the con to which
is expressly taught in Scripture. And if this may be allowed,
I know no law of God so plain and express, but a witty man
may find ways to escape the obligation of it. This is a con-
sideration o{ great moment, and therefore I shall discourse
more particularly of it.

The law of Moses expressly commands us to worship God,
and him only ; our Saviour owns and confirms the authority of
this law in the Gospel ; the Church of Rome, notwithstandi
this law, gives religious worship to creatures: the question
then is, how she avoids the force of this law, since it is no-
where expressly repealed, and she does not pretend that it is.
Now the patrons of creature-worship think to justify them-
selves from the breach of this law these three ways: 1. By
consequences drawn, as they pretend, from other Scripture
doctrines. 2. By distinctions. And, 3. By authority. Let
us then examine, whether all this have any force against an
express law, which was never expressly repealed.

1. By consequences drawn, as they pretend, from other
Scripture doctrines. And I shall discourse this with a par-
ticular reference to the invocation of saints. For when they
would prove the lawfulness of praying to saints, they allege
no direct proof of this from Scripture ; but because they must
make a show of saying something from Scripture, when they
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are to deal with such heretics as will be satisfied with no less
authority, they endeavour to prove something else from Scrip-
ture, from whence they think by an easy consequence they
can prove the lawfulness of praying to saints.

TEus they very easily prove, that we may and ought to
pray for one another, and to desire each other’s prayers while
we are on earth: and from hence they presently conclude
that we may as lawfully pray to saints in heaven to pray for
us, as beg and desire their prayers while they are on earth.

And to confirm this, they endeavour to prove that some
extraordinary saints, whose merits are very great, do directl
ascend up into heaven into the immediate presence of y
and a participation of his glory ; and hence they conclude, that
they have authority and power to help us and to intercede for
us, and that they are so far advanced above us in this mortal
state that they deserve some kind of religious honour and
worship from us, as being dii per participationem,” gods by
participation, that is, by partaking in the divine nature and
glory by their advancement to heaven.

And if after all this they can prove, that the saints in
heaven do pray and intercede for us on earth, they think
the demonstration is complete and perfect, that therefore It
is good and profitable (as the Council of Trent words it)
humbly to invoke the saints after the manner of supplicants,
and to fly to their prayers and help and aid to obtain blessi
of God by his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, who is our only
(not Intercessor and Advocate, but) Redeemer and Saviour.”*

Now how they prove all this is not my business at present
to inquire; but my inquiry is, whether such arguments as
these be sufficient to oppose against the authority of an express
law? And if they be, truly I think it a very vain thing
either for God or men to make any laws. For,

1. I desiré to know what these gentlemen would prove by
such kind of arguments as these. Suppose we should grant
them that the saints are received into heaven before the
resurrection, and are actually possessed of all that glory and

* Bonum atque utile esse suppliciter Sanctos invocare, et ob beneficia
impetranda a Deo per Filium ejus Jesum Christum Dominum nostrum,
qui solus noster Redemptor et Salvator est, ad eorum Orationes opem
auxiliumque confugere. Concil. Trid. 16. 25. De Invocat. [Sess. xxv.]
[The decree adds, illos vero qui asserunt stultum esse in coelo regnantibus
(sanctis) voce vel mente supplicare, impie sentire. ]
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happiness, which they say they are; suppose we should grant
them that, by some means unknown to us, saints and angels
are acquainted with all that we do and suffer in this world,
hm‘% our vocal or mental prayers, which we offer to God or
to themselves, and that they do actually pray and intercede
for us, what follows from hence! That therefore we may
pray to saints? Not, I hope, if there be an express law
against it. These arguments at most can only prove that in
the nature of the thing, it might be fitting and reasonable to
pray to saints, if God thought fit to allow it, not that we must
pray to saints though God has forbid it. For those are powerful
reasons indeed which can juﬁ!&Oduint-worshi against the
express law and declared will of . Could they first prove
one of these three things: either, 1. That there is no such law

inst the worship of any other being besides God. Or, 2.
mthis is not the sense of this law, that they must not pray
to saints or angels ; that the law, which forbids us to worship
any being but God, does not forbid the worship of saints.
Or, 3. That though there was such a law, and this were the
sense of it, and this law were never formally repealed by God,
yet it disappears of itself, and obliges no longer, since the dis-
covery of such reasons as these for the worship of saints and
angels. I say could theieprove anything of this in the first
place, then there would be as much reason for the worship of
saints as there is strength and validity in their arguments : but
no reason can take place against an express law, till it be as
expressly repealed. For,

2. If an express law may be disobeyed as often as men
fancy they see reason to do what the law forbids, this over-
throws the whole authority of making laws, and makes eve
subject a judge, whether the laws of a sovereign prince sh:lly
be obeyed or not. At this rate he has the greatest authority
who has the best reason; and since every man believes his
own reason to be best, every man is the sovereign lord of his
own actions. It is to be presumed that no prince makes a law
but what he apprehends some reason for, and to oppose any
man’s private reason aiainst a law, is to set up a private man’s
reason against the public reason of government: and yet it is
much worse to oppose our reason against a Divine law, which
is to oppose the reason of creatures against the reason of God ;
unless we will say that God makes laws without reason, and
those that can believe that may as easily imagine that God
will expect that those laws which he makes without reason
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should be obeyed without reason also ; and then to be sure all
" their reasons cannot repeal a law nor justify them in the breach
of it. It becomes every creature to believe the will of God to
be the highest reason, and therefore when God has declared
his will by an express law, while this law continues in force
(as it must do till it be as expressly repealed), it is an impu-
dent thing to urge our reasons against the obligations of it.
So that since God has expressly forbid us to worship any
being besides himself, unless we can prove that God has
repealed this law, it will never justify the worship of saints
and angels, though we could by the plainest and easiest argu~
ments prove to the conviction of all mankind, that saints and
angels are very fit objects of our religious worship ; and that
it isno diminution to the glory of God to pay some degree of
religious worship to them.

3. Especially when the matter of the law is such, that what-
ever reasons may be pretended on one side or other, it must
still be acknowledged to be wholly at the will and pleasure of
the lawgiver which side he will choose. As for instance, sul;:-
pose there were no natural and necessary reason against the
worship of saints and angels, yet there is no natural and neces-

reason for it neither, and therefore God may either allow or
mid it as he himself pleases, without assigning any reason
why he does either. And when it appears that God might forbid
it if he pleases, and that he has actually forbid it by an express
law, it is time to leave off reasoning about it. Natural reason
can give no assurance of any thing which it cannot prove to be
necessary ; whatever in the nature and reason of things may
be or may not be, can never be proved either to be or not to be
by mere reason ; for it is a contradiction to say that there is
no necessary reason why such a thing should be, and yet that
I can prove by reason that it must be which supposes that
there is a necessary reason why it should be; for I cannot
prove that it must be, unless I can prove that it must neces-
sarily be; that is, that there is a necessary reason why it
should be. ‘

To apply this then to our present case. The law.expressly
forbids us to worship any other being besides the supreme
God ; the Church of me prays to saints and angels
and images, which is an essential part of divine worship;
and without ever attempting to prove this law to be repealed,
she justifies her worship by such reasons and consequences as
T have now cited from tgxeir most celebrated doctors, and some
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of which are the principles whereon the Council of Trent
founds their praying to sants and angels. I ask then, whether
these arguments, whereby they endeavour to justify the wor-
ship of saints and angels, prove that we must worship them, that
such worship is their natural right, and our duty. No, this
the Church of Rome will not own; the most the Council of
Trent says, is, that it is bonum et utile, good and profitable, to
do it ; but, say I, if they donot prove it to be necessary, they
do nothing ; for if saints and angels have not a natural right
to our worship, though we should suppose them to be very fit
objects of some degrees of worship, yet it is at God’s choice
whether he will allow it or not, and they can chall no
worship, and we must give none, if God forbids it ; and there-
fore since God has forbid the worship of any being but him-
self (and therefore of the most excellent saints and angels)
by an express law; and it nowhere appears where or when, or
in what manner this law was repealed ; a hundred such argu-
ments as these cannot prove it lawful to worship saints and
angels against an express law notto do it. Though we should
grant that God, if he pleased, might allow us to worship saints
and angels, as the Church of Rome does, without any diminu-
tion of his own glory, which is the most that all their argu-
ments can pretend to prove, yet it does not hence follow that
we may worship them, when God by an express law has declared
that he will not allow it. No arguments nor consequences can
prove that God allows us to do that which by an express law
he has forbid us to do. No reason can prove that to be God’s
will,wvli'lhich he has publicly declared in his law to be against
4. That no reason or arguments can absolve us from our
obedience to an express law till it be as expressly repealed,
appears from this, that our obligation to obedience does not
depend merely upon the reason of the law, but upon the autho-
rity of the lawgiver; and therefore though the reason of the
law should cease, lﬂel; while it is enforced by the same autho-
rity, it obliges still. Thus I am sure it is in human laws,
and it is very fitting it should be so; mere reason cannot make
a law, for then everything which is reasonable would be a
necessary duty ; that which is reasonable may be fit matter for
a law, but itis the authority of the lawgiver which makes the
law ; and the same authority which at first made it a law, con-
tinues it to be a law while the authority lasts, though the parti-
cular reason for which it was enacted into a law may cease.
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So that though the Church of Rome could prove that there
is no reason now against the worship of saints and angels, that
all those reasons for which God forbade the Jews to worship
any one but himself, were now ceased; yet till the law be re-
pealed too, it is utterly unlawful to worship any being besides
the supreme God; and yet this is the most that all their
reasonings come to, that there is not the same reason for this
law under the state of the Gospel, that there was under the
Jewish economy.

They suppose that God forbade the Jews to worship any one
but himself, because they were in great danger of falling into
Pagan idolatries, and worshipping the gods of the Egyptians,
and other neighbouring nations ; and that this was the case
also of the Christian Church at the first planting of the Gospel ;
but now there is no danger of worshipping false gods, we may
very securely worship the friends and favourites of God.

They suppose that all the ancient patriarchs who lived
before the resurrection of Christ were not received into heaven ;
and therefore not being in a state of bliss and glory themselves;
were not yet capable of divine honours, could neither know
our prayers nor intercede for us. But now at least some eminent
saints and martyrs ascend directly into heaven, and are the
Beati, advanced to such a state of happiness and glory, that they
are fit objects of religious worship, and are so powerful in the
court of heaven, that God denies them nothing which they
ask ; and so tender and compassionate to us that they readily
undertake our cause and intercede for us; and therefore it 18
very %ood and profitable now to invoke their aid and assistance
by solemn and devout prayers.

Now though the learnedst men among them are put to
miserable shifts to prove the least part of all this, yetlet us for
argument sake, suppose all this to be true, that things are
mightily changed since the making of this law, and that there is
not the same reason now to confine all religious worship to God
alone that there was in the time of Moses. What follows
from hence ? That therefore we must now worship saints and
angels, notwithstanding this law which forbids 1t? By no
means, unless they can prove that the law is repealed too, as
well as the reason ceased : here is the authority of the law-
giver still, though we should suppose that we had lost the
reason of the law; till the law is as expressly repealed as it was

iven, it is God’s will still, and that is reason enough to bind

e law upon us, though other reasons fail. The reason (if
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we speak of such reasons as these which the Church of Rome
assigns for it, is a different case, if we speak of eternal and
necessary reason, which is nothing else but the eternal and im-
mutable nature and will of God, which is an eternal law) did
not make the law, and the clmnﬁaof the reason cannot repeal
it. And since we see that God not repealed this law, we
rather ought to conclude that we are mistaken in the reasons
for which God made this law, or that there are other reasons
which we know not of, for which he continues it: we may
indeed reasonably suppose that God will repeal a law, when
the reason for which it was given ceases, though earthly princes
may not always doso ; but still the law binds till it be repealed ;
and it is more reasonable to conclude that the reason of the
law continues while we see God does not repeal it, than first
to persuade ourselves that the reason of the law is changed, and
thence infer the repeal and abrogation of the law when we see
no such thing done.

5. That these arguments which the Roman doctors urge to
justify their worship of saints and angels, are of no force to

that law, which forbids the worship of any other being
besides the supreme God, appears from this, that they had no
force in them to prevent the making of this law, and therefore
much less can they repeal it now it is made. The reasons which
they urge had the same force then which they have now ; and
if, notwithstanding all these reasons, God thought fit to forbid
the worship of all created beings, it is ridiculous to Lmnﬂn ine
that these reasons should supersede the obligation of that law,
which is made in contradiction to all such reasonings. As to
shew this briefly. :

They prove that we may pray to saints and angels to pray
for us, because we may desire good men on earth to pray for
us. Now suppose we could not assign the difference between
prayin%to saints in heaven, and desiring the prayers of saints
on earth, yet I would desire to know, whether good men did
not pray for one another, and desire each other’s prayers, before
and after God gave this law on Mount Sinai, which forbids the
religious worship and invocation of any other being but him-
self. If good men did in all ages pray for one another, and
desire one another’s prayers, and God allowed and approved
of this, then it seems did not think this a good reason for
praying to saints and angels in heaven, because good men
might beg each other’s prayers on earth; for if he had, he
would not have made that law, which forbids such a religious
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invocation of any creature. And if, notwithstanding this
reason, which had as much force then as it has now, God made
and promulgated this law, this reason can never repeal it, nor
dissolve the obligation of it.

Thus if the saints and angels being in heaven, be a good
reason why they should be worshipped, this was a good reason
at the begmninﬁof the law, as it is now ; for though we should
suppose, with the Church of Rome, that saints departed were
not in heaven then, yet certainly the angels were; and if their
being in heaven mmze them fit objects of our worshi&, why did
God so expressly forbid it? and if he forbade it then, when
there was as much reason to allow the worship of those
heavenly inhabitants as there is now, this argument cannot
prove but that God forbids it still.

The same may be said of the intercession of saints and

ls. The Papists suppose that the saints and angels pray
and intercede for us in heaven, and obtain for and convey many
blessings to us, and therefore it is good and profitable to pray
to them, and to fly to their patronage; now though indeed
they date the intercession of samnts (as they do their admission
into heaven) from the resurrection of our Saviour, yet there is
as much evidence for the aids and intercessions of angels before
and under the law, as there is now ; nay, I think somewhat
more ; for the ernment of the world was much more under
the administration of angels in the time of the law than it is
now; and yet, notwithstanding this, God did by an express
law forbidy the worship of any being but himself; and
therefore of these angelical powers, who are somewhat
superior to saints in heaven ; and if this were no good reason
against making this law, it can be no good reason to prove the
abrogation of it.

2. The next way they take to evade the obligation of this
law of worshipping God only, is by distinctions. As to
name the chief of them.

They tell us, that this law is only opposed to the worship
of false gods, such gods as the heathens worshipped, not to
the worship of saints and angels, who are the friends and
favourites of God.

- And then they distinguish about the nature of worship ; they
confess there is a worship that is peculiar to God, supreme and
sovereign worship, which is iar to the Supreme Being,
and this, for what reason I know not, they call Latria; but
then there is an inferior degree of worship, which they call
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Dulia, which may be given to excellent creatures, to saints and

Is, who reign with Christ in heaven.

hey farther distinguish between absolute and relative wor-
sln‘f Absolute worship is, when we worship a being for itself,
and thus God only is to be worshipfed: but relative worshi
is, when we worship one being out of respect to another ; an
thus we may worship saints and angels upon account of their
relation to God.

Now I shall have occasion to examine these distinctions
more particularly hereafter; my business at present is to ex-
amine, how far these distinctions can justify the worship of
saints and angels against an express law, which commands us
to worship God oﬁy. And I have three things to say on
this argument: 1. That the letter of the law will admit of
no such distinctions as these. 2. That the Scripture no where
allows of any such distinctions. And, 3. That no distinctions
can justify our acting against the letter of a law, which have
not the same authority which the law has.

1. The letter of the law will admit of no such distinctions
as these. The law is, * Thou shalt have none other gods be-
fore me,” Exod. xx. The explication of this law is,  Thou
shalt fear the Lord thy God, him shalt thou serve, and to him
shalt thou cleave, and swear by his name,” Deut. x. 20. Or,
as our Saviour expounds it, “Thou shalt worship the Lord
thy God, and him only shalt thou serve,”” Matth. iv. 10.

Now these words do plainly exclude the worship of all other
beinis besides the supreme God. They exclude indeed the
worship of all the heathen gods, which were at that time wor-
sbi;:l}:e in the world, but they are not confined to the worship
of the heathen gods, nor merely to the worship of those gods,
who were at that time worshipped, but should any new god
start up in after ages, whether among Jews or Christians,
the words extend to all that are, and all that ever shall be
worshipped.  “ Thou shalt have none other gods before me,”
signifies, that we must worship no other being but the supreme
God ; for to have a god, is to give religious worship to some
being ; as ap from that exposition, which both Moses and
our Saviour Christ gives of it,  Thou shalt worship the Lord
thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.” For it is impos-
sible to have any god besides the supreme God, in any other
sense than as we worship some other being, besides the su-
preme God, with divine honours ; and whatever being we so
worship, becomes our god; and therefore this law forbids the
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worship of any being which is not God, be it saint or angel,
or the g’lrgm ilary; how excellent and perfect creatures so-
ever they be, they are not our God, and therefore must not be
worshipped. If we must worship, and serve God only, as our
Saviour expressly tells us, and that we must worship no crea-
ture whatever it be, the worship of saints and angels is as
expressly forbid by this law as the worship of the heathen
gods; for that law which commands us to worship God only,
excludes the worship of all creatures, whatever they be.

But may not the meaning of this law be only this, that we
must not give supreme and sovereign worship to any other
being but the supreme God, but we may give an inferior degree
of worship to some excellent spirits, who under God have the
care of us? And is not this plainly signified in the very letter
of the law, when it says, * Thou sl:ﬁ:uhave none other gods
before me ?””  For no other worship makes any bemg a god
but that which is supreme and sovereign, refpecuhm and appro-
priate to the one supreme God ; and therefore not to have any
other being for our god, is not to give supreme and sovereign
worship to it. Now what that worship is, which is peculiar
and appropriate to the supreme God, I shall discourse parti-
cularly in the second ﬂart; our present inluiryis, whether
this law makes any such distinction? The law says,  Thou
shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou
serve.”” Here is no distinction between supreme and subordi-
nate worship ; whatever is an act of worship must be given
to God only. But the law says, *“ Thou shalt have no other
gods before me,” and therefore it must signify supreme and
sovereign worship, for no other degree of worship makes a

d. Did the heathens then worship no inferior gods? Did

ose who worshipped so many several gods, look upon them
all as supreme and absolute? Or, were they so senseless as to

ive supreme and sovereign worship to inferior deities? Or,

es not this law forbid the worship of those gods whom the
heathens worshipped as inferior demons, but only the worship
of those gods whom they accounted supreme and sovereign?
If this law forbids the worship of all heathen gods ; and it
is certain that they worshipped a t many gods, whom
they did not account supreme, then there can be no place for
this distinction here ; for such an inferior worship as makes
an inlf;arior god, is as well forbid, as supreme and sovereign
worship.

The law says, “Thou shalt have none other gods before
me;” or besides me: which, as I observed before, does not ex-
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clude the worship of the supreme God, but forbids the wor-
ship of any other being together with him. The meaning is
not, Thou shall not renounce my worship for the worship of
any other gods, but, Thou shalt worship me, and no other de
besides me. Now I would only ask this question, whether a Jew
who worshipped the God of Israel, who declared himself to-
be the supreme God, could give supreme worship to any other
god? ’l’giaisoontmrytothesense of all mankind, to
worship him as supreme whom they do not believe to be su-
preme. And therefore when God forbade them to join the
worship of any other gods with the worship of himself, he
must forbid all kinds and degrees of worship, even the most in-
ferior worship, which the heathens paid to their inferior deities.

If you say, that God did indeed forbid all kinds and de-

of worship to be paid to the heathen gods, which were
impure and wicked spirits; but still it is lawful to pay an in-
ferior worship to saints and angels, who are the friends of
God : I answer, the law makes no distinction between the
worship of good and bad spirits, and therefore as far as this
law is concerned, we must exther deny this inferior worship to
all, or t it to all. If this law does not forbid giving in-
ferior Ezg:ees of worship to other beings, then it does not
forbid the inferior worship of heathen gods; that may be
faulty upon other accounts, but is no breach of this law, and
then the heathens were not guilty of idolatrilin worshipping
their inferior demons with an inferior worship. If ths law
does forbid even this inferior degree of worship, then it forbids
the worship of good spirits too, though with an inferior
worship, which transforms true saints and angels into false and
fictitious deities.

