xlviii  The Life of Mrs. COCRBURN.

the withdrawing herfelf from the flight ac-
quaintance, which fhe once had with Mrs.

Manley, on account of the licentioufnefs both .

of her writings and condu@. And indeed the
libeller herfelf was fo confcious of the injuftice
and enormity of her calumnies, that, ‘upon a
remonftrance to her upon that account, the pro-
mifed to make the proper acknowledgments in
perfon to Mrs, Cockburn for her offence; but
failed of her engagement in that refpect, from
an excufable reluétance to fee one, whom fhe
had {o highly injured.

- The collection now exhibited to the world
s {o inconteftable a proof of the fu periority of
our author’s genius, as in a manner fuperfedes
every thing, that can be faid upon that head,
But her abilities as a writer, and the merit of
her works, will not have full juftice done them,
without a due attention to the peculiar circum-
~ flances, in ‘which they were produced; her
carly youth, when the wrote fome ; her ‘very
advanced age, and ill ftate of health, when fhe
drew up others; the uneafy fituation of her
fortune, during the whole courfe of her life;
and an interval of near twenty years, in the vi-
gor of it, fpent in the cares of a family, with-
out the leaft leifure for reading or contempla-
tion: After which, with a mind fo long divert-
ed and encumbered, refuming her ftudies, fhe
inftantly recovered its intire powers, and in the
bours of relaxation from her domeftic employ-
ments purfued, to their utmoft limits, fome of
the deepeft inquiries, of which the human
mind is capable,

N

DISCOURSE

Guide in Controverfies,
TN

Two' LE TTERS,

‘Written to

One of the Church of Rowme.

Firft printed in 1707.




ceal i s L i DS e S

Mt st Kot o

e R ST I v e 3 e N

f 3]

PREEAGCE

T HE ingenious author of thefe papers 'be-

ing not cafily prevailed with to permit

the publication of them, I am not at li-
berty to inform the reader any farther, than that
they were writ by one, who had been many years
of the church of Rome, but having been for fome
time diffatisfied with feveral doétrines and practices
in that church, had refolv’d to examine, with great
care, the grounds of that authority, on which they
were received, by confulting the beft books on that
fubject on both fides, and by advifing with men of
the beft judgments of both communions: And
that thefe papers were the refult of thofe free and im-
partial enquiries, defigned only to impart the Au-
thor’s thoughts to a friend, without any intention
of making them public,

But falling into the hands of fome very good
judges, as well divines as others, the publithing of
them was very much defired, both for the ftrength
and clearnefs of the reafoning, and for the fhortnefs
of them ; many readers being encouraged to feek
for information in pieces of this fize, who have nei-
ther the mind nor the leifure to go through large vo-
lumes.

They are, I think, writ with that judgment, and
withal with that plainnefs, that they may be at all
times ufeful to thofe of our own communion, that
want to be fortified againft the bold pretences to

Yor. I, A 2 infallibi-
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infallibility to the church of Rome ; and will, I hope,
help to open the eyes of fuch of the Romiflo Commu-
nion, as are perfuaded, that thofe, who deny that in-
fallibility, take away all certainty of the Chriftian
religion, or of the authority of the Scriptures ; the
grounds of thofe pretences being the chief fubject
of thefe letters. :

It might have been expetted, that the anfwer, writ
by one of the Romifb perfuafion to the firft letter,
fhould have been printed, with the reply ; and in-
deed I wifh that could have been done, for pre-
venting all cavils and exceptions ; but it feems it
was return’d (after the reply was writ) upon the
requeft of the gentleman, that brought it, before any
copy was taken of it. But, however, there is the lefs
need of it, fince I am perfuaded the full force of
the arguments is plainly and fairly fet down in the
reply.

pl);lced fay nomore concerning the author, or the
performance. I pray God it may have the good
. effe, to excite all forts of perfons, of what perfua-
fion foever, ferioufly and impartially to enquire in-
to the grounds and reafons of their religion, as this
author has done : for it is not only the moft rati-
onal method for finding out truth, but what is in-
difpenfably required of us by revelation ; where we
are enjoined 20 prove all things, in order to the bo/d-
ing faft that which is good,

TWO

|

s T ERS

Guide in Controverfies.

The Fith LETTER,
To Mr. B————t a Romifb Priefl.

SIR,
I Thank you for the favour of your books, which

I return, having read that concerning the
. Guide in Controverfies twice, with all the atten-
tion I am capable of; and with all the impartiality
1 could, undér {o ftrong a bias, as all naturally have
for that fide, which they have deliberately and pub-
lickly made their free choice. I was not indeed in-
clined to refolve againft doubting, though told it isa
mortal fin ; for I am perfuaded nothing can be fo,
that is out of our power, asnot to doubt of a thing,
which we fee great reafon to doubt of, furely is.
However, that Maxim gives great prejudice againft
thofe, who hold it, as the beft fecurity of error, and
the moft effe¢tual bar againft the difcovery of truth;
for which a very different difpofition is requifite,
viz, A readinefs to fubmit to the evidence of truth,

Ag how
e
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how oppofite foever to all our prefent perfuafions.
And in this difpofition I have endeavoured to keep
myfelf on that” important enquiry, Whether the
proofs of an infallible guide are fufficiently full and
clear to fatisfy an unprejudiced mind ; as I heartily
with to find them. In order to judge the better of
my thoughts on this fubje&, give me leave, Sir,
to reprefent to you freely, what I think is the fum
of your author’s arguments; what defect I obferve
in them; and what feems-to me the only ground,
on which the belief of an infallible guide can be ef-
tablifi’d, I begin the laft, by laying down this
pofition : '

That there can be no reafon to afcribe infallibi-
lity to any man, or affembly of men, but an ex-
prefs divine promife ; and that thofe, to whom fuch

a grant is made, can neither limit, or extend, tranf- |

fer or difpofe it, in any manner, or to any perfonss
but it muft be fixed in thofe only, who are exprefly
feparated and diftinguithed by that promife. ~This
being laid down, which I believe will be granted
me, we are next to confider with your author, what
is the importance of thofe places in Scripture, in
which that promife is faid to be contained, and to
whom they muft be applied.  Our Saviour’s pro-
“ mifes, hé fays, (all or moft of them) are made
¢ to the guides of the church, and therefore to the
¢ church as a guide*;” a confequence, which fhall
be farther confidered by and by. But here I muft
obferve, That feveral of them feem evidently limit-
ed to the apoftles, as thofe, in which are joined the
promife of guiding them into all truth, and that of
toewing them things to come®: From which I fee no
more reafon tointer a fucceffion of infallibility, than
a fucceffion of prophecy ; but both feem equally to
belong to that extraordinary infpiration, which ‘was

3 Page 4. * John xvi. 13.
neceflary
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neceffary for the firft promulgators of the Gojpel. If
it is thought neceffary to extend thofe other pro-
mifes farther, of our Saviour’s being with them to
the end of the world®, and of the fpirit’s abiding
with them for ever, (tho’ thefe expreffions are fre-
quently ufed in Scripture, when they cannot be
taken in their full extent, as no doubt you know;
but) to whom foever they may be extended, they
are far from importing Infallibility, as may be feen
in feveral places, where they are ufed for thofe or-
dinary affiftances, and protections, which Ged has
promifed to all his people ; every good Chriftian
may hope and pray that God will be with them for
ever. As for that injunétion, Fell the church®; &c.
I cannot but wonder to find it always urged on this
[ubje, for I think nothing can be plainer; than that
it daes not at all belong %o it, when the whole
fcope of the difcourfe is taken together from the
15th verle, If thy brother trefpafs againft thee, &c.
Our Saviour is plainly fpeaking of private differ-
ences among Chriftians, which he would have them
firt endeavour to make up between themfelves;
then to try the interpofition of friends; and laftly,
to refer the matter to the whole body ; and if any
one was not to be gained by fuch amicable methods,
he might be looked on, or ufed, as a heathen, i e
profecuted in temporal courts. From which d}f-
courfe if any authority of the church is to be in-
ferred, it muft be to decide civil controverfies, and
private quarrels. The only text, I think, that con-
tains an exprefs promife to the church is this, Oz
this rock will I build my church, and the gates of bell
Jball not prevail againft it © 5 which feems not necef-
farily to import more, than that no power fhould
ever be able to dgftroy Chrift’s church; the word ren-
dered prevail, fignitying (as I am told) an entire
victory.

¢ Matt. xxviii. z0. John xiv. 16. ¢ Matt, xviii, 17.

