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Book V - Works of Augustus Toplady



The Church of England Vindicated...
THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND VINDICATED FROM THE
CHARGE OF ARMINIANISM;

AND

THE CASE OF ARMINIAN SUBSCRIPTION PARTICULARLY
CONSIDERED:

IN
A LETTER TO THE REV. DR. NOWELL.
OCCASIONED BY

SOME PASSAGES IN THAT GENTLEMAN'S ANSWER TO
THE AUTHOR OF PIETAS OXONIENSIS.

"Ita veritati litabo, ne pacem turbem: ita pacem colam, ut nullo
tamen eam veritatis dispendio redemptam velim." Witsius, in Orat.
de vero Theol.

"To be impugned from without, and betrayed from within, is
certainly the worst condition a church can fall into." Dr. South.

Reverend Sir,

Happening to call on a friend of mine, in Westminster, yesterday
evening, December 28th, I found him reading your late letter to the
author of Pietas Oxoniensis. Curiosity naturally induced me to look
into your pamphlet: and grieved I was, to find, that a person in your
eminent station, and of your distinguished abilities, should so far
lose sight of the duty you owe to that excellent church which you
would seem to defend, as to brand, for methodistical tenets, some of
those capital truths, which were the avowed doctrines of our
reformers; and which, at this very day, make so distinguished a
figure in the unrepealed standards of our national faith.

To vindicate the best of visible churches, from the false charge of
Arminianism, fastened on her by you, and to prove, that the
principles commonly (although, perhaps, not so properly) termed
Calvinistic, are plainly and repeatedly delivered in the authentic
declarations of her belief, were the reasons that chiefly induced me
to resolve on the present undertaking. In consequence of which
resolution, I took home your pamphlet with me, and have it now



before me.

I would premise, that the two grand questions, on which I shall join
issue with you, are, 1st. Not so much whether the Calvinistic
doctrines are right or wrong in themselves; as, whether they are, or
are not, the doctrines of the church of England: and, 2. Whether, on
proof of their actually being the doctrines of our church, Arminians
can, with a safe conscience, and bona fide, subscribe to those
doctrines ex animo.

As to the affair of the expulsion, I shall enter very little into the
merits of that; as not directly falling in with my main design. The
injustice, whether real or supposed, shown to those young men, is of
very little consequence, when set in competition with the open
attack, which you, sir, under the habit of a friend, have ventured to
make on the church herself. If it be true, that the persons expelled,
were so treated merely for incapacity, and for holding what either
the law or the university statutes deem illicit conventicles; it would
indeed follow, that the hardship, so generally complained of, was
not so great, as it might seem at first view. Every society, as such,
have, no doubt, an intrinsic right to agree upon such reasonable and
lawful rules, as they may deem necessary for their own interior
government and regulation. And, by virtue of that same right, they
may expel such of their members, as refuse to adjust their conduct
by the rules so enacted. Yet as excommunication (a) is the dernier
recourse of a church, and takes place, not until all milder expedients
for the reformation of the offending party, have been tried without
effect; so should expulsion from any other society. How far this
equitable rule was observed lately at Oxford, is a circumstance not
yet cleared up by the assessors: and, until it is, the public are
certainly at liberty to form what judgment they can from
appearances.

(a) By our law, sentence of excommunication is not to be
pronounced, until after public admonition thrice given, with the
interval of at least two days between each admonition.

It has been affirmed by some who ought to know, that the pretence
of illiteracy and irregularity, in the parties expelled, was only
adopted by way of casting a mist before the eyes of the world:
while, in fact, the true reason of their expulsion was, their



attachment to the doctrines of predestination unto life, regeneration
by the Spirit of God, and justification by faith alone. If this was the
real cause of that transaction, the young men were persecuted, to all
intents and purposes; and are to be equally pitied and respected:
pitied, for the oppressive treatment they met with; respected, for
their firmness in adhering to doctrines which they believe to be true,
and which, whether true or not, are the undoubted doctrines of the
church established.—Add to this, that, if some persons, equally or
more illiterate, and irregular in a much worse sense, continue still
unmolested members of this very university, all unprejudiced
spectators will cry out,

Dat veniam corvis, vexat censura columbas.

I am not certain, much less dare I to affirm, that the public have hit
upon the true cause of this remarkable expulsion. If they have (and
even the account given by yourself, seems to justify the general
belief), we may now, with the utmost truth, adopt the old cry of “the
church is in danger."(b) Since, for a considerable number of the
most eminent persons belonging to one of the most respectable
universities in Europe, to sit in judgment on six of their own body,
and pass sentence of condemnation upon them, for believing and
asserting the leading truths of that very church with which the
expellers, no less than the expelled, profess to agree; is, mutatis
mutandis, as if a Romish council should anathematize six papists for
holding transubstantiation; or a Scotch synod should excommunicate
six presbyterians, for maintaining a parity among the clergy to be
more apostolical than episcopacy. For, gratuitous predestination,
justification by faith only, and the efficacy of divine grace in
regeneration, are as palpably asserted by the church of England; as
transubstantiation is by the church of Rome, or parity of ministers
by the church of Scotland.

(b) How strangely are times altered in Oxford, since Usher preached
there! See the Preface to his Sermons in Quarto.

