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The crucial issue of the doctrine ox' grace in the formative period
of xhe Church of England*s life and thought constitutes the theological
thought oxid historical background of this thesis. This work represents,
through an examination of primary source material, an attempt to place
the Church's thinking at this period within the continuity of Reformed
thought with particular reference to the doctrine of torace.

The Method by which this attempt is curried through is set forth in
the first two chapters. Ry a critical examination of the works of some
of the leading bishops the distinctive element in their thought concern¬
ing the doctrine of grace is presented. This element, the eschatological
dimension of gr~ce, is an internal framework indigenous to the thought
forms of the Caroline writers. The attempt to let the writers 3peak
their own words is a conscious part of the method employed.

The period under consideration abounded in some of the greatest
controversies ever to confront the Church of England} the everpresent
struggle with the Church of Rome from without, the puritan conflict
within and the numerous heritical opinions given vent to by a growing
rationalistic spirit. These controversies centred around some of the
fundamental doctrines of the Church and the bishops of the Church of
England were fully involved in the continuous theological debates. The
last four chapters of the dissertation examine, the doctrine of grace
in the light of the controversial issues and ihis means a structure
of Caroline thought has been erected.

A brief examination of the immediate pre Caroline period has been
presented in the third chapter and a line of theological thought has
been drawn from the Reformation era to show that the Reformed thought
in the church of England, though at times modified by a different
historic situation, was maintained by the Caroline bishops. It is of
course true, as pointed out in Lhe thesis, that the Carolines did not
speak with a unanimous voice but within the total structure of thought
in the Church of England its Reformed heritage ia unmistakeably seen.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The sphere of inquiry for this thesis is the period of the

Caroline kings, encompassing the reigns of Charles I and II - 1625

to 1685 - including the interregnum, These sixty years were extremely

important for the structure of modern life and thought in England.

For the most part this was a period of bitter struggle and violent

reaction radically affecting the civil and ecclesiastical forms of

society. These were formative years when many of the existing prin¬

ciples of modern English life and thought were forged in the midst of

strife and in the heat of battle. "It is to the seventeenth century

that the politician and the constitutional lawyer refer for the decis¬

ive events out of which the British Constitution finally emerged. As
1

with the state so with the Church." "The seventeenth century deter¬

mined the singular religious constitution of the British people. Then

the two established Churches received their present form, and then,
2

not less the great Nonconformist denominations took shape."

A group of Churchmen who rose to prominence in the Church of

England during this period is the object of our inquiry. These men,

1. H. H. Henson, Studies in English Religion in the Seventeenth
Century (London: John Murry, 1903), p. 1.

2. Ibid., preface XIV.
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collectively termed the Caroline Divines, were the leading Churchmen

of the seventeenth century. They were the inheritors of the Reforma¬

tion and they carried on the work of reform, endowing the Church of

England with its own unique character. The Caroline Divines were not

conscious of themselves as a homogeneous ecclesiastical society or

school of theological thought. It is true that they had certain common

concerns; the distinguishing factor which bound them together was their

claim to be loyal sons of their mother, the Church of England. Within

this common loyalty were many differences indeed and one would be hard

pressed to show that these Churchmen agreed on all doctrine and ecclesi¬

astical forms. There wa3 a wide sense of agreement among them on cer¬

tain subjects but even on the most important questions shades of differ¬

ences can be observed.

They worked not as a team for in fact they saw little of each
other; but each in his own way - by personal sanctity, by
scholarship, by poetry, by the dedicated life - made his own
contribution to the life of the Church and gave it that self
confidence and inner strength which enabled it to rise again
after the disasters of the Civil War. —1

The Carolines were very conscious of the historical continuity

of the Church. When taunted by their Roman opponents as to the

"presence" of the Church of England before the Reformation, they

answered with the first Reformers that their Church was now where it

had always been. It was still the same Catholic Church but now it

was reformed. It was the same garden, said Bishop Bramhail, but now

it had been weeded of its errors.

1. J. R. H. Moorman, A History of The Church of England (London:
Adam and Charles Black, 1953)» PP» 233-4.
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Our religion is the same as it vras, our Church the same as
it was, our Holy Orders the same as they were in substance;
differing only from what they were formerly, as a garden
weeded from a garden unweeded; or a body purged from itself
before it was purged, —1

This was the same sentiment expressed by Bishop Jewel many years be¬

fore when engaged in controversy with Harding, his Roman opponent,

who charged the Church of England with schism. The Church of England,

said Jewel, had forsaken the errors of Rome and had returned to the

true Catholic Church of Christ from which the Roman Church had de-
2

parted. The reform of the Church was necessary both in England and
3

on the Continent, said Bramhall. Jewel's comment was similar when
4

he justified the works of Luther and Zwingli.

The Caroline Divines asserted that the Church of England was

a part of the Catholic Church and they considered themselves to be

Catholics but not in opposition to being Protestants. They never

thought in those terms. In claiming to be Catholics they claimed

nothing more than that they were Protestants which term signified
5

for them that they were Catholic and Reformed. "Their's was an

1. The Works of John Bramhall. P.P.. (Oxford: John Henry Parker,
1042), I, p. 199.

2. The Works of John Jewel (Cambridge: The University Press, 1847),
The Second Portion, p. 175.

3« Bramhall, Works, op. cit., p. 207• See also The Works of
William Laud. P.P.. Conference With Fisher (Oxford: John Henry
Parker, 1849), II, pp. 150; 156.