¢ Matt, xvi. 1§
A4 But
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But fuppofing that text to mean, that the church
fhould never fall into any error, (which fure is very
darkly exprefled in it) fince this cannot be univer-
fally extended, as is owned by all, but that great
numbers may and have erred ; I am ftill to fearch for
fome direction, whom in any divifion of the church
I may adhere to as a guide infallible ; and for this

_Chrift has certainly given us a rule, if your author’s
conclufion is true, that moft of the promifes being
made to the guides of the churchf; therefore to the
church as a guide ; for without fuch a rule, this can

be no rule to us, when thofe guidés are divided ,

among themfelves.
.. And on this occafion, he fays, #¢ It feems alfo
« evident, that Chriftians, in fuch diffenting of go-
¢ vernors, may not fafely follow, which they pleafe,
“¢ or judge to be in their doctrine the righteft; for
¢ fo they judge of their judges. But that fome
¢ rule there is, to whom in fuch cafe they are to
¢ adhere ; it being as neceffary for the fame divine
¢ providence to leave fome means, by which to know
¢ our guide, as to give us one.” Thus he. And
this indeed is evidently neceffary, if the other part
is true, That Chriftians may not judge for them-
felves in fuch diffentions among governors. But where
is this‘ rule to be found? This is what we are in
fearch of ; but of this the Scriptures are entirely fi-
lent, give not the leaft hint of any perfon, or num-
ber of perfons, whom, in cafe of divifions, all Chri-
ftrians are obliged to follow : but your author tells
us, ¢ That this rule by tradition has been, and, in
‘“ reafon, can be no other, but this, that in Jjudges
« ecclefiaftical fubordinate (whether perfons or coun-
¢ cils) diffenting, mem-ought to adhere to the fu-
¢ perior;_in judges equal diffenting, to adhere to
¢ major, not to the minor part. b ”

Allowing this to have been by tradition the only

f Page 21. & Page 100, b Ibid,

rule,

a Guide in Controverfies. .9

rule, as I doubt not that it may in reafon be the beft,

that any body of men can fix on for the maintaining

of peace and order ; yet if this is not a divine in-

ftitation, what reafon can aflure me, that in all dif~

fentions of the church, the fuperior in dignity or

number muft be in the right ? which is far from be-

ing true of any other bedy of men. But that this

rule is of divine inftitution, I find no appearance of
a proof, and methinks that affertion of your author
feems to fuppofe the contrary, viz. That in reafon
there can be no other. Could he have thewn us, that
in fact this rule was given” us by God, no body
would have doubted the reafonablenefs of it; but
by this he cannot mean, that God could not in reafon
have given us any other: For' who can deny, that
if he had been pleafed to diftinguifh any determin-
ed fucceflion of men, how few, or of what dig-
nity foever, by a promife of infallibility, it would
have been a very good rule for us to adhere to him
or them, even againft the whole world: What then
can. he mean, but that this is the only rule, that
buman reafon can fix on; an argument, which can
amount to no more than a fitnefs or neceflity of fub-
mitting to fuperiors, or the majority of a council,
for the fecurity of order and union” (which are in-
deed very valuable things, and not lightly to be
thrown off :) But a fubmiffion to them can be no
infallible fecurity from error ; and therefore we can-
not be abfolutely in all things obliged to fuch fub-
miffion, without an exprefs divine promife, that
thofe paftors, who are fuperior in dignity, or the
majority of thofe, who fhall happen to be affembled

~in a council, fhall never err. But to fuch a divine

promife I find no pretence, nor to any direction
from Chrift or his apoftles, whom to follow as a
guide in cafe of divifions. The promifes in Scrip-
ture are by no fide carried farther than to collett
from them, that the whole church, or all the
guides of the church, fhall never fall into error :

/\ But
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But fince thofe, who fhall not err, are not diftin+
guithed, to us, from thofe, who may, thould we not
conclude, contrary to your author, that therefore
thofe promifes to the guides of the church are not
meant to the church as a guide ? For methinks, his
conclufion [That they are fo meant,] is very well
confuted by himfelf, where he fays, <« He that ap-
< points us to follow a guide — and then leaves
< us no way (when our guide confifts of many per-
< fons — and when two parties of them contra-
¢ dict one another)— to know which of them is
< to be our guide, it is all one, as if he left us no
< guide®” From which this reafoning clofely fol-
lows ; but God has given us no direftion how to
know our guide; ergo, he has (or it is all one as
if he had) given us no guide. Nor does your au-
thor here, or elfewhere, offer to fthew, that God has
iven usbany rule, by which to know this guide;
%ut here from a conceffion of fome Proteftants, that
there fhall be always fome paftors of the church
unerring, he argues, That thefe (unlefs allowed to be
the [uperior or major part) can be of no ufe as a guide
0 the whole ; which no Proteftants maintain them
to be ; all affirm, that there is no infallible guide but
the Scripture. Yet, as if it were granted, that thofe
unerring paftors were to be a known appointed
guide, he concludes, that his muit be the rule by
which to know this guide; but gives us no better
proof, that this is our rule, than in the other place,
fends us to human reafon and probabilities ; for it
is more likely, fays he, ¢ Thata particular perfon
“ fhould err than a fynod; and a fmaller fynod
¢¢ than a more general ; and fo too of perfons fubor-
" ¢¢ dimate, that thofe elected and advanced to higher
¢ places of judicature, fhould be both perfons of
¢ greater knowledge and merit; and, according to
¢ to ‘the neceffity of their place, divinely more af-
¢ fifted®” Not to urge, that this has been far
i Page 18, . k Page 19.

otherwife
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otherwife in fact, (as it is too fure, that feveral of
thofe advanced to the higheft rank in the church
have been very ill, and very ignorant men) let it be
as Jikely as he pleafes, how far does this fall fhort
of that fecurity, which we look forin a guide infal-
lible, by an exprefs divine promife ? '
But ¢‘why elfe (continues he) fuch a fubordina-
¢ tion and appeal from lower to higher courts, un-
< lefs thefe be of the two the lefs liable to error,
“ both from human and divine help ?” To which I
anfwer, That nobody denies, that the church might
caft itfelf into fuch a model for very good ends, re-
lating to order and difcipline ; but how infallibility
can be inferred from thence, I do not fee : For firft,
I cannot find, that thofe fubordinations, upon which
fuch appeals are founded, are fo much as pre-
tended to be of divine or apoftolical inftitution (as
that of inferior clergy to their bifhop is ;) but for
thofe other, of bithops to their metropolitan, and
of metropolitans to patriarchs, they feem diftinc-
tions merely flowing from the former difpofition of
the Roman empire, and the temporal dignity of
cities ; as new privileges were given to the bithop
of Confantinaple, upon that city’s being made the -
feat of the empire. But fecondly, if thefe fubordi-
nations were all of divine inftitution, and allowi
the higher of the two the lefs liable to error, how
does that, or the conftant practice in the church, of
appealing accordingly from lower to higher courts,
any more prove the majority of a general council in-
fallible (without an exprefs promife for it) than the
like conftitution of other bodies proves the higheft
court of them to be infallible, or than it proves every
metropolitan, or every bifhop, to be fo, becaufe ail
under their refpectivejurifdictions are obliged toobey
them ? But your author had told us before, ¢« Fhat
“¢ this being  the traditive rule of obedience, which
¢ has been always obferved in the church, if our
“ Saviour’s promifes of affiftance import only (as

¢« fome
N
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« fome Proteftants affirm) That there fhall be af-
< ways fome clergy unerring, but how few, or of
¢ what dignity they may be is uncertain ; then the
« people in following the fuperior and the major
< part (the traditive rule) will thus be tied fome-
< times to obey thofe of the clergy, to whom Chrift
¢« denies fuch affiftance, and to difobey thofe, who
<« have it™, Which is the fum of his argument
in that page. But therefore (fay all Proteftants)
the people are not tied to this rule of obedience iz
all cafes: ’tis a human conftitution ; and whenever
any of thofe, (tho” otherwife their lawful fuperiors)
depart from their fole infallible rule, the Scrip-
tures, the people’are not obliged to follow them
for they muft obey God rather than man. If he
1means, that the people are tied to this rule of obe-
“dience in all cafes by divine authority, it is that, of
which we want a proof: if not, his conclufion will
amount to no more, than that fuch fuperiors re~
quiring an univerfal and abfolute fubmiffion to
their decrees, will thus fometimes tie the people to
fubmit to error; which his adverfaries will eafily
grant him.” - -
The only argument I find in your author for
the divine authority of a general council, is this,
¢ That the church governors, when ever aflfem-
“ bled in council, do aét by the felf fame autho-
“ rity (received from our Lord, and by their
“ divine inftitution) by which they aé& fingly, in
« their feveral charges: — What authority then,
“ and whence they had it fingly, they have
“ united.”— And fo much I believe not only Dr.
Hammond, whom he quotes, but all of the church
of England will own: but is this authority abfo-
lute and unlimited, in matters of faith, or is it
not ? If it be, then every one will be obliged to

obey their feveral bithops, how much foever they _

differ from one another: if it be not unlimited,

, ™ Page17. o Page 103.

as
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as fure it is not, fince every fingle bifhop may err
(as is confefs’d by all) and in fuch cafe the people
cannot be bound to obey; then neither is it fo,
when they are united, for they act by the felf-fame
authority, when affembled, by which they oz Jingly.