But I have another argument to prove, that this law can
have no respect to the different degrees of worship. The
Roman doctors themselves grant, that the difference between
supreme and subordinate or inferior worship, does not consist
in the outward act, for that all or most of the external acts of
worship may belong to both kinds, they except indeed sacri-
fice, but contrary to the sense of all men; for the heathens
offered sacrifice to their inferior deities, as well as to the su-
preme ; and there is no imaginable reason to be assigned, whi)i
sacrifice, as well as prayer, may not be an-act of inferior as we
as of supreme worship. The difference then between supreme
and inferior worship is only in the intention and devotion of the

worshippers, and no man can by the external act know whether
13- Lo cunreme or inferior v-~~1in.  Now feam hence T thug
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argue : if the worship forbidden by this law be such as can be
known by the external act, then this law can have no regard to
the degrees of worship, for the degrees of worship are notin the
external act, but in the mind of the worship{)er, which cannot
be known by external acts. Now that the law did forbid the
external acts of worship, without any regard to the intention
of the worshipper, appears in this, that this idolatrous wor-
ship was to be punished with death, Deut. xiii. 6, 7, &c. and
therefore it must be such external idolatry as falls under the
cognizance of human judicatures. Had there been any re-
gard to the degrees of worship, no man could have been con-
victed of idolatry by the external act, and could not have
been liable to pnnishment, unless he had confessed his inten-
tion of giving supreme worship to a false god ; and so this
law of putting such idolaters to death, had signified nothing,
because it had been impossible for them to convict any man of
idolatry, but by his own confession; but when the external
act, which is visible to all men, is sufficient to convict any
man of idolatry, it is next to a demonstration, that the law
had no respect to the degrees, but to the acts of worship.

And that our Saviour in that law, “Thou shalt worship the
Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve,” had no d
to the different degrees of worship, I have already proved at
large ; for allowing that distinction, he had not given a good
answer to the devil’s temptation.

Thus as for their distinction between absolute and relative
worship, that though we must not worship any creature, the
most excellent saints and angels, for themselves, yet we may
worship them upon account of that relation they have to God ;
that is, we may worship them for God’s sake, though not for
their own ; I find no intimation of any such distinction in the
law. We there are commanded to have no other gods, to
worship God and him only, which excludes saints and angels
from being the object of our worship, as well as devils.

2. But possibly it may be said, that though the law takes
no notice of such distinctions, yet the Scripture in the ex-
Plication of this law, may make many allowances for it. Now,
in answer to this, I only desire to know, where the Scripture
has made such distinction between worshipping and
evil spirits, the enemies and rivals, or the friends of God, be-
tween supreme and subordinate, absolute or relative worship ?
I can find no such distinctions in Scripture, and I have a
material reason to believe no such can be found, vie. because
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there was no occasion for them. The Scripture no where
allows us to give any kind of worship to any creature, and
therefore there was no need to distinguish between the kinds
and degrees of worship.

The most material thing that can be said in this cause is
this : that when the Scripture mentions this law of worshi
ping one God, it opposes it to the worship of the false
of the heathens (Deut. vi. 13, 14. chap. xii. 7), from whence
some may conclude, that God forbade the worship only of
these false gods. But we must consider, that the law is con-
ceived in such general terms, as to exclude the worship of all
beings besides the supreme God ; but it could not be tﬁought,
that God should at that time immediately apply this law
against the worshlﬁ‘of any other beings, but those which were
at that time worshipped in the world. If God gives a law
which forbids the worsh1 of all beings besides himself; and
particularly applies this law to prohibit the worship of all
those gods which were then worshlm in the world, wijl any
one in their wits hence conclude, if the folly and super-
stition of men should set up a new race and generation of
gods in after ages, that the worship of these new gods is not
as well forbidden by this general law, as the worship of those

gods which were worshipped at that time when this law was
ngen? If this were true, possibly Pagan Rome itself was not

Ity of idolatry ; for most, if not all their gods, might be
of later date than the giving of the law.

3. Now since no such distinctions as these appear in Scrip-
ture, it is impossible they should justify the worship of saints
and angels, which is so expressly forbidden by the law, if we
will acknowledge them to be distinct beings from the supreme
God ; for if they are not the supreme God, we must not worship
them, for we must worship none but God. No distinctions
can justify us in this case, but such as God himself makes ;
for otherwise it were easy to distinguish away any law of God.
Human laws will admit of no distinctions but such as they
make themselves; for a distinction does either confine and
ltmten,ore the law; and he who has power to dis-

tinguish upon a law, has so far power to make it. If the law
says, that we shnll worship no other being besides God,
and we have power, if we have but wit enough to invent
some new distinctions, between the worship of good and bad
spirits, between supreme and subordinate, absolute and relative
worship, this makes a new law of it: for it is one thing to
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say, “Thou shalt worship God only,” and quite contrary to
say, “Thou shalt worship God only and good spirits ; God
with a supreme and absolute, good spirits with a subordinate
and relative worship.”” This, I think, is sufficient to shew,
that we must admit of no distinctions upon a Divine law, but
what the Scripture itself owns: and therefore since those
distinctions, with which the Church of Rome justifies her
worship of saints and angels, are no where to {m found in
Scripture, they have no authority against an express law.

4. The next course the Papists take to justify their creature-
worship, in contradiction to that law, which expressly com-
mands us to worship none but God, is an appeal to such
authorities, as they think sufficient to decide this matter.

Now I shall not say much to this, for I believe all mankind
will acknowledge, that no authority less than Divine, can repeal
a Divine law; and therefore, unless God himself, or such
persons as act by a Divine authority, have repealed this law,
no other authority can do it. That Christ and his Apostles
have not repealed this law, I have already proved; that the
whole Churcﬁ in after ages had any authority to repeal this law,
I desire them to prove.

For the authority of the Church, as to the essentials of faith
and worship, is not the authority of lawgivers, but of witnesses.
The Churcﬂ never pretended, in former ages, to make or to
repeal any Divine laws, but to declare and testify what the
belief and practice of the Primitive and Apostohc Churches

“was; and it is unreasonable to think, that they should have
any such authority ; for then Christ and his Apostles preached
the Gospel to little purpose, if it were in the power of the
Church to make a new Gospel of it when they pleased.

But indeed could it appear, that the Apostles did teach the
Christians of that age, and the Church in those ages which
immediately succeeded the Apostles did practise the worship
of saints and angels, we should have reason to suspect, that
we, and not they, are mistaken in the sense of that law, which
commands us to worship none but God.

But then none can be admitted as competent witnesses of
this matter, but those who did immediately succeed the
Apostles, or conversed with Apostolical men and Churches.
And thanks be to God, there is no appearance of creature-
worship in those ages; we dare appeai) to the testimony of
Fathers and Councils for above 300 years; and those who
come after, come a little too late to be witnesses of what was
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done in the Apostolic Churches ; especially when all the inter-
mediate ages knew nothing of it. I shall not fill up this
discourse with icular citations, which learned men know
where to find ; since the Roman doctors can find nothing in
the writings of the first Fathers to justify the worship of saints
and angels ; and the Protestant writers find a great deal in
those ages against it.

Indeed at the latter end of the fourth century, some of the
Fathers used some rhetorical apostrophes to the saints and
martyrs in their orations, which the Church of Rome inter-

rets to be prayers to them ;* but though other learned men
£ave vindicated those passages so far, as to shew the vast
difference between them, and solemn and formal invocations,
which is not my business at this time, yet there are several
things very well worth our observation towards the true stating
of this matter.

1. That thesé Fathers came too late to be witnesses of the
Apostolical practice, which they could know no otherwise than
we might know it, if there had been any such thing, viz. by
the testimony and practice of the Church, from the Apostles
till that time : this was no where pretended by them, that the
invocation of saints had been the practice of the catholic
Church in all ages, and they could have no proof of this, unless
they had better records of former times than we have at this
day, and such as contradicted all the records which we now
have of the Apostolic and Primitive Churches; and I believe
few men will be so hardy as to assert this; and methinks there
should be as few who are so credulous as to believe it; and I
am sure there is no man living who is able to prove it.

2. Nay, the particular sayings of these Fathers, by which
the Romanists prove the invocation of saints, do not prove
that it was the judgment and practice of the Church of that
age. They no where say that it was; and it does not appear
to be so by any other records. Let them shew me any Council
before, or in those times when these Fathers lived, that is, in
the fourth century, which decreed the worship of saints and
angels. Let them nl{)roduce any illlblic offices of religion in
those days, which allow this worship; and if no such thi
appears, those men must be very well prepared to believe this,
who will, without any other evidence, judge of the practice of
the Church, only from some extravagant flight of poets and

® See Bishop Usher’s Answer to the Jesuit’s Challenge.

S
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orators: and if, even in those days, the worship of saints was
not received into the public offices of the Church, methinks
we may as well live without it still, and they must either grant
that tgese Fathers, whose authority they allege, meant no
such thing by these rhetorical flourishes, as they extract out
of them, or else that they introduced a new and unknown
worship into the Christian Church ; and then let them prove,
that some few Fathers of the fourth century, without the
public authority of the Church, had authority enough of their
own to change the object of worship, contrary, as the Church
in former ages believed, to an express Divine law, which com-
mands us to worship none but God.

3. Nay, I further observe, that these Fathers, whose autho-
rity is urged for the invocation of saints by the Church of
Rome, do no where dogmatically and positively assert the
lawfulness of praying to saints and angels, and many Fathers
of the same age do positively deny the lawfulness of it ; which
is a plain argument, that it was not the judgment and practice
of the Church in that age, and a good reasonable presumption
that these Fathers never intended any such thing in what they
said, how liable soever their words may be to be expounded to
such a sense.

Gregory Nazianzen, indeed, in his book against Julian the
Apostate, speaks to the soul of Constantius in this manner ;
“Eea.r, O thou soul of great Constantius (if thou hast any
sense of these things),” &. But will you call this a prayer
to Constantius? Does this Father any where assert in plain
terms, that it is lawful to pray to saints departed? A
hundred such sayings as these, which are no prayers to saints,
cannot prove the lawfulness of praying to saints against the
constant doctrine of the Fathers of that age. Thus, in his
funeral oration for his sister Gorgonia,* he bespeaks her to
this purpose, ¢ that if she knew what he was now a doing, and
if holy souls did receive this favour from God to know such
matters as these, that then she would kindly accept that
oration which he had made in her praise, instead of other
funeral obsequies.” Is this a prayer to Gorgonia to intercede
for him with God? By no means! He only desires if she
heard what he said of her (which he was not sure she did),
that she would take it kindly. Whereas in that very age,

® Greg. Naz. Orat. 2. [11.] in Gorg. [vol. 1. p. 190. Par. 1630.]
VOL. VI. L
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the Fathers asserted,*  that we must pray only to God ;” and
therefore they define prayer by its relation to God ; *that
prayer is a request of some good things, made by devout souls
to God ; that it is a conference with God ; that it is a request
offered with supplication to God > Which is a very imperfect
definition of prayer, were it lawful to pray to any other being
besides God.

St. Austin tells us,t that when the names of the martyrs
were rehearsed in their public liturgies, “it was not to invoke
them, or pray to them, but only for an honourable remem-
brance ;” nay, he expressly tells us, “that the worship of dead
men must be no part of our religion; for if they were pious
men, they do not desire this kind of honour, but would have
us worship God : Honorandi ergo sunt propter imitationem,
non adorandi propter religionem ;°1 they are to be honoured
for our imitation, not to be adored with an act of religion.

The Council of Laodicea condemned the worship of angels;
and so does Theodoret, (Bcumenius, and others of that age.
It is notoriously known, that the Arians were condemned as
guilty of idolatry for worshipping Christ, whom they would
not own to be the true God, though they owned him to be far
exalted above all saints and angels, and to be as like to God as
it is possible for any creature to be : and those who upon these
principles, condemned the worship of the most perfect and
excellent creature; could never allow the worship of saints and

angels.

%; that though the worship of saints and angels did begin
about this time to creep into the Church, yet it was opposed
by these pious and learned Fathers, and condemned in the first
and smallest appearances of it ; which shews that this was no
catholic doctrine and practice in that age, much less that it
had been so from the Apostles; and I think, after this time,
there was no authority in the Church to alter the object of
worship, nor to justify such an innovation as the worship
saints and angels, in opposition to the express law of God.

. * Basil, Orat. in Jul. [Hpoeevxn loriv airnow dyaboi mwapd T&Y
sboeav elg Oedv yowouevs.. Hom, in Mart. Julit. p. 49. vol. ii. Par.
1839.] Martyr. Greg. Naz. Orat. 1. de Oratione. {Ibid. p. l.% Chrys. in
Genes. Homil. 30. ['H ydp edys) Sidhekic dorr mpic rdv Ody, p. 351.
vel. iv. Paris, 1835.]

1 Aug. De Civit. Dei, 1. 22. cap. 10. [p. 1073. vol. vii. Paris, 1838.]
3 8§6l]dm de Vera. Religione, cap. 55. [p. 1267. N. 112. vol. i, Par.
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The sum of this argument is this: since there is an express
law against the worship of any other being besides the supreme
God, the Lord Jehovah, which never was expressly repealed,
whatever plausible reasons may be urged for the worship of
saints and angels, they cannot justify us in acting contrary to
an express law of God. '

L2
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A DISCOURSE

CONCERNING
THE NATURE OF IDOLATRY :

IN WHICH THE CHARGE OF IDOLATRY IS MADE GOODP
AGAINST THOSE OF THE CHURCH OF ROME.

THE PREFACE.

WEeRE we to judge of the merits of a book merely by the
good opinion wi))ich the author seems to have of it, we might
reasonably believe that the Discourse concerning the Nature of
Idolatry, which I amn about to consider, was not only set forth
in defence of a truly infallible Church, but that the author of
it thought himself delivering nothing but oracles all the while
he was composing of it.

If his reasons had borne proportion to the nature of his
attempt, we should easily have forgiven him, or rather we
should have thanked him, no less than the gentlemen of the
Roman communion would have done in such a case. He
does indeed treat men with contempt, whom all the world
knows to be above his contempt ; nor can I believe him to be
go singular as not to know it himself; but yet had he reasoned
well, we had yielded to him ; for an overbearing spirit in an
adversary neither makes us to submit to a bad argument, nor
to resist a good one,

It seemed something strange, that that author should think
to trample upon us now, for pretending that the Church of
Rome has defined transubstantiation as it is understood by us ;
and that she has established an idolatrous worship in her com-
munion : for not only the greatest persons of the Reformed
religion have brought this charge against her, but to the truth
of it himself has subscribed in his time. But it was much
more amazing to find so new a confidence supported by argu-
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ments so weak, that it is not without reason that some of the
Roman communion are said to complain  that they have been
betrayed, rather than defended by him.”

How unsuccessfully he has managed his deﬁﬁe:f expound-
ing transubstantiation, has been shewn in a Discourse,

roving transubstantiation to be the peculiar doctrine of the
%hurch of Rome, and in the Preface to the Examination of
the New Articles of the Roman Creed by Catholic Tradition.
If I make it appear that he has miscarried as much in the
point of idolatry, his theological part will then be considered ;
and for the rest, we do not by any means presume to meddle
with it.

As for the subject which I have undertaken, one would have
thought that a man who resolved to despise all that had ever
written upon it, and not according to his opinion, should have
taken care, if not to produce something that could not be -
snswered, yet at least not to offer any thing that had been
already confuted. '

But on the contrary, this author, after all his noise, has for
the most part been only an humble transcriber of the old ex-
ploded pretences ; and which I may truly say, were much
more strongly, as well as more modestly urged by Dr. Godden
against his learned adversary. And when I ‘consider how
much more roughly this author uses him, than that doctor
did, I am apt to think it might in some measure proceed from
the sense he had, that Dr. 8t. in discovering the sophistry of
his old antagonist, had beforehand confuted whatever this new
one could find out again to revive the controversy.

And for this, I shall leave the following Discourse to be my
evidence ; and of which I shall say no more here, than that
in his own phrase, p. 135, “I have delivered my judgment,
as I will answer for my integrity to God and the world.”
But now there is another thing, which I ought not in this
place to pass by. It has been insinuated by this hot reasoner,
as no small crime in us, that we charge the Church of Rome
with idolatry : “ Not only (says he, p. 72, 73) because of the
falseness of the calumny, but the barbarous consequence that
may follow upon it, to incite and warrant the rabble, whenever
opportunity favours, to destroy the Roman Catholics and their
images, as the Israelites were commanded to destroy the
Canaanites and their idols.” And in p. 73, 74, he tells us,
““that this charge of idolatry has ever been set up as the
standard against monarchy.”
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There are many more of the like kind, in which
he exercises his gift of el : for I dare say he never
learnt it, unless he has in his time studied to intitate a tempest ;
for I know not what other original he could propound to him-
self. This style is the fittest in the world to his purpose, and
will perha; a copy for the future to them that intend to

neither according to charity nor truth, which are ever
best heard in a calm.

But however, if this too were for the declaration of his
judgment, we will no more complain of the violence of his ex-
pressions, than we do of the force of his arguments: only I
would beg leave to say, that he should have been sure he
could discharge the Church of Rome of that guilt, before he
bad fixed a mark of calumny upon the whole body of the
Reformed, who accuse them of it : lest when men examine his
proofs, and find them defective, they be tempted to retort the
censure, especially considering with what freedom and violence
he has been pleased to lay it upon us.

But now for his great fear that this should incite the rabble
to any violence against those of the other communion, I dare
venture to say, there is not the least reason to be at all appre-
hensive of it. He knows very well, how free the Christians of
the first three centuries were in laying the very same charge
against the Gentile world ; and yet we do not find that they
ever shewed themselves either the less obedient to their empe-
rors, or less charitable to their neighbours, upon the account
of it. And though I am verily persuaded that the Romanists,
in the invocation of saints, and in the worship of images and
relics and of the host, are guilty of idolatry ; yet I thank
God, I am not conseious to myself of one disloyal thought to
my king, or of the least uncharitableness towards any of my
eoqmmen, who differ from me in these particulars.

what I can thus truly profess in my own behalf, I
doubt not but I may do for all others the true and genuire
members of the Church of England ; and who, by being such,
must, I am sure, by principle, be both obedient subjects and
charitable Christians. As for this author, he has made as
broad a sign that he intends to leave us, by insinuating that
the charge of idolatry ought to be followed with blows, as blvl
his concern not to have idolatry charged upon the Churc
of Rome. We who do protest against certain practices as
idolatrous, do also protest against violating either loyalty or
charity, upon the account of religion. This author, it seems,
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likes us neither upon one account, nor the other; or this at
least is to be said, that he has been thus long of our com-
munion, and has not all this while understood what we teach
concerning a Christian’s duty to his neighbour.

Did we indeed profess that of idolatry, which some others
do of heresy, that it is a sufficient ground for the excommuni-
cating of a king, and absolving his subjects of their allegiance ;
had we ever been eanght, not in Otesian conspiracies, but in
real plots against our sovereign upon this account, there might
then have been just cause for such an insinuation. But whilst
our principles are go loyal, that we have even been laughed at
for our asserting them, and that too by some of those who
would now be thought so zealous for their prince’s safety; it
was a very unreasonsable apgrehension, to think that the charge
of idolatry (and that too begun in the time of a prince, of
whom it was mis‘i)risi:);: of treasohn but to say that he was
guilty of it) should in the bottom have been the design against
the mona.rlhy, which we have so often dech.red,es;gs in the
very person of our present king have shewn, we think ourselves
obliged to support, whatever his religion be who is to sit upon
the throne.

And for what concerns our brethren of the Roman com-
munion, it is well known, that we are not of those who de-
stroy men for conscience-sake. We have never been infamous
either for Parisian massacres, or military conversions. They
are others who have ruined at once both the churches and
the servants of the living God, out of zeal for their religion.
We have indeed taken care to remove the idols out of our
Israel ; but for the worshippers of them, if they have suffered
any thing, it has not been for their idolatry, but for that which
shews there is something else more dangerous to the English
monarchy than this charge.

The truth is, when I consider how heinous a suggestion this
is, and what little foundation there is, either from our prin-
ciples or our practices, to support it, I am under some tempta-
tion to reply to this author, as an ancient Father once did to a
heathen, who accused them of such cruelties and filthiness in
their ceremonies, as none but themselves were capable of com-
mitﬁng: ““ Nemo hoc potest credere, nisi qui possit audere.”*

And this I hope may serve for my excuse, if I have at this
time appeared in defence of a charge, in which every true

¥ Minut. Felix. Oct. p. 34.
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member of the Church of England is so highly concerned ;
and for which all orders and degrees among us have been so
contemptuously exploded by this author. Or if I must still
be content to bear the censure of such as he, I shall at least
comfort myself in this, that I can fall under no reproach, but
what must at the same time reflect upon all the great names
of the Primitive Christian Church: with whom I had rather
suffer the reflections of a few of our own communion,
than flourish with them, and gain their applauses.

To say the truth, when such learned defenders of our Church
are struck at, and that in so impetuous a manner, as that
most deservedly esteemed person he has so often mentioned,
and I think never without something to raise his repute
amongst honest and judicious men ; I should be even ashamed
not to be ill-spoken of by such a one at the same time, if I
had had the honour of his acquaintance.

As for what concerns the charge itself, I shall leave it to any
one to judge whether, if the Roman Church be indeed guilty
of what we say it is, we can discharge our duty either towards
God or our neighbour, as we ought to do, without endeavour-
ing to convince them of their danger. And when others are so
zealous for the reputation of a few men, “whose breath is in
their nostrils” (p. 80), sure we may be excused if we express
some jealousy for the honour of that God who has made both
them and us.

It is indeed a most deplorable spectacle to consider whither
blind superstition, and a zeal not according to understanding,
has been able to carry otherwise good and pious men. Nor is
it the least of my wonder, to consider persons whose learning
I admire, and whose sincerity I am unwilling to question, yet
either by the prejudice of education, or by some other causes
to me unknown, so biassed in their affections to the grossest
errors that the most plain and convincing arguments have not
been able to prevail upon them.