4. Jewel, o£. cit.. p. 213.

5. N. Sykes, The English Religious Tradition (London: SGM Press Ltd.,
1953)t P* 4. See also The Yorks of The Right Reverend Father In God
John Cosin (Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1843), VI, p. 167. See al3o
Laud., Works, op. cit.. II, p. 328.



attempt to get back to the early Church before the accretions of

the Middle Ages which the reformers had been so anxious to get rid
1

of." This, of course, was the express intention of the earlier

Reformers both in England and on the Continent and the Carolines

followed in their understanding of the Church.

The national character of the Church of England was a feat¬

ure that most of the Caroline Churchmen cherished almost as much as

its Catholic continuity. The former thought they inherited from the

sixteenth century for the national character of the Church was an

important factor in the Reformation itself. The Caroline Divines

always thought of the Church as intimately joined with the state

under one supreme head - the Christian Prince. One of their favorite

expressions in speaking of the unity of the Church and .state, while

still maintaining a necessary distinction, was to refer to the Church
2

as the 'twin' of the state. The union of the Church and state as

symbolized in the Christian King made these Churchmen completely un¬

sympathetic to any notion of a Church or Churches separate from the

national Church estabxished by the law of the realm. To set up an¬

other Church within the Establishment was not unlike raising a sedition.

It is important to understand their stress on the Catholic

nature and national character of the Church of England for lx>th these

concepts had as their source the English Reformation itself. The

assertion of these concepts and the manner in which they were asserted

1. Moorman, op. cit.. p. 234*

2. The t.orks of The Right Reverend Joseph Hall. P.P.. (Oxford: At
The University Press, 1863), V, p. 284.



in the seventeenth century caused great havoc to both Church and

state*

Apart from the Scandinavian Kingdoms and Scotland, England

was the only independent national state which formally adopted the

Reformation. It was in method and not in doctrine that the Reform¬

ation in England distinguished itself from its Continental counter¬

part and it was this factor which exerted itself in the seventeenth

century. It is unfortunate whenever the aiglish Reformation is
1

stressed either as a political revolution or a religious reformation

when in fact it was both. "The Reformation took the form of a protest,

not merely against the doctrines of the Roman Church but also against
2

foreign supremacy." The Act of Supremacy, by Henry VIII and his

parliament, was the logical conclusion to a process which was begun
3

by the famous Mortmain Act in Edward I's reign. The act of Suprem¬

acy was also the decisive act which marked the commencement of the
4

Reformation in England. It was in itself both a political and relig¬

ious reform. "For the Papal supremacy was itself a doctrine, and

what is more, had become in the Western Churches such a keystone of

doctrine, that the removal of it endangered at once the dissolution

1. M. MacGoll, The Reformation Settlement (London: Longmans, Green
and Co., 1899), p. 333.

2. J. Hunt, Religions Thought in England (London: Strahan & Co.,
Publishers, 1379), I, p. 45. ~™
3. Wm. Fitzgerald, Lectures On Ecclesiastical History (London:
John Murray, 1385), II* p. l6l.

4. J. J. Tayler, Religious Life-in England (London: Trubner & Co.,
1876), p. 14.
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1
of the whole arch." Home's great apologist, Bellarmine, showed

what store the Roman Church had put on the Pope's supremacy when

he claimed that upon this one point the very sum and substance of
2

Christianity depended. The political action taken by Henry VIII

and his Parliament had definite theological ramifications.

There were many and varied influences at work which helped
3

to shape and fashion the English Reformation, But undoubtedly the

key to the most distinctive features was the assertion of the Royal
4

Supremacy, It was this act by king and parliament that both effected

and affected the Reformation in England, It placed the King in an

unparalleled position in relation to both Church and state which
5

became twin spheres of royal sovereignty, "The union of Church ant
6

Monarchy was the most salient feature of the Tudor Reform," This

union of Church and state was not necessarily something that was

forced upon the Church, The early Reformers of the Church of England

saw this a3 their means of implementing their program of reform.

1. Fitzgerald, og. ext., p, 166,

2. The Theological Uorks of Isaac Barrow. P.P., (Oxfords At The
University Press, 1830), VII, p, 2..

3. Fitzgerald, oo. cit.. p, 16?,

4. H, H, Henson, The Relatxon of the Church of England to the Other
Reformed Churches (London: William Blackwood and Sons~ 1911), p, 14*

5. Fitzgerald, op. cit.. p. 170-1.

6. H. H. Henson, The Relation of the Church of Efogiand to the Other
Reformed Churches, op. cit., p. 14. See also Sykes, op. cit.,
pp. 16; IS,
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Reformation of the Church from within its historic structure was

impossible with a pope who was hostile to every suggestion of reform.

"The Reformers latched to the King as their only hope of deliverance
1

from the supremacy of the Pope."