.But how high foever the authority of bithops may

be, this is not the inftitution we look for, nor wil]
it help us ip our fearch whom to follow, ‘when"
they are divided among themfelves. The divine
authority we are enquiring for, is that of a pri-
mate over many inferior bithops, or of a rajo-
rity of them over a leffer number, with a pro-
mife that fuch fhall not err; and in cafe the great-
er number of inferior bithops fhould diffent from
their fuperiors in dignity, on which fide the in-
fallibility fhould reft, or to whom the people muft

- adhere. But of fuch a divine authority, promife,

or direction, I do not find, that any-proof is of-
fered.

Nor does your author mention this laft cafe at
all, of a majority diffenting from their {uperiors,
though this not only may, but has happened.
And if it is not determined which of them, in fuch
cafe, is the infallible guide, the people will be lefe
uncertain whom to follow, or, according to their
different opinions abourt it, may have a very diffe-
rent rule of faith.

And is it to be thought, that a living infallible
guide was defigned us, and yet, that neither our
Saviour, or his apoftles fhould fay one word of any
rule, how to know this guide in cafe of diffen-
tions, nor give the leaft direftion how that body
thould be copftituted, which was to have fo great-a
privilege as infallibility ; either of what perfons it
thould confift, or what number of votes, or whar
acceptation fhould be neceffary to make its decrees
obligatory ? About all which fo many obvious
doubt§ may be raifed, and thefe not the cavils of
4 captious enemy ; for feveral councils are rejeéted

even
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even by the church of Rome ; -and how can we cer-
tainly know, that they had not a title to infallibi-
ity, and a right to be obeyed, or that thofe others
may not as well be rejected, without fome ftated
rules of what is fufficient to give a council the
authority of a general one, fince none of them have
been ftritly fuch.

But no diretion being left us by Chrift, or his
apoftles, about this fo important a'matter, is it not
reafonable to conclude, that their writings are the
only rule they defigned us, by which we are to
(try the [pirits) examine all doétrines, and as they
agree or not to that rule, accordingly to receive,
or rejet them ; which if it refolve at laft into every
man’s private judgment, is it not vain to urge ab-
furdities or inconveniences from that ? For without
proving, that God has given us another determined
guide, this is only arguing, that he fhould have
done fomething, which he has not done.

But why is it thought fo neceffary for us to be
more infallibly fecured from Error, than from
Sin 2 wihtich feems more oppofite to the purity of
God, and more prejudicial to mankind ; what ab-
furdity is there in thinking, that God has left our
underftanding as free as our will ? and if men had
done fo too, what inconvenience would have fol-
lowed from it ? Thofe divifions, that are now among
~ Chriftians, feem not the neceffary confequence of
a-diverfity in opinions, but of mens having made
the terms of communion ftraiter than God has made
the terms of falvation. Otherwife all Chriftians, who
agree in thofe important truths, which are effentials
of the ¢6venant of grace, might have been of one
heart, and-of one communion, notwithftanding
their differences about other things ; as we fee the
Dominicans and Fefuits are, though the matter in
difpute between them feems of much greater con-
fequence, than many of thofe things, for which
churches are unhappily divided from one an%ther.

rom
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. From which may I not conclude t i
- ders gfor the prevention of which,, a}:natintg(l)lf;eblilfger—
sterminer of all controverfies is urged as neceffary)
.- are fo far from being the effe@ts of mens judgig’
- for'themfel‘_res, that they manifeftly proceed fron%
their not being left at liberty to.do fo, as the Do-
| tmmcans” and Fefuits are, in the conteft between
them; and that therefore if God has not required
that all controvertible matters fhould be detetmined,
he has left' us a more effectual way .to peace and
union, /2. By bearing with one another in fuch
things ; than he had done by appointing fuch an
undetermined judge of them, as about v%hom the
grelz}te_ﬁ §ontrov§rfy may be raifed.
] It 1s urged, that thus many err ill ¢
into the church, which is contraryyto m?;ssxilcl)lﬁf’::
promifes ; I atk, how it can be proved more in-
confiftent with the promife, that the gates of hell
fhall not prevail againft the t:hurch,v-tl?at fome er-
rors fhould be in it, or that the greateft part of it
Ihoulc} err; than that many fins thould fo widel
prevail in it, as we fee they do? Or, how can l)t(:
be faid, that the gates of hell prevail againft the
church, whilft it retains 2] truths neceffary to fal-
vation? For though with them there thould be a
mixture even of dangerous errors, whilft faith in
Chrift, and repentance for the remiffion of fins
are maintained, they will prove as it were antidotes
againft the malignity of them. For if men fincerel
endea\{ogr to know the truth, and afk pardon fo);
all their involuntary miftakes ; what reafon js there
to doubt, that Dgvig’s prayer will be accepted o,
glilcrhoi;ro;_s, Iaxs well as for the fins, which withour
n fault we are i ? :
o o ” fe””ﬁﬁl.l;)rant of 2 (Ob cleanfe thou
fI‘%us, Sir, feems to me no irrational fcheme of
reh'glon‘: but whatever objections ‘may be urged
againft it, they can be of no force, if God has

I /\ N
given

15



16 Two Letters concerning

given us no other, If men will abufe their liberty
of fearching in the Scriptures whether thefe things
are fo, every one muft account for himfelf at his
own peril. But what greater fafety can they have
by fubmitting to the decrees of a council, though
feeming to them contrary to the word of God,
when they have no command from him for fuch a
fubmiffion, than they have ih following fome few

aftors, who, they think, adhere more clofely to
their confefled rule, the Scriptures?

Much rather, indeed moft gladly would I fub-
mit to an infallible interpreter of God’s appointing,
if fuch a one I could find ; but I muft conclude
with my firft pofition, which is the ground I have
all along proceeded on, That there can be no rea-
* fon to afcribe infallibility to any man or affembly
of men, but an exprefs divine promife, &c. If, Sir,
you can thew me either, that this pofition is falfe,
or admitting it true, can prove, that our - Saviour
has given us any promife or diretion where that
infallibility, which is faid to be in the diffufive body
of the church, fhall be found in cafe of divifions;
it will extremely rejoice me to fee it plainly done:
but I have found nothing like it in your author,
*Tis true, I have not in this paper examined every
particular in his book, or gone through it metho-
dically, being loth to give you fo tedious a trou-
ble ; nor was it needful .to my purpofe, which is
 not to anfwer him. But I have, to the beft of my

underftanding, taken the ftrength of all his direct
arguments for an infallible guide, and am much
miftaken, if any of his arguments amount to more
than a fitnefs, or fuch a neceffity of fubmitting to
fuperiors, as refpeéts order; or, on the other hand,
abfurdities, or rather inconveniencies in mens be-
ing left to judge for themfelves: both which I
have confidered in thefe /nes. And as I am in-

duced to this fearch by the fame unprejudiced l_ov?
o
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of truth; that brought me firft to you, I hope
;vil] rreccivczl a}rlxd anfwer this with z’he ’fame }gon{iocli
cenfion and charity you then had f ; wh

and ever fhall be, with refpec, i at

SITR

Your moft bumble Servant.

]

The Second Letter,

7o Mr. H y who had procured an Anfwer

to the foregoing Letter from a Stranger to
the Author.

-

S IR,

IAm forry Mr. B——#'s indifpofition hindered
him from anfwering my letter, and thank you
for the pains you were at in getting another to do
it. The whole force of the arguments, urged in the
anfwer you brought me, which are enlarged on in
feveral paragraphs, and frequently refumed, may
be reduced to two propofitions ; by which my re-
Ply to them will be the lefs tedious, and the more

. clear.

The firft, That my objetions againft a livi
infallible guide, equally overthrow tbiginfallibil;tymg'
Scripture itfelf : which is the fubject of the fetions
marked 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6.

The fecond, < That Proteftants (the church of

P ‘ : e
¢ England in particular) receiving not only the un-

:: controverted, but the controverted books of
Scripture,—on the infallible authority of the
YoL L B ¢ church;
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¢ church ; and the decifions of the four firft gene~
< ral councils, as the decifions of the Holy Ghoft :
<« they muft own, that there was a living infallible
<« guide after the deceafe of the apoftles. And if
¢ there was fuch aguide for five hundred years, there
is no imaginable ground to affirm, that it was not
to- continue for’ ever 5 nor any reafon, whilft they
« own that the church is infallible in her decifions
¢« concerning Scripture, to deny,.\that fhe is fo in
< other things.” Part of which is urged in the

~

[4

~

fection marked 7; and the whole is varioufly in-'

fifted on im feveral other places.