Itis hardly to be believed, but that they are themselves the
]Cmblishers of their own doings, that in the clear light of

hristianity, men should be so blind as to contend for giving
religious worship to their fellow-creatures, and set up senseless
images to be joined in the very same act of divine adoration
with the great God, the Creator of heaven and earth.* And
I would to God their impiety had stopped here ; but indeed

* Vasquez in 3 Part. D. Th. q. 25. Disp. 110.
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it has ﬁone much farther ; they have found out ways, how not
only all other things, animate and inanimate, may be warrant-
ably adored with divine adoration, but even the devil himself
be worshipped without sin, by virtue of a good intention to
honour God, and not certainly knowing it to be the devil.
And if we may believe a man in his own case, one of them
once went much farther: he made no scruple to worship the
devil, whom he knew to be so, and that without taking any
care (for ought appears by his relation) to terminate his
worship finally upon God. And because it is indeed a singular
instance, to shew to what "extravagance such principles as we
oppose are apt to carry indiscreet votaries, I will, to avoid all
suspicion of falsehood, give you a short account of it in his
own words.

Father Gauffre * being sent for to exorcise a terrible devil
called Arfaxa, which was got into the foot of Sister Bonaven-
ture, a nun, she earnestly prayed him that he would confess
her; for, as the Father observes, the devil had a particular
desire to speak to him. After some discourse had passed
betwixt them, and they began to understand one another a
little better, ¢ I threw myself (says the Father) upon my knees
before him, telling him that my design was to confound my

ride by that of the devil’s, and to learn humility of them that
ﬁad none. The devil, enraged to see me in that posture, told
me that he had received a command to prevent me. But
when I continued, for all that, to humble myself before him,
he thought to take advantage of it, and told me, Thou doest
this to adore me.” I replied, Villain, thou art too infamous,
I consider thee as the creature of my God, and the object of
his wrath, and therefore I will submit myself to thee, though
thou dost not deserve it: and for that very reason I will
immediately kiss thy feet. The devil, surprised at this action,
hindered me. Upon which I conjured him to tell me, as far as
he could guess at it, what the will of God was, whether that
I should kiss his feet or he mine? He answered, ‘Thou
knowest what motion God gives thee ; follow that.’ Imme-
diately I threw myself upon the ground and kissed his feet :
at which he was in a rage ; and then I commanded him, by the

* Recit veritable de ce qui s’est fait et passé dans Exorcismes de
plusieurs Religieuses de la Ville de Louciers, en Presence de Monsieurle
Penitentier d’Evreux, et de Monsieur le Gauffre, p. 30, 31. This book
was printed at Paris, anno 1643, with permission.
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relics of Father Bernard, to kiss mine ; which he did aceord-
ingly with great readiness. After this I continued upon my
knees before him for about half a quarter of an hour.”

And now when these things are publicly taught and done
in the Roman Church, is it not high time for us to speak, and
to assert the honour of God, and the purity of his religion ?
Shall others, without scruple, maintam and propagate their
errors ; and shall it be a crime in us, even when attacked. in
the most violent manner, to defend the truth? Nay, but let
God be served, though all the world be dissatisfied.

In the meantime, whilst forced by these considerations to
assert our religion, we pursue these examinations, be it your
parts (for whose sake we principally labour) to encourage our
endeavours by a firm adherence to that form of sacred doctrine
which you have received. As you have hitherto maintained
an unreproveable zeal for your profession, so go on more and
more to ““ contend earnestly for the faith that was once delivered
to the saints,” Jude ver. 3. And above all, be careful to
adorn your holy religion with a suitable practice, *that they
may be ashamed, who falsely accuse your good conversation in
Christ,” | Pet. iii. 16. Ig:)r so is the will of God, that with
well doing ye should put to silence the ignorance of foolish
men,” chap. ii. 15. Let the same mind be in us, which was
also in those primitive Christians before-mentioned. Let us
boldly assert tge truth, as those who know what account they
are one day to give unto God for it; but let us also be
charitable towards our neighbours, Matth. v. 44. And if
they will rather be esteemed our enemies, let us remember
that even under that name we are yet to love them. Let us
still be careful to maintain the character of the best subjects,
as we have long asserted the most loyal principles ; that as the
prosperity of our king makes up a considerable part of our
daily prayers, so by a sincere discharge of all humble obedience
towards him, he may be convinced of the malice of those who
would insinuate any false suggestions against us ; and effectuall
see that, excepting only our duty towards God, we are muc]
more forward and ready to do his Majesty effectual service,
than any man can be, whose loyalty is not supported by
religion.
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CHAP. L

In which the charge of Idolatry, whick we bring against those
of the Churck of Rome, is freed from those odious imputa-
tions that have been of late suggested against it.

IT may possibly appear to some not a little surprising, that
a Churcg vI:i)lich z;al?e}; no scruple of practising what is idola-
trous, should yet be so very unwilling to lie under the imputa-
tion of it : there is nothing in all our disputes with those of the
other communion, which they would be thought so highly to
resent as this : the very mention of it has seemed to scandalize
them ; and if heat and confidence could have borne us down,
they had long since effectually delivered themselves from all
suspicion of it.

. It is not my business to inquire into the reasons of this pro-
ceeding, and which, when duly considered, will be found to
have nothing in it but what is exceeding natural. Men are
always more forward to do ill things than to avow them, or
to own them under their proper names: *Idolatry,” says our
author, “ is a scandalous charge.” By his leave the charge
is not always scandalous, though the crime be ever so, and the
charge reputed scandalous by them who are charged with it.
Though a Church that does countenance the commission of it,
may by subtle arguments and bold denials keep up its reputa-
tion well enough amongst those who are resolved at any rate
to believe her, yet it were impossible she should long support
her interest, should she freely avow the doing of it.

But of all the methods that have been made use of to put a
stop to this charge, there has been none so surprising as what
this author has here found out ; and could he but have made it
good, I am persuaded there would not have been any more
effectual. He represents it as inconsistent, nof only with the

rinciples of charity towards our neighbour, but even of
oyalty towards our prince, p. 71, &. And makes the very
mention of it to be little less than a setting up of the standard
against monarchy, p. 74. And yet he is not so unacquainted
with the principles and dispositions of those of the Church of
England, as not to know that next to our solicitude for the
honour of God, there are no two things in the world we value
ourselves more upon than that character we have so justly
obtained, of teaching the best measures both of duty to our
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king, and of love and kindness and charity towards one
another.

I must therefore, before I proceed to vindicate our notion of
idolatry, first say somewhat to remove this qreat prejudice
that has been offered against it : and this I shall do,

1. By considering upon what weak grounds this author has
undertaken to insinuate these crimes against us.

II. By shewing what horrible consequences would follow
Jrom it, should what he pretends indeed be true.

1. Of the weak grounds upon whick ke has undertaken to
insinuate such things against us. .

Now all that he has to say for this odious charge, if taken
out of his turbulent and declamatory style, is but this (pp-
71, 72, 73.) : “ That idolatry is a sin very heinous to God, and
which he therefore, under the law, commanded to be punished
with death.” This is the sum of what he has dilated upon in
three whole pages; and against this I have many things to
except. For, )

1. What if idolatry be a damnable sin, may we not there-
fore say without uncharitableness, that those are guilty of it,
whom we effectually prove to be so? Must we therefore
become men’s enemies because we tell them the truth? I am
sure a very little charity would have taught him to have made
a better conclusion ; nor can I imagine what greater instance
of my affection I could shew my best friend, if I saw him in
such a course, as I thought would render him eternally miser-
able, than to tell him freely of the danger of his sin, and press
him with the best reasons I had to persuade him to forsake it.

It may be he will say, he does not deny but that we may
charge men with great sins, provided that they be truly guilty
of them : but yet that the heinousness of this crime should
make us careful not to do it, but upon very good grounds ; for
to this purpose I find he sometimes expresses himself:  So
black a crime as this (says he, p. 73.) is not lightly to be
charged on any party of Christians.” And again (p. 73),
‘ Before so bloody an indictment be preferred against the
greatest party of Ceristendom, the nature of the thing ought
to be very well understood.”” And if this be all he means we
readily acknowledge the reasonableness of it: but then he
ought not to fly out into such tragical common-places against
us, for charging the Church of Rome with idolatry; but to
come close to the point, and shew that we have not sufficient
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grounds for what we do, (p. 70, 71.) If those whom we
accuse of this crime be indeed innocent of it, whether God
had commanded idolaters to be stoned under the law, or not,
we could not justify our charging of them with it : but if our
arguments do prove them guilty, the heinousness of the sin,
and the danger of it, may be a good motive to dispose them
seriously to weigh our al{egations, but I am sure it can lay no
obligation upon us not to impute it to them.

2. As to the other insinuation (p. 71), “That God com-
manded idolaters under the law to be put to death :”’ and for
proof of which, we have two long passages transcribed out of
Exodus and Deuteronomy: what would he infer from it ?
Would he prove to us, that therefore they ought to be put to
death by us under the Gospel too? Does he look upon these
precepts as obligatory to us now? If so, I dare be bold to
say, he has done more in one single page, to stir up the people
against the Romanists and their images (p. 72, 73), than all
those popular divines he so complains of, in all the books
they have ever written upon this subject. And yet this must be
his meaning, if it has any meaning at all. For to examine this
matter a little more closely : “ God (he says) commanded the
Israelites in Deut. xiii. 6—10 : ¢ If thy brother, the son of thy
mother, or thy son, or thy daughter, or the wife of thy bosom,
or thy friend which is as thine own soul, entice thee secretly,
saying, Let us go and serve other gods, &c. thou shalt not
consent unto him, nor hearken unto E?.m, neither shall thine .
eye pity him; but thou shalt surely kill him: thine hand
shalt be first upon him to put him to death, and afterward
the hand of all the people. And thou shalt stone him with
stones that he die.’”” Now either he looks upon this precept
as still in force, and would hereby insinuate to the people,
that it is their duty, if they think the Romanists guilty of
idolatry, utterly to destroy them ; and this is certainly one of
the most seditious, as weﬁ' as one of the most false suggestions
in the world ; or if he does not believe this command obliga-
tory to us now, nor would insinuate any such thing by the
repetition of it, what impertinence must it be to say, that we
cannot in charity charge the Church of Rome with idolatry,
because God commanded heretofore under the law, that all
those that were guilty of it should be put to death.

But though these kind of precepts do not oblige us now,
yet may not such a charge be apt to stir up the deluded rab-
ble to think so (p. 72); and so upon occasion encourage
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them to destroy the Roman Catholics and their images, as the
Israelites were commanded to destroy the Canaanites and
their idols? Answer, Yes; provided there were but a few
such orators as himself among them, to fill their heads with
such notions as these, and never tell them the impertinence of
them. For instance: that these were only the political laws
of the Jews, and therefore can no more warrant us now to do
any violence to our neighbour, upon any such pretence, than
because the Jews were commanded to do no work upon the
Sabbath day, Numb. xv. 32, &c. we may therefore lawfully
stone any one we see gathering a few sticks upon it. But if
the question be, Whether the charge of idolatry, as it is
managed by us against the Church of Rome, may not be
apt to cause any such mischief? Isay, it is not; and that for
these reasons: For,

1. Let him examine all our books of controversy, and see if
he can find any of these old laws produeed, much less insisted
upon and enforced by us, to mislead the people into such
desperate mistakes: on the contrary, we take all occasions to
declare to them, that no pretences of this kind can warrant us
so much as to withdraw our affection from those who differ from
us: that the Jews indeed esteemed themselves allowed to hate
their enemies, Matth. v. 43, &c. that is, those who were not of
the same religion with themselves, but worshipped other

ds; and more especially those Canaanites, whom we are
told it pleased God to destrog from off the face of the earth
for their idolatry, (p. 72.) But that our Saviour Christ has
utterly forbid us to make any such distinction, Matth. v.44 : «I
say unto you, love your enemies, bless them that curse you,
do good to them that hate you, and pray for them that de-
spitefully use you, and persecute you.” We set before them
the examples of the primitive Christians; with what charity
they behaved themselves towards the Gentiles among whom
they lived ; with what an humble obedience they submitted
themselves to their idolatrous emperors,* and underwent the
most cruel persecutions for their religion’s sake, even when
they had power sufficient to have asserted their faith, and to
have destroyed both the idolaters and their idols together.
And by these maxims we exhort them to walk ; and accordin,
to these it is that we both now do, and I am persuaded Ghlﬁ
always behave ourselves with all Christian charity towards

* Tertul, Apol.
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those of the Roman communion, notwithstanding we both be-
lieve them to be guilty of idolatry, and charge them accord-
ingly. But,

2. We do not only tell them, that those kind of laws are
now no longer in force, and that therefore we may not by
virtue of them presume to run into any violence against our
brethren: but we teach them moreover (what yet more shews
the impertinent malice of his suggestion), that they never were
intended, even under the Jewish state, to be in force against
such idolaters as they of the Church of Rome are. It is
manifest to every one that has impartially considered the
notion of idolatry, in the Old Testament, that there were two
very different kinds of it : 1. One whereby they totally :gos-
tatized from the law, to worship other gods than the God of
Israel ; as when it is said that they fell off to worship st
gods ; 1. e. they renounced the religion established by the law
of Moses, and took in another religion, with all the ceremonies
and sacrifices belonging to it, as the tian, Canaanitish, or
Chaldean : and such as these were concluded under the sen-
tence of the law before-mentioned. 2. But then another sort
of idolatry there was, in which they still pretended to adhere
to the law of Moses, and worship the God of Israel, but yet
after an idolatrous manner, as when Jeroboam set up the two
calves in Dan and Bethel ; parallel to which is that idolatry
with which we charge those of the other communion at this
day. Now in this ease, though we find the Prophets severel
exclaiming sgainst their new altars, yet we do not meet wit,
any enforcement of this precept for putting such idolaters to
death, or that they are any where charged as guilty of it upon
this account.

In short, he that would know how innocent this charge is,
of any of those ill consequences that are here brought against
it, need only look back to the state of the Church in the fﬂa
of Constantine : there he will find our primitive Fathers
accusing the Arians of ido , and sometimes warm eno!
too in their disputes against them : but yet I believe all lge
records of those times will not furnish this author with se
much as one instance of any bishop that ever put the emperor
in mind of this law against them; or so mu/cﬁ as insinuated
to him, that he might warrantably destroy them out of his
dominions for thei‘x!-nis.o . And sure our behaviour towards
thosg. of the Church of Rome, has not been so different from
what theirs was egainst the Arisns, that any such violance
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should be feared from us now, as was never so much as urged
by the hottest opposers of idolatry in those days. )

But, 2ndly, If there be then no good grounds for such in-
sinuations as these, which he has here offered only to render
our charge of idolatry odious, I am sure there is cause enough
upon other accounts, to make them justly be detested by all

men. .

For, 1. Not to say anything of the sad consequences that
may arise from hence, should such insinuations as these ever
be able to gain so much credit with his sacred Majesty, as to
make him entertain that ill opinion of us and our religion, as
we should justly deserve, were we such as we are here repre-
sented to be: can anything be more desperate, than to im-
peach at once the whole body of a great and orthodox Chureh,
of holding principles so inhuman (p. 73), “ As to outdo the
very cannibals themselves ; and for which they have no other

unds than the rude and rash assertions of some popular
gimvines, that have no other measure of truth or zeal, but
hatred to Popery. In short, of maintaining fanatic pretences,
and such as have ever been set up as a standard against
monarchy.” What is this but, in other words, to say, that all
the orders and degrees of men amongst us, that have ever
been concerned iu charging the Church of Rome with idolatry,
our princes and our nobles, the houses of parliament and con-
vocation, as many as concurred either to the approving or
subscribing the Book of Homilies, or to the establishing or
the obeying of the laws made in the last reign, not to say any-
thing of those learned men who have from time to time written
expressly on this subject, were all in plain terms, neither
better nor worse than a pack of unlearned, cruel, barbarous,
cannibal, fanatical, antimonarchical villains.

Certainly a man had need have either a very good cause, or &
ver{l hard forehead, that can have the confidence to pronounce
such a sentence as this, and of which I will say in his own
words (p. 73), “ That how inconsistent soever idolatry nmay
be with salvation, I fear so uncharitable a calumny can be
of no less damnable consequences.” But, however,

2. To allow this great author to take any liberty he pleases
with us: what shall we say as to the primitive Chnstians,
whose examples we follow, by whose principles we manage
this whole controversy, and with whom therefore we must
either stand or fall. Were all they a parcel of seditious fel-
lows too? It cannot be denied, but that those holy men very
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freely charged the Gentiles first, and then the heretica
Christians, the Arians, and others, with idolatry. And the

- passages of those writers, Justin Martyr, Origen, Clemens
Alexandrinus, Tertullian, Cyprian, Athanasius, Greg. Na-
‘zianzen, Epiphanius, Theodoret, and others, have been too
often alleged to need a repetition here. And which ought
not to be forgot, at the time that they did this, the emperors
were themselves of that very religion which they so accused.
Now then, according to this learned gentleman, all these holy
bishops and martyrs were even as bad as we: and antiquity has
been so sottish as to celebrate the praises, and recommend
to us the examples of a long series of factious fanatics, who
for their rudeness to their emperors, and cannibal uncharitable
censures of their brethren, justly deserved all the torments and
persecutions that they underwent. But,

3. Because those that pretend the highest regard to the
authority of the Fathers, can yet easily except against it,
when they are pressed with it, what wxl{ this author say to
that of the Apostles? It cannot reasonably be doubted, but
that St. Paul very well understood the true nature of charity,
who so often and earnestly recommended it to his disciples;
and that he was no friend to any seditious and antimonarchi-
cal principles, I believe his thirteenth chapter to the Romans
will sufficiently demonstrate. Yet behold this very St. Paul
charging the emperor’s religion as idolatrous, exhorting all
men to forsake it as such, and going up and down in all
parts, preaching wherever he came against it, on this account.
And I desire this gentleman to consider with himself what he
can say in defence of this holy Apostle, that shall not vindicate
us too.

So that now then upon the whole it appears, that out of an
.over-eager desire to traduce us, this judicious author has in his
heat exposed all the Christians of the first three hundred
years, the catholics of the following centuries, nay, the blessed
Apostles themselves, besides the whole body of- the Reformed
religion in this and the last age, as the worst of monsters, and
-such as deserve to be esteemed any thing rather than Chris-
tians.

Let those, whose cause he has so unfortunately undertaken

consider this, and I am persuaded they will begin to grow

ashamed of their advocate. And how unjust soever they ma

esteem our charge of idolatry, yet they will not say it is suc

as cannot be maintained against them, without inspiring us at
VOL. VI. M
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the same time with all the horrible impulses of cruelty and bar-
barity against themselves, and of faction and rebellion against
the government, which some men would insinuate.

As for ourselves, we earnestly beseech all those of the
Church of Rome, against whom we at any time advance this
imputation, that they will as candidly consider our arguments
as we can truly profess they are charitably proposed by us;
and whether tlZey shall remain satisfied or not that there is
reason in our charge, yet to give us so much credit with them
at least, as to believe that we think there is, and shall be

¥heartily glad to be convinced that we were mistaken in our
opinion.

CHAP. 1L

In which this Author’s true and only motion of Idolatry is
considered, and the Method laid down for a more particular
Ezamination of it.

I wiLL now take it for granted, that under the shelter of so
great an authority as I have shewn to be equally concerned
with us, in all the scandalous imputations that can be raised
against our charging those of the Church of Rome with
idolatry, I may venture to search a little more particularly into
the nature of it, without being thought either a cannibal or a
fanatic (p. 73, 74), or to have any design of “setting up a
standard against the monarchy” for my so doing; especially
cousidering that ¥ resolve not to encounter any Church or
party of men in the world on this occasion, but merely to shew
that this man’s notion of idolatry, though set off with such
assurance as few writers have ever equalled, is yet, after all,
so far from being supgorted either by Scripture or antiquity,
that it is indeed utterly repugnant to both. And therefore
that the Church of Rome is only vindicated by him from the
charge of an idolatry that no man ever produced against her ;
but for such idolatry as we accuse her of, she may still fall
under the weight of that, for any thing that has here been
offered to the contrary. '

According to this author, idolatry is neither more nor less
than this: ¢ The worship of the heavenly bodies, the sun, the
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moon, and the stars, or any other visible and corporeal deity,
as the supreme God, so as to exclude all sense and apprehen-
sion of a spiritnal and invisible Godhead.”

From whence it follows, that to make a man an idolater,
these three things are required.

1. That ke cast off all sense arnd apprekension of a spiritual
- and invisible Godhead.

II. That he believe there is no other supreme God than
either the sun, moon, or stars, or some other the like visible
and corporeal parts of the world.

II1. That in pursuance of this apprehension, he worship
these visible and corporeal deities as the supreme God.

Now to exclude all sense and apprehension of a spiritual
and invisible Godhead, and to believe no other supreme God
but some visible and corporeal part of the world, in opposition
to a spiritual and invisible Godhead, is, I think, to be an
atheist, though here is much ado to describe him; for to
.helieve none but a visible God, in opposition to an invisible
- onme, and to believe none but a corporeal God, in opposition to
a spiritual God, is to believe no God at all ; unless a man can
suppose a supreme God, without understanding, or any per-
fection whatsoever of a spiritual and invisible natare.