Though very little actual reformation of doctrine was accom¬

plished during Henry VIII*s reign, the ground was nevertheless well

prepared. The authority to have the entire feible translated and

circulated throughout the country was a very important event in this

reign in its influence of the Reformation though it is true that very

little actual change had taken place in the structure of Church life

and thought, fhe forms and content of worship were still very much

as they had been.

At the close of Henry's reign - notwithstanding the strong
Protestant tendencies of Cranmer - the Mass was still celebrated
in Latin} the authorized confession of faith differed in no
essential particular from the ancient creed; and the papal canons
were still in force: - in other words, the Church, though it
had changed its head was in doctrine, ritual and discipline as
Romanist as ever and much less free. —>2

In so lamenting this situation it is obvious that Tayier

had minimized, as is too often done, the extremely important and

fortunate position in which the Church of England was placed during

Henry's reign. When the reform movement in England began in real

earnest in the next reign the Reformation was able to take place

within the existing ecclesiastical structures of the Church. In

iingland the Reformation was not placed outside the ancient framework

of the Church because those in authority, both civil and ecclesiastical,

1. Hunt, o£. p. 6«

2. Tayier, og. cit.. p. 39



were in favour of the Reformation. Her Church orders were preserved

intact because it was the bishops who were pressing for reform. T us,

standing within the existing Church-structure3 the Reformers were

able to preserve and asks new use of what Rome had often corrupted.

They did not discard things simply because they had been misused by

Home. This was especially true with regard to Church Orders. Cranmer

rightly insisted on the retention of episcopacy because it was a tried

and proved system. There was no violent opposition from the bishops;

therefore, there was no need to reject episcopacy as a whole; it

could be made to serve its true purpose.

The Act of Supremacy rendered the pope at Rome powerless to

put the Reform movement outside the existing ecclesiastical structure

and the Reformers were thus able to use the forms that were at hand.

Since no extremely oppressive methods had been used to thwart the

path of the Reformers the reaction against certain Roman forms was

not violent. This was especially true in the reign of Edward. VI

when the Reformation made its first great strides. But it was Henry

fill's action that first removed tho power of the papacy from the

Church in England thus allowing it the freedom to reform itself.

When this is contrasted with the method of reform that the Contin¬

ental Reformers were forced to use the favourable situation in which

the Church of England was placed by Henry's action cannot be over¬

emphasized. Bishop H&JL, prominent in the Caroline period, pointed

this out to the Puidtans. He saw with clarity the situation in

which the Reformers on the Continent were placed and how this had
1

affected the Reformation. ->n the continent. The difference in

1. Hull, Works, op. cit,. IX, p. 1$6.



historical situations between the Church of England and the Re¬

formed. Church on the Continent was to play an important part in

the future relations of these Churches.

On the Continent and in Scotland where the Reformation was

bitterly opposed by the existing hierarchy of the Church the Reformers

found it necessary to reform the whole ecclesiastical framework of

the Church in contrast to the existing one. They were in fact placed

outside the ancient structure of the Church and could not reform from

within as had been done in England. The bitter opposition which they

encountered created in turn severe reactions. England had a short

and bitter taste of tills during the reign of Queen Mary. Therefore

after her death the returning exiles and those who had remained in

the country suffering persecution, put the jaaglish Reformation in a

wore aggressive mood* The exiles had come into contact with the

Reformers on the Continent, at Frankfort and Zurich, where they wit¬

nessed the advance of the Reformation and the bitter opposition of

Rome. When these exiles returned to England many of them sought to

completely eradicate everything that was Roman in api>earance.

Three fairly distinct groups emerged in the Church of England
1

at the close of Henry Vila's reign. A conservative element desired

to go no further than the change of supremacy from the pope to the

king. A middle group was bent on reform but it was of a cautious

nature which planned on moderation; reforming within the existing

form of the Church. This reforming element was prepared to use many

of the forms of service which the Church had used while under Rome,

1. Tayler, ojo. cit.* p. 93•
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claiming that the abuse of forms did not therefore make then unlaw¬

ful, "They wished to retain of the ancient doctrines and formul¬

aries whatever was not inconsistent with indispensable reform, and

to shun the extremes of both the bigoted Papists and of the ultra
1

Protestants." The third group was the radical element. It wanted

to purge the Church of every last symbol of Romanism and was prepared

to sweep all away, convinced that one could never break quickly enough

or depart far enough from Some. This latter group was to emerge as

th® more radical Puritan movement. It was very largely the second

group, however, which predominated in the English Reformation. They

preserved for the Church of England much of the past and endowed it

with a love for order which is preserved in the liturgy of the Church.