Before I enter on the proof of this, I must clear my way, by first
considering what you, sir, allege on the other side. In doing which, I
shall endeavour to preserve, not only the decency, but the respect, to
which your merits, both as a scholar and as a writer, justly entitle
you. Though fame is mistaken, if you have not condescended to act



as a secretary, on this, as well as a preceding occasion. However this
be, I cannot help wishing, that so worthy and considerable a person
had drawn his pen, rather in attempting to heal, than widen, the
unhappy breaches among us; and had undertaken to vindicate,
instead of seeking to confute, the doctrines of the church he
professes to revere. But, alas! every day's experience proves the
truth of the old adage; “All is not wise, that wise men say; nor all
good, that good men do.'

Now, sir, to the point. With regard to the doctrines in debate
between Calvinists and Arminians, you ingenuously confess, that
they are matters, which “wise and good men have always differed
about," page 69. I applaud your justice, in granting that Calvinists,
no less than Arminians, may be " wise and good men:" but I cannot
say I admire the want of precision, with which you express yourself.
Wise and good men did not always differ about those points. There
is, on the contrary, the utmost reason to believe, that the main body
of the Christian church (in which I do not include the Arians of
those times) were unanimous believers of the doctrines now termed
Calvinistic, for the four first centuries: until, at the opening of the
fifth, a Welsh monk, known by the assumed name of Pelagius,
struck out a new path of his own, and laid out the foundations of that
mystery of iniquity, which has, more or less, been working ever
since.

I am aware, that some Arminian writers, both English and foreign,
have had the assurance (somewhat like the papists on another
occasion) to ask. "Where was the doctrine of predestination before
St. Austin?" To which I answer in my turn, where was not the
doctrine of predestination before Pelagius? That his opinions
concerning the slight effects of original sin, the power of man's free
will, and the possibility of human merit, were novel and unheard of
until then, appears, among other circumstances, from the surprise
and horror with which they were received by the universal church. A
valuable historian of our own, tells us truly, that "To recount the
learned works of fathers written; their pious sermons preached;
passionate [i. e. pathetic] epistles sent; private conferences
entertained; public disputations held; provincial synods summoned;
general councils called; wholesome canons made, to confute and
condemn these opinions, under the name of Pelagius, or his scholar



Celestius; would amount to a volume fitter for a porter's back to
bear, than a scholar's brains to peruse." [Fuller, Church Hist. Cent. v.
p. 28.]

The learned Dr. Cave, whom no one will suspect of being a factor
for Calvinism, tells us plainly, that Pelagius "Haeresin novam
condidit,” was the founder of a new heresy, [Hist. Lit. tom. i. ann.
405.] which is as good as to say, that the Christian church were,
until that time, in undisturbed possession of the doctrines of grace.
The same great man lets us know what the substance of this new
heresy was. “Peccatum originale funditus sustulit; docens, Adami
peccatum soboli ejus non imputari. Homines, plerosque saltem, non
gratiae divinae benefici, sed propter operum suorum merita,
justificari, et ad vitam aeternam praedestinari, contendit:" He [i.e.
Pelagius] took away original sin from its very foundations, by
asserting that Adam's transgression is not imputed to his posterity:
and insisted that men, or however, the greater part of them, are
justified and predestinated to eternal life, not by the favour of divine
grace, but for the worthiness of their own works. Now if the non-
imputation of Adam's offence, and the doctrines of justification and
predestination as founded on, and resulting from human worthiness,
were parts of the new heresy, it follows, that the opposite doctrines
of Adam's transgression imputed to his offspring, and justification
and predestination by grace alone, must have been branches of the
old faith universally held by the church, for the first 400 years after
Christ.

That consummate scholar and historian, Spanheimus the son,
treating of Pelagius and his tenets, observes, that this arch-heretic
asserted, "Causam predestinationis ad gratiam et gloriam esse
praevisionem bonorum operum, et perseverantiam in illis, ex recto
liberi arbitrii usu, exceptatamen gratia apostolatus.
Praedestinationem ad mortem nullam dari; solam dari praescientiam
peccatorum.” [Introd. ad Hist. & Antiq. Sacr. p. 454.] i.e. that "The
cause of predestination to grace and glory was the foresight of good
works, and of perseverance therein, resulting from a right use of our
free-will: and that there is no such thing as predestination unto
death; but only a foreknowledge of what sins men would commit
(c)." That these are the doctrines of the Arminians now, as they were
of Pelagius then, needs no proof. An Arminian laughs at the



imputation of Adam's of

(c) If the reader has a mind to see a compendious, but very
satisfactory account of the first rise and progress of Arminianism in
Holland (from whence the contagion spread into England) about the
year 1600, he may consult a very valuable treatise, written by the
same learned foreigner, entitled, Controversiarum cum
Dissidentibus Hodie Christantis, prolixe et cum Judaeis, Elenchus
Historico-Theologicus. Which, in the compass of a moderate 12mo,
traces back all the controversies, which now divide the religious
world, to their original sources; gives the quintessence of the
arguments urged on either side: and, by a judicious mixture of
history with divinity, is perhaps the most instructive and entertaining
piece of general Polemics, hitherto extant. There is brevity, without
obscurity; and fulness, without redundancy: nor could that excellent
performance be either enlarged or retrenched, without detracting
from its worth.