By consequence, for a man with these apprehensions to
worship this God which he has made to himself, is not well
capable of any other construction, than that he takes some
pains, and goes a little way about to expose all religion and
worship to contempt.

I would be very glad to understand our author’s notion of
idolatry ; and therefore if it were possible, I should be content
that his idolater should not be an atheist for a while, that we
might see what else we can make of him. For a man to take
nothing else for the supreme God, but a certain visible being,
from which he shuts. out all apprehension of a spiritual and
invisible Godhead, is certainly to be a downright atheist,
though his atheism might have been described in fewer words.
And yet on the other side, to worship something in good
earnest as the supreme God, seems to im(fly that a man is not
an atheist: for an atheist is one that doth not so much as
believe there is a supreme God. But he surely believes a God
who worships any thing for the supreme:God, whatever that
be whieh he so worships.

Now if Thomas Aquinas were here, it would strangely per-

M 2
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plex him to clear this matter. I do not mean, to make
sense of the words, for that I take to be impossible, but to tell
us by the words what the author’s drift should be. For they
make up a nonsense so very stiff, that it will not bend one way
or the other. And if I must understand something by every
word that he says, I can have no more notion of his idol
than I have of nothing. And if he had said, ““ Idolatry is
neither more nor less than nothing,”” I'had been as much edified
as I am now. Unless he would give us to understand, that
idolatry is mere speculative madness, which nobody that has
common sense and nnderstanding can possibly be gmltg of.

For all that part of the world that either is or ought to be
out of Bethlehem and the like hospitals, do by the supreme God
understand something at least, that is not only able to help or
to hinder, but knows also when to do one and the other, and
is willing to do acoorg:;gly. And therefore to worship any
thing as the supreme , and at the same time to * exclude
all sense and apprehension of a spiritual and invisible God-
head,” is to worship a thing because I am sure it knows
something, while I take care to be as sure at the same time
that it knows nothing at all. I can compare this to nothing,
as I have already intimated, but to some extraordinary
instance of madness. For instance, if I should ever see a man
fall down upon his knees, and seem in good earnest to ask
blessing of a post, and to call it Father, I should presently
think of this author’s idolater; for his idolater is rather more
than less mad than he that fancies a post to be his father.
For men in their wits have at least as high an opinion of what
they take to be their supreme God as they have of their
parents : and therefore to worship that as the supreme God,
which no less wants the perfections of a spiritual and invisible
nature than a post does, is a misfortune that cannot light upon
any body but a madman.

So that our author’s idolater is a man, whom either all the
world must acknowledge to be out of his wits, or if you put
him into his wits, he is a mere atheist ; though Iam confident
he would not have described himself so wittily as this author
+has described him.

This notion of idolatry is to me so monstrous a notion, that
I am apt to look again and again into the book, to see if the
avords be there in which he delivered it. But when at
last I find that they are undoubtedly there, I am taken with a

~new fear, that the author did not mean what he says; and
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therefore that I do not understand his meaning, though I un-
derstand the meaning of his words.

In such a case as this, I have nothing to do, but to take
another notion of idolatry ; which, though it be not the true
and only notion of it, has yet plain sense, and comes as near
to his, as a notion that has sense can come to one that has
mone. And it is this, That idolatry is the worship of the
sun, moon, or stars, or any other visible and corporeal deity, as
the supreme God, not so as to exclude all sense and apprehen-
sion olP a spiritual and invisible Godhead ; but so as to suppose
that as they are visible beings, so they have invisible natures
teo, and some spiritual perfections, which are indeed proper to-
the true God.

Now this notion of idolatry is, in one part of it, quite con-
trary to our author’s. For they who worship any visible deity
as the supreme God, with this persuasion, that it has indeed
spiritual and invisible perfections, do not thereby  exclude all
sense and apprehension of a spiritual and invisible Godhead,”
because they have the sense of such a Godhead in the notion
of that very thing which they worship. But though this is
not the ido which this book speaks of, yet, as I said, it is
the likest to it that I can think of. And if he does not mean
what his book says, it is a hundred to one but he means this.

- But if I should be mistaken, it is no great matter; for if I
can but shew that this is not the only notion of idolatry, it
follows out of hand, that the notion of his book cannot possibl
be so neither: so that one way or other I am sure to rewcﬁ
him, whether he and his book have one meaninior two.

1. According to this notion then, those who retain the
““ sense and apsrehension of & spiritual and invisible Godhead,”
though they do worship the heavenly bodies, the sun, moon,
and stars, but this only as inferior and subordinate deities,
cannot be idolaters. And therefore if the Gentiles, the Egyp-
tians, for instance, or the Chaldeans, did believe one supreme
God, and worshipped the sun, moon, and stars, upon the
account of those celestial spirits they supposed to reside in
them, this worship was not idolatrous.

In like manner, those Gentiles that worshipped any corpo-
real deity, or any thing visible or invisible besides the supreme
God, if they believed all the while that it was not the supreme
God, and did not worship it as such, they I say could not be
.idolaters. And therefore I think if the Gentiles were idolaters
in worshipping any of their deities, it must be hecause they
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had no knowledge of the true God. So that either St. Paul,
or this author, was out in the true and only notion of idolatry.
For though St. Paul accused the Gentiles of idolatry, yet he
confessed that they knew God: <For,” says he, ‘though
they knew God, they glorified him not as God,”” Rom. i.

2. If we do but interpret the cautions of the New Testament
against idolatry, by our author’s notion of idolatry, they will
be paraphrased so as I believe they never were done before his
time, and I suppose will never be after it. For instance :
when St. Paul said to the Corinthian Christians, * My dear
beloved, flee from idolatry ;” this was as much as if he had said,
¢ My dearly beloved, idolatry being neither more nor less than
the worship of the heavenly bodies, the sun, the moon, the
stars, or any other visible or corporeal deity as the supreme
God, I entreat and earnestly require you to flee from idolatg.
And therefore, though I do not bid you worship the heavenly
bodies, or their images upon earth, yet I strictly charge you,
not to worship them as the supreme God, or as if there were
not an invisible God above them all, if ever you should find it
convenient to worship the sun, or moon, or stars, or any re-
presentation of them here below.”

This would be an admirable paraphrase, and which I doubt
not but our author would be able to make good against all
those that *neither do, nor can, nor ought to understand’
these things. But whether our nobility and men of quality.
are willing to come into this number, I think I need not say.

3. But because to created beings he afterwards adds mortal
ones, of which more hereafter, I suppose he means, reasonable
beings, let us see how things will go upon these new terms.
““Dearly beloved, if ever you should worship Saturn or
Jupiter, or such like men who died long sinee, still re-
member that they were once visible and mortal men, and have
a care not to worship them as the supreme God.”

I mention here only dead heathens, there being yet no
Christian heroes in St. Paul’s time, to whom amny such worship
was given, nor for some ages after. Now I think this will
pass as little as the other with men that ought and do under- -
stand For besides the barbarous stuff which this notien
makes the Apostle to speak, it presses a mere monster upén
us: that the Apostle supposes it utterly impossible for a
Christian that does not at once renounce his whole faith and
profession, to be guilty of idolatry. St. Paul .certainly was a
very deep man in hiding his purpose, if by entreating the
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Christians to ‘¢ flee from idolatry,” he meant no other thing,
than that they should not take and worship the sun, or the moon,
or some dead man, as the supreme God. And our author
is as deep a man in finding out this hidden purpose of the
Apostle, which, till he arose, no man was ever so happy as
to do.

But indeed with all his rhetoric he will never make himself
and the Apostle of one mind in this matter. For thus St.
Paul goes on: “Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and
the cup of devils: ye cannot be partakers of the Lord’s
table, and of the table of devils. Do we provoke the Lord to
jealousy? Are we stronger than he?’ Now if they who
ﬂaartake in idolatrous sacrifices are idolaters ; and if idolaters

ve no sense of a supreme God, above the pretended deities
to whom they offer, they will not, I conceive, care one jot
whether they partake of the Lord’s table or not, nor be con-
cerned about the Lord’s jealousy at all. And yet St. Paul
plainly supposes, that if Christians should be guilty of ido-
latry, they would yet probably be concerned about God’s jea-
lousy, an(iY desire to partake of the Lord’s table.

Thus when the same Apostle wrote to the very same persons,
¢“not to keep company, no not so much as to eat with one
called a brother, if he were a fornicator, or covetous, or an
idolater, or a railer, or a drunkard :>> I cannot but wonder what
an idolater has to do in this company, if this author’s idolater
and St. Paul’s idolater were the same idolater. For whatso-
ever the fornicator, or covetous, or railer, or drunkard, might
pretend to for a title to brotherhood, I am yet certain, that he
18 fallen even from all right to that name, who worships the
sun (for instance) as the supreme God, and so renounces Gop
the Maker of the world, and the FaTnER of our Lord Jesus
Christ. St. Paul speaks of his idolater as one within the
Church, and one of those wicked persons that were to be
cast out of the civil, as well as the religious communion of it.
But if there be no idolater besides this author’s idolater, who
has renounced the Maker of heaven and earth, and lost all
apprehension of him, he has gll'evented the Apostle’s direction,
and is out of the Church by his own act.

4. These things do, I confess, give me a great prejudice
against this author’s true and only notion of idolatry. And
there is one thing which I believe will make him less fond of
it himself, when he comes to consider it; and that is, that
his notion does by no means suit with the sense of that
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Church, to which he deuiﬁneda good turn in all this. Itis
very well known, how the Fathers of Trent, to vindicate their
worship of images from being parallel to what the Gentiles
heretofore paid to theirs, dis among other differences, lay
down this for one: ¢ That they do not believe any divinity or
virtue to be in them, for which they ought to be worshipped.”
For to believe this, their catechism tells us, is t];)l mail‘(:h the
images become idols, and by consequence, the worship of them
to be idolatry. Now if it be idolatry to worship images with
such an opinion, then it cannot be the only notion of idolatry
to worship the sun, moon, or stars, or any corporeal deity, as
the supreme God, or their images as the images of a pretended
supreme God : for without any thing of all this, one may be-
lieve divinity and virtue to be in images, and worship them
upon that account.

For example: the heathens had a mighty opinion of ZEscu-
lapius after his death, that in his temples, a.m{’ by his images,
he could cure diseases. Let us suppose now a person to fall
down and worship one of these images, in hopes of some
divine virtue coming thence. Were this worship idolatry or
not? If it were not, then was the Council of Trent to blame
to make this an instance of the Gentiles’ idolatry; if it were,
then in the opinion of the Roman Church, the account of
idolatry which the author has given, cannot be the only notion
of it: for this was neither the worshipping of any corporeal
deity, as the supreme God, nor of any corporeal image of the
supreme God.

Lastly, in all the accounts which the missionaries of the
Church of Rome have given us of the heathen nations where
they have come, we find them generally acknowledging a su-
preme, spiritual, and invisible Godhead. And that if they
worship the sun, moon, or stars, it isnot that they esteem them -
to be mere visible and corporeal deities, much less think them
to be the “ supreme God, so as to exclude all sense and appre-
hension of a spiritual and invisible God above them ;” but
they worship them either as inferior deities, to whom God has
committed the government of the world under him; or they
look upon God to be the soul of the world, and that therefore
the parts of it deserve honour upon that account: or finally,
they esteem God to be of so great perfection and excellency,
that he is above their service, and that therefore they ought to
pay their external adoration to somewhat below him. Now I
phall leave it to this author, to consider upon what grounds,
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according to his true and only notion of idolatry, he will

those men with this guilt ; or if out of his great charity
he shall think fit generously to acquit them of it, I will then
gend him to some of his friends of the Roman communion for
better instruction.

These, and many other reasons that I might add, occur to
me upon the very first view only, to make me suspect his
hypothesis. But now when I examine it more particularly, I
find it yet more gross and unreasonable. The sum of what
he offers for it is an historical deduction of the state of idolatry
in the Old Testament, compared with the accounts that are
given of the idolatry of the ancient, especially the Eastern
nations (p. 99, 100 ), “ who acknowledge no other deities but
the stars, among whom the sun was supreme.”” In opposition
to which false principle, Rabbi Maimon says, * God enacted
the law of Moses.” And according to this law it appears,
p- 80, 81, “ That idolatry is giving the worship of the supreme
God to any created, corporeal, or visible deity, or any thing
that can be represented by an image, which nothing but cor-
poreal beings can ; and to suppose such a being the supreme
deity, is the only true and proper idolatr{.”

- In opposition to which positive conclusion, I will content
myself at present to say, that there is not one word of truth
init; for that neither was the religion of the Eastern nations
such as he pretends, nor the nature of idolatry under the law
what he represents it to have been. And to the end I may
pb.ﬁnly clear this whole matter, I will distinctly shew three

First, That the idolatry of those nations whom he mentions,
the Egyptians, Chaldeans, Persians, Arabians, &c. did not
oonsist in worshipping the sun, moon, and stars, as the su-
preme God, so as to exclude all sense and apprehension of a
spiritual and invisible Godhead. Nor therefore,

Secondly, Was this the only idolatry forbidden to the Jews
by the law. But,

Thirdly, That as the Jews, retaining both the apprehension
and worship of the God of Israel, were yet guilty of idolatry
for worshipping him after a Gentile manner, so may Chris-
tians be now.

And therefore, that the Church of Rome may justly be
charged by us as idolatrous, though we do not pretend in any
wise to say that she worships sun, moon and stars, or any
other visible and corporeal deity as the supreme God ; or that
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she has lost all apprehension of a spiritual and invisible God-
head.

And thus having established the trué notion of idolatry, I
shall last of all consider such objections as may be necessary
to be replied to for the clearing of it; and so leave the parti-
cular charges to be made good by those who shall have occasion
so to do. .

CHAP. III.

Of the idolatry of the ancient heathens; especially of the
Chaldeans, Egyptians, and Persians; and that it did not
consist in their worshipping the sun, moon, and stars, or
any other visible and corporeal deity as the supreme God ;
80 as to exclude all sense and apprehension of a spiritual
and invisible Godhead.

THis is the fundamental mistake of our author concerning
his notion of idolatry ; and which being overthrown, his whole
hypothesis built upon it must fall together with it. For

_thus it is that he argues (p. 80), “ God designed by his law
to preserve the Jews from falling into the idolatry of the nations
round about them : against this we find not only all its pre~
cepts (p. 102), but even the rites and ceremonies of it, to have
been directed. But the idolatry of those nations was no
other than the worship of the sun, moon, and stars (p. 97,
100), or of some the like visible and corporeal deities, so as to
exclude all sense and apprehension of a spiritual and invisible
Godhead. And therefore this must be the true and only
notion of it in the Old Testament.”

I shall hereafter more fully shew the weakness of this proof,
when I come to demonstrate, that there were two sorts of
idolatry mentioned in those holy Scriptures, extremely different
the one from the other. And therefore that though this were
the true notion of idolatry in one respect, yet it would not
follow that it was the only notion, by reason of the other.
And this I shall do in the next chapter. My business at pre-
sent is to shew, that what he has thus confidently laid down,
is so far from being the only notion of idolatry, that it is in-
deed no notion of it at all ; for that those very heathens whom
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he insists upon for his warrant in this matter, were not guilty
of such an idolatry as he pretends they were.

‘We have already seen his definition of idolatry (p. 74), that
it is neither more nor less than this: “The worship of the
heavenly bodies, the sun, the moon, and the stars, or any
other visible and corporeal deity, as the supreme God, so as to
exclude all sense and apprehension of a spiritual and invisible
Godhead.” This (he pretends) is the only Scripture notion
of it. ““And thus (he says, p. 99.) all learned men of all
nations, all religions, ever understood the old notion of idolatry,
till this last age, when folly and passion cast it at anything
that peevish men were angry with. So Rabbi Maimon, the
most learned and judicious of the Jewish doctors, discourses
at large, p. 100. That the ancient idolatry was nothing but
the religion of the Easten nations, who acknowledge no other
deities but the stars, among whom the sun was supreme.”
And then he immediately subjoins, p. ibid. «That the ancient
heathens worshipped only the stars, without any notion of heroes
or demons.” So Diodorus Siculus says of the Egyptians;
Herodotus of the Persians and Chaldeans; Strabo and Justin
of the Arabians; and Ceesar of the Germans, p. 101. He
confesses indeed, that there was another sort of idolatry in-
troduced afterwards, the worship of men and women ; but
«¢ this he takes to have been much more modern, and a mere
imivention of the vain and lying Greeks ; but that whensoever
it came in, it was grafted upon the old stock, of giving the
worship of the supreme God, not only to created, but to mortal
beings.”” So this author. To which I reply :

I. That as to this latter sort of idolatry, seeing he has de-
clined the consideration of it, as being of too young a date to
found the Scripture-notion of idolatry upon it, Iyshall not insist
upon it ; though I am by no means satisfied, either in his ac-
count of its antiquity, or that it was a mere invention of the
vain and lying Greeks. For,

1. It has been the opinion of very learned men, that this
kind of idolatry was practised in Egypt soon after the flood.*
And that the most ancient Osiris, was no other than Mizraim,
the son of Cham, whom they worshipped together with his
father, and from whom the whole country is in Scripture called
by his name. In the cvth Psalm, ver. 23, it is expressly termed
the land of Cham. And Plutarch informs us,f that in the

- * See Vossius de Idol, L. 1. c. 27. [p. 74. Amstel. 1700.]
t Plutarch. de Iside et Osiride, -
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sacred rites of Isis, they call it Xnpula, very probably upon the
same account. And that which makes this the more uﬂf y 18,
that in the division of the world among the sons of Noah,
Gen, x. Arabia fell to the lot of Cham, and in that Cush his
eldest son fixed himself, from whence the country is called the
land of Cush, in 2 Kings xix. 9. And then it may easily be
conceived that his second son Mizraim should go into the next
adjoining country, the land of Egypt. Now if this be so, then
it follows, not only that this sort of idolatry was much more
ancient than is pretended; but that being practised in Egypt
before the children of Israel’s going down thither, it may be
reasonably enough allowed a sufficient antiquity for us to derive
something from it of the notion of idolatry, with reference to
the times under debate. But,

Secondly, As to the very Apis itself, the chief deity of the
Egyptians, and whom our author contends to have been the
sun (p. 89), it is not improbable, but that they meant no other
than the Patriarch Joseph by it; and whom they honoured
with divine honours, upon the account of his wonderful preser-
vation of them in the seven years’ famine, Gen. xli. Thus
Julius Firmicus expressly interprets it,* and what is more adds,
that this was according to the manner of their country: ¢ The
Egyptians (says he) after his death, according to the appoint-
ment of their country, built temples to him.” And again, * this
man is worshipped in Egypt, he is adored,” &. To him Ruf-
finust agrees; and St. Augustine, or whoever else was the
author of that book under his name, De Mirabilibus Scripture,
informs us, “That the Egyptians upon this account, set up the
symbol of an ox over the sepulchre of Joseph, in memory of their
deliverance.” Thus Suidas§ interprets their Serapis; who, as
Clemens Alexandrinus} (out of Aristeas) tells us, was the same
with APis; and both Suidas, Ruffinus, and Julius Firmicus add,
That s statue was set up with a bushel upon his head, to
denote the plenty of corn which he provided for them. And
in the very Scripture itself, Joseph is either called, or at least
compared to an ox, Deut. xxxiil, 17. And some of the Rab-
bins have given this account of the very calves of Jeroboam,
that they were the symbols of Joseph, set up by him in honour
of his ancestors, from a part of whose tribe, viz. that of
Ephraim, he was himself descended.

* Jul. Firm. p. 17, 18. [p. 289. Wirceb. 1783.]
+ Ruffin. 1. 2. Hist. Eccles. c. 23. § Suidas in voce Sdpaxig.
1 CL Alex. orpwp. 1. [p. 383. Venet. 1757.]
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Here it were an easy matter to multiply proofs upon this oc-
casion, to shew that the idolatry of consecrating heroes into
gods, and worshipping them as such, is by no means of so
fresh a date as this author would have it thought to be. For
what he adds (p. 101), «“That whensoever it came in, it was
gnﬁed upon the old stock of giving the worship of the supreme

od, not only to created, but to mortal beings ;” I answer,

1. That this is evidently contrary to all the accounts we have
of their worship ; and according to which it appears, that the
heathens paid no other worship to their Divi, or deified men,
than what the Church of Rome at this day does to her saints;
but as carefully distinguished between the adoration of the
supreme God and these heroes, as the other do between him
ang those blessed men that reign together with him, as their

hngu%%teﬂs us.

2. Whenever this idolatry came in, it is evident that the
very nature of it utterly overthrows his only notion of idola
before laid down, unless he supposes that they thought their
heroes, whom whilst they lived they knew to be but men, born
into the world after the common order of nature, and even
dying after the same manner as all others, became after death
the supreme God that made heaven and earth ; and believed all
this so firmly, as not only to give the worship of the supreme
God to them, but to exclude all sense and apprehension of any
God above them. For so (he says) a man must do, before he
can be guilty of idolatry.