There is not the slightest doubt that in the early years of

Elisabeth's reign the Reformers planned to carry the Reformation of

the Church of England further than they did. In many of the letters

of Bishop Jewel to Peter Martyr, Buliinger and others there are defin-
2

ite signs of impatience at the slow procedure. Jewel revealed that

the measures he had in mind were to be more radical. There had been

a time for caution, said Jewel,

but now that the full light of the gospel has shone forth, the
very vestiges of error must, as far as possible, be removed to¬
gether with the rubbish, and as the saying is, with the very
dust, and I wish we could effect this in respect to that linen
surplice: for as to matters of doctrine, we have pared every
thing away to the quick, and do not differ from your doctrine by
a hair's breadthj for as to the ubiquitarian theory there is no
danger in this country. —3

It is clear from this letter to Peter Martyr, dated February 7, 1562,

1. Ibid., p. 41.

2. Jewel, Works, op. cit.. Fourth Portion, {*L200.
3. Ibid., p. 1247.
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that Bishop Jewel proposed to go further in purging the Church of those

forms which Rome had used. That these intentions were never carried

through is now recorded Mstory.

A definite halt was drawn to the reform movement in the early

years of the reign of Elizabeth. "That a stoppage did take place is
1

manifest, and let us not be ashamed to own it." The Queen herself

was reluctant to go further and the Act of Uniformity expressly for¬

bade others to do so. The claim of the crown to be supreme in all

matters civil and ecclesiastical greatly irritated the Puritans who

disclaimed all foreign jurisdiction over the Church, as much
as their brethren, but could not admit of that extensive power
the crown claimed by the supremacy, apprehending it unreason¬
able, that the religion of a whole nation, should be at the
disposal of a single lay person. —2

Bishop Jewel, thoroughly Protestant, was convinced that the Church

was now reformed in doctrine and was willing to comply with the

Queen's injunction.

He was one of the nost. learned men among the reformers, a
Calvini3t in doctrine, but for absolute obedience to his sover¬
eign, in, all things of an indifferent nature, which led him not
only to comply with all the Queen's injunctions about the habit,
when he did not approve them, but to bear hard upon the conscience
of Ms brethren, who were not satisfied to comply. —3

Freaching at Paul's Cross, Jewel sought to reconcile the people to

the habit saying that "he did not come to defend them, but to show
4

that they were indifferent and might be complied with." Again, in

a letter to Archbishop Parker in 1568, Jewel showed that the question

1. Fitzgerald, ojj. cit.. p. 221

2. D. Heal, Hi story of the Puritans (London: Robinson and Son, 1811),
I, p. 90. *" ~

3# Heal, op. cit.. p. 153*

4. Ibid., p. Ill
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1

regarding ecclesiastical habit was no longer an issue with him.

There were many, however, who were not prepared to stop

until there had been a reform of discipline, government and cere¬

monies. Early in Elizabeth's reign these people who scrupled to

comply in all things with the ritual and c anons of the Church were

called Puritans or Precisions as a term of reproach. The rise of the

Puritan aovement has been dated earlier by some historians. Tayler
2

linked it with I.ycliffe's attempted reformation. Many of the

Puritans suffered at the hands of the bishops during Mary's reign

and those who had gone into exile favoured the reform measures which

they had seen on the Continent. This group, containing elements of

both moderate and extreme, existed as a severe criticism in its earl¬

ier stage and later a serious threat to the Established Church.

The rise of the Puritan movement forr;ted an extremely critical

period for the Church of England. The understanding of this movement

and the effects it had on the national Church are very important for

our consideration in the seventeenth century and especially in the

Caroline period when the Puritans were at the height of their power.

Here, in Elizabeth's reign, were the seeds of later strife and bitter

reaction.

The develop-ent of the Puritan movement within the Establish¬

ment placed the Church of England in a very precarious position. For

years she had waged a continued warfare against Rome. Bishop Jewel,

the leading English theologian, had engaged his Roman Catholic ad-

1. Jewel, Works, op. cit.. Fourth Portion, pp. 1274, 1275#

2. Tayler, oja. cit.. p. 5
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versary i*1 a series of disputes and had "vindicated the Church of

England's position. "Profoundly versed as Jewel was in the remains

of ecclesiastical antiquity, he easily overthrew the specious but
1

little solid arguments of his opponent Harding." At the point

where there was some reason to feel secure dissension became apparent

within. The Church of England was caught between two opposing forces

which continued to bring increased pressure upon the national Church.

Mot until the overthrow of James II was there release from this

situation.

Of course it must not be assumed that the Church of England

was like a 3hip riding the turbulant storms of the seventeenth cent¬

ury for in point of fact the Church was part cf the storm. After the

Act of Uniformity was passed in Elizabeth's reign the Church took the

position that she would go no further in the reform of rites and cere¬

monies. Eeal complained bitterly that the "vigorous pressing of this

act was the occasion of all the mischief that befell the Church for
2

above eighty years." Jewel, as we have already seen, had desired to

go further than he did but settled for the fact that the important

points at variance in doctrine had been reformed. The Church brought

forward her finest theologians to defend and articulate her position

but this by no means silenced the Puritans.