fence, in order to elnde the necessity of the Messiah's imputed
righteousness: he affirms, that we are not justified without works of
our own; and that, if there be any such thing as predestination at all,
it is founded on the divine foresight of certain conditions and
qualifications in the persons predestinated: that man's will has the
casting vote in the affair of regeneration: and that as he may, to-day,
consent to be a child of God; so, tomorrow, he may, by virtue of the
same omnipotent free-will, undo all, and commence a child of the
devil again. Who sees not, that Arminianism is the old Pelagian
trump turned up anew? and that the doctrines of conditional grace
and precarious salvation, which now go down so glib with many, are
the very things, which, at their first appearance, frightened the
primitive churches, more than a general persecution would have
done? It may further be asked; would an Arminian have drawn up
the XVIIth article?

You yourself, sir, seem to have been aware of your mistake, in
asserting so peremptorily, that predestination and its concomitant
doctrines are points concerning which "wise and good men have
always differed:" since you presently add, that they "have been
disputed in almost all ages of the Christian church." During the four
first ages of it, they were undisputed, for ought appears to the
contrary: but, from the time Pelagius first broke the ice, quite down



to the reformation, they certainly were frequent subjects of
controversy. The reformers, and reformed churches, both here and
abroad, were universally on the side of absolute grace, in
contradiction, both to the pretended merits, and the boasted free
agency of man. Witness the authentic and valuable collection of
articles and confessions of faith, published by Gasper Laurentius, in
1612. With regard to our own reformers in particular, bishop Burnet,
though far enough from warping to Calvinism, is yet so honest as to
allow, that, " In England the first reformers were generally in the
Sublapsarian way;" plainly enough intimating, that all our first
reformers were doctrinal Calvinists, though with some slight
variation; the major part of them being Sublapsarians, or holding
that God, in the decree of predestination, considered mankind as
fallen: the rest of the first reformers having been Supralapsarians,
who suppose that men were in that decree, considered neither as
fallen nor as unfallen, but simply as men, in puris naturalibus. A
metaphysical disquisition, which still obtains among the anti-
Arminians; but which affects not the main question, and concerning
which they ever did and do still agree.

I shall, at present, sir, trouble you with but one more citation from
Burnet: a short one indeed it is, but full to the point. You will find it
in that learned and worthy prelate's abridgment of his History of the
Reformation, sub ann. 1549. His words are these: "Another sort of
people was much complained of, who built so much on the received
opinion of predestination, that they thought they might live as they
pleased." Whether or no these people really drew this consequence
from the doctrine (as there is nothing so holy as to be exempt from
all possibility of abuse); or whether, as is most probable, it was a
slander fastened on them by the disguised papists of that time;
affects not the present argument. The passage proves what I quote
for: namely, that at the settlement of the reformation, and when the
church of England was in her primitive purity, predestination was
the received opinion. Nor, indeed, need the bishop have told us so.
The articles of religion, published about a year and a half after the
time he speaks of, put the point beyond all doubt. Thus stood this
matter in the reign of king Edward. We shall come to that of queen
Elizabeth by and by. In the meanwhile,

From England, sir, I follow you to the continent. You are pleased to



tell us, p. 69,70, that these doctrines have been disputed "among the
papists, between the Thomists and the Scotists; the Dominicans and
the Franciscans:" to which you might also have added, "and between
the Jansenists and Jesuits." I grant it all. And these points not only
have been, but are disputed among them, with abundance of
acrimony, to this very day. A most pregnant proof, by the by, of the
infallibility and Catholic unity, which that most depraved and most
impudent of all churches affects to value herself upon. Had you
stopped here, you had done well: but you add, that the doctrines in
debate between yourself and the author of Pietas Oxoniensis, were
likewise disputed "among the protestants, from the first beginning of
the reformation, between the Lutherans and the Calvinists." Here, 1
apprehend, you have shot beyond the mark. The era, or first
beginning of the reformation, is universally, and very justly assigned
to the year 1517, when Luther first publicly opposed the sale of the
pope's indulgences at Wittenberg. At this time, Calvin could have
had no followers; for he himself was then a boy of but eight years
old; being born July 10, 1509. Neither was he settled to purpose at
Geneva, until the year 1541, i. e. five years before the death of
Luther; by which time the reformation had spread wide and taken
deep root on the continent. Hence it is evident, that there were and
could have been no disputes concerning the decrees of God,
"between the Lutherans and Calvinists, from the first beginning of
the reformation;" for the reformation was begun in Calvin's
childhood, long enough before he was brought on the stage of public
observation.