Now te all, that is faid on this laft head, 1 need
only give this fhort anfwer ; that it proceeds upon:
a wrong fuppofition, and therefore the argument
built on it falls to the ground, having ne foun-
dation. But the gentleman obferves, that I was aware
of that inference, viz. That there is as good reafon
to believe fucceeding councils infallible as the four firft 5
and therefore, he fays, I urged, tbat no council yet
bas been firictly a general ome. What this (which
was faid on a very different occafion, which. he
takes no netice of) could have been to the purpofe
of avoiding his inference, I cannot imagine ; but
he may be affured I was not aware of an inference,
which I knew he had no ground for. Proteffants
do not recetve the Scriptures from the church as
an infallible authority, nor the decifions of the four
© Jirft councils, as the decifions of the Holy Ghoft - they
reverence thofe gonncils, for the fake of their doc-
tring, which they find deducible from the Scrip-
tures ; but do not believe the dotrine, on the au-

thority of the coxncils, according to what the church

of England declares in her 21 Article, « That ge-
¢ neral councils may and have erred in things per-
“ taining to God ; and that things ordained by
¢ them as neceffary to falvation, have neither
¢ ftrength nor authority, unlefs it may be declared,

- ¢ that they are taken from the Scriptures.” And
2 i Ty

N N A

& Guide in Controverfies, g
as for the Seriptures, they are believed to be wrir.
ten by infpired men, on the teftimony of the church,
not as a body extraordinarily “affifted by the Holy
Ghaft; but as they are vaft companies of men, who
in a continued fucceffion of many ages have hand-
ed them down to ws, as books written by thofe
whofe names they bear; it being morally impoffi-
ble, that thofe, to whom they were at firft deliver-
ed, could have received and believed therh, if they
had not known the great matters of fa contained
and appealed to in them to be true; which facts

- fufficiently proved their authors to be infpired :

And as little is it offible, that their fucceffors could
have corrupted thofe books, which were read, co-
pied, tranflated, and difperfed into fo many hands
in all ages of Chriftianity. ’

As for the controverted books, neither are they
received on the authority of any judgment or fen-
tence paffed on them; but on thefame moral ar-
guments, on which the councils judged them to be
canomical; as their being mentioned for fuch by
the carlieft Chriftian writers (which the book of
_Rwelqtmm in particular is) the number of hands,
in which they were; and the conformity of their
do&rgnc with thofe books, which had never been
queftioned, but were conftantly quoted and ap-
pealed to on both fides, in all the difputes, that
happened among Chriftians about other things.

On thefe grounds Proteftants think they are fuf-
ﬁtzen'téz, if not infallibly, certain of the infallible au-
thority of the Scriptures.

And that they may thus be fufficiently certain,
that they ought to fubmit to an authority as infal-
lible, the gentleman muft grant, whether he will

ave the Scriptures believed on the authority of the
church as infallible, or the church on the authority
grf; the Strz;zl)tures; for one of them muft be received

4 moral certainty, unlefs he will argue in a cir-
cle, pmVJﬁg\thh by each other, whic%uhc knows

B2 will
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will prove neither. This then, I doubt nof, he will
grant me, that the grounds, on which Proteftants
believe the Scriptures, may give a fufficient cer-
tainty, that we ought to fubmit to an authority as
infallible.

And now 1 fuppofe the gertleman will think he
has me at great advantage, and that, to be confift-
ent with myfelf, T muft retract my pofition, viz.
That there can be no reafon to afcribe infallibility
to any man, or affembly of men, but an exprefs divine
promife, «€5c. The queftion then is, whether the
cafes are alike; which leads me to examine his

firft propofition, viz. That my objettions againft a
living infallible guide, equally overthrow the autho-
rity of Scripture itfelf : A propofition, which if he
had made good, I fhould be extremely forry for
it, becaufe there is this unhappinefs in it, that in-
ftead of proving the authority of the church, it
would only prove, that the authority of church
and Scripture are equally uncertain ; a fort of argu-
ments, which J wifb none would make ufe of, but
thofe who defign to overthrow Chriftianity itfelf
which I would by no means fuppofe to be the
gentleman’s aim, notwithftanding his hard infipua-
tions of me. But letany one judge, whether his
reafoning or mine ‘ends moft to that confequence.

In examining the arguments.for a living infal-
lible guide (a point denied by the greater number of
Chriftians) I all along fuppofed the authority of the
Scriptures as a common principle agreed on by
them all ; thinking that agreement a fufficient foun-
dation for the Chriftian religion, whatever become
of the point in difpute.  On the other hand, the
gentleman being to maintain that difputed point,
the authority of the church, as an infallible guide,
turns my objections againfk it, againft the authority
of the Scriptures 5 and then, inftead of fhewing the
weaknefs of thofe objections, he only hopes I will

grant they prove too much, but is fo far from
; fhewing
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ﬁ_lewmg t}xat they do fo, that all the reft of his
difcourfe is founded on a fuppofition, that thofe ar-
guments are good againft the Scriptures, that their
authority muft be dubious, unlefs they are believed
on the infallible authority of the church: And if fo
will not the authority of the church (which is de-
nied by the greater part of Chriftians)+be at leaft as
dubious as that of the Scriptures, far want of ano-
ther infallible authority to fupport our belief of it ?
.@nq fp adiey hoth the church of Rome’s, and the
Chriftian rule of faith, Yet do I not uncharitably
cenfure him of defigning this confequence, obvious
as it is; but there was no way to avoid it, but one
of thefe two, either by fhewing, that my argu-
ments, as retorted by him, were not good againft
the Scriptures, but that we might have fuflicient
certamty'of their authority, though the church,
were not infallible ; which had been too dangerous
a conceffion (though from thence he had urged,
fhat we .mlght be equally certain of the-church’s
infallibility on the {ame grounds) for this would
have wholly taken off the ?orcc of his main argu-
ment, for our receiving all the decifions of the
church as infallible, viz. becaufe we muft receive
her decifions of Scripture as fuch. Bur, what is
worfe, if he could not have produced a tradition
equally clear and univerfal, for a living infallible
gutdg, as for the infpiration of Scripture, the au-
thomx of this guide would again have been referred
to a trial by Scripture; and fo we had been where
we were, and all my arguments might {till have
been ftrong enough againft fuch a guide, however
weak (as indeed they are) againft the Scriprures.
If therefore he would not make this conceflion,
that we may have a fufficient certainty of the di-
vine authority of the Scriptures, without believing
the church infallible, the only other means he had
to avoid the confequence of taking away all cer.’
tainty, both of church and Scripture, was to give a
B3 plain
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plain reafon, why the doctrine of an infallible guide
was more capable of certainty, and of being con-
veyed through a courfe of many ages clearly and
unalterably, than the books of Scripture ; or to af-
firm, that in fa& it had been fo; a propofition,
which he would have found very difficult to main-
tain. But on that fuppofition his whole difcourfe
muft be founded ; for fince he plainly denies, that
we can be certain of the divine authority of the
Scriptures, unlefs the church is infallible ‘(accufing
me of having made their authority dubious by at-
tacking her infallibility) he muft then fuppofe, that
we may be more certain, by tradition of the divine
authority of the church, than we can be of the
Scriptures ; unlefs, as 1 faid, he will take away all
certainty of either, and fo overthrow Chriftianity
itfelf. i

This then is the right ftate of the queftion be-
tween us, Whether the infallibility of the church, as
now taught by the church of Rome, or the divine au-
thority of the books of Scripture, bas been conveyed to

us by the most clear and univerful tradition? And,

on the refolution of this, muft ftand or fall the
truth of my pofition, and arguments againft an in-
fallible guide, or of his objection, viz. That they
equally overthrow the authority. of Scrspture. For
if the Scriptures have come down to us by fo clear
and uninterrupted a tradition,” as is fufficient tq
give us a certainty of their authority, then my ar-
guments cannot be turned againft them : but if,
on the other hand, the doérine of the infallibility
of the church, as a guide, was not capable of be-
ing, or has not been, conveyed to us, by fuch a
‘tradition, as can give us a certainty, then there is
all reafon to require a plain proof of it from the
written infallible word 6f God ; and fo my argu-
ments will ftand good againtt a living guide, though
not againft the Scriptures, unlefs it muft follow,
that if we cannot be certain of fome onc thing with-

; out
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out a divine revelation, that therefore we cannot
be certain of another, or of any thing without re-
velation ; which, I fuppole, the gentleman would
not have me take for a good conclufion j and, I
affure him, I did not take it for a principle.