It is very clear from all accounts that the early differences

between the Puritans and the national Church were net in matters of

doctrine. Indeed, it could not be since Archbishop Parker, successor

1. Jewel, Works, op. cit.. Fourth Portion, biographical Memoir,
XXVIII.

2. Neal, op. cit.. I, p. 88.



to Cranmer, was a thorough Protestant though a strict conformist and
1

a rigid enforcer of conformity. hihitgii't, xdao in turn suceeded

Parker, known chiefly as the great enemy of illzabethan Puritanism,

had in fact always been recognized as zealous in the cause of Pro-
2

testantism. The Lambeth Articles, which he helped to formulate,

show that Whitgift had embraced the prevailing Calvinism of his day,
3

though he did not adopt Calvin's discipline. In his controversy

with Cartwright, Vihitgift never treated Iiim as a disciple of Calvin

but rather as a restless and perverse innovator on ancient laws and
4

customs. The controversy begun by Whitgift and Gartwright was

carried on by Hooker and Travers but it did not end with them.

There was a branch of Puritanism which simply disliked any

establishment of religion but would have been content with such re¬

forms in the discipline and ritual of the Church as would admit of a

conscientious conformity to it. But vithin the larger bounds of

Puritanism there were more extreme groups who would settle for nothing

less than the adoption of the Geneva system. In his"Directory cf

Church Goveminent J,' Travers laid down as a fundamental position, "that,

as the Presbyterian discipline is necessary for all times and authori¬

tatively prescribed in Scripture, every other form of Church Govero-
5

ment was unlawful." It was the Puritans who pushed the controversy

1. Hunt, o£. cit., I, p. 42

2. Hunt, o£. cit.. I, p. 52

3. Fitzgerald, op. cit.. p. 229

Hunt, 0£i I, pp. 53*

5. Tayler, o£. cit.. p. 103.
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into a doctrinal sphere when they insisted that Scripture contained,

not only all things necessary for salvation, but also a divine form

of discipline and government. Until then all that Jewel and Whitgift

had argued for episcopacy was that it was permissible and not against
1

Scripture, that it was ancient and allowable. "In general they re¬

garded this as the original and the best, and as necessary to the well,
2

or better being of a Church." Hooker, the great apologist, refused

to make the same claim for episcopacy that the Puritans did for Presby-
3

terianisra.

The ground changed from the previous controversies when it was

alleged that Presbyteriunisai was of divine right; it implied that

episcopacy was contrary to Scripture. The Churchmen were not slow in

answering such a claim with a counter one. Bishop Bancroft "proclaimed

the divine right of government b' bishops. The Conformists were amazed

at the novelty of the doctrine. The Purit ans were confounded with the
4

boldness of the claim." When both sides raised their claims to ab¬

solute heights a compromise of any sort became virtually impossible.

The breach from this point began to widen and include other issued of

a doctrinal nature. The increasingly excessive claims on one side

drove the other to a violent reaction. This chain of reaction continued

1. G. G. Perry, The History of The Church of England (London: Saunders,
Otley, and Co., 1863), I> p* 19.

2. Fitzgerald, or>. ext.. p. 252

3. The Works of Mr. Richard Hooker (Oxford: Thomas Tags, 1843), II»
p. 306. See also Fitzgerald, op. cit.. p. 255. Also Hunt, op. cit..
I, p. 86. Also Perry, op. cit., I, pp. 19, 20.

4. Hunt, op. cit., I, p. 86.
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with increased bitterness and violence in the Caroline period until

at last the Establishment was overthrown and episcopacy was abolished.

The reaction to this severe measure was one no less severe - the 1662

Act of Uniformity.

Much of our evaluation and interpretation of the Carolines

depends upon the continual awareness of the tension that existed

throughout this period. From the Reformation onward, for more than

a century, the English Churchmen engaged Rome in fierce controversy

on doctrinal issues. From Elizabeth's reign throughout the greater

part of the seventeenth century the controversy with the Puritans was

carried on with e<iual vigour. The Roman controversy began with the

jao3t fundamental question and to a large extent this nature of the

controversy was maintained* The disagreement with the Puritans at

first concerned itself only with peripheral issues but as the control

versy enlarged it became more theological.

The thought that at first displaced the Roman theology in the
1

Church of mgland at the Reformation was that of Calvin. Cramter

had been in close contact with Calvin as were his successors so that

from the beginning of the reform movement Calvin's thought had an

impact on the Church of England. Parker renewed the correspondence

with Calvin and Whitgift, in his controversy with the Puritans, always

spoke of Calvin with respect and appealed frequently to his judgment

as to that of a truly great man to whom deference was due. In 1552,

by order of Edward VI and his council, Cranmer and Ridley, assisted

1. A. W* Harrison, Arirlniardsm (London; Duckworth, 1937)# p. 122.

2. Hunt, oj£j. cif§| X, p. ^4*
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Bucer, Peter Martyr and Cox, drew up forty two articles declara-
1

tory of the faith of the Reformed Church of England. "The plain

language of the articles themselves, no less than the known prin¬

ciples of the parties engaged in forming them, are conclusive evid-
2

ence of the Calvinistic spirit' in which they were framed." However,

it has also been shown that in formulating the articles of 1552

Cramer was chiefly indebted to the Lutheran Confessions, especially
3

the Confession of Augsburg. This may well have tempered some of

the language but the articles were essentially Calvinistic and they

remained so in their revised form in 1562 a3 the Thirty-Nine article®
4

which were presented in convocation by Parker and Jswel. It is sig¬

nificant to note that in Jewel's letter to Peter Partyr, where he

declared, "for as to matters of doctrine, we have pared everything

away to the very quick, and do not differ from your doctrine by a

hair's breadth..." exactly synchronised with the adoption of the
5

Thirty-Nine Articles in 1562* Me may conclude without any doubt

that Jewel considered these Articles to be in keeping with the Lest

. of Refonaed thought.