The plain truth is, Luther himself was an absolute predestinarian;
and was as able and as resolute a defender of God's eternal,
irrespective decrees, as Calvin or any other. So that even had these
two great men been as strictly co-aetanei, as they were
contemporaries, there would have been no room for dissension
between them on that subject. Bishop Burnet, with all his bias to
Arminianism, was too well read, not to know, and too honest, not to
acknowledge the Calvinism (if it must be called by that name) of
Luther: though the bishop's aversion to these doctrines made him,
very disingenuously, insinuate as if that eminent reformer adopted
them, partly to serve a turn, and partly without due examination.
"When Luther," says he, "began to form his opinions into a body, he
clearly saw that nothing did so plainly destroy the doctrine of merit,



and justification by works, as St. Austin's opinions. He found also in
his works very express authorities against most of the corruptions of
the Roman church; and being of an order that carried his name, and,
by consequence, accustomed to read and reverence his works; it was
no wonder, if he, without a strict examining of the matter, espoused
all his [Austin's] opinions." [on Art. 17. p. 194.] However, not to rest
on mere testimony, which, at best, is but evidence at second hand; as
a solid and indisputable proof that I go on sure grounds in averring
Luther to have held absolute predestination, I appeal to the
memorable controversy between him and Erasmus. The latter had, at
the importunate and repeated requests of king Henry VIII and
cardinal Wolsey, published a treatise in favour of free-will, wherein
Luther was severely reflected on for holding the opposite doctrine.
To this Luther published a copious answer, drawn up in a very
nervous manner, and with a vast compass of argument; entitling it,
De Servo Arbitrio, or, The Human Will a Slave. If any person, after
having read a single chapter in that masterly performance, has the
assurance to pronounce Luther an enemy to what is now known by
the name of Doctrinal Calvinism; he may, when his hand is in, call
Baronius a protestant, or affirm Calvin himself to have been an
Arminian. It was chiefly from this book of Luther's, on the Servitude
of the Will, that those six positions against free agency were picked
out, which twenty years afterwards, made such a bustle in the
council of Trent, and were agitated with so much heat and division
by the infallible church: some siding with Luther, and declaring that
he had asserted no more than Austin had done before him; others
anathematising the positions, as the very quintessence of heresy, and
of most dangerous consequence to the Catholic faith. The latter
party carried their point: and accordingly the fourth, fifth, and sixth
canons, passed in the sixth session of that infamous council, are
directly pointed against the decisions of Luther respecting the
inability of man's will (g).

(g) Of forty-two propositions of Luther, condemned by the pope, A.
D. 1521, this is the 37th, "Free-will, after sin, is a thing De Solo
Titulo; and while it doth what in it is, it sinneth mortally." Strype's
Eccl. Mem. v. i. 39.

The followers of Luther and Calvin, since the deaths of those great
reformers (for I cannot find that they did it before), have, if you



please, not only differed, but fallen out, with relation to some (and
only some) of the points you speak of: but not those reformers
themselves. Had they agreed as well about the nature of the Lord's
Supper, as they did about predestination, justification, and
perseverance; the two denominations of Lutherans and Calvinists,
had been in fact, one and the same; so far at least as matters of
doctrine are concerned.

Page 70, you put this question to the author of Piefas: “What
pretence have you to call your own notions the principles of the
reformation?" Because they are so. Open the liturgy where you will,
Calvinism stares you in the face. And can the doctrines of grace
enter into the very basis of a reformed church, yet not be principles
of the reformation? You ask likewise, why he calls "the contrary
opinions, the avowed tenets of the church of Rome?" Because the
very letter of scripture bids us render to all their dues. The Arminian
tenets belong to the church of Rome. Hers they are, and to her they
should be returned. From her they came, and to her they lead. It
matters not that there were a few such persons, as Marinier, De
Vega, and Catanea, in the council of Trent; nor that there are still
some individuals within the Romish pale (the Jansenists, for
instance), who believed the doctrines of predestination and
invincible grace, as taught by St. Paul and St. Austin; and, from
these, by Calvin and the reformed churches.

Quid te exempta juvat spinis de pluribus una!

The point is, how goes the stream? quite in the contrary channel.
Witness the Tridentine decisions, and the more recent constitution
Unigenitus. Let a man peruse these, and then doubt, if he can,
whether Arminianism does not cordially coincide with popery.

But you urge, that the Arminian doctrines "have been maintained by
many of the brightest ornaments of our church; such as Laud,
Hammond, Bull, &c." I except against Laud. I cannot allow him
upon the whole, to have been any ornament to us at all; much less
can I put him at the head of our brightest ornaments. If he had any
brightness belonging to him, it was the brightness of a fire-brand,
which at the long run, set both church and state in a flame. Learned
as he was (or rather an encourager of learning in others, so they were
not Calvinists), he was, at best, but a mongrel protestant; and would



have but acted consistently with himself, had he accepted the
cardinal's hat, which was offered him from Rome. So declared an
enemy was your bright ornament, to all liberty, both civil and
religious, that I make no scruple to call him a disgrace to his order,
to his country, and to human nature. Illegal and unwarrantable in
itself, as his execution was; yet his life, written by his creature
Heylin, on purpose to exculpate this Cyprianus Anglicanus; proves,
to a demonstration, that this hot-headed prelate, was not slandered,
in being charged with a design to carry over the church of England
to that of Rome: or, as Heylin himself expresses it, "to make an
atonement between the two churches,” i.e. to set them at one again;
atonement being a word used at that time, to signify a reconciliation
and re-union. For which reason, among a thousand others, I must
beg leave to strike out Laud from the list of our brightest
ecclesiastical ornaments; and dismiss him with that just observation
of bishop Burnet, who remarks, that while Laud's enemies "did
really magnify him by their inhuman prosecution; his friends,
Heylin and Wharton, have as much lessened him; the one, by
writing his life; and the other, by publishing his vindication of
himself." [Summary of Aff. before the Restor. p. 68. 8vo. edit.]