But the ground, on which I went, was indeed
that, in which, he fays, the cavil lies, wiz. That Tra-
dition is mo exprefs proof of the infallidility of the
church, 1. <. of that part, which food to the [ucceffor
of the chief of the apofiies ; or rather that we have
no fufficient tradition of it; and therefore I ex-
petted, that after he had turned my arguments
againft Scripture, and, as I obferved, fuppofed
them good, fo applied, he would have fhewn
them to be groundlefs cavils againit a living guide,
by producing a better, or, if that were too hard a
tafk, as good a tradition, for the infallibility of
that part of the church, which adheres to St. Pe-
zer’s fucceflor, as we have for the authority of the
Scriptures.  But inftead of that, he only urges the
eftablithed fubordinations in the church, the con-
ftant exercife of autherity by church guides, and

the fubmiffion of the faithful to them ; all which

I had obviated, by enquiring, how fuch fubordi-
nations (even fuppofing them of divine inftitution)
and fuch exercife of authority accordingly, would
any more prove the fuperior in number or dignity
infallible, than the like conftitution of other bodics
proves them to be fo: Of which he takes no no-
tice, and only fays, mow that all this fhould be
granted of divine inftitution (though by the way,
1 only fuppofed, by no means granted i) this obliga-
tion of [ubordination and fubmiffion, laid wpon all by
God's exprefs order  if it do not infer, that thofe, who
conform to it, fhall not be mifled by it into error, I
am to learn what can. And if this is a good an-
fwer, T have learned what I did not know before,
viz. That ol fovereign princes, nay, that oll parents
are infallible; for there is an obligation of fubordi-

4 nation
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nation and fubmiffion to them, laid upon all chil«
dren and fubjeéts, by God’s exprefs order., But if
this do not infer, that thofe, who conform to it,
fhall not be mifled by it into error, yet am I not
to learn what can: A plain promife from God, that
fuch fuperiors fhall be infallible in all their com-
mands, would infallibly bear that inference ; but
till he is pleafed to give us fuch a promife, they
muft (for ought I fee) be contented, that we pay
them abfolute obedience in all things, that fall un-
der their jurifdiction. But if they will go beyond
that, by commanding any thing contrary to the
word or will of God, in that we muft not obey
them ; and confequently we muft have a liberty of
judging for ourfelves, whether they do fo or not.
{\Iow if this is true, with relation to our natural and
civil governors (as I believe every body will allow
that it is) why is not the fame limitation as con-
fiftent with our obligation of obeying fpiritual go-
vernors? No doubt, this liberty of judging for
ourfelves may be abufed in all thofe relations:
wicked children and rebels, as well as Hereticks,
may make this a pretence for throwing off their
duty ; but that does not make the rule lefs true,
or hinder thofe from being juftified by it, who aé
fincerely in it. :
But 1 feem 10 grant (he fays) that the arguments
Jor infallible church authority prove, that it is fit,
that 11 is neceffary, there fhould be fuch. From whence
ke forms this fllogifin ; Chrift fettled in bis church,
whatever was fit and neceffary for its prefervation :
but fuch is (as is granted) an’ infallible authority :
ergo, Chrift fettled an infallible authority in bis church.
I know not how the gentleman came fo much to
miftake my meaning, for I do not find, thac my
words give him any occafion for it. Butif they had
done fo, in that one place, by fome negligence or
obfcurity in the expreflion, methinks the principles,
en which I argue all along, might haye led him to
i : exdmine,
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examine, with a little more care, whether the words
would not bear fome other fenfe, lefs inconfiftent
with the reft of my letter. But indeed the place,
taken by itfelf, would be very grofs nonfenfe, if it
were meant, as he underftands it ; juft as much as if
I had faid, it is neceffary, that there thould be an
infallible authority in the Church; but we cannot
be fecured from error by fubmitting to it, unlefs
that infallible authority is infallible. Now if the gep-
tleman will beliéve 1 did not intend this profound
reafoning, he will find, that my words could have
no other meaning, than, That thofearguments taken
from the practice of the church, and from the rea-
fonablenefs of inferiors fubmitting to fuperiors, or
the minor to the major part, prove only, that there
thould be fpme government in the Church, but not
that thofe governors fhould be infallible. For how
elfe could I fay, that thofe arguments might prove
2 fitnefs or neceflity of fubmitting to fuperiors, for
the fecurity of order and union; yer fuch fubmif-
fion could be no fecurity againft error : and from
thence conclude, as I do, that therefore we cannot
be abfolutely, in all things, obliged to fuch fubmif-
fion, becaufe, though order and union are very valu-
able things, #7uth muft not be facrificed to them.
And thus, if it muft be concluded, that Chrift has
eftablithed in his Church whatever I might think fit

" or neceflary (not to its prefervation, for to that I
ry )

have not granted, or fo much as fuppofed, that any
authority is neceflary, but) for the fecurity of order
and union; all that can follow from what I'have faid,

will be, that Chrift has eftablifhed fome govern- -

ment in the Church: But, as I obferved, that will no
more prove, that our fpiritual governors are infalli-
ble, than that our natural or civil governors are fo,
Well then, fince fuch inferences as thefe, are
not likely to fatisfy one, who would build on a di-
vine promife of an infallible guide, with a rule given
by Chrift, or iaimﬁles, how to know this guide
. in

|
{
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in cafe of divifions ; of which, I had urged, that they
faid never a word; the gentleman anfwers, 9az
#bis is groundlefly [aid ; and afks, By what rule I know,
that Chrift, or his Apoftles, faid never a word of it:
is every thing they faid writ down in Scripture 2 To
which I reply, No, certainly; for of this I have a
very good rule to be affured, viz. The Scriptures
telling me fo. And if he could give me as good a
rule, how to know whars they faid, which was not
written, I would willingly fubmit to it. “But me-
thinks the fame Evangelift, who affures us, That
Tefus did many things, which were not written, when
he adds, but thefe are written that you may believe
feems to imply, that fucceeding ages could not have
{ufficient certainty to ground their belief on, if they
had not been written.  However, if the gentleman
will not allow this inference, if he will think, that
though the Evangelifts profefs to write, that we
might believe, and that believing we might have
life, yet that they meeded ot to %ave writ for that
end, nor did write all that was neceffary to it ; but
that this very neceffary point, of a rule how to know
our guide, was ene of the things, which they omit-
ted to write 5 yet Thope he will not in earneft ex-
pect an anfwer to his queftion, How fball I know,
that Chrift or bisApoftles Jaid not a word of it ? Eve
one knows, that 2 negative fufficiently proves itfelf;
at leaft it is the fame to us, if it does not appear
that a thing is, as if it were not. The queftion there-
fore is not, how I know, that they did not fpeak of
ﬁ;]fh :a rule; but (ljmw Ican knowthat they did ; and
til that is proved, I may be allowed to fi
they did nolt). i il
. And now, if the gentleman thinks fit to maintain,
That tradition is an expreffive proof (as his words are)
of the infallibility of that part, which adbere (in cafe
of divifions) to the Jucceffor of the chief of the Apof-

* John xx. ver. 31.
t/e.r;
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tles; let him confider, that he muft fupport their
infallibility with the fame moral arguments, on
which Proteftants believe the divine authority of the
Scriptures ; (though I might exat ftronger from
him, who fuppafes thofe not fufficient for our be-
lief of Scriptures ; but to one, who feeks the viGory
of truth alone, arguments equally ftrong will fuf-
fice) and I beg leave to give him a fhort view of
the tafk, which fuch an undertaking would engage
him in, that he may the more eafily judge, whether
it can be performed or not.
If then he would maintain, on moral grounds,
the divine inftitution of all the fubordinations in
the church, and the infailibility. of fuperiors, from
their excrcifing autharity, with the fubmiffion of the
faithful to their decifions; he may be pleafed to con-
‘fider, whether he can affirm, that it is morally im-
poffible, that fuch fubordinations could ever have
been eftablifhed, if they had not been inftituted by
Chrift, or his Apoftles; or, that when fhey were
eftablithed, it was impoflible for the fuperiors to
extend their authority to things, in which they
had none ; or that their inferiors fhould fubmit to
their decifions, without believing them infallible.
But if none of thefe things are morally impofiible
(which all the fubardinations, thatare in any human
{ociety, all the encroachments on the privileges of
fubjects, and all the exercife of authority in civil go-
vernments, that have ever been fubmitted to in the
world, abundantly evince that they are not) then
fuch exercife of authority, with the fubmiffion of
inferiors, are not fo good grounds for our believing
the infallibility of fuperiors, or their divine inftitu-
tion, as we have for the authority of the Scriptures.
For no inftance can be produced to confute the
affurance we have, from the nature of things, and
of mankind, that the Scriptures cauld never have
been received, as books written by infpired men,
if the firft Chriftians, to whom they were dcliver;:d(i
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had not known the great faits contained in them ta
be true; which faéts proved, that their authors were
divinely affifted ; and farther, that it is morally im-
poffible, that books of fuch importance, which
were fo early difperfed into all parts, and on which
1o many eyes were, in all corners of Chriftendom,
could have been corrupted in any fucceeding age;
thofe books being read among all Chriftians, . from
the Apoftles time, conftantly appealed to in all
their controverfies, and moft of them having never
been queftioned to be written by thofe, whofe names
they bear, but were owned as fuch, even by the
enemies of the religion they contain,. Thefe are
grounds, on which all mankind are agreed, that we
may be fufficiently certain of the Author, and the
faithful conveyance of a book ; but they are fuch, as