1. E. Browne, .-in exposition of the Thirty-Nine articles ( London*
Longman, Green Reader, and Oyer, 1874), pp. 6, 7.

2. Tayler, ojd. ext.. p. 54.

3. Browne, og. ext.. pp. 6, ?•

4. Taylor, ££• ext.. p. 54

5. H. H. Hereon, The Relation of the Church of England to the Other
Reformed Churches. op. cit.« p. 20.
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However great Luther's influence was on the Shglish Reforma¬

tion and there is much evidence to believe it was considerable, his
1

own views on the eucharlst were not adopted. The eucharistic under^

standing was much more in keeping with Calvin's thought. It was

Bishop Ridley who induced Cramer to renounce the doctrine of trarisub-
2

stantiation. In separating from the Church of Rome the Church of

I&igland and the Continental Reformed Churches clearly stated that they

were by no means separating from the Catholic Church. At the Reforma¬

tion the English Reformers appealed to the early Church Fathers to

vindicate her action and to show that they were at one in doctrine with

anbicuity. Ridley relied heavily upon the Fathers for his understand-
3

ing of the eucharisL. He quoted at length from their writings to show

that they never understood the bread and wine of the sacrament to be
i

transubstantiated. Yet Ridley always maintained a tfeal presence of
4

Christ in the sacrament and he explained this as a presence by grace.

The bread was the body of Christ and the vine was his blood but since

the eucharist is a sacrament Ridley rightly maintained that it mist
3

be understood sacramentally. The difference in the Roman and Reformed

understanding of the eucharist is clearly seen in Ridley's disputations.

Rome conceived the presence of Christ after the flesh while Ridley

1. Fitzgerald, op. cit.. p. 207.

2. Browno, og. cit.. p. 7 See also Laud, works op. cit.. II, p. 331,

3. The Works of Nicholas Ridley (Cambridge: The University Press,
1«43)» PP. 200# 201.

4. Ibid., pp. 232, 235, 237. 238.

5. Ibid.. p. 15. See also Calvin, John, The Institutes of the
Christian Religion (Glasgow: Alexander Irvine, 1762), 4:17:20.
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1

understood the same presence by grace. It was in this way that

Hidley interpreted the very literal words of St, ohrysostom on the
2

presence of Christ - always a presence by grace. His adversaries

charged that the interpretation of the presence of Christ by grace

destroyed the miracle of the sacraioanfe. Ridley answered that the

presence of Christ in the sacrament by grace was precisely the
3

miracle.

It is significant for us to note at x-his point a difference

in the pattern of the Reformation in England which distinguished

it from that on the Continent. The establishment of a form of

public service in 1349 proceeded the publication of the articles of

Faith in the church of England, a procedure contrary to the practice
4

of the Continental Reformers, It was tile liturgical form which

distinguished the Church of England from the Reformed Churches on the

Continent but not its doctrinal content for since Graemer and Ridley

were the cnief comp-Liers of both the dervice Book and the articles of

Faith there was bound to be a very close relation between them in
5

theological understanding.

1. Ridley, op. cit.. pp. 222, 225.

2. Ibid., pp 34, 202, 224. dee also Hunt, ojj. cit.. I, p, 27.
Bee also Laud, Y.orks. op. cit.. II, pp. 239, 330»

3. Ridley, ojj. cit.. p. 223

4. fayler, og. cit.. p, 42

Browne, op. cit.. p. 7»



The nature of the eucharist as articulated by Cranmer and

Ridley in the first Prayer Book is important for our consideration

because it was the communion service which was substituted for the
1

Roman Mass. To understand the difference between them is to grasp

something of the fundamental difference between the Roman Church

and the Church of England. "The Reformers of the Church of England

were guided by a rare instinct when they fastened on Transubstantia-
2

tion a3 the culminating heresy of the Church of Rome." All too often

the importance of rejecting this Roman doctrine by the Church of

England was minimzed in the succeeding generations with drastic re¬

sults for the Church. "That the difference between the Reformers and

the Church of Home was no narrow interval, but a great impassible

gulf, was felt and acknowledged by both sides. It was not a mere
3

difference in detail." The eucharistic service stands at the heart

of the liturgy and in fact constituted the proper liturgy though the
4

name has now been extended to every prescribed from of Common Prayer.