As for Hammond, Bull, Tillotson, Sharp, and Stillingfleet, they are
names not to be mentioned without honour. Yet it does not follow
that Arminianism is either right in itself, or the doctrine of our
church, because adopted by these otherwise eminent and worthy
persons. Nor do the greatness of their names, and the brightness of
their talents, sanctify the errors they might happen to patronize, or
one jot mitigate the crime of subscribing to articles they did not
believe. Let them have been ever so great ornaments to our church
in other respects, this, surely, is no ornamental part of their
characters. Dross does not cease to be dross, because some gold may
chance to be blended with it: nor error cease to be such, because
adopted by men of merit. However, I think, when your hand had
been in, you might have reminded us of some more persons, who
were, in every respect, ornamental to our church; and true,
consistent sons of it, by believing; and maintaining her fundamental
doctrines: such as Abbot, Grindal, Usher, Williams, Davenant,
Downham, Carlton, Hall, Barlow (of Lincoln), Beveridge, Hopkins,
&c. &c. all of whom were bishops, and (for which reason you threw
them into shades) predestinarians. After all, truth does not depend



on names. The doctrines of the church are to be learned from the
articles and homilies of the church herself; not from the private
opinions of some individuals who lay hold on the skirt of her
garment, call themselves by her name, and live by her revenues.

You proceed. "Our articles have been vindicated from the charge of
Calvinism, by bishop Bull, Dr. Waterland, and several other
religious and learned men.” You should rather have said, “They
have laboured hard to do it, but were not able." Like some disciples
of old, they toiled all the day, but could take nothing. When Dr. Bull
was strongly pressed with his subscription, by the famous Dr. Tully
(who was then principal of that very hall from whence the six
religious students were lately expelled; and afterwards dean and
chancellor of Carlisle); Bull, in his answer, only huddles the matter
up, and slides over it, as well as he can, in this slight equivocating
manner: "Quae deinceps, in hoc capite, sequuntur, a D. Tullio,
declamatorio more effusa, de regia declaratione articulis nostris
praefixa; de canone ecclesiae; de subscriptionibus et juramentis
nostris toties repetitis; ea tum demum ad nos pertinere fatebimur,
cum evicerit ille, quicquam nos docuisse unquam, quod clarae
alicui ecclesiae nostrae definitioni adversetur:” i.e. "l shall then
acknowledge myself to be affected by what Dr. Tully subjoins in his
declamatory way, concerning the king's declaration prefixed to our
articles; the canon he refers to; and my so often repeated oaths and
subscriptions; when he shall have demonstrated that I ever affirmed
any thing contrary to any clear determination of our church." But the
misfortune was, this had actually been demonstrated before; whence
Dr. Tully took occasion to press the matter home to Bull's
conscience; justly upbraiding him, not for espousing those doctrines
which he took for true, but for swearing and setting his hand to
articles, which, if his own system was right, were and must be
erroneous and false. This home-thrust the Arminian doctor
endeavoured to parry off, by insinuating, that the determinations of
the church, in behalf of the Calvinistic principles, are not
sufficiently clear, but dark and ambiguous. As if she had not clearly
determined that "predestination is the everlasting purpose of God,"
and that we are “justified by faith only!" After this rate, any
unbelieving subscriber whatever, when taxed with dishonesty and
prevarication, need only cry out, with bishop Bull, "The
determinations of our church are not clear:" and he slips his neck out



of the collar very cleverly. But, a determination which is not clear, is
in reality no determination at all: and either the church has
absolutely determined nothing, and is a church without any fixed
principles; or her determinations are clear and peremptory; and, of
course, the integrity of such persons as subscribe to those
determinations without believing them, is not very conspicuous.

One of the most furious Arminians now living (the John Goodwin of
the present age) seems to have refined upon bishop Bull in this
particular. This Arminian is Mr. John Wesley; who, like many
others, endeavouring to leap over the 17th article of the church of
England, very gravely tells us, that that article, which treats of
predestination, "only defines the term," but does not affirm the
doctrine. By this new rule, all our positive articles are only so many
definitions of terms: the 1st, for instance, defines the meaning of the
word Trinity; the 9th defines original sin; the 27th is a definition of
baptism; and the 39th defines an oath. So the church is founded, not
upon doctrines, but on bare definitions; and is not a teacher but a
definer. Is there a Jew, a Turk, or a papist, who would scruple to
subscribe our articles, considered simply as definitions of certain
terms and phrases? or is there a protestant in the world, but might
safely set his hand to pope Pius's Creed, upon a similar supposition?
I leave to the consideration of Dr. Nowell, and of the public, who
are to be deemed Methodists and Sectarians? They, who believe the
doctrines of the church, as they stand in her articles, without
sophistication and disguise? or, they who with Mr. Wesley and some
others, subscribe the articles, not as articles of faith, but either as
ecclesiastical definitions of terms, or at most as determinations
which are not clear? By this loose, shaggling way of evading the
force of church decisions, and weakening the sacred ties of solemn
and repeated subscriptions, the spiritual fence of our establishment
is broken down and trod under foot: and the church, like a city
without walls, or a house stript of its doors, lies open to the entrance
of every comer, whether friend or foe, who has opportunity of
getting in. Such I fear, is in great measure, the present condition of
our once admirable church. I can only for my own part, be faithful to
her myself; pour out my soul for her, in secret, at the throne of
grace; and, until God pours down a spirit of reformation on many of
her pretended sons, cry over her, saying, alas! my mother! Her gates
are sunk into the ground; he hath destroyed and broken her bars; the