Now if this be his opinion, I would then ask this learned an-
tiquary one small question : seeing the number of their heroes
was very great, whom the same persons at the same time wor-
shipped ; did they believe every one of these to be the supreme
God that made heaven and earth, and give the highest divine
honour accordingly unto every one of them as such? That
they did this, no man of sense will either say or believe; and
yet if they did not, the true and only notion of idolatry is at
an end ; for whichever of their heroes they believed to be the
supreme God, and worshipped as such, they must have adored
the rest only as inferior deities, and with an honour suitable to
their apprehensions of them.

Either therefore he must quit his true and only notion of
idolatry, which he tell us, is neither more nor less than, *the
worship of the heavenly bodies, the sun, the moon, and the
stars, or any other visible and co?orenl deity, as the supreme

"God, so as to exclude all sense and apprehension of a spiritual
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and invisible Godhead ;”* or he must give us some assurance,
that the Egyptians (for instance) worshipping of Joseph under
the symbol of an ox, did believe him to be the supreme Deity,
so as to exclude all sense and apprehension of any superior
Godhead, and did worship him accordingly ; that is, that those
men were 8o sottish as to think, that a man who had lived and
died amongst them, was the great God that framed the world,
and all things in it, many ages before himself had any being.

II. To come to the other, and (as he supposes) the .more
ancient idelatry, and in his notion of which I affirm him to
have been utterly mistaken : and here I muat observe, that it
is not at all doubted, but that these heathens did worship the
sun, moon, and stars ; that which I pretend is, that this author
is very much out in the account which he gives of their worship
of them.

1. He affirms, p. 74, that they worshipped these heavenly
bodies as visible and corporeal deities, so as to exclude all sense
and apprehension of a spiritual and invisible Godhead : where-
as, on the contrary, they believed these very bodies themselves
to be animated by celestial spirits, who resided in them, and
rendered them thereby proper objects of their adoration.

2. That they worshipped these visible and corporeal deities
as the supreme God; whereas they constantly acknowledged a
first and invisible Godhead superior to them.

3. That they worshipped no other gods but these (p. 97,
100), and amongst these the sun as supreme; when on the
contrary it is certain, even from the very authors that himself
produces, that they worshipped other deities, both heroes and
demons, of which this man yet pretends with so much assur-
ance, that they had no notion.

And all these are not only gross errors for an author, who
writes with such confidence as if he would be thought to have
been initiated into all the religions of which he discourses, but
such as utterly ruin all that he has to say to support his true
and only notion of idolatry. But I must examine these points
more particularly. And,

1. “That these nations did not worship the heavenly bodies
as visible and corporeal deities, 50 as to exclude all sense and
ap}i‘rehension of a spiritual and invisible Godhead.”

his is an assertion not only so monstrously absurd in itself,
but so contrary to all the accounts we have from antiquity of
the theology of those nations to which he refers us, that I
must once more confess, that I never lay under a greater temp-
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tation to disbelieve my own senses, or to suspect my under-
standing of plain words than now : on the one hand, I am sure
our author here defines idolatry to be, ** the worship of the
heavenly bodies, the sun, the moon, and the stars, or some other
visible and corporeal deity, not only as the supreme God, but
80 as to exclude all sense and apprehension of a spiritual and
invisible Godhead:” that is to say, that he who is an
idolater, must worship them as mere corporeal parts of the
creation, void of all understanding ; for so I think visible and
corporeal gods must be taken, when opposed to all sense and
apprehension of a spiritual and invisible Godhead. And yet
.on the other hand, how to reconcile such a paradox with eit.l);n
the common reason of mankind, as I have observed before; or
the clear evidences of the Gentile world to the comtrary, as I
observe now, I am not able to comprehend : but let our author
take his choice; for I will here again do more than I need,
rather than be thought to omit any thing that was fit to be
taken notice of. If ie thinks good to own this notion, I will
then offer what may serve to confute it; but if being ad-
monished of the absurdity of it, he shall choose rather to wrest
his words to some other meaning than they naturally bear, I
shall only have spent some little time in confuting that, which
if he does not, I am certain nobody else will ever affirm.

And to begin where himself does, with the holy Scriptures,
not 1c:lnly the most certain but the most ancient history in the
world.

He produces indeed a few texts from whence it may be con-
cluded, that the heathens of old did worship the sun, moon, and
stars; but that they worshipped them (according to his notion)
as corporeal deities, and so as to exclude all sense and apprehen-
sion of a spiritual and invisible Godhead ; for this he has not
so much as offered at one single proof.

For, 1. As to his first instance (and which indeed is the first
account we have) of idolatry, p. 77. The Scripture, it is true,
tells us, that Terah, Abraham’s father, worshipped strange
gods ; but that these gods were corporeal deities, and that
they worshipped them so as to exclude all sense and apprehen-
sion of a spiritual and invisible Godhead, of this there is not
a word ; see Josh. xxiv. 2. and I shall presently shew the
contrary. .

If we go on with him to the next (and as he thinks (p. 78.)
the first plain) intimation we find of 1dolatry in Palestine, *“in
the historyof Jacob; after his conversation with the Shechemites,
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Gen. xxxv. where, upon his de from that city by God’s
especial command, hgobnilds m at Bethel t? God, and
commands his family to put away their Gcoi &\Nérpiot, or
strange gods :”> Neither here shall we find our author’s notion
so much insinuated, but as I will now prove, much to the con-
trary. Itisnot to be doubted but that these gods were the
same that they worshipped in Syria, when they were in the house
of Laban ; and that t‘inerefore the images which Jacob buried
could be no other than the teraphim, so usual amongst them,
1. e. such as Rachel stole from her father Laban, Gen. xxxi. 30.
How far from hence it might be proved, that theiridolatry did
not consist merely in their worshipping of the sun, the moon,
and the stars, I shall not now dispute: let us suppose these
teraphim to have been not only made by planetary influences,
but designed to represent the sun, or some other heavenly
bodies ; then, I say, it follows both from the history of Laban,
and from the accounts we have of these idols, that they did not
worship the sun as a corporeal deity, and by consequence that
that cannot be the true notion of their idolatry which is pre-
tended to be. For,

As to Laban, we read, Gen. xxxi. 53, that when he ratified
the covenant with Jacob, he called to witness not only the
God of Abraham, but the Beov aANdérpwov, his own domestic
deity too, ¢. e. in our author’s opinion, the sun: *The God
(says he) of Abraham, and the god of Nahor judge betwixt
us.” Now this plainly shews, that Laban looked upon his
father’s God (and who was also the God of Terah before-
mentioned, Josh. xxiv. 2.) not to be a mere corporeal deity,
but as having an intellectual being incorporated in it, that was
both capable of hearing their oath, and of judging betwixt
them, and without which he could never have called him to
witness their contract.

2. For what concerns the teraphim, it appears from holy
Scrigoture, that the Chaldeans maSe use of tﬁem not only as
symbols for worship, but for oracles too, and as such were
wont to consult them ; it was for this that Rachel is supposed
to have stolen away her father's gods, Gen. xxxi. that so
when he should come and miss her iousbmd, he might not be
able to inquire of them which way to pursue after him. We
read in Ezek. xxi. 21, “That the king of Babylon consulted
with his teraphim,” which St. Jerome* calls consulting with

® Hieron. in 1. 7. in Ezek. p. 212. [vol. 5. p. 249. Veron. 1736.]
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his oracle, after the manner of his country : and the prophet
Z echarish, ch. x. 2, tells the people, * that their teraphim had
spoken vanity:” now how could this possibly be, had the

aldeans worshipped only visible and corporeal deities? Is
not this an undeniable evidence, that they acknowledged in the
heavenly bodies invisible spirits to descend and influence their
teraphim, so as to make them speak ? .

Many are the accounts that may be given of these idols,
and which have been collected with much exactness by those
great men, Gerard Vossius,* Mr. Selden,t &c. But I shall
content myself to subjoin the authority of one only person, now
living, and no way inferior to any that can be produced. It
seems,” says he,]  to have been the opinion of these ancient
idolaters, that some spiritualities from superior intelligences
and heavenly powers, did influence such images as they made
in such figures as they thought acceptable to them, and dedi-
cated to them: and therefore called such their images them-
selves God, and thought them so, at least Deos vicarios,
inferior deities, mediators between them and the superior ;
and did offer sacrifice, and burnt incense, that they might
draw down and entice (as it were) those spiritual influences to
reside on those images, that so they might declare to them,
and do for them what they desired.”” And elsewhere he says, §
““That the modern Zabii not only pretend to succeed the old
Chaldees in their religion, but that as to their rites about
telesms and figures and images, we cannot but easily believe
that. they were derived to them from ancient times.”

And now that I mention the Zabii, I cannot but observe
the wonderful acuteness of our author in his reflections upon
them ; he calls it, p. 76, “ the dream of the Zabii ;" and he
decretorily condemns all that is said by learned men on their
behalf, merely because ‘he (a person so accurately versed in
all the learning of the East) can find no ancient footsteps of
any such people in the world,” p. 110, 111; and that Dr.
Spencer has discovered for him, “ that the name is no older
than Mahomet, who called them Zabii, because they lay east-
ward from Arabia; for so the word signifies, Easterlings.”

Thus this author, and still, as becomes himself, he pro-
nounces dictator-like, and is always in the wrong; for the

* Vossius de Idol. lib. 1. [Amst. 1641.]

t Selden. de diis Syris Syntag. i. c. 2. [p. 96, &c. Lips. 1672.]

$ Dr. Pocock on Hosea xiii. 2. p. 725. [vol. 2. p. 639. Lond. 1740.]
" 4 Idem on Hosea iii. 4. [Ibid. p. 128.] .
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uestion is not about the name of Zabii (which from hence-
orth must signify Easterlings, though the learned Dr. Spen-
cer* had collected no less than five several significations of it,
and every one supported by probable conjectures), but about
the people, or rather the religion ; and to draw this matter out
of the clouds, and shew what an admirable critic we have got
here, it is just as if a man should undertake to prove the
Britons to be a people of no antiquity, because they are now
called Welsh, and that is but a modern name.

Now according to this true state of this matter, it is evi-
dently shewn by that learned person I before mentioned,t that
the religion of the Zabii is not only of no modern date, but is
as ancient, or even more ancient than Abraham. Abulfeda
calls it the ““most ancient religion ;’} and Saidus Batricides
attributes the original of the Zabii, thus considered, in their
manners and superstitions, to the time of Nachor, Abraham’s
grandfather.§ To this subscribes the learned and inquisitive
Hornbeck ; and who thinks them to be the same with those
that were anciently called Sabeei; and Abul-Pharajius, cited
by Dr. Spencer,|| thus confirms it : ¢ That which we certainly
know of the sect of the Zabii is, that their profession is alto-
gether the same with the profession of the ancient Chaldeans.”

As for the point before us, we are toldq that they wor-
shipped the host of heaven, supposing the stars to be animated
by divine understandings. Dr. Pocock adds,** < That they
looked upon the planets as mediators between the supreme
God and men ;”’ and cites Gregorius Abulfarseus and Shares-
tanius for his warrant; which last expressly says,t+ « That
they worship the bodies of the planets, as the habitation of
the living, rational, and intellectual substances, which they
suppose to animate them.”

Now these are all plain and rational accounts why they
should worship these heavenly bodies ; but to talk o(y their
worshipping the sun, moon, and stars, as visible and corporeal
deities, and that so as to exclude all sense and apprehension of
a spiritual and invisible Godhead, is to represent their worship

* De Legib. Hebr. . 2. c. 1. sect. 1. [p. 277. Tubing. 1732.]
t Spencer, ib. 1. 2, c. 1. sect. 2. [p. 279.] /

3 Dr. Spencer, ib. p. 240. [p. 279.]

§ De Convers. Indor. 1. 1. c. 4.

| Hist. Dynast. D. 9. p. 281.

q Spencer, ib. p. 237, 238. [Ibid. p. 280.] .
** Not. in Spec. Hist. Arab. p. 143. [Oxon. 1650.] tt Ibid. p. 146.
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contrary not only to truth, but to common sense and reason
too. But when men are resolved to advance such notions as
this author does, they must have proofs of the same kind.
And this for the Chaldeans.

As to the Egyptians, Jamblicus informs us, * that the
worshipped the sun, moon, and stars as visible gods, but suc
as were compounded of soul and body, and they esteemed
those planets to be seats only of those celestial spirits, that
were to take care of human affairs.

It was a nice question put by Porphyry to an Egyptian
priest,+ ¢ How the sun, moon, and stars could be gods, seeing
the gods are incorporeal 7”

Jamblicus answers, ¢ That the incorporeal gods assume
those bodies, by which they become visible.” And Syrianus
asserts] the celestial animals, as he calls them, to be the images
of the Maker of the world, and to communicate sense to it.

But it may be said, that these were E‘hilosophers, and en-
deavoured to make the best of their idolatry, I answer, that
Jamblicus§ declares, he delivers nothing but according to the
old Egyptian books: and he delivers it for the true alfyptian
theology ;|| that there was one supreme: God above all ; next
him the Demiurgus; the third principle he calls Baodeve,
and some think the sun is meant by it, as the immediate
governor of the world. If so, there is great reason why the
sun should be worshipped under the names of Moloch and
Baal, as being king and lord of this inferior world. And thus
neither did tie Egyptians worship these heavenly bodies so
as to exclude all sense of a spiritnag and invisible Godhead.

If from both these nations we pass finally to the Persians,
Jac. Golius will give us the very same account of them,q viz.
that the ancient %eraians did worship celestial spirits, as having
a particular presidency over the material part of the world.

And now, after so many plain testimonies in this matter,
were it yet needful to look into any other countries, we shonld
find the case to be everywhere the same. Pliny** pleads much
for the divinity of the sun; but does he believe it to be a
visible and corporeal deity, so as to exclude any invisible and
spiritual Godhead? No, on the contrary, he calls it the

® Jamblic. de Myster. seot. 37. [p. 29. Oxon. 1678.]

t Id. sect. 1. c. 17. (lbid.] $ Syrian. in Metaphys. L. 12.
§ Jambl. de Myster. sect. c. 1. [Ibid. p. 157.]
i Cap. 2. [Ibid. p. 1§8. &c.] § Gol. Not. in AMerg. p. 20, 21.

** Pliny, L 2. c. 6. [c. 4.] [vol. 1. p. 230. Par. 1827.]
N 2
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““ spirit and mind of the world.” He attributes sense and
understanding to it ; and affirms from Homer, * that it sees
and hears all.”” And indeed this is so often insisted upon by
that poet, that Eustathius* from thence observes, that the
sun was to be considered not only as a luminary of the heavens,
but as a Swparwos Aalpwy, “a spirit clothed with such an
illustrious body.” And in another place,t he takes notice of
the decency of Homer, that he calls the heavenly powers to
be witnesses of oaths, and particularly the sun.

Zev Marep ——— x0diore, péyrore,
"Hékog &' B¢ wayvr’ igopdc, kal wavr' dxaxodeg,
‘Ypeig pdprvpoi iare, ¢|&dcﬂn &' Bpria wiord.

So little truth is there in this first of our author’s pretences,
¢ That the ancients did worship the sun, the moon, and the
stars, as visible and co reulp deities, so as to exclude all
sense and apprehension of a spiritual and invisible Godhead.”
Let us see, ‘

2ndly, Whether they who worshipped these planets (p. 97)
looked upon them as the supreme deities, so as not to
acknowledge any divinity above them.

And here it must be confessed, he has at least an appearance
of truth. For, as for the Chaldeans, Maimonides} tells us of
the ancient Zabii, ““ that they had no other gods but the
stars;” and that among them, they looked upon the sun as
supreme.§ From whence our learned Pocock|| seemsto think
it not far from the truth, to say, that possibly they derived
their very name of Zabii; Saba in the Hebrew signifying an
Host, as if one should say, D'V N33R, worshippers of the
host of heaven.

The same is the account which Sanchoniathon, mentioned
by Eusebiusq[ and St. Cyril,** gives of the Phcenicians,  That
tgey worshipped the sun, moon, and stars, as the only im-
mortal gods, among which the sun was chief, called by them
Beth-Samen, Lord of Heaven.” And for the Persians,{+ Hero-
dotus tells us,}} that the sun was their only God, Ocor ¢

* Eustath. in Homer Odyss. T. p. 1871.

¢+ In Iliad. T. p. 414. $ Mor. Nevoch. 1. 8. c. 29.

§ Hornbeck de Convers. Ind. 1. 1. c. 4.

|| Pocock Not. in Spec. Hist. Ar. [ut supra] p. 139.

¢ Euseb. Preep. Evan. L. 1. c. 9. p. 30. FColon. 1688.]

*# Cyril. contra Jul. 1. 6. p. 205. c. [Lutet. 1638.]

1+ [The author is here in error. Herodotus and Strabo say this of the
Massagetee, not of the Persians. ] 11 Herodot. 1. 1. .



AN IDOLATROUS WORSHIP. 181

povov fAwv oéfovrac: to which Strabo* and Trogust in
Justin, assent. And Hesychius, though he rejects this, yet
acknowledges him to be the first or supreme God amongst
them. MiOpnc (says he) 6 mparoc év Mépoarc Oedg. All
which seems to be confirmed by those ancient inscriptions
collected by Gruterus and others,}

: DEO SOLI INVICTO. OMNIPOTENTI DEO.
And again, SOLT INVICTO ET LUNE ETERNE.

From all which it may be thought to follow, that (as this
author here tells us, p. 97.) the gods which those ancient
heathens worshipped, were nothing but the heavenly bodies,
or the sun, as the supreme Deity. .

But yet if we inguire more exactly into these things, we
shall find their worship to have been much otherwise than
what at first sight it appears to be; for to begin with those I
last named, the Persians; and than whom none have been
more famed for adoring the sun: Plutarch§ tells us, that they
had a notion of a deity whom they called Oromasdes, superior
to him, and the account of whom (derived to them from
Zoroaster) he thus delivers to us. They believed that there
were two contrary principles, the one good, the other evil.
The former of these they called Oromasdes, whom they also
looked upon as the Anpeovpydg, or creator, as Agathius informs
us; the other Arimanius. Between these two, they placed
their Mithras, or the Sun, who was esteemed by them as much
inferior to Oromasdes, as superior to Arimanius. To this
Oromasdes they ascribed the creation of the stars, and of the

od gods; thus Plutarch: but Photius| carries it yet a
Eztle further, in his account of a book written by Theodorus,
bishop of Mopsuestia, concerning the Persian rites; he says,
that &e believed the first principle of all to be Zapovau, and
that he begat the other two, which, with some little difference,
he calls Ormisdas and Satan.

But not to insist upon these accounts: we are told by a

* Strabo. 1. 11. [S¢0» 02 #Acov pdévov nyotvrar. P.513.ed. 1. Casaub.
Lut. Par. 1620.]

t Trogus apud Justinum, [Hist. Phil.] 1. 1. [c. 10.] vid. Voss. de
Joel. [de Idol.] L. 2. c. 9. [ut supra, p. 131. col. 1.]

1 Apud Voss. loc. cit. vid. Hornb. de Con. Ind. p. 19. Elmenhorst. in
Arnob. p. 27, &c. [Hamb. 1610.]

§ De Iside et Osiride. [vol. 7. p. 456, 457. ed. Reisk. Lips. 1777.]

i Photius Cod. 81.
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learned man, * in his notes upon Alferganus, that the Persians
gave the names of their gods to their months and days,
according to the ancient religion of the Persians and Magi,
whereby they did believe their gods to preside over them ; it
being a principle among them, as well as among all other
nations of the East, that the things of this lower world are
administered by angels. The spirit over the sun, they called
Mihrgian, from Mitro, the sun. But above all those, they
believed there was one supreme God,

Eubulus,t who wrote the history of Mithras (which was
extant in St. Jerome’s time), hath given a particular account
of the cave which Zoroaster made in honour of another and
superior Mithras, the Father and Maker of the world. Even
Herodotus himself, whom this author so confidently produces
for his warrant (but cites no particular passage of him), dis-
tinguishes their Jupiter from the Sun, and says,{ by it they
understood the whole heaven in which the sun is fixed; and
sacrificed to him distinctly from the other. And so does
Strabo,§ another of his authors : Xenophon often mentions a
Zeic Narepdoc, as a deity superior to the sun; ially where
speaking of Cyrus| being admonished in a dream of his
approaching death, he tells us, that he sacrificed to his country
Jupiter first, and then to the sun: and Plutarch brings in
Darius in like manner addressing to him, Zeo Harepoe Hepodv,
“ thou our country Jupiter, or supreme god of the Persians.”

I might here add, that the same is the opinion of those
Perseesq] who stick to their ancient religion at this day ; but
these have been already collected by a very eminent hand.
I shall conclude therefore, with the form of that proclamation
which Cyrus gave in favour of the Jews, and by which it plainly
appears, that they believed the same first and sovereign Deity
with ourselves, Ezra i. 2 : * Thus saith Cyrus king of Persia,
the Lord God of heaven hath given me all kingdoms of the
earth, and hath charged me to build him a house at Jerusalem.”
And in the next verse, he calls the same God, “the Lord God
of Israel.”” And I hope this author will not say that was the
sun, or any other visible and corporeal deity.

* Jac. Golius Not. in Alferg. p..20.

1 Porphyr. de antro Nympharum. [p. 253, 254. Cantab. 1655.]
1 Herod. Clio n. 131. p. 56. [ed. T. Gale, Lond. 1679.]

§ Strabo 1. 15. p. 503. [ut supra, p. 732.]

| See Dr. Cudworth, 1. i. c. 4.