During Elizabeth's reign Bishop Jewel was prominent in the

restoration and revision of both the Prayer Book and the Articles of

Faith. It was fitting that Jewel should be engaged in this work for

he knew the thoughtof Cranmer and Ridley well, having acted as notary

1. Tayler, 0£. cit.. p. 41. See also E. Cardwell, The Two Books of
Co -on Prayer (Oxford: At the University Press, 1841), p» 266 and
Preface IX. See also 0. Shipley, Orby, M.A., The Liturgies of 1 49
and 1662 (London: Joseph Masters, 1866), p. 2,

2. Huiit, op. cit.. I, p. 1. See also Cardwell, op. cit.Preface. XXV.

3. Hunt, og. cit.. I, p. 2.

4* Tayler, og. cit.. p. 42



1
to them in their disputation in 1554* Peter Martyr, a very close

friend of Jewel's was one of the Continental theologians who assisted

Cranmer and Ridley in their task of formulating the first Articles of

Faith. Jewel spent Ms exiled years living in Martyr's house both in

Strasburg and Zurich and on Ms return to England he carried on a

continual correspondence with him. Jewel knew Martyr's thought and,

as the extract from Ms letter has shown, he was at one with him in
2

doctrine.

The natural affinity between Cranmer, Ridley and Jewel is to

be seen most clearly in their understanding of the eucharist, "Jewel'

doctrine respecting the Sacrament* is that of the Articles and the
3

liturgy, which in tMs point closely sympatMsse." Most of Jewel's

works were of an apologetic nature and a large part of them comprise

an articulation of the eucharist. The controversy concerning the

presence of Christ in the sacrament sharply divided the Lutherans and

Calvinists. "The English Reformers, with scarcely an exception es-
4

poused the CalviMsfc 3ide of that controversy."

The difference in the understanding of the eucharist between

the Reformers of the Church of England and Rome is a difference in

1. Jewel, 0£. cit.. Fourth Portion, BiograpMcal Memoir, II. See
also Ridley, op. cit.. p. 1%.

2. See pp. ID, 17.

3. Tayler, op. cit.. p. 56.

4* H. H. Henson, The Relation of the Church of England t-o the Other
Reformed Churches, op. cit. p. 21.



the understanding of the nature of grace. Ridley and Cranmer con¬

tended, as the Service Book and the Articles show, that the veal

presence of Christ in the sacr.orient was a spiritual presence but

not a spiritualized form. They asserted that the bread was the body

and the wine was the blood of Christ given to us for our redemption.

When the Reformers rejected the doctrine of transubstsntiation they

repudiated that understanding of grace which converts the existing

structures of this age into the di ine thus destroying the forms of

our history. Rome's understanding of grace tends to reverse the

direction of the incarnation. The great truth that Ridley saw when

he declared that the real presence of Christ in the sacrament was by

grace was that God did reveal Himself in the existing, sinful, frag¬

mentary forms of this age. This is precisely what the incarnation

tells us - the Word became flesh. But the flesh, the humanity of

Jesus, was not "transubstantiated" into the divine; Christ is flesh

of our flesh. God comes graciously to us in Jesus Christ.

He comes to us full of grace and truth but His coining to us does not

destroy our historic existence. The Word becomes flesh of our flesh -

full of grace. It is still the flesh of the world. The forms of the

world do not pass away when God comes into our mid3t because his

coming is the coming of grace. The human forms remain and yet we are

allowed to say by the Holy Spirit, that the bread is the body of Christ

and the wine is the blood of Christ given for us. The v.eal presence

of Christ in the eucharist is the miracle of grace.

The Roman understanding of the Faith partakes of her misunder¬

standing of grace. That is why the Virgin Mary is acclaimed by the

Church of Rome to be a sinless person. She too is "transubstantiated",



as it ware, out of this age. The influence of Duns Scotus at Oxford

has never been too far removed from the Church of England. The im¬

plications of the dogma of the Immaculate Conception can be traced in

3orae of the concepts of the English Church even though the Carolines

rejected, almost to a man, that particular understanding of Borne. The

dogma of the Immaculate Conception lies at the heart of any attempt to

arrogate to finite things the possession which belongs only to the

living Cod. The claim to infallibility for the pope partakes of the

same thought. The limitations of mere sinful man are set aside com¬

pletely when the pope speaks ex cathedra. The Church of Borne no longer

stands under the cross, sharing in the divisions and the brokeimess of

this world but she arrogates to herself the claim that she is the truth.

and as such she cannot err. She has "transubstantiated" the militant

Church into the triumphant. Rome confuses the doctrines of grace and

glory.

The understanding of the eucharist by the Reformed Church of

England was the first articulation of its position. This explains why

the eucharist held such a prominent place in the Church of England and

also why the Service Book, with the liturgy at its heart, was held in

such reverence. It was the Service Book, even more than the Articles

alone, which became the doctrinal articulation of the Church of England,

and to a large extent has remained so. This certainly helps us to

understand better why the Service Book became such a controversial

issue in the Caroline period and why also the eucharist, so central

to its concent, is important for us in our formulation of the doctrine

of grace in the Caroline Divines,

In the writings of Bishop Jewel, especially in his disputations



with Harding, and indeed with most of the writers of the Anglican

Communion when disputing with ^onie, a mailed sympathy can very often
1

be noticed with the Greek Church. The emphasis on Greek Patristic

thought was, in some ways, quite a natural development in the Church

of J&igland. The Reformers definitely felt an affinity with the East
2

in its controversy with Rome. The greatest impetus given for the

revival of Greek Patristic thought came from the Reformed theologians,

Calvin, ducer and Peter Martyr, all of whom had great influence on

the iiiiglish Reformers. Reformation of the Church meant for Calvin
3

the restoration of the primitive face of the Church. It was this

understanding which greatly contributed to Patriotic studies. This

new learning based on Greek Patristic thought found a zealous patron

in Bishop Lancelot Andrewes.