law is no more; her prophets also find no vision from the Lord.
What thing shall I liken to thee, O daughter of Jerusalem? what shall
I equal to thee, that I may comfort thee, O virgin daughter of Sion?
for thy breach is great, like the sea; who can heal thee? La 3.

As to Dr. Waterland, on whose attempts to weed out Calvinism from
our articles you lay so great stress; [ grant, that, like the prelate last
mentioned, he fought through thick and thin, and strained every
nerve, in order if possible, to Arminianize the church. But his
success was very far from being equal to his toil. This learned and
excellent person never lost himself more visibly, nor was never
pinched more sensibly, than when his own artillery was turned upon
him by Sykes. The inference, urged by the latter, is too glaring to be
denied: viz. That, if Arian subscription to Trinitarian articles is
palpably dishonest; then, by all the rules of argument in the world,
Arminian subscription to articles, that are Calvinistic, must and can
be no less criminal. This was the Gordian knot, which Dr.
Waterland, with all his straining, could never untie. Therefore this
great man, finding himself wedged fast between the horns of this
unavoidable dilemma; namely, either to give up the point, and own
subscribing Arminians to be as inexcusable as subscribing Arians;
or, that, if those might subscribe, salva conscientia, so might these,
since what is lawful for the raven is as lawful for the crow;—the
doctor, to free himself as well as he could, from this embarrassment,
resolved to cut the knot at once, by roundly denying that our articles
are Calvinistical. But every struggle he made, and every argument
he brought in support of his palpable falsehood (which he adopted
only pro re nata, and to help himself out at a dead lift), only plunged
him in deeper difficulties, by giving his Arian adversaries this
advantage against him, that, upon the doctor's own principles, and
by virtue of his own example, they were as much at liberty, mutatis
mutandis, to put their own sense upon the Ist, 2d, 5th, and 8th
articles, as Waterland was to put his sense upon the 9th, 10th, 11th,
and 17th; since the very letter of these articles is no less determinate,
in favour of original sin, the utter impotence of free-will in
spirituals, gratuitous justification without works, and eternal,
absolute predestination, than those are, in favour of the Trinity, the
godhead of Ciirist, the godhead of the Holy Ghost, and the
orthodoxy of the three creeds.



And, indeed, the case speaks for itself. For, if one sort of men may
fairly claim the privilege of clipping, mincing, and wire-drawing
some articles, as a salvo for subscription; why may not another sort
of men be allowed to take the same liberty with the rest? Let not
then the subscribing Arminian (though he may happen to be a
Trinitarian) exclaim against the subscribing Arian, the subscribing
Socinian, or even the subscribing Deist. Only grant it lawful to
wrench the articles one way; and it is as lawful to wrench them any
way, or every way. If an Arminian may stretch the 17th article into
conditional predestination, and universal redemption; an Arian has
just as much right to lop short the 2d article, so far as it stands in his
way. By the same rule that our articles are drawn aside from any one
part of their plain grammatical import; they may be frothed into no
meaning whatever, and bandied about towards every point of the
compass. If a subscriber is really at liberty to pick and choose which
of them, and which part of them, he will believe, and which he shall
reject; which to subscribe sincerely, and which with secret provisos
of his own; subscription is no longer a fence against error, but
becomes a mere stalking horse, and the articles themselves a nose of
wax. St. Paul's words, with a slight variation, may be accommodated
to the case in hand. Thou art inexcusable [O subscribing Arminian],
whoever thou art, that judgest [the subscribing Arian]; for, wherein
thou judgest [him,] thou condemnest thyself: for thou that judgest,
doest the same thing [in another way.] Ro 2:1.

Thus, the gap of prevaricating subscription being once obened, “we
may," to use Dr. Waterland's own words, "bid adieu to principles;"
and between one subscriber and another, the church of England will
have no settled doctrines left, or, at most, they will exist no where
but in ink and paper, between the leaves of her liturgy and homilies,
and in the forgotten writings of her old divines.

Foreign comedians, a spruce band, arrive,
And push her from the scene, or hiss her there.

Should matters go on for half a century longer, as they have done for
many years back, the most respectable church in the world will be
reduced, by some of those who call themselves her children, to the
same condition that the man in the fable was, by his two wives:

Ambae videri dum volunt illi pares,



Capillos homini legere coepere invicem.
Quum se putarat pingi cura mulierum,
Calvus repente factus est: nem funditus
Canos puella, nigros anus, evellerat.

I pray God, that the Delilahs, who make it their business to shear the
church of its locks, by robbing it gradually of its doctrines, may not,
at the long-run, deliver it quite up into the hands of the Philistines.