§ See Dr. Stillingfleet’s Answer to T. G. p. 110,
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I have enlarged myself the more on this part of antiquity,
because the Persians, if any, must have been found to worship
the sun as the supreme God. I shall be very short in other
nations, and so close this consideration.

And for what concerns the Egyptians, I have already given

some account of their theology; and we may learn from
thence, how it came to pass, that the sun (whom none of the
heathens looked upon as absolutely the supreme and highest
Being) is yet so often spoken of by them as such. -For as
Jamblicus* informs us, out of the old Egyptian books, they
believed one supreme God above all, next him the Demiurgus,
and then Bac\evg, or the sun; whom they esteemed the
supreme visible God, and as he who had the superintendency
over the visible world. To which I will add the authority of
Porphyry,t and that the rather for that in his Epistle to
Anebo, he seems to suspect that the old Egyptians looked no
farther than the sun, moon, and stars. But it is plain, that
this was only a difficulty, which he puts to the tian
priest ; since himself owns that they represented the Creator,
whom they called Cneph, with an egg in his mouth, to signify
the production of the world; and of which the sun js but a
part.
And here I may not omit another notion of the Egyptians,
and which was not theirs only; and from whence we may
again know how to understand those who seem to represent
the sun as the supreme Deity.f It was a principle in their
theology, that the supreme god of all is not to be worshipped
by any ““external and sensible thing, not so much as by vocal
prayer, but only by pure silence and contemplation :”’ but that
“ sacrifices a.ndy hymns were td" be madé to powers inferior to
him.”  Among these they esteemed the sun, moon and stars
to be the chief; from whence it was obvious enough to mis-
take, that because these were the highest deities, to whom
they paid any external adoration, therefore they had no other
superior to them.

And now there remain only the Chaldeans and Pheenicians
to be considered ; and of these, both Gregorius Abulfarajus
and Sharestanius, cited by our learned Dr. Pocock,§ give us
accounts very different from that of Maimonides before-men-

* See before.

+ Euseb. Preep. Ev. lib. 3. [ut supra, p. 115.]

t Porphyr. de Abst. 1. 2. sect. 34. [p. 78. Cantab. 1655.]
§ Not. in Specim. Hist. Arab. [ut supra] p. 143.
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tioned ; and that judicious and reverend author justly esteems
the credit of Abulfarajus preferable to R. Maimon’s, for that
he was better acquainted with their writings, and read them
in their own language, which the other did not. And if what
Sharestanius reports* be true, that it was their principle, that
between the supreme God and us there must be some me-
diators ; this again will furnish us with yet another reason,
why the sun may easily have been mistaken for their supreme
Deity, because he was the principal mediator betwixt God and
them, and the highest to which they paid any immediate
external adoration. And though this author is as positive as
if he had all the evidence in the world for it (p. 76.), * that
God made an extraordinary discovery of himself to Abraham,
as Lord of all things, in opposition to the idolatry of his own
country ;> hy which he would imply, that the Chaldeans, in
:ll:):;s days, did nolt;k suipose Go;l h?; l;b:oltl)lea]l“ Lord of all

ings ;> yet i8 it (like the rest of hi imagination,
without az{ thing to support it. For indeed we have all the
reason in the world to believe, that the Chaldeans had at this
time the knowledge of the one true God. 1. It appears by
manifest computation, that Shem, from .whom Terah and
Abraham were descended, was yet livigg with them, and it is
altogether unaccountable, either that himself should have lost
the knowledge of the “one true supreme God ;” or that if he
retained it, all the rest of his family should have been utterly
ignorant of it. 2. It is indeed sad in holy Scripture, Josh.
xxiv. 2: “that they worshipped strange gods;” iut it is not
said, that they either worshipped them as the supreme God,
or had utterly lost all sense and apprehension of any such

iritual and invisibl® Godhead. 3. In all the history of
stod’s calling Abraham out of Ur of the Chaldees, we do not
find any thing to make us believe that God was pleased to
make tie discovery of himself to him “as Lord of all things,”
in opposition to the idolatry of his family., 4. It is hard to
suppose, that when all the barbarous nations, as we have seen,
preserved the notion of the true supreme God, only these
Chaldeans should lose it ; it was but on the other side of the
river, that we find the knowledge of God preserved in the
land of Canaan. And lastly, we do certainly know, that but
two generations after Laban, though he did worship (as it is
said of Terah) Ocovc dANourpiove strange gods too, yet he

# Not. in Specim. Hist. Arab. [Ibid.] p. 140.
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retained with them a very good sense and apprehension of the
supreme God, as is plain from Gen. xxxi. where the God of
Abraham is found to appear to him, ver.29. And again,
ver. 53, he ratifies his covenant with his son Jacob, swearing
by the God of Abraham, as well as by the strange god, the
god of Nahor.

To conclude: Macrobius,* than whom none could have
taken more pains to shew the universal worship of the sun,
was yet so far from thinking that it excluded all sense and
apprehension of a supreme God, that he plainly says in the
beginning, that he intended to treat only of the dii qui sub
celo sunt, the lower sort of worldly gods; and in his Com-
mentary upon the Dream of Scipio, he plainly acknowledges a
higher divinity, whom he calls the Prima Causa, et Omnipo-
tentissimus Deus ; the First Cause, and most Almiil: God.

I shall close all with a passage of Plutarch,t which will at
once shew both that the g::athens bhad a knowledge of the
supreme God amongst them, and that it was He whom the
all every where adored as such, however differing in their
manners and ceremonies from one another: “No inanimate
thing can be a god to men; but they who bestow upon us a
continual supply of what is sufficient for us, have therefore
been esteemed gods by us; which gods are not different
among different nations, as if the Barbarians and Greeks, the
southern and northern people had not the same God ; but as
the sun, and moon, and heaven, and earth, and sea, are common
to all, but are called differently by different men; so though
there be but oONE WORD, or REASON, ordering all those thin,
and but ONE PROVIDENCE dispensing all things, the inferior
powers which are appointed over all, having had several names
and honours from several persons, and by the laws of several
countries, have been every where worshipped throughout the
whole world.”

I pass on finally to inquire,

3. Whether these ancient idolaters, as is pretended (p. 97,
100), did so worship these heavenly bodies as to worship
nothing besides ; and, in particular, so as to exclude all notion
of heroes and demons. .

This indeed is an assertion worthy our author, who, as he
has hitherto advanced nothing but paradoxes, so he resolves

® Macrob. Saturnal.
t Plutarch. de Iside et Osiride.
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he will not now alter his character, by representing antiquity
truly at the last.

I have already shewn, in opposition to this suggestion, how
the tians had their Divi, or canonized men, presently after
the flood ; and that we have some reason to believe their prin-
cipal Deities, viz. Apis and Osiris, to have been such ; I will
now add, that the first dynasties of Manetho, of gods and
demigods upon earth, confirms this, and to which the old

tian Chronicon in Syncellus adds yet more force. St.
Cyril tells us from Sanchoniathon, that not only the most
ancient Greeks, but especially the Pheenicians and Egyptians,
from whom this superstition was derived to all others (though
our author, p. 101, ever in the wrong, will have the Greeks to
be the inventors of it),* esteeming those the greatest gods,
Tovg T@ ®po¢ Ty Pwrualy Xpelay ebpdvrag, 1) kard Tied wohoavrag
ra &0y, who had either found out some things useful for the
life of man, or otherwise deserved well of their country.
'Evepyérag re rovrove kal woAAdv alriac dyaOav Hyovpevor dg
Ocovg Tpooextvovy, kai eig TO Ypedy KarasTavTeC ¥aOUC KATETKEVAS -
Hévovg, oTvhac Te Kai ﬁéﬂ’guc dpuépovy €& dvdparoc ablrav.
And looking upon them as their benefactors and causes of
great good to them, they worshipped them as gods, and pre-
pared temples for that purpose, and consecrated pillars and
other ensigns of honour to their memory. And, as the holy
Father from the same author goes on, these they greatly wor-
shipped, and the Pheenicians especially dedicated festivals unto
them.

But it was not enough for our author merely to advance a
most false conclusion concerning these Gentiles, unless he also
choose an evidence for it that speaks the direct contrary to his
assertion : for thus it became him to keep up a just decorum
between his principles and his proofs, and so we may be
satisfied, that he values truth alike in both. .

“¢This (says he, p. 100) is attested by all historians, viz.
that the old heathen nations worshipped only the stars, without
any notion of heroes and demons.” And the very first he
instances in, is Diodorus Siculus for the Egyptians.

But this is perfectly to astonish us, and too plainly shews
that some men’s assurance is without bounds, as well as
without reason: for what? Does Diodorus Siculus say that
the Egyptians worshipped only the stars, without any notion

* Cyrillus Alex. contra Julian. 1. 6. [ut supra.] p. 205. C. D.
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of heroes and demons? This is worse than to write history
out of an invisible manuscript; it is indeed to write history
directly contrary to the visible records out of which he pre-
tends to have taken it : for let this author look into Diodorus
Siculus,* whom I would willingly hope he has never yet read,
and there he will find him in his first book, so far from what
he pretends, that, on the contrary, he expressly distinguishes
between two sorts of gods among the Egyptians, and dis-
courses of them in order: and first of the celestial gods, p.
10, two of which, he says, the Egyptians first of all hadg,0 TV TE
“"H\wv kal mijv Zehfvyy, the sun and the moon. Having dis-
coursed of these he thus formally concludes his account, p. 12,
¢ And this the Egyptians say concerning their celestial gods,
and such as had an eternal generation.”

And then goes on immediately on the other sort, which this
author pretends Diodorus Siculus denies them to have had
ANY NOTION OF (ibid.) : “AX\ovg & éx Tovrwy émvyelove yevéoDar
paoiv, imaplavrac pév Ovnrovg, Sia 8¢ olveoww kal kowny
avBporwy ebepyeaiav rervyncirag riic davaciac. But besides
these (the sun and moon, &c.) they say there are other
terrestrial gods, mortals indeed by nature, but for their
wisdom and prudence, and the benefits they did to man-
kind, endued with immortality; of which kind (says he)
were some of the kings of Egypt. In the next
imge (p. 13.) he places amonist these, our author’s friends

sis and Osiris, whose history he relates: and finally, to raise
his ill choice to the highest evidence, having given a long
relation of these kind of deities, he concludes as directly
against our author’s other assertion (p. 101.), ¢ that this kind
of idolatry was the invention of the vain and lying Greeks,”
as if he 1 had been retained on our side, by shewing expressly
how they derived this kind of idolatry from the Egyptians, by
the means of Orpheus, who had been initiated in the Egyptian
rites: and then gives us this universal conclusion (p.21.),
KaS3¢hov &2 gast rovc "EN\prac édialeoSar rovg Empaveord-
rovg ‘Hpadc e xal Ocovg, 7t 8¢ xal dwowlag rag wap éavra.
“That the Egyptians do in general say, that the Grecians
have appropriated to themselves the most eminent of their
heroes and gods, as well as of their colonies.”

* Diodorus Siculus Ed. Hanov. G. L. An. 1604.
t Diod. Siculus, [Ibid.] p. 20, 21.
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So much would it have been for our author’s reputatiou, if
Diodorus Siculus too, had been an invisible manuseript.

2. The next author he produces is Herodotus, who, he says,
affirms the same of the Persians and Chaldeans, that they
worshipped only the stars, without any notion of heroes and
demons ; but concerning the former part of his assertion, I
have alreddy shewn that they did not worship only the stars,
but acknowledged a supreme Deiti above them ; and for the
latter, the very same li)erodotus who says this of the Persians,
in his first book, p. 100, 101, does directly contradict this
conclusion, ““that this was the sense of all the old heathen
nations, but especially that the worshipping of men and women
was the invention of the vain and lyi éreeks,” in the ve
next, where he tells us that they derived their twelve godlz
faoz the Egyptians,”* who were the first inventors of this
idolatry.
© 3. l"lzhe same he says, in the next place, is affirmed by Strabo
and Justin of the Arabians: had he been pleased to produce
some passages from these authors, wherein they do say, *that
the Arabians worship only the stars, without any notion of
hereos and demons,’” we should have had less cause to sus
his assertion; Strabo indeed says, ‘‘that the Arabians
worshi;()iped the sun,” but that either he or Justin have ever
affirmed what this author pretends, I am yet to learn ; in the
mean time this I am sure that other authors have given us a
very contrary account of them. Lucan tells us { that their
only was Jupiter Ammon, whom that learned critic,
Gerard Vossius, does not without reason suppose to have been
Cham, whose eldest son Chus, as I have before shewn, first

lanted himself there. Arrian§ in his History of Alexander’s

xpedition, says, that they had two gods, Oipavoc, of the
heaven, and Addvvoog, or Bacchus; and that it was this that
encouraged that great conqueror to invade them, that he
might make himself a third god amongst them; and this
may be well enough consistent with the other account, if what
some learned men suppose be allowed ; that these were their
own proper gods, whereas Jupiter Ammon was rather the
deity of the Ammonites, among whom his oracle stood, and to
whom they only sent ambassadors to consult upon occasions,

* Herodotus, 1. 2. c. 4. [ut supra] p. 91.
t Strabo, 1. 16 p. 539. [ut supra, p. 784.]
t Lucan. 1. 9. v. 517, § Arrian. de Exped. Alex. 1. 7. p. 486.
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it not appearing that the Arabians had any temple for him
in their own country : so that here too our author is mistaken,
for that the Arabians* had other gods than the stars, and were
not without all notion of heroes and demons.

4, His fourth instance is in the ancient Germans,t and of
them I confess Ceesar does say what he pretends ; but then it
is to be observed that in the very same place he utterly over-
throws all the use this author can be supposed to make of it,
viz. to shew “ that all the heathen nations worshipped only
the stars, without any notion of heroes or demons ;” seeing in.
the very same place he says of the ancient Gauls, that they
worshipped such kind of gods as he denies any of the heathens
did, and that with a superstition so like that of some of his
acquaintance, that I cannot forbear taking notice of it: “The
Gauls (says he) are very superstitious, and therefore if they
fall into any dangerous distemper, or are concerned in war, or
in any other danger, they straightway sacrifice, &c. For this
purpose they have their particular gods; Mercury to prosper
them in their journeys, or help them in their traffic; Apollo
to cure them In their sickness ; Minerva to find out any artifi-
cial works; Mars for war, &.”” And this our author could
not but know, since in the very pas to which he refers, he
opposes the Germans to them: *the Germans (says he) differ
much from this custom,” viz. (of the Gauls) which he had just
before recounted ; “ for they esteem them only for gods whom
they see, and by whom they are manifestly ielped, the sun,
Vulcan, and the moon.” .

But I have yet more to except against this instance; for
however Csesarycame to be m.isinfgrmed, the ancient Germans
had other gods, even such as this author denies to all the
ancient idolaters.} Tacitus mentions (eap. 9) Mars as the
chief god of the Tencteri, a nation bordering upon the Rhine ;
and in his book de Moribus Germanorum he speaks of
Hercules as another of their deities. That they wor-
shipped Mercury we learn from the same author, whom in
their language they called Gota or Wota, as Gotefridus Viter-
biensis§ in his Chrogicon observes ; from whence also he sui
poses that their word Got, signifying God, is derived ; thoug
in this other learned men dissent from him.

* Vossius de Idol. 1. 1. c. 26. [ut supra. p. 70. col. 2.]
+ Ces. Com. 1. 6. 1 Hist. 1. 6. cap. 64.
§ Vos. de Idol. 1. 1. p. 240, [ut supra, p. 102.]
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And lastly, the same Tacitus* mentions yet another god
more ancient than all these, the first founder of their country,
Tuisto, whom they worshipped, with his son Manus; and
these, some think, were no other than Gomar, and his son
Thogorma or Aschenar, by whom Germany was peopled after
the flood; though Vossius rather supposes them yet of a
greater antiquity, believing Tuisto to be Adam, and Manus,
to whom also Tacitus assigns three sons, Noah, by whom the
world was again established after the flood.

4. And this may suffice for his particular authorities. His
next are universal ; for he says, Eusebius in his book de Pre-
paratione Evangelica, p. 100, has shewn this to be the sense
of all the old heathen nations, as may be seen in his collections
of their several opinions, where he proves ‘that the ancient
heathens only worshipped the stars, without any notion of
heroes or demons.”

Good God! what can be done with such a man as this?
Eusebius has proved that all the ancient heathens worshipped
only the stars, without any notion of heroes and demons,
which was a ““mere invention of the vain and lying Greeks!”
And yet has this very Eusebius quoted Diodorus Siculus 1 for
his account of the Egyptian theology. He distinguishes with
him their gods into celestial and terrestrial. Of the first, he
treats in his first book from that author, c. 7, of the second in
his next, (Lib. 2. c. i. p. 45.) The very title of his chapter
is, “ an Epitome of the Egyptian Theology, and how it passed
from them to the Greeks.”” In the beginning of it he speaks
how their gods, who had been mortal men, were, for their
benefits they did to mankind and for their wisdom, made
immortal deities.”” He exemplifies this in a large account of
their mythology, pp. 45, 46, 47, 48, and then concludes
expressly with his author, Tove "EN\nvag é€didZeoBar rovg ém-
gaveordrovg Alyvrriwy *Hpddc e kai Ocovg, “ that the Greeks
had appropriated to themselves the ﬁnci]l)lal heroes, and gods
of the Egyptians.” And yet this is the author that has shewn at
large, p. 100, how “all the whole heathen nations worshipped
only the stars, without any notion of heroes and demons !”

His other author is Macrobius, who, he says, has proved it
of all the ancient idolaters, that they worshipped the sun as

* De Moribus German. c. 2.
+ Euseb. Prap. Evan. . 2. c. 1. [ut supra, p._52.]
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the supreme Deity. He should have added, to make

his conclusion, p. 100, “ and that so as to exclude all notion
of heroes and demons.” But this Macrobius never undertook
to do: and I have before shewn that in the very book of his
Saturnals, here mentioned, he was so far from shewing that
they worshipped the sun as the (absolutely) supreme Deity,
that in the beginning of his discourse he expressly restrains it
to the dii duntazat qui sub ccelo sunt, or sub-celestial deities :
and in his Comment upon Scipio’s Dream, he acknowledges,
above the sun and heaven, many other gods; »iz. 1. An
eternal Psyche, the Creator both of the heaven and the sun.
2ndly, A perfect mind or intellect, and (as he calls him) Om-
nipotentissimus Deus, the most omnipotent of all gods.

5. He has two authors whom he produces ; our own learned
Selden, in his book de Diis Syris, and Gerard Vossius, in
nothing inferior to him, who have proved ‘all the idols men-
tioned 1 Scripture to have been so many appellations of the
sun, whom the ancient idolaters believed to have been the
supreme God and Creator of the world (and therefore of him-
se]‘;' too, for he is part of it), as Baal, Baal-Peor, Bel, Molech,
Baal-Zebub, and Mithras ;”” though I doubt this last was taken
from some invisible. manuscript of the Bible, for I do not
remember that I have ever met with it in any of the editions
that are extant of those sacred volumes. .

But to let this pass too: did Mr. Selden then, and Gerard
Vossius in good truth, undertake to shew, that all the ancient
idolaters worshipped the sun as the supreme God, so as to
exclude all notions of demons and heroes ?

1st. Mr. Selden gives only a critical account of the Syrian
deities ; and in several of them shews, that others at least have
believed them to be somewhat else than the sun.

2ndly. Gerard Vossius is so far from favouring this man’s’
pretences, that, on the contrary, it is he who has spent his
whole first book of idolatry, to give an account of the ancient
heroes that were consecrated by the Gentiles into gods: it is
he that interprets the Egyptian Osiris to be Mizraim ; the
Bel of the Chaldeans to be Nimrod; the Tuisco of the Ger-
mans, Gomer, or perhaps Adam. ‘In short, he shews this sort
of idolatry to have been introduced among the heathens the
very age after the flood, even before God called Abraham from
Ur of the Chaldees. :

And thus have I considered this author’s pretences to anti-
quity ; and I think I may say, there is nothing but falseness
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and: vision in all his notions and authorities. Upon the whole,
I shall beg leave very briefly to conclude as to the nature of

idolatry :

L ;zh“ seeing all these ancient idolaters did acknowledge
one supreme, invisible, and spiritual Godhead, their idolatry
did not consist in worshipiing the heavenly bodies so as to
exclude all sense and apprehension of any such thing.

I1. That seeing they believed the sun and other heavenly
bodies to be the vehicles only of immaterial and spiritual sub-
stances, who had the superintendency over the affairs of this
lower world, and were to be applied to as mediators between
God and them ; their idolatry Xid not consist in worshipping
any visible or corporeal deities as the supreme God, so as to
exclude all sense and apprehension of a spiritual and invisible
Godhead, superior to their deities. By consequence,

II1. That either this, which our author here lays down, is
not (as he pretends) the true and only notion of idolatry ; or
if it be, none of those ancient nations were idolaters.