perhaps nothing, of any other nature whatfoever, |

1s capable of. However, if the gentleman would ap-
Ply them to a traditionary doétrine of the infallibi.
lity of the church ; if he will fay, That ’tis equally
impoffible, that this dotrine could ever have been
received, unlefs it had been delivered by the Apof-
tles; or, that being delivered by them, it is moral~
ly impoffible, that a doctrine of fuch importance
could be corrupted, mifunderftood, or mifrepre-
fented, in any fucceeding age: let him obferve,
" firft, that there is nothing in this doctrine, that an-
fwers to thofe fa@ts contained in the Scriptures,
which ferve fo well to affure us of their divine au.
thority, being of fuch a nature, as the firft Chrif-
tians could not be miftaken in, and which, by re-
ceiving thefe book, they attefted to ; an advantage,
that no unwritten do&rine can pretend to, by which
to prove itfelf of divine original, And next, let him
tonfider, how the doctrines of the Millennium, and
that of the neceffity of the Eucharift for infants,
came ta be received as apoftolical traditions, fo ear-
ly and fo generally as they were : how thofe many
Iraditions, by which the ews made the word of
. Ged
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God of nome effei?®, were received among them
as delivered by Mofes: And laftly, how that moft
important doétrine, of the being of one Gop, truly
delivered to our Fathers, was corrupted and loft, in
the polytheifm and idolatry of almoft the whole
world ; tho’, when men lived to fee the third and
fourth generation, there were far greateradvantages
than fince, for conveying an unwritten doctrine fe-
curely. ) \ : )

If then thefe general propofitions cannot be main-
tained, to fupport the doétrine of a living infallible
guide ; and he would venture the matter on this
particular one, ¢ That in fa&t we have as clear, un-
“ interrupted, and univerfal a tradition of this doc-
“ trine, as we have of the authority of Scriptures :”
he may be pleas’d to confider firft, what evidence
we can have of that, without thofe general propofi-
tions: that is, How we can; be certain, that any
thing has been conveyed to us, through many ages,
clearly, and without any alteration, unlefs we can
affirm, that it is morally impoffible it fhould be
otherwife. Next, whether the great number of
Chriftians, who own no fuch tradition (as thofe of
the Greek Church, and of the more fouthern and
eaftern parts, who yet do all give teftimony to the
Scriptures) will not be a great prejudice agamft
fuch an affertion, not to fay a plain confutation of
it. And laftly, Whether the many different opi-
nions about this infallible Guide, even among the
affertors of it, as, Whether the Pope alone is infal-
lible, or a Council without the Pope, or with him,
or neither Pope, nor Council, but the Church diffu-
{ive ; and whether this is by a continued conveyance
of tradition from one age to another (according to
Mr. Serjeant and his difciples) or by a perpetual
affiftance of the Holy Ghoft, asis more generally
taught : Whether, I fay, thefe various opinions of

Nark vii. 13.

’ the
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the infallible guide, are not proofs, That this dec:
trine has no more come down to us by any clear;
or certainy than it has by an univerfal tradition.

And if on all thefe egnfiderations it thould ap-
pear, that we cannot have an equal eertainty of the
infallibility of the church, as of the Scriptures, by
tradition 3 (as I doubt not to affirm, that there ne-
ver wag.fo clear, fo uninterrupted a gradition for
any thing, as that which conveys the gcriptures to
us;) then it will follow, that my arguments can-
not jultly be turned againft the Seriptures, though
they are good againtt a living iafallible gaide ; which
is :;bha: Fwas to fhev;'-; and confequéntly that T had
reaton to require a plain proof of fuch a suide i
the written %vord ofP GODI-?r ! prgi

But we are exhorted, in the laft paragraph, No#
#o forget what the Holy Ghoft infpired St. Paul ta re-
cord, to ftand faft, and bold the traditions we bave
beer tanght, whether by word of mouth, or writings
apoftolical 5 which text being often brought to prove,
that the Scriptures are not our only rule of faith, I
would not oihit to confider it in particular, and it
niay not be improper here, St. Paul charges the
Theffalonians, to hold what they bad been taught, ei-
ther by word, or bis epiffle©, not by writings apofto-
Vical, which feems artfully {ubftituted, that St.
Paul may be thought to include all that was writ-
ten by the Apobles : from which text I fee not that
any thing can be proved, but that St. Pau! had
taught the Theffalonians fome things, which were
not in his Zpigile, as no doubt he taught them all
the doctrine of Chriff, all that is contained in the
Gofpels; which they were certainly as much oblig-
» ed to hold, when'they received it from the Apo-

!He’§ mouth, as if it had been written. But perhaps
it will be urged, that St. Paul, in this chapter, is
fpeaking of #raditions, which were never written, as
of the hindrance of the coming of Antichrift ; and
€ 2z Thefl, ii. 15.
that

&
&
&
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that therefore the éxhortation in the text muft not be-
leng only to fuch traditions,as were afterwards writ-
ten. To which I anfwer, That fuppofing this ar-
gument good, and that the 7, beﬂgzloniam were
obliged to hold fome #raditions, which were never
written, particularly that concerning ‘Antichris? ; yet
if they have not performed their duty therein ; if
not only they, but the whole Catholick Church has
fuffered this zradition to be intirely loft, fo that to °
no church in the world it can be faid at this day—
Now you know what with-boldeth that ke fhould be
revealed, etc. this can only fhew, how much
more faithfully traditions are kept, by writings,
than by word of mouth ; fince we only know, that
there was fome hindrance of the coming of Auti-
¢hrifty becaufe fo much is written ; but what that
hindrance was, we know not, becaufe it was
not written. And fo of all the miracles, which
our Saviour did, thofe few only, whith are writ-
ten, are preferved and believed; thofe infinitely
more, which St. Fobn tells us he. did, that were
not written, -are intirely forgot ; and therefore, tho’
the firlt Chriffians, who faw and heard thofe things,
might be obliged to hold them, yet we cannot be
fo, who have no pofiible means of knowing them.
But fince there was fo great danger, as appears by
the things mentioned in thefe texts, that what was
trufted to oral tradition, thould be abfolutely loft 5
have we not great reafon to conclude, that Gop in
his providence took care, that all that was neceffary
to be believed, fhould be plainly written ; and that
among them, we fhall find fome direétion to a living
infallible guide (if fuch .a guide was defigned us)
that we may believe, and that believing we may
have life.

Nothing then remains, but to examine what the
gentleman has faid againft the fenfe, in which Iun-
derftand thofe of Scripture, which are ufually

: i urged
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urged in this queftion. But, #hat are ive niw o
do? Judging for myfelf, of the meaning-of Scrip-
ture, is it feems an offence againtt it or as he calls
it, ruling my rule. 1 confefs I did think the ufe of
a rule to be, that thofe, to whom it is a‘7#/e, thould
Judge by it, whether fuch things, as ought to agree
with it; do fo, or not ; and I did not imagine; that
it was a prefumption, to pretend to underftand our
rule, fo far as is neceffary to that end ; or that un-
derftanding ‘a rule, is ruling the rule ; which if it
be, How can a rule be of any ufe to us? That is;
indeed, How can it be a rule? Bit why is it, that
private perfons cannot underftand fuch things, as
feem plain in the Scriptures? Were thofe things
underftood by the people, when our Saviour or his
Apoftles fpoke them ? If they were, could not
the Evangelifts write the fame things, in words
as intelligible, or'in the fame words, in which they
were {poke ? If they could, what reafon is there to
doubt, that they would ? or, to think the fame things
are lefs intelligible, when they are written, than when
they were fpoken ? *Tis true, the Scriptures have
beenmifunderftood, or perverted, and that in matters
of great importance : but this is no argument, that
they are not plain in fuch things; for thofe, who have
mifinterpreted them, have not done it, by adhering
to the plain and obvious fenfe of them but, either
by expounding plain texts, in a different fenfe from
the moft literal meaning of them, when there was
nothing in the known nature of the thing, that re-
quired it; or, by determining obfcure texts, to a
certain fenfe, as agreed beft with their prejudices.
And perhaps there are none more in danger of be-
ing mifled by thefe means, than thofe, who fubmit
their judgments to'a church, that profefies to have
another rule befides the Scriptures, by which they
may rule this rule. However, all the miftakes about
the meaning of Scripture only fhew the great dan-
ger; of being too carclefs, too curious, or any way
: biafled
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biaffed in ftudying them ; for as they muft be very
liable to err, who will too curioufly fearch into
things not plainly revealed, or who eftablifh arti-
cles of faith on obfcure texts 5 1o there is nothing
fo plain, that a mind ftrongly prejudiced may not
pervert, or a negligent perfon mifunderftand, My
letter, I prefume, does not need an infallible inter-
preter; though the gentleman, for want of a little
care, has miftaken my meaning, in more places than:
T have mentioned. '