Bishop Burnet went to work in a much more plausible manner, than
either bishop Bull or Dr. Waterland. He contributed as much, in fact,
towards opening a door to prevaricating subscription, as they; but
did it with more decency, and with a better regard to appearances.
He does not drive so furiously as those Jehu writers, nor insult the
common reason of mankind, by fiercely insisting that our articles are
not Calvinistic: but hit on a more trimming expedient, and would
gently insinuate, that they are worded with, what he calls, such
moderation and latitude, that Calvinists and Arminians too may
mutually testify their assent by subscription. I mean not to
depreciate that truly great and good prelate's Exposition of the
Articles: which is, in general, a very masterly and valuable
performance (k). I am not entirely of Dr. South's mind, who you
know, sir, being asked, soon after its publication, what he thought of
it? replied, in his smart way, "Think of it? I think, that, in his
Exposition of our 39 articles, his lordship has given the church forty
stripes save one." That the bishop has given the church three or four
stripes, I think can hardly be denied; and unhappy is the mother,
who receives such usage at the hands of the sons she has nourished
and brought up. Thus much is certain: that Burnet plays fast and
loose, whenever Calvinism and subscription fall in his way. Hence
those two contradictory positions of his: "Subscription does import
an assent to the article: and - an article being conceived in such
general words, that it can admit of different literal and grammatical
senses; even when the senses given are plainly contrary one to
another, yet both may subscribe the article with a good conscience,
and without any equivocation." [Introd. to Exp. Art. p. 10.] As if
there could be more literal senses of a proposition than one! and
those numerous senses could be plainly contrary one to another, and
yet be all literally and grammatically the sense of that proposition!
An Arian, a papist, or a Deist, may with a good conscience, and,



without any equivocation, subscribe those very articles, which,
literally and grammatically, conclude point blank against Arianism,
popery, and Deism!

(k) The lower House of Convocation, in 1701, severely censured
Burnet's Exposition of the Articles. See Tindal, 15, 319.

That learned and able divine, Dr. Edwards of Cambridge, published,
in the lifetime of Bishop Burnet, some strictures on that prelate's
way of treating the articles. "I can by no means," says he, "approve
of this learned prelate's extravagant attempt, when he takes a great
deal of pains to persuade his readers, that these thirty-nine articles,
or most of them, are so dark and ambiguous, that the true sense of
them is not to be found out: and therefore that we may make what
construction of them we please. Surely, his lordship's memory is
none of the best: any man must needs think that he had forgot what
he had asserted and given as his judgment, namely, That these are
articles of downright belief, and therefore must not be dallied and
played with. It is such a strange perverting of the articles, as cannot
but raise admiration in indifferent persons, and such as are not led
by prejudice. For, 1st, This new-found exposition fosters
dissimulation. It seems to teach our clergymen to equivocate. For,
though the learned and reverend author acknowledges, once and
again, that the compilers of those articles were Calvinistically
disposed, and accordingly formed some of the articles so as they are
to be understood in favour of Calvin's opinions; yet he proposes
them to the clergy, to be taken in an ambiguous sense. They are
taught, in the whole, to trim; to turn about as they please; to
dissemble with God and man; to subscribe to that which they know
most assuredly, is, in the plain meaning of it, against their
persuasion. Therefore I say that this new-coined explication of the
articles, is inconsistent with the integrity of our church, and the
sincerity of its ministers who are to subscribe to them. It will be hard
to reconcile this with the doing it with a good conscience, as is
required in the 5th canon; and ex animo, and avoiding all
ambiguities, as the 36th canon enjoins, [2.] After this rate, it can
never be known, from our professions and subscriptions, what our
mind is, what our belief and sentiments are. Though we openly
acknowledge, under our hands, such doctrines to be agreeable to
God's word; yet we may not think one article of them to be true; yea,



we may think and profess the quite contrary. And of this our author
[Burnet] gives us an instance in himself: telling us [in his preface, to
the Expos. of the Art.] that in the point of predestination, he follows
the Greek church, from which St. Austin departed, and formed a
new system; and yet he publicly declares, that our church's article of
predestination may be interpreted and understood in favour of the
Calvinists, who follow St. Augustin. I remember this learned writer,
in the account he gives us of his travels, makes this reflection on
Geneva, that there is want of sincerity there. May we not, from what
has been represented under this particular, fear, that there is the
same want somewhere else?" [Veritas Red. p. 521, 522.]

But I return to Doctor Nowell. Another part of your address to the
author of Pietas Oxoniensis runs thus: "Supposing that they and
we," namely, the Arminians of past and present times, "are mistaken
in the sense we put upon our articles; yet, surely, unless you can see
our hearts, you cannot censure us for subscribing to what we believe
not a word of." You do well, sir, to suppose yourself and your
Arminian friends mistaken. I hope, your next step will be, to retract
your mistakes. And you have fallen into not a few, in the very
paragraph last cited. 1st. You seem to take for granted, that you have
a right to put your own sense on the articles to which you subscribe.
But this is by no means the case. Our articles, like the prophecies,
are not of private interpretation. You, and I, and every subscriber,
are, by express declaration of authority, pinned down to the plain,
literal and grammatical meaning of each article. The legislature,
duly weighing the importance and solemn nature of ecclesiastical
subscription, have taken almost every precaution human wisdom
could suggest, or the energy of language furnish, to preclude
evasion, and preserve the doctrines of the church inviolate. Let part
of the royal declaration, usually prefixed to the articles themselves,
and which, having never been revoked, still stands in full force,
serve by the way of specimen: "We have upon mature deliberation,
and with the advice of so many of our bishops as might conveniently
be called together, thought fit to make this declaration following:
That the articles of the church of England do contain the true
doctrine of the church of England, agreeable to God's word, which
we do therefore ratify and confirm, prohibiting the least difference
from the said articles, from which we will not endure any varying or
departing in the least degree; - And that no man hereafter, shall