1V. Though I dare not presume to establish true and only
notions in this case ; yet from what has been said, I think we
may reasonably conclude their idolatry to have consisted espe-
ciaﬁy in these two things: either, 1st. That they worship
the true God by corporeal and visible symbols ; or that 2ndly,
together with the true God, they worshipped other inferior
deities ; whether intelligences (which they supposed to reside
in the heavenly bodies) or demons. And that by consequence,

To worship the supreme God in any corporeal representa-
tion or image whatsoever; or to pay divine worship to. any
created being, whether spirit or separate soul; either as
having the power over this inferior world, to administer things
in it, or as mediators between the supreme God and us: this
is, if not the only, yet at least a true notion of idolatry.

CHAP. 1V.

Of the notion of Idolatry under the Law ; and that it did not
consist in the giving the worship of the supreme God to
some created, corporeal, or visible Deity, as supposing it te
be the supreme God.

This was the next point I proposed to examine, and our
author thus delivers his opinion of it, p. 80 : * That accord-
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ing to the law, ido is giving the worship of the supreme

l(';gd to an creawdlftg gr::ll,]%r visible deity, or any Pthmg'

that can be represented by an image, which nothing but

corporeal beings can, p. 81, and to suppose such a being the
reme Deity.

¢ And though there may seem to be two sorts of it ; first,
either to worship a material and created being as the supreme
Deity, or, secondly, to ascribe any corporeal form or shape to
the Divine nature ; yet in the resultrggth are but one; for to
ascribe unto the supreme God any corporeal form, is the same
thing as to worship a created being, for so is every corporeal
substance. .

“ This is, I say, the TRUE and ONLY notion of idolatry.”

This is indeed great and magisterial, and would almost dispose
a man to think, that there should certainly be at least some-
thing of truth where there is so very much confidence. But
we have had already sufficient reason to suspect him, where he
seems least to suspect himself. Here I cannot but wonder
that a person of his character should send abroad such notions
into the world for the dictates of holy Scripture, as are
evidently contrary to the tenor of it; unless he thought our
nobility and gentry as little acquainted with that book, as
some of their guides are said to have thought it fit they
should be.

To make a man an idolater, according to the idea this
author has given of it, two things are required, which I much
question whether they ever yet concurred in any considerable
number of men in the world, viz.

1. That he give the worship of the supreme God to some
created, corporeal, and visible gt:rt of the universe. ,

2. Thatr{ue give this worship to it, as esteeming such a
being to be the supreme God. |

I will not be so rude as to inquire by what rules of dis-
course he infers all this from the second commandment, that
because God there forbids the Israelites to make any * graven
image, the likeness of any thing that is in heaven above, or in
the earth beneath, or in the water under the earth; to bow
down before it and worship it;’ therefore this image must be
the similitude of some visible and corporeal deity; and that
deity be supposed to be the supreme God, and be worshipped
as such. ﬁ}; that can infer this from the second command-
ment, would do well to tell us how he does it. But not to be

VOL. VI. ) 0
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importunate here; if this be the true and only idolatry,
according to the law, I would desire to know :

First, Seeing the law was delivered by the ministry of
angels, and these were no visible and corporeal deities; what
if the Jews had paid divine adoration to them? Would this
have been idolatry according to the law? If it would, I should
be glad ?to know what part of his definition it is that makes it
to be 8o

Secondly, I have before shewn, that the ancient heathens,
the Egyptians, Chaldeans, &c. though they worshipped indeed
the sun, moon, and stars, yet they neither believed them to be
the supreme God, nor the image of the supreme God; nor
that they were only visible and corporeal deities: they looked
upon them as the vehicles of celestial spirits, which dwelt in
them ; and as such they paid their adoration to them. Now
then, was this idolatry by the law, or was it not? If it were
not, how came the Israelites to be charged with idola
(according to this author’s own principles) for joining wit
them in this service? If it were, how will this agree with his
“ true and only notion of idolatry ?”” Seeing they worshipped
these heavenly bodies neither as the supreme God, nor so as
to exclude all sense and apprehension of a spiritual and invisi-
ble deiz. But,

Thirdly, To come to the holy Scripture itself: we read,
1 Kings xi. 4, ““ that Solomon in his old age turned away his
heart, and worshipped DYTWNETON other gods, viz. Ash-
toreth and Milcom, and Chemosh, and Moloch,* i. e. accord-
ing to this learned man’s notion, the sun and moon, and I
suppose he will not deny that herein he committed idolatry.
But now can any one believe that Solomon, who had been so
well instructed in the knowl of the Lord God of Israel ; he
to whom God had twice himself appeared ;4 and whom he had
endued with wisdom above all the men upon the earth: finally,
who had, not so long since, built him a magnificent temple at
Jerusalem ; where the service of the true God was continued,
even whilst he worshipped the gods of his wives : can any one,
I say, be so stupid as to believe, that this Solomon gave the
worship of the supreme God to the sun and moon, as supposing
them to be the supreme deities ; and that he did not only not

® Collat. cam Jos. 24. 2. pag. 93.
+ 1 Kings iii. 5. ix. 2.
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worship, but likewise nat so much as believe the only supreme
God? And yet this we must say, if we will allow this author
to have given us the true and only notion of idolatry.

Besides, it is certain, that whilst he was engaged in his
idolatrous worship, God did not utterly forsake him, but admo-
nished him of it, and threatened him with the loss of his
kingdom for servin& strange gods; which is inducement
enough to conclude, that he had still an apprehension of the
true God. If Solomon did immediately upon this admonition
give over his ims)ious worship, it shewed evidently that he
retained the knowledge of that God who had twice appeared to
him. For to suppose that he had quite lost all sense and
apprehension of him just when he fell to idolatry, and just reco-
vered some sense of him upon this admonition, and that all
the while between, he believed his visible and corporeal deities,
or some one of them, to be the supreme God, and had no
sense of him who is truly so, is to make Solomon almost such
a man as I before shewed our author’s idolater to be according
to the meaning of his words ; I am sure it is not to make him
one of the wisest men that ever was in the world. But sup-
posing that Solomon went on for some time after this to
worship his strange gods, yet he must now at least have
recovered some sense of the true God, it being this admonition,
in all likelihood, that sooner or later brought him to repen-
tance ; and then our author’s principles do from that time that
he was admonished, acquit Solomon of all idolatry, though he
‘went on to serve the gods of his wives.

It is a shame to run this matter any farther, and I make no

bt but that I have all men of sense, whether of ours, or of
the Roman Church, with me in this matter against our author.
But that I may not seem only to-destroy his idea, without
ing any other in the room of it ; I now proceed to observe,
“that we find two sorts of idolatry mentioned in the Old
Testament ;> and Ssuch is the misfortune of this positive man)
both of them utterly destructive of his true and only notion of
it, viz.

1. The worshipping of the true God by a material symbol
or representation.

11. The worshipping of other gods than the God of Israel ;
and that whether it be so as—1. Utterly to forsake the true
God, and serve others only : or, 2. To worship other gods

together with him.
o2
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1st. That according to the holy Scripture, it was esteemed
idolatry among the Jews to worship the true God by any mate-
rial symbol or representation.

And of this I shall desire no better proof, than those very
instances which this author so much insists upon for the
establishing of his notion, vie. those of the golden calf, and
of the calves of Dan and Bethel. That the children of Israel
did commit idolatry in the worship of these, is on all hands

: and yet that both these were designed as symbols of
the true God, and not of any visible or corporeal deities, will,
I think, appear evident, almost to a demonstration, from these
following reflections.

1st. That it is ** altogether incredible that the Israelites, in
either of those cases, could so soon have forgotten the true
God, as to give divine worship to visible and corporeal beings,
as supposing them to be the supreme deity.”

If we consider their circumstances when they worshipped
the “golden calf,” Exod. xxxii. it was but a very few days
since God had made a very great discovery of himself to them at
Mount Horeb, when he gave them the law, and asserted him-
self to be the Jehovah, their God which had *brought them
up out of the land of Egypt,” Exod. xx. 2.

And in the case of Jeroboam’s calves; the knowledge of
God in which they had been bred up; a continued public
service of him at Jerusalem ; the feasts and sacrifices, and other
ceremonies which they observed in obedience to his command ;
the very seal of his covenant which they carried about them in
their flesh, not to say any thing of the temple which Solomon
had so lately built unto him; all these must certainly have
made too deep an impression upon their minds, to permit them
so suddenly to fall away into such an utter forgetfulness of
him, as to worship visible and corporeal deities as the supreme
God, so0 as to exclude all sense and apprehension of him who
really is the supreme God. Such an ignorance as this is
hnd{y to be found, even among those infidels that have never
had any revelation of the true God at all made to them: but
that men who had once been instructed in the knowledge and
worship of him, should so suddenly fall off from both, as they
must here have done according to this author’s true and only no-
tion of their idolatry, this, I think, is as incredible as the notion
itself, which he would prove by the supposition of it. Bat,

2dly. That the people did not fall into any * such apostasy,
but -Qesigned in those calves to worship the God of Israel, is
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¢vident from the characters given of that deity whom they
served by them.” ]

For as to the golden calf, we read, Exod. xxxii. 4, that
when it was set up, they cried out, *“This is thy God, O
Israel, which brought thee up out of the land of Egypt; and
Aaron built an altar before it, and made proclamation and
said, To-morrow is a feast to Jehovah, or.the Lord.”

And so0 Jeroboam, in the very same manner, having set u
his calves in Dan and Bethel, 1 Kings xii. 28, It is too muc
for you (said he to the people) to go up to Jerusalem : behold
thy gods, O Israel, which brought thee up out of the land of
Egypt.” Now may I desire this learned author to tell us,
1. Where in holy Scripture does he find the name JEHOVAR,
or the Loz, attributed to any other but the true God? Or if
we should suppose the peoplé to be ignorant in this case, yet
could Aaron the high priest be so forgetful, as not to remember
that this was that peculiar name which God assumed to
himself, Exod. vi. 3, and of which our author himself takes
notice, p. 80, 81. 2. Whom should they then, and Jeroboam
mean after, by the Jehovah that had brought them up “ out
of the land of Egypt,” but him, who, at the delivery of the
law, appropriated this character to himself, Exod. xx. 1, and
who was under that title worshipped by the Jews at Jeru-
salem, where his temple stood, and whither all the tribes were
wont to go up to worship him : “ Itis too much for you to
up to Jerusalem. Behold thy gods, O Israel, which brought
thee uﬁ out of the land of Egypt.”

3. Had Jeroboam herebygysesigned to set up a new God
amongst them, how came it to pass that he used no arguments
with them at all as to that matter, but merely remonstrated to
them the trouble of going up to Jerusalem to worship? Never
sure were people easier persuaded out of their religion than
the Ten Tribes, if our author thinks that the distance of place
made him choose rather to return to the idolatry of Egypt,
than ta be at so much pains to worship the true God.

3rdly. But all this will farther appear, in that itis altogether
ineredible that the Egyptian gods should be the God that de-
livered the Israelites out of the land of Egypt, and sent all
those plagues upon their own servants. But especially that
““ thick darkness,” under which they lay for three days, seems
to be a very odd effect for the sun to have wrought. But to
quit such suppositions, two things there are, by which it un-
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donbtedly ap that the Israelites, in these cases, could not
have designed any return to the Egyptian idolatry. For,

1. As to the golden calf, it is said they ‘ offered burnt-
offerings, and brought peace-offerings unto it.” And Jeroboam
sacrificed unto the calves which he had made, and ¢ conse-
crated priests with a bullock and seven rams” to their serviee.

Now all this was most agreeable to what God required in
his service, but so utterly repugnant to the superstition of the
Egyptians, that our author himself confesses commanded
their beasts to be offered in sacrifice to him, in contempt of
the sacredness in which they were held by those idolaters.
He tells us, “That to offer a young ram was the srew:st
affront that could be put upon the Egyptians, who held a ram
not only in religious esteem, but the most sacred of all their
holy animals. ~ And particulafy ‘upon the account of the
sacredness of these amimals, the Egyptians (says he) NEVER
OFFERED any of their species in sacrifice. Insomuch, that
when Pharaoh bid Moses go sacrifice to the Lord in the land
of Egypt, Moses answers, they durst not do it, ‘because it
would be an abomination to the Egyptians,” Exod. viii. 26, so
that they would stone them ; that is, it would be a profaneness
and open affront to the religion of the Egyptians, if they
should offer in sacrifice those very animals the Egyp-
tians had consecrated in honour of their gods. And for the
same reason the Israclites were also commanded to sacrifice
Koung bullocks as well as rams ; for that next to a ram, the

ullock was the most sacred of all the holy animals.”

Our author is very large on this argument; but I think
what I have here offered is little less than a demonstration
against him as to this point : that the Jews, in the worship of
their calves, did not return to the idolatry of Egypt, seeing
they offered such sacrifices before them as by his own eon-
fession ““ were an open affront to the religion of the Egyptians.”

2ndly, It is evident from holy Scripture, that the idolatry of
these calves was a distinct idolatry from that of worshipping
the heavenly bodies ; and according to the estimate which Go
himself put upon it, much less heinous. And this we find in
both the instances before mentioned. For as to the golden
calf, Stephen says, Acts vii. 41, 42, “That they made a calf
in those days, and offered sacrifice to the idol, and rejoiced in
* the work of their hands; then God gave them up to worship
the host of heaven.”” Now here must be a manifest differenee
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allowed between these two, seeing the one is represented as the
punishment of the other; and what a ridiculous paraphrase
would it make of these words, to suppose that they adored the
sun in both, viz. *“That for worshipping the sun under the
symbol of the golden calf, God gave them up to worship the
sun under the name of Moloch !”’

As for Jeroboam’s calves, we find this also distinguished
from that of worshipping the heavenly host. For thus the
idolatry of Ahab was aggravated against him, 1 Kings xvi. 31,
that ““as if it had been a small thing for him to walk in the
sins of Jeroboam the son of Nebat, he went and served Baal,
and worshipped him.” Now if the idolatry of the golden
liot:lve:a ;vatsh the hw;rship of the sun mf this l;a:thor wo‘ti:g

ve it), then thi concerni must be expoun:
in this manner : “m if it meen a small th.inzpi":)r him
to worship the sun under the calves, he even proceeded to such
a height of impiety, as to worship the sun under the name of
Baal.” But, 4thly, and to conclude this point; that under
the calves they worshipped the true God, is evident from the
whole course of the history of the ten tribes, and of the state
of religion under them.

We find God as well revealing himself to these, as to the
other two. His prophets came amongst them, and though
they often inveighed against their altars, yet never charged
them as deserters of the God of Israel.

Nay, in many cases, we find those who worshipped the

den calves, yet accepted by God as zealous in his service.

shall, instead of many, offer only one example, that of Jehu,
2 Kings x. 16, who as he was expressly designed by God to
be king over Israel, so he there bids Jehonadab *come and
see his zeal for the Lord.”” Now the zeal he there meant, was
in destroying of Baal out of Israel. This he most effectually
did, as may be seen at large in that chapter ; and for the doing
of it, had the throne confirmed by God to his posterity for four
rations. I shall therefore make bold to conclude, that
ehu was no worshipper of Baal, or the sun, but of the God
of Israel, whose service he promoted, and for whom Elijah not
long before had appeared in opposition to this very Baal,
1 Kings xviii. 21 : * How long (says he) halt ye between two
opinions? If the Lord be follow him ; but if BaaL,
en follow him.” And yet Jehu “still worshipped the golden
calves that were in Bethel, and that were in Dan,” 2 Kings x. -
29, 31. He observed not to walk in the law of the ¢ Lard
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God of Israel with ALL HIS HEART, seeing he departed not
from the gins of Jeroboam, which made Israel to sin.”’

* 1 conclude upon the whole, that that cannot be the true and
ONLY notion of idolatry, which this author pretends, viz.
““ the giving the worship of the supreme God to some created,
corporeal, or visible Deity, as supposing it to be the supreme
Deity ;> since (as we have now seen) to worship even the true
God, under the worship of some corporeal symbol or repre-
sentation, as the Israelites did in these calves, is, in the account
of the holy Scripture, to commit idolatry. I go on,

2ndly, q‘o shew, that to worship any other God, besides the
God of Israel, whether it be so as to forsake the true God, or
but only to join the worship of any other with him ; this is
s:llstl); accor(iing to the sense of {oly Scripture, to commit
idolatry.

No:{ this will appear from the examples of this kind of
idolatry that occur 1n those sacred writings ; I shall mention
only an instance or two in either kind. And,

1st. That to give divine worship to any other than to the
God of Israel, though they do not worship that being as the
supreme Deity, but, on the contrary, worship the true God
together with it, is, according to the censure of the holy Scrip-
ture, idolatry.

This was the case of Solomon in some of the last years of
his life; for however, at the persuasion of his wives, he neg~
lected very much the service of the true God, yet we do not
find that he utterly forsook either the worship or the acknow-
ledgment of him. On the contrary, the holy Scripture plainly
enough insinuates, that he still served the of Israel, and
his fault was, that he did not serve him only, but worship
Moloch, and Chemosh, and Ashtﬁ;:et‘lll, ]:nd Milcom, together
with him. For thus s ing of his ido] , it says, 1 Ki
xi. 4, “that his heartpe:v)::gnot rfect t:nxth th}i; Imm
God :” and again, ver. 6, “ that he went not fully after the
Lord, as did David his father,” i. e. Be did not wholly give up °
himself to serve the Lord, and him only, as his father had
done.

Another and a more notable instance of this we meet with
in 2 Kings xvii. where the king of Assyria, having led the ten
tribes into captivity, and planted some of his own subjects in
their country, we read, ver. 25, that ““ God sent lions amongst
them to destroy them” because they neglected to worship
him. Upon this the king of Assyns, ver. 27, ordered ope
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of the priests of Bethel to go up and teach them ¢‘the
ranner of the God of the land ; then one of the priests whom
they had carried away from Samaria, came and dwelt in
Bethel, and taught them how they shonld fear or serve the
Lord,” ver. 28. ‘Howbeit every man made gods of their
own, and so they feared the Lord, and served their own gods
and their graven images.”

Such was the state of these Samaritans, and their practice
will furnish us with two very useful remarks upon this occa-
sion. For, 1. Since these Samaritans were punished for not
worshipping the God of the country, . e. the God whom the
Israelites were wont to worship; it follows, that the God
of the Israelites was not the same with the God of the
Samaritans ; and therefore since these are supposed to have
worshipped the sun, it follows that the Israelites did not
worship the sun, but some other, and him the true God.

2ndly, That these Samaritans, at the same time that the
committed idolatry in serving their own gods, did also bot!
know and fear the true God, and therefore their idolatry could
not consist in giving the worship of the supreme God to their
created and visible deities, as supposing them so to be. But
their sin was, that they gave divine worship to their own false
gods, after they had been instructed in the worship of the
true, and ]ometlv both the one and the other in their religious
service. But,

2ndly, As it was therefore thought to be idolatry, to worship
any other being together with God, so must.it much more
have been esteemed so, to forsake the true Geod, and worship
any other corporeal and visible deity.

An instance of this we seem to have in Ahab, 1 Kings xvi.
30, who, seduced by Jezebel his wife, * did evil in the sight
of the Lord, above all that were before him ;”* and what thi
was we find in the next verse, viz. that not content with the
idolatry of Jeroboam, in worshipping God after an idolatrous
manner, he utterly forsook him, and served Baal, and built a
temple and an altar for him.

ow, that Ahab had utterly laid aside the service of the
true God, seems evident upon two accounts. lst. Of the
gre:li{ersecution that he suffered his wife, 1 Kings xviii. 4,
to e of the prophets of the Lord, when, as Obadiah tells
Elijah, he hid them in caves from her fury. 2ndly. From the
miserable state of the kingdom in that time, as we find Elijah
reporting it even to God himself, 1 Kings xix, 14: *“The



202 THE WORSHIP OF THE CHURCH OF ROME.

children of Israel,”” says he, ‘“have forsaken thy covenant,
thrown down thine altars, and slain thy prophets with the
sword, and I, even I only, am left, and they seek my life to
take it away.”

Indeed it is not to be doubted, but that the idolatry of this
time was very deplorable. But now wherein did it consist?
Did Ahab worship Baal, or the sun, as a corporeal deity, so as
to exclude all sense and apprehension of a superior, spiritual,
and invisible Godhead ? Thisis not credible, seeing throughout
his whole reign we find him corresponding upon all occasions
with the prophets of the Lorp, and therefore sure he could
not be without some sense and apprehension of him.

And what I have now shewn in the example of Ahab, I will
{et farther confirm in another, that will perhaps be liable to

ess exception, and that is the instance of Manasseh, king
of Judah. This king, not content to forsake the God of his
fathers, set up his idolatry in the very temple of the Lord;
but yet neither had he lost all sense and apprehension of a
spiritual and invisible Godhead. He had been bred up by his
father in the knowledge of the true God, 2 Chron. xxxiii. 10,
the prophets of the Lord still continued to put him in mind
of his danger, and no sooner did he feel the punishment of his
rebellion, but he returned to his God, ver. 12: * When he was
in affliction he besought the Lord his God, and humbled him-
self greatly before the God of his fathers.”

And thus have I taken a short view of the several sorts of
idolatry which occur in the Old Testament, and from thence
it appears, that this sin is consistent not only with the acknow-
ledgment, but even with the worship of the true supreme
Deity, and therefore that it is a very false account which this
author has here given of it, p. 74, viz. “That ido is
neither more nor less than the worship of the heavenly bodies,
the sun, moon, and stars, or any other visible and corporeal
deity as the supreme God:” or, as he elsewhere defines it,
pp- 80, 81, * That idolatry is the giving the worship of the
supreme God to any created, corporeal, or visible deity ; and
to suppose such a being the supreme Deity, is the only, true
and proper idolatry.”