But after all, whatever may be faid againft judg-
ipg for ourfelves, g—Ii)w is it avoidable, in the quef~
tion we are upon ? I am enquiring for a livine 7.
fallible guide, and am told, qthat %he Scrz:pture? za’;"-
fure me, there is fuch a guide. I am very glad of
it, and defire to fee this in the Scriptures, When the
texts are produced, I do not find, that they exprefs
any fuch matter. What then, fays the gentleman, -
you muft not judge for yourfelf, whar the fenfe is
of thofe texts. I then defire him to tell me, how
I fhall know, whether they mean, that the Church
is an infallible guide or not, if I muft not judge of
their meaning., ~ To which I know not what anfwer
he can give me, but this, That I muft underftand
Fhem in the fenfe, that the Church underftands them
in. But I reply, I am fearching in the Scriptures,
whether the Church is an infallible interpreter of
them or not, Muft I then believe, that the is an in-
fallible interpreter, becaufe the Scriptures fay fo;
and believe the Scriptures fay fo, becaufe fhe is their
infallible Interpreter ? For my part, I know not how
to get out of this circle, unlefs I may take the li-
berty of Judging for myfelf. And indeed, to what
purpofe are any arguments brought either from
Scripture or tradition, for an infallible guide; or
how fhould we be convinced by them; if we muft
not judge for ourfelves what force they are of ? Let
us then take a review of thofe texrs of Scripture I
had mentionegswith his objections againtt the fenfe,
in which I underftand them,

Vor. 1, C The
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The firft I remarked on was that of St. Jobn",
which is always applied to the Church, and in which
there is a plain promife of infallibility, to thofe to
whom it is fpoke. But Ihad obferved, that there is
no more reafon to extend one part of the promife,
viz. that the Spirit fhould lead them into all truth, to
the Succeflors of the apoftles, than the other, that
He fhould fhew them things to come, which is not
pretended to belong to them : and to this the gen-
tleman did not think fit to give any anfwer.

On the promifes in St. Matthew and St."§obn, of

our Saviour’s being with them to the end of theworld,
and the Spirit’s abiding with them for ever®, 1 had
obferved firft, that fuch expreflions are frequently
ufed in the Scriptures, when they muft be taken in
a reftrained fenfe, not to fignify eternally, but per-
petually, to the end of their lives, to whom they
are fpoken. To this he fays nothing ; but I added,
that how far, or to whomfoever thefe words may
be extended, a promife of deing with any one, fig-
nified affiftance and protection, but not infallibility ;
4 and the reafon I gave for faying fo, was, That that
~ expreffion is ufed in feveral places of Scripture, for
a promife of Gob’s protection to his people. This,
he fays, is @ poor fhift to evade the force of thofe
terms.  Whereas I thought, that examining in what
fenfe an expreflion, found in one text, is ufed in
other places of Scripture, is fo far from being a
fhift to evade, that it is the beft fhift we can make,
to find out the importance of any difputed expref-
fion. But it feems, that what thofe terms fignify
in other places, is not the rule of their meaning bere,
unlefs I can prove, that they do not fignify fome-
thing elfe here, when Curist imploys them to ex-
prefs his confolatory promifes to his forrowful
church. - This tafk of proving, that a thing is ot
faid, or what it does not mean, the gentleman is fre-
quently putsing me upon : But I hope he will think

f See Deut. xv. 17. Epift. to Philem.
me

* John xvi. 13
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me a little more reafonable, if I rather require of
him to prove, that thofe terms do fignify fomething
elfe here; for till that is done, their meaning in
other places will be a very good rule to judge by
of their meaning here, tho’ employed to exprefs
Chrift’s confolatory promifes to his aflicted Church.
For why, I pray, ‘can nothing but a promife of in-
fallibility comfort her ? Are not Gop’s promifes of
affiftance and protection fufficiently confolatory to
her? If he thinks fo, I fhould be tempted to defire
a proof from him, that they are not: but, 1 hope,
he has higher thoughts of fuch divine favours, than
to attempt that, or to need any proof from me
that they are. If then a promife of Gop’s af-
fitance and protection may be a confolatory pros
mife to his forrowful Church; and that thofe ex-
preflions of Gob’s being with any one, of his never
leaving, or forfaking them, do in other places fig-
nify his providence in afliting and protecting them,
but not infallibility' (tho’ they may fignify here a
more than erdinary providence ; for ¥ did not in-
tend ghat word in fo ftri¢t a fenfe, as he feems to
take it) what reafon is there to think, they have
a different fignification here, when Chrift employs
them to comfort his forrowful Church ? Is there not
rath'cr a_ll reafon to think they have not, unlefs, as
I faid, it be plainly proved, that they muft fignify
fomething elfe here ? %

On that expreffion in St. Matthew', Tell the Church,
he fays, Iam too bold in affirming, that it is meant
of private differences in civil matters ; and that hea-
then and publican fignify no more than a man Jued at
the King’s-Bench. * As to that part, Let bim be to
{me as a beathen, or a publican, 1 was the lefs exact
n exprefling my thoughts of it, becaufe my {ub-
Jet only required me to obferve, what kind of
matters our Saviour there enjoins them to refer to
the Church. But when I faid, that thofe, who re-

* Matt, xviii. 17.
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fufed to fubmit their differences to the judgment of
the Church, might be profecuted in temporal
courts, 1 did not-mean, that heathen and publican
fignified #o more than a man fued at the King’s-
Bench 3 but on the contrary, that the reafon, why
he might be fo profecuted, was, becaufe he was to
be looked on as a very ill, and incorrigible man,
(fuch as the Fews thought the Heathens and Publi-
cans were) and no longer to be confidered as a mem-
ber of the Church.

But as to the matters, which our Savieur com-
mands thern to refer to the Church, whatever the
gentleman thinks he means, 1 would appeal even to
himfelf, whether our Saviour’s words, If thy bro-
ther trefpafs againft thee, are not ufually fpoken of
injuries done by one man to another, either in his
goods, perfon, or reputation : And if they are fo,
let any indifferent perfon judge, whether there is
moft boldnefs in affirming, as I do, that our Saviour
meant what he faid, and meant nothing elfe ; or in
fuppofing, as he does, that our Saviour did not
mean what he did fzy. But perhaps it may be again
required of me to prove, that the words here do
ot mean fomething elfe, than they ufed to fignify
in other places ; a tafk I defire to be excufed from.
However, though it is more than neceflary, I will
offer at fomething like a proof, that our Savious
did intend what he did fay, 7. e. that private differ-
ences fhould be referred to the*judgment of the
Church, or that affembly of Chriftians, which the
contending perfons were members of. For why elfe
does St. Paul fo feverely blame the Corintbians, for
going to Law before the unjuft, and not before the
Saints. And ¥ 6. But brother goeth to Law with
brother, and that before the unbelievers*. I f{uppofe

it will not be faid, that it was about matters of

Fuith, that St. Paul reproves them for going be-
fore the unbelievers: And whether it was on the ac~

v 1 Cor, vi. 1.
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count of any infallible authority in the Chu
that he would have them fubmiyt their diﬁ'erer?cc};;
to the judgment of the Saints, or only for fear of
giving fcandal to unbelievers, let the whole difcourfe
determine, particularly obferving the 5% verfe, Is
it Jo, that there is not one wife man among you ? ,No
not oney that fball be able to judge between bis bre
thren? And ¥ 7. Now therefore there is utterly a
fault among you, becaufe ye go to law one with an-
other. Why do ye not rather take wrong 2 Why do you
not rather [uffer yourfelves to be defrauded ? 1t feems
then St. Pan/ would have them bring their caufes
before the Saints, (7e/l the Church) not becaufe they
could not judge amifs, but becaufe it was better
to fubmit to the decifion of any one, though leaft
efteemed in the Church, as verfe 4. or to take
wrong, than to give fcandal by their quarrels, to
thofe that were without. And why our Saviour’s
words, which feem fo plainly to exprefs the fame
thing, muft be underftood in another fenfe, I fee
no reafon but to ferve an hypothefis.