either print or preach, to draw the article aside any way, but shall
submit to it in the plain and full meaning thereof; and shall not put
his own sense, or comment, to be the meaning of the article, but
shall take it in the literal and grammatical sense." Hence it is as
evident, as demonstration can make it, that Calvinists are the only
fair subscribers; and that Arminians, as such, are virtually excluded
from subscription: because, the articles are to be subscribed, not
with qualifying glosses, diluting comments, tacit limitations, and
mental exceptions (for this would defeat the very end for which
subscription is required:) but we are to subscribe, as every
subscriber professes to do, ex animo, with unfeigned assent and
consent; without drawing aside the articles any way, or varying or
departing from them in the least degree: moreover, without putting
the subscriber's own sense on what he subscribes unto, but honestly
and bona fide taking the articles in their literal and grammatical
meaning, simply as they stand.

2dly, You would insinuate, that we cannot charge the Arminians
with subscribing to what they do not believe, "except we could look
into their hearts." But there is no occasion for our looking quite so
deep as that: since, out of the abundance of their hearts, their hands
write and their mouths speak. I think, that I myself, without
pretending to dive into hearts, may form a judgment, for instance, of
Dr. Nowell and his subscriptions. You, sir, have subscribed to our
articles and homilies, over and over again. These articles and
homilies are (1) Calvinistic: and you are a professed Arminian.
Either, therefore, you were not an Arminian when you subscribed;
or you subscribed to what you disbelieved. And, by the same rule
that we form an estimate of you, we are qualified to judge of others
of your sect.

(1) The Calvinism of these has been acknowledged by very many of
the Arminians themselves. One, in particular, recurs this moment to
my remembrance. A late dignitary (Dr. H.) of considerable figure,
both in the church and in the world, and celebrated among other
things, for a learned and sensible work, published under the title of
Theological Lectures; being, one day, in company with another
dignitary (now living, and from whom I had it), the conversation
happened to turn on the thirty-nine articles: against several of which
Dr. H. exclaimed with great warmth. My friend asked him, "But



have you not subscribed to these, and that ex animo?" 1 have. "And
do not you hold all your preferments by virtue of that subscription?"
I do; and our reformers, who drew up such articles, deserved to be
hanged for their pains.

3dly, I discern not a little chicanery in the latter clause of your
paragraph; "you cannot censure us for subscribing to what we
believe not a word of." This is brought in, by way of a trap-door, to
escape at, in case you should happen to be hard pressed. You may
believe a word, and many words, even iu the 17th article itself;
without believing the substance of the article, or assenting to the
doctrine it asserts. There are not a few detached words, even in the
decrees of Trent, to which any protestant in the world might safely
testify his assent: and yet no truly conscientious protestant would
look upon that as a sufficient warrant for setting his hand to those
execrable decisions. And by parity of argument, I greatly question,
whether any truly honest and conscientious Arminian would venture
to rest upon this, as a plea for subscription, “though I abhor, detest,
and abjure, as impious and Calvinistical, the doctrines contained in
the 10th, 11th, and 17th articles of the church of England; yet as a
subscriber to those articles, I make myself easy, because I cannot
say, that I believe not a word in them, for there are some words,
here and there interspersed, which are of innocent tendency: and
for the sake of these, I have swallowed the whole." Instead of
shifting, and mincing, and trimming, in this despicable manner,
would it not be more to the credit of such clergymen as are
Arminians, to make a push for an alteration, and boldly cry out,
with the monthly reviewers, "Our established doctrines are not such
as might be wished, and ought to be re-modelled?" Let them act like
men of courage and principle; and, instead of doubling and
winding, and putting our articles on the rack, to find out meanings
never meant," say of them, and of the 17th in particular (as
archbishop Tillotson did of the Athanasian Creed), "I heartily wish
we were well rid of it." This would be treading in the steps of their
elder brethren, the Dutch Arminians; and would make them
remonstrants in act, as well as in principles. It would not, indeed,
vindicate them from the glaring dishonesty of solemnly subscribing
to articles thus professedly disbelieved: but it would save them the
ridiculous and fruitless trouble of endeavouring to twist and torture
Calvinistic articles into a sense they are incapable of bearing. The



reverend and dignified author of the Confessional, is a saint, when
set in competition with such divines as would put out our eyes, by
daring to tell us that the 10th article does not overturn free-will; that
the 11th does not assert justification by faith only; and that the 17th
does not teach everlasting, absolute, gratuitous predestination.

How am I grieved to hear such gentlemen, as the writers of the
Independent Whig, triumph over us in such strains as these! "At one
time, predestination is of