But before I quit this point, it may not be amiss to observe
yet one instance more ofp(i)do]atry (1 am sure generally sup-
posed to be so0), and which I cannot tell whether it may pro-
pertlg be reduced to any of the foregoing kinds, and it is that
of the brazen serpent, to which the children of Israel bumnt
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incense in Hezekiah’s time, as we may see, 2 Kings xviii. 4.
This pious king observing their superstition, ca it to be
broke into pieces, and we find this recorded among the rest
of his enterprises for rooting idolatry out of his eountry : < He
removed the high-places, and brake the images, and cut down
the groves, and brake in pieces the brazen serpent that Moses
had made : for unto those days the children of Israel did burn
incense to it ; and he called it Nehushtan.”

I do not believe that even this author himself will have the
confidence to say, that this was an image of either the sun,
moon, or stars, or of any other visible and corporeal deity, or
that the people worshipped it as supposing it to be the
supreme God, so as to exclude all sense and apprehension of a
spiritual and invisible Godhead ; and yet the learned men on
both sides confess, that here was idolatry committed, though
it may be the people were far from thinking that they did so;
and then it will remain, “That to give any appropriate acts
of divine worship to any creature, whatever sense men have
of the thing to which they give them, or their intention be in
8o doing, is nevertheless esteemed by God to be idolatry.”

CHAP. V.

The objections against the notion of Idolatry laid down in the
foregoing chapter, considered and refuted.

SincE I first began the examination of this book, I have
been under some temptations to doubt, whether the author of
it really designed to serve the interest of those of the Church
of Rome in the writing of it, or by a seeming defence of their
idolatry, intended only to shew how little he could say in their
behalf, and to give us an occasion, by answering his arguments,
to convince the world upon what just grounds we advance that
charge against them.

It does indeed a little startle me, when I consider how base
a thing it is, and unbecoming the character of a Christian, to
put on only an appearance of zeal in behalf of a party, to
whom it must be confessed, he has been highly obliged, and
whom therefore if he could not serve, yet at least he ought not
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to have betrayed. But then it seems to be something worse,
I do not now say for a Christian, but for a bishop that has not
yet quitted either the revenues or the communion of the
Church of England, nor retracted the subscription he once
made of this very charge of idolatry, against those for whom
he would now be thought to plead; to revile that Church
which nourishes him, and whose opinions we must suppose
him to hold, till we see him as formally renounce them as
ever he once subscribed to them. And if on the one hand he
seems to shew a great deal of bitterness against us in his ex-
pressions, yet on the other, it must be confessed his arguments
are so extremely civil, as not to carry so much as the ap-
pearance of religion in them. And few of the Romanists have
ever undertaken this cause, that have not said a great deal
more in their own defence, than this amphibious advocate has
offered for them.

But whether this author designed to expose them or us, or
himself only, as I am not much concerned to know, so neither
will I undertake to determine. This is plain, that had he meant
to ridicule the Church of Rome never so much, he could not
have taken a more effectual way of doing it. And whether our
nobility do (p. 4), or can, or ought to understand transub-
stantiation or no, yet I am sure, men of much weaker capacities
than those honourable personages for the most part are, will
be able to discern the truth of this remark. And that he
must indeed have thought them not only incapable of judging
of abstruse propositions (p. ib.), but even destitute of common
sense and reason, if he hoped to impose such discourse as this
upon them for arguing.

Now to make this appear, I shall need only desire the reader
to observe with me these two things : )

1. That the position he undertakes to defend (p. 74), is,
“That the notion of idolatry in holy Scripture is neither more
nor less than this ; the worship of the heavenly bodies, the
sun, the moon, and the stars, or any other visible and corporeal
deity, as the supreme God, so as to exclude all sense and
apgrehension of a spiritual and invisible Godhead.”

1. That to prove this, it is not sufficient to shew that thisis
idolatry, or that the Jews did sometimes fall into it: but it
must be shewn, that they never committed any other idolatry;
and particularly, that this was the idolatry of the golden c«?l}',
and of the calves of Dan and Bethel. For though the wor-
ship of the heavenly bodies (as the author represents it) were
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one sort of idolatry, yet if the Scripture has charged the Jews
with this guilt for any other worship, wherein they did not
adore the sun, moon, and stars, or any other visible and cor-
poreal deity as the supreme God, it will then follow, that this
which is ai\esed (p. 81, 82), cannot be the oNLY otion of
idolatry, and 1t must be false to assert, that idolatry (p. 74),
according to the word of God, is neither more nor less than
this.

Now from these two remarks only, it will presently appear,
what slender pretences some men will take up with, to run out
into the most excessive clamours against those whom they
oppose. For, 1st, As to what he so largely insists upon
(p. 83), as if there were something very important at the
bottom of it, viz. ““That the Jews were a people prone to
idolatry, and that the design of God throughout the whole
law, was to preserve them from it;” though it be a great
truth, yet it 1s certainly in this place a great impertinence ;
seeing neither do we deny this, nor can he make any use of it
in establishing his true and only notion of idolatry : for Ihope
he did not intend to argue thus, ‘* The Jews were very prone
to idolatry, and God intended this law to restrain them from
it ; therefore idolatry is neither more nor less than the wor-
ship of the heavenly bodies, the sun, moon, and stars, as the
supreme Deity.”

2ndly. It will from hence appear, that all those passages of
holy Scripture where God charges the Jews with worshipping
other gods, with serving the host of heaven, &c. conclude no-
thing, seeing it is confessed that they did fall into this idolatry
too; but that does not hinder but that they may have fallen
into some other besides ; and we are assured that so they did ;
nay, that they were suffered by God to fall into this, as a
punishment for having committed the other: so St. Stephen
expressly tells us, Acts vii. 41, 42: “ They made a in
those days, and offered sacrifice to the idol, and rejoiced in the
work of their hands. Then God gave them up to worship
the host of heaven.”

Nor is it any more to the purpose (p. 29), 3rdly, to prove
that the Scripture says, ““That to worship the sun and moon
is idolatry ;> unless he could find out some text where it adds
*“ that they who worshipped the sun and moon, worshipped
them as visible and corporeal deities with the honour due to
the supreme God ; and so as to exclude all sense and appre-
hension of a spiritual and invisible Godhead ; and that this is
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the true and only idolatry.” But now this, which was the
only point in question, he has prudently forgot, and whilst he
lives will never be able to prove it.

In short, if there be any thing more than noise and show
in what he has said, it must be in his account of the two
points before considered, viz. the golden calf, and the calves
of Dan and Bethel: for as for the brazen serpent, and the
honour Paid to that, he is as silent as if there had been mo
such thing in his Bible.

For the former of these, the golden calf, he expatiates ve!
much, but sure never were worgs put together with less perti-
nence than here. The thing to be proved is (p. 84, 85, &c.),
““That the Jews intended by this calf to worship the Egyptian
Apis or Serapis, or Osiris, that is, the suu, as the supreme

Deity.”
But how does he go about to prove this? First, he learnedly
shews, that the Apis whom the tians worshipped was not

the king of the Argives, nor son to Jupiter. And this I think
may be foreign enough to what we are seeking, which is the
design of the Jews in setting up the golden calf. Secondly,
he assures us (p. 87), it 1s much more probable that the
Greeks borrowed the very word Apis from the Egyptians.
And thereupon he takes occasion to make a learned reflection
upon our translation of Jeremiah xlvi. 15, which it may be
was one of the passages for which he has been wont to censure
our version with as little modesty as understanding. For to
say no more of it than this, if we have rendered this verse
amiss, we have erred not only with all the learned versions,
the Syriac, the Chaldee Paraphrase, and even the Vulgar Latin
itself, but with the original Hebrew too; and in all which
there is this only difference, that what they call valiant in one
number, we renger valiant men in the other. And all thisis
still as impertinent to the point in hand, as any thing can be
well imagined to be.

And yet from this, thirdly, he boldly infers (p. ibid.), ¢ That
the calf must have been the symbol of some Egyptian idol,
and that the people thinking themselves betrayed or deserted
by Moses after forty days’ absence, forced Aaron to restore to
them the symbols of their old gods to go before them, instead
of this new God which seemed to have deserted them.” And
this indeed is pertinent, but it has another terrible defect, viz.
that it wants proof. 1In short, the only reason he has to offer
for what he says, is this: that all their other worship seems
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to have been forced and constrained, but this is free and volun-
tary : and that there could be no other ground of that great
joy they shewed on this occasion, but that they were restored
to the exercise of their former religion.”” And to this I have
many things to reply.

First, That this is at best but a plausible presumption, and
such as if compared with the reasons I have alleged to the
contrary, will not be thought to deserve the name of an argu-
ment. For,

Secondly, Whereas this author (always positive, if that might
pass for proof) says,  that there-could be no other ground
of this joy, than that they were restored to the worship of
their old gods;” I would fain know how he comes to be
assured of this? I am confident, were it fit to establish a
principle of this moment upon the sandy foundation of our
own conjectures, one might be able to find out other reasons
for it. For why might not they have had just cause of
rejoicing, to behold a symbol of their own God set up amongst
them, as well as if it had been a figure of an Egyptian idol?
‘What if despairing of Moses’s return to them, as they designed
this symbol to supply his place, to direct them in their journey,
and to be an oracle at which they might continually inquire
God’s pleasure, so they testified some transports of joy upon
the erecting of it. Nay, but,

Thirdly, What if we should say that we cannot discern any
such extraordinary joy, more than what the solemnity of a
feast dedicated to the JEmOVAR, for the setting up of a
visible symbol of his presence amongst them, might very well
warrant ! The case in short was this : Moses dgayed to come
down from the Mount, the people were impatient to continue on
their journey towards the Promised Land ; but how to learn
God’s pleasure they knew not, and for this purpose they cried
unto n, that he would make them a god to go before
them ; such as very probably they had seen in Egypt, and
which might serve instead of an oracle unto them. This
Asron makes, and for the dedication of it appoints a feast unto
the Lord, and offers such sacrifices as G indeed required,
but which this author himself confesses, were an abomination
to the Egyptians. And upon the occasion of this feast it was
that it is said, they rejoiced in the works of their hands,”
Acts vii. 41. And again, “The people sat down to eat and
drink, and rose up to play,” 1 Cor. x. 7. And what this joy
a8, we find particularly expressed, Exod. xxxii. 19: * They
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were singing and dancing before the calf.” Now all this was
very natural on such an occasion; and whatever sin they
committed in it, yet I cannot see any necessity there is to
conclude that there could be no other ground for such a joy,
than their returning to the idols of Egypt. And the arguments
I have before given clearly shew, that whatever it was, it could
not be that, seeing that the whole solemnity was consecrated
to the JEHOVAR, and performed in a manner utterly inconsis-
tent with the Egyptian idolatry.

As for the calves of Dan and Bethel, our author has (if
possible) yet less to say against their being the symbols of the
God of Israel, than he had in the former case. He produces
(p- 93) only the learned Visorius, to prove that Monceius
was mistaken in imagining that Jeroboam set up these calves
in imitation of Solomon’s cherubim. But now this is not our
question, whether the calves were made in imitation of the
cherubim, but whether the God of Israel, or the gods of
Egypt were worshipped by the Ten Tribes at Dan and Bethel ?
And yet without saying one pertinent word, he concludes,
with as good assurance as if he had made a demonstration of
it : “* So that it is plain that these calves were set up by him
as idols, or symbols of a new or separate religion from the
tribe of J udai'.l" ’

One thing indeed there is that may seem to deserve an
answer, and that is, why the people for three whole years did
not comply with him, if he kept up the old religion, that had
been established under David and Solomon? But now this is
a gross mistake in a person that would be thought so learned
in the Scriptures. 'Fhe people did comply very readily with
Jeroboam, and were far from refusing for any such time as
pretended. And that passage to which this author must, I
suppose, refer, 2 Chron. xi. 17, is spoken not of the Israelites,
but of the kingdom of Judah ; namely, *that for three years
they walked in the way of David and Solomon.”

z{nd now let any reasonable man consider what a pitifal
vindication is this, to support so much clamour and confidence ?
And how must all men of sense, even in the Roman commus
nion, dessise such trifling, after what they have seen their own
Dr. Godden perform upon this very subject? The truth is,
we ought to give that learned man his due. He has said what
was to be said to excuse his Church from idolatry; and his
performance shews that he wanted nothing but a better cause
to have acquitted himself to every one’s satisfaction. But he
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had a hard mistress to serve, and he was not insensible of it.
But for this new advocate, his arguments are as much short of
the Doctor’s, as his assurance is greater. There the D. of
Paul’s found something worthy his consideration, but here is
nothing but a great noise, and a great deal of anger and scorn,
without any just occasion, though in such a case the cause
ought to be very plain. In short, I cannot imagine any other
effect this discourse can possibly have, than to raise the credit
of Dr. Godden’s ; and after whom it is indeed a bold under-
taking for another to engage: for could this point have been
defended, he was the person that of any other seems to have
been the most likely to have done it. But he too has failed ;
and because his performance was good, considering the matter
of it, the worth of the man argues the badness of the cause,
and the impossibility of defending it.

CHAP. VI.

That the account which has been given of the motion of
Idolatry under the Law, is eqally applicable to the case
of the Chiistians now. The objection from the cherubims
answered; and the whole concluded.

1 AM now come to the last point to be considered, and it is
indeed so necessarily consequent upon the foregoing, that if what
1 have before said concerning the notion of idolatry under the
Old Testament be allowed, this cannot be denied, viz. that
as the Jews retaining both the apprehension and worship of
the truly supreme God, were nevertheless guilty of idolatry,
for worshipping him after a Gentile manner, so may Christians
be now, and therefore that the Church of Rome may justly
be charged by us as idolatrous, though we do not pretend in
any wise to say either that she worships the sun, moon, and
stars, or any other visible and corporeal deity as the supreme
God, or that she has lost all apprehension of a spiritnal and
invisible Godhead.

I shall not much enlarge myself upon the proof of a conse-

uence, both in itself very plamn, and which this author is o
gu from denying, that his whole book is built upon the

VOL. VI. P



210 THE WORSHIP OF THE CHURCH OF ROME.

suni)posal that he makes of the truth of it; it is indeed the
only thing wherein he seems to have any reason, nor can any
thing be more just than for the understanding what idolatry
is, bt: search the holy Scriptures, and see what is there declared
to be so.

As for the New Testamant, we find the Apostles earnest
indeed in their cautions against idolatry, but we do mnot see
that they any where d the nature of it : they spake as to
men who understood these things, and were acquainted with
the notion of idolatry, and needed only to be warned against
falling into it. They ﬂv: not the least intimation that it was
not the same then, it been wont to do under their law.
All we can conclude from their exhortations to the Christians
to avoid it, is, that Christians were capable of falling into it,
and by consequence, that men who have not lost all sense and
apprehension of a supreme, spiritual, and invisible Godhead,
may for all that become idolaters.

So that to know what the Scripture notion of idolatry is,
we must with this author search into the history of the Old
Testament, and from thence I have shewn two cases, wherein
men may, without excluding either the *sense or worship of
the true God,” yet justly be charged with this crime. 1. By
worshipping the true God by any corporeal image or repre-
sentation. 2. By giving divine worship to any other besides
God, though they £ not only retain the notion, but even the
adoration too of the true Gm{ together with it.

It were an easy matter to enlarge upon both these points
here in the application of them; but my design now is not to
accuse any particular Church of this guilt, but only to shew
in general what idolatry itself is, and that the Church of
Rome, though it both knows and worships the true God, yet
may do it in such a manner, and give such worship to other
beings, as justly to deserve the censure which has been brought

inst her, for any thing this author has said to clear her of it.

Indeed, as to the former of these ways, whereby I pretend
a man may be guilty of idolatry, viz. “by worshipping God
by any corporeal image or representation,” he has offered
somewhat in prejudice of it, p. 125, 127. For did not « God
himself command two cherubims to be made, and used in his
worship? And were not these sacred images set up in the
place of worship? And does not this shew that God was so
far from forbidding the use of images in his service, that he

would not be worshipped without them 7’
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But to this I answer, that God did indeed command two .
cherubims to be made and placed at the two ends of the mercy
seat ; but that they were put there for any use to be made of
them in his service, or for any other purpose than to over-
shadow the mercy seat, from whence God had promised to
deliver his oracles unta them, this we utterly deny.

Hence we find, that when God had directed Moses how to
make this throne of his glory, Exod. xxv. 22, he commanded
him, “ to put the mercy seat above upon the ark of the testi-
mony, and there (says he) I will meet thee, and I will commune
with thee from above the mercy seat, from between the two
cherubims which are upon the ark.”” And, Numb. vii. 89, it is
said, “ that when Moses went into the tabernacle of the con-
gregation to speak with God, he heard the voice of one speaking
to him from off the mercy seat, from between the two cheru-
bims.” Now here we may plainly see what the object of
divine worship was, not the cherubim, but the invisible majesty
which spake ?rom between them, and communed with Moses.
The mercy seat itself was but the place where God had pro-
mised to meet them ; the cherubim were the ornament and
covering of that; but neither the one nor the other of these
were the object of divine worship, or figures, or similitudes of
that God who alone was adored there.

And this the learned men of the Church of Rome confess
no less than we ; Aquinas* having objected against the second
commandment, that the cherubim were put in the tabernacle
and in the temple, answers, that they were neither put there
as representations of God, nor for any worship to be paid to
them ; and explaining the ark and all that belonged to it asa
mystery, he says, that the holy of holies represented heaven;
the ark was the footstool of the Divine Majesty ; but that
because God was incomprehensible to any creature, propter
koc nulla similitudo ejus ponebatur, therefore was there no
similitude of him placed there the better to denote his invisi-
bility. As for the cherubim, he says they represented the
multitude of angels attending upon his throne ; and there was
therefore more than one, that all worship might be excluded
from them, to whom it had been commanded ° that they
should worship only one God.” So far was Aquinas from
thinking that these images were any representations of God,

® Aquinas 12. Q. 102. Art. 4. ad 6. [Sum. Theol. prim. sec. vol. 21.
p. 447, &c. Venet. 1787,]
P2
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or that any worship was to be paid to them ; and the same has
been confessed by others of no less note of that Church,
Vasquez, Lorinus, Arorius, and even by his own Visorius,
whom he has before alleged, but is not pleased to take notice
of on this occasion.

But here our author supposes he has something to boast of ;
for if we may believe him, our own great defender of this
charge has given up the cause as to this matter, and confessed
that it was lawful to worship towards an image (p. 130), but
not to give worship to one. This is, I fear, a wilful perverting
of that learned man’s words. The question was about the
““ Jews’ adoration towards the ark, and the holy of holies.”
His answer is this, “that they only directed their worship
towards the place where God had promised to be signally
present among them, which,”” says he, * signifies no more to
the worship of images, than lifting up our eyes to heaven doth
when we pray, because God is more especially present there.”
What is t.iere in all this, to allow it to be la to give wor-
ship towards an image, but not to it? Nay, he plainly denied
that there were any images for worship there, or any worship
directed towards them. But there was a symbol of God’s
immediate presence as on his throne between the cherubim,
and this appointed by God himself, and thither the people
directed their worship ; and I desire this author, if he can, to
tell me what there was more in this, than there is in directing
our worship towards heaven, when we pray: and whether,
according to his true and only notion of ldO]it , he may not
as well say, that we worship Apis, or Baal, or Moloch, i. e. the
sun, moon, and stars, in this, as that the Jews worshipped the
cherubim by that?

Nor is t{\ere any more sincerity in what he calls his second
reply, and in which he represents him as allowing *that the
cherubim might be adored once a year by the lnil; priest, but
not exposed to the people to worship.” For in that very place
he denies the cherubim to have been any representations of
God : but says, “ that his throne was between them on the
mercy seat;”’ and adds in plain words, *¢ that they were never
intended for objects of worship.” And yet this author insults
and trinmphs upon this in a very glorious manner, as if the
cause had been gained by it. Had that learned man said,
“¢ that the high priest adored the cherubim once a year,” then
indeed there might have been some colour for those sweet
expressions of!n:iameless shifts and pretences. But this he
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utterly denied, and he might as well have made him confess
it to be lawful to worship images, though he disputed against
it, and have brought him in allowing that it was no idolatry

8o to do, as to represent him confessing that the  high priest
adored the cherubim ouce every year.’” But what defence
can there be against such adversaries, as will make men confess
what they reject, and affirm what they deny; and yet when
they have done, dare to appeal both to God and the world for
their sincerity ?

And now from what has been said, I will venture to conclude
in behalf of our Church, and of those learned men of our
communion, who have been concerned in this controversy, that
the notion of idolatry which both the one teaches, and the
others have defended, is, after all this author's clamours
against it, neither new nor unlearned, nor fanatical, nor anti-
catholic, nor anti-Christian, nor any of those ill things he
pretends ; but the truly ancient, learned, and catholic notion
of it. The notion which God in his holy Word has established ;
which the Jews received ; the Apostles taught, and the
Christian Church till these latter days, that men’s interest
prompted them to seek out to themselves new inventions,
constantly maintained. It was by this notion that St. Paul
censured the worship of the golden calf as idolatrous, and
condemne