I.cor.nc now to the laft text I had corTﬁdered,
Whtc;h is the ﬁrﬂ: taken notice of in the anfwer, viz.
Chrif’s promife to his Church, That the gates of
Hell fball not prevail againfp ber. And here the
gentleman defires it thould be obferved, how I cavil
at the term prevail, which he fays I like not, and
affigns a .rcg.fon why I don’t like it, becaufe, fays
fxce, “« If_' it is allowed, that the Church fhall not be
p prevailed upon by the powers of Hell, then it
“is clear error (a hellith power) fhall not prevail
3 againft her, which is the fame thing, as that the

fhall not fall into error.” To this I anfwer, firft
That I did not intend to cavil at the word, by fay:
ing, that in the original it fignified an entire vic-
tory, but only to exprefs what I underftood by it.
And next, that if I had done fo, it would have
been upon fome better reafon than to avoid the
confe?uenccs of it; for I affure him, I have no

: C3 more
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re laid it down for a principle, That the Church
:.?Onot infallible, than 1 aould have others .do, that
the isinfallible. But I began my fearch with a full
perfuafion, that.my eternal falvation depended on
my judging with fincerity of the arguments on both
fides, efpecially of thofe, which are urged from t}}e
Hdly Scriptures, But whether the gentleman will
believe this, or not, he might have feen by my
reafoning on this text, towards the end of my
letter, that I needed not to cavil at the word pre-
wail, for fear of the confequence he draws from it ;
for it is there very plain, that I do not\allow that
confequence. So far am I from taking errors pre-
vailing “againft the church to be the fame thing
with her falling into error, that I have there fup-
pofed, that dangerous errors may be in the Chgrch,
whilft fhe retains.all truths neceffary to Salvation ; and
then I enquire, how, whilft fhe retains all fuch
truths (tho’ with a mixtu;z of many errorsg zhc
aates of Hell ({uppofing that to mean error) can
be faid to pre'zfailpa.pgainjl ber. So that I could not
cavil at the term, prevail, to avoid a .confequencc
which I did not, nor do yet fee ; and if he had a
mind to convince me of it, he fhould not have
thought it fufficient barely to affirm, what I had de-
fired a proof of, viz. That if ever any error fhould

be received in the Church, the gates of Hell would ¢

revail againft her. ’Tis plain indeed, as he fays in
gnothcr glacc, That if ever fbe fbould make fbipwreck
of ber faith, fbe ceafes to be a Gburcf:-, but it is not
fo plain, that every error is a fhipwreck of the
faith. The Church of Pergamos is told, that fhe
had not denied the Faith*, though there were a few
. things againft her, the Doétrine of Balaam, and that
of the Nicolaitans, which doubtlefs was a very er-
roneous one, fince Chrift fays he bates it. The Fe-
Juits, the Dominicans, and the Francifcans, will be

x Revel. ii, 13, 14, 15.
allowed,
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allowed, I fuppofe, to have the Faith; and yet ci-
ther the Dominicans, or the other two, muft held an
error, fince they hold things contrary to each o-
ther. And why the whole Church may not as well
keep the Faith (and /o the gates of Hell not prevail
againft ber) though fhe fhould hold fome errors, I
fee not.. Were not the doétrines of the Millennium,
and of the neceflity of the Eucharift for infants, er-
rors, which once were generally receiv’d in the
Church? Had then the gates of Hell prevailed
againft her ? If not, then the promife, that the gates
of Hell fhall not prevail againft the Church, is not
the fame, as that fhe fhall not fall into error, not-
withftanding error’s being (as he tells us) a hellith
power. And I defire the Gentleman to confider,
whether by infifting on the word He//, making it to
fignify error, as a hellith power, according to the
importance of that word in Englifh, he has not given
me juft occafion to cavil at that term? unlefs he
thinks the meaning of the word in the original is
not the rule of its meaning here ; for no doubt he is
not to learn, that the word tranflated Ee// has not
the fame fignification in the original, as the term
Hell commonly ftands for in our language. And
if by Hell, fhould be underftood the grave, and, by
the gates to it, death or deftrultion, what would
become of his bellifh power? But let that phrafe fig-
nify what powers he pleafes (as it very likely in-
cludes every power, that would oppofe the Church)
the promife plainly is, that none of them fhould
overcome, or deftroy her; for what elfe is to pre-
vail againft her ?, Nor is this fenfe, I fuppofe, dif-
allowed by him: the difference between us is ra-
ther in this, That he thinks the Church is deftroy-
ed, or that fhe ceafes to be a Church, if the has any
error in her; and that therefore that promife in-
cludes, that fhe fhall not err. Whereas I do not
fee, bug that the building may remain firm enough
Y 1 Cor, iii,
C4 on
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on its foundation, and lofe nothing effential to it,
though wood, and bay, and ffubble, thould be fu-
peradded : and till it is proved, that every error
deftroys the being of the Church, that text will
make nothing for her infallibility. = Thus I have
enlarged on my reafons for that fenfe, in which I
upderftand thofe places of Scripture, that are chiefly
urged in this queftion ; and I dare appeal to Ro-
man Catholicks themfelves, whether they would
not have underftood them in the fame fenfe, if
they had not firft laid down for a principle, that
they muft believe them in the fenfe they are taughe
by their “infallible Church. And whether that be a
right difpofition, for fecking the true meaning
of thofe texts, from which we would learn, if fhe is
infallible, or not, let any unprejudiced perfon judge,
And now I think all, that is material, has been fpoke
to; for I have thewn, Firft, That his chief argu-
ment, why Proteftants thould own the Church in-
fallible in all her decifions, is built on a wrong fup-
pofition, viz. that they believe her infallible in all
her decifions concerning Scripture; which fince the
they do not, that argument, which runs througz
the whole paper, is of no force. Secondly, 1 have
fhewn, That his great objetion to my arguments
againft an infallible guide, viz. That they equally
overthrow the infallibility of Scripture, neither is
juft, or, if it were, would be of any ufe toward ef-
tablifhing the authority of the Church. On the con-
trary, Ihave thewn, that by fuppofing (as he plain-
ly does) that my arguments are good againft the
Scriptures, he has overthrown the infallible autho-
ity of the church ; for he has not pretended to a
greater evidence from tradition of the infallibility of
the church, than we have of the divine authority
cof Scripture ; and I have maintained, that we can-
not have an equal evidence of it from tradition. So
that, if my arguments are good againft the Scrip-
tures, they are certainly good againft the infallibi-
I lity

i
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lity of the Church ; and if they are not good againft
the Scriptures (as I have thewn they are not) then
his objeétion is groundlefs; and either way my ar-
guments will remain in their full force againft a
living infallible guide ; this objeétion being fo un-~
lucky, as te do his caufe no fervice, whether true
or falfe.” And thus the authority of the church
being again reduced to a trial by. Scripture,
have fhewn, Thirdly, That the fenfe, in which I
underftand the text urged for her infallibility, is
the moft plain\and obvious fenfe of them, accord-
ing to the ufual fignification of the words (which
is St. Auftin’s rule to underftand them by, when
there is nothing in that fenfe abfurd, or impious,
to force us to feek another) and no proof has been
offered, that thefe texts ougnt to be underftood in
another fenfe. But I am put on the unreafonable
tafk of proving in one place, that the words do
mot 3 and in another, am accufed of boldnefs for af-
firming, that they do fignify, what they ufed to
ftand for ; and to the moft important, which I had
fhewn muft be limited to the Apoftles, nothing at
all is faid. So that I am as far to feek as ever for
a living infallible guide, finding no direétion to fuch
a guide in the Scriptures, nor any tradition fuffi-
cient to give a moral certainty of it.

And now (tho’ it is foreign/to my fubjeét, yet
being greatly to my purpofe in entering on it) I
would mention a confequence I draw from the lit-
tle certainty I have found in the arguments for a
living guide ; which is, That finding it moft ratio-
nal, to take the Scriptures for our guide, there
feems to me much greater fafety in the communion
of Proteftants, than in that of the church of Rome,
for this reafon, That in all thofe practices, by which
they differ in their way of worfhip, as adoraticn of
the boft, prayer to faints, Worfbip of images, balf-
communion, &c. every ordinary underftanding may

fee,
N




42 Two Letters concerning, &e.

fee, that thefe things are not plainly contained in
the Scriptures ; and that therefore they cannot be
neceflary, which the church of Rome allows they
are not; whereas nothing lefs than an infallible in-
terpreter can affure us, that they are not con-
trary to the Scripture, and confequently very dan-
gerous.

"DEFENCE

Mr. Lockes ESSAY

Q. E

Human Underftanding,

WHEREIN

Its Principles, with reference to Morality, Re-
vealed Religion, and the Immortality of the
Soul, are confidered and juftified: In an-
fwer to fome REmAaRks on that Effay.

Firft printed in the Year 1702.




	pag-0072
	pag-0073
	pag-0074
	pag-0075
	pag-0076
	pag-0077
	pag-0078
	pag-0079
	pag-0080
	pag-0081
	pag-0082
	pag-0083
	pag-0084
	pag-0085
	pag-0086
	pag-0087
	pag-0088
	pag-0089
	pag-0090
	pag-0091
	pag-0092
	pag-0093