Great care must be taken in placing the thought of Andrewes

in proper relation to the other currents of thought in the last de¬

cades of the sixteenth century. It would be quite erroneous to term

Andrewes* emphasis on Patristic learning as simply a reaction to the

Calvinistic spirit since this was precisely the direction of Calvin*s

concerns. There can be no doubt that there was a definite reaction to

the prevailing Calvinism by andrewes and other bishops but this has

to be seen in relation to the existing Puritan controversy. Andrew**'

thought definitely stands as a reaction to the dogmatism of the pr®-

1. Tayler, oj>. ext., p. 68.

2. Sykes, op. cit.. p. 39*

3« T. F. Torrance, The Eschatology of the Reformers. Scottish Journal
of Theology Occasional Papers No. 2. pp 36-62.



vailing Calvinism of his day but it does not stand at variance with

the thought of Calvin himself. The reaction in the Church of England

was against the misunderstanding of Calvin by the Puritans. It is

indeed unfortunate that even today this distinction has not been pro¬

perly thought out by the Church of England. It is true that Andrewes

did not concern himself with the writings of Calvin or the other

Continental Seforsaers but this has to be seen in the light of his vast
1

knowledge of the Fathers and especially the Greek Fathers. It is

also true that possibly no man did more to influence the study of

Patristies than did Calvin. Bishop Cosin, a close associate of

Mtdrewes, paid Calvin the highest tribute in this regard. "His words

in his Institutes and elsewhere are such, so conformable to the style

and mind of the ancient fathers, that no Catholic protest tint would wish
2

to use any others." It is in the light of this common concern that

Andrewes stood in harmony with Reformed thought.

The thought that we see exerting itself most clearly in

Andrewes is by no means an addendum to the Reformed thought of the

Church of England. It was inherited from the earliest exponents of the

Reformation in England; Cranmer, Ridley and Jewel who were certainly

in harmony with Reformed theology* Failure to see this clearly has

often resulted in that most unfortunate situation whereby a complete

bifurcation between the sixteenth and seventeenth century is made

thus severing the continuity of Reformation thought in the Church

1. Harrison, op. cit., p. 125.

2. Cosin, works, op. cit.» p. 167.
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of I&igland. Refusal by MacGoll to acknowled e this fact, or his

failure to see it, prompted him in his error. "It is to the divines

of the seventeenth century, therefore, rather than to those of the

sixteenth, that we must look as the representative exponents of the
1

doctrinal position of the Church of England." MacColl claimed that

the retumed exiles of Elizabeth's reign left no theology to the

Church. Thus dismissing Jewel he severed one of the important links

between the early Reformers and the seventeenth century divines. It

is most obvious that MacColl, writing a3 he did in the fervour of the

Tractarian movement, sought to isolate the Caroline movement as much

as possible from the Reformation. Professor " oodhouse, commenting

on such tendencies in his recent book, has wisely suggested that the

Church of England must once again examine the rock from which it has
2

been hewed.

The name of Lancelot nndrewes is one of very considerable im¬

portance for us. Andrewes was the father of the Caroline movement

and through him flowed the main stream of the Reformation as formu-
3

lated by Bishop Jewel and Hooker. Andrewes was thoroughly Protestant

in his doctrine but his extensive use of Greek Patristic thought forms

have caused great misunderstanding about him. It was thought that

his language made him appear out of harmony with the principles of
4

the Reformation. "In words he agreed with the doctrines of the

1. MacColl. 0£. c^fc»| p. 120.

2. H. F. Woodhou.se, The Doctrine of the Church in Anglican Theology.
1547 - 1603. (London: S.P.C.K., 1?54), p. 13.

3. Moorman, op. cit., p. 235*

4. Hunt, 0£. cit.. I, p. 12$.
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Church of Rome, in meaning he has a whole world separate from them.

He made the Church of England to resemble the Church of Rome, but
1

it was only as a shadow, without the substance."

The reference here was obviously to Andrewes' concept of the

eucharist. In articulating the doctrine of the Lord's Supper he

spoke very literally of the presence of Christ in the Sacrament but

it was a sacramental presence; a presence of grace. Andrewes utterly

rejected the Soman doctrine of transubstantiation. He has, neverthe¬

less, been severely criticized for his vies# regarding the veal presence

of Christ in the eucharist. It has been claimed that this view was

at variance with the first Reformers who conceived it in the Calvin-
2

iatic spirit. In his criticism of andrewes, Tayler obviously mis¬

understood his concept of the veal presence which he claimed "differed
3

by a scarcely perceptible shade from the Roman theory. However,

Tayler elsewhere showed that he was prepared to accept the statement

that ultimately there were only two views of the Lord's Supper;
4

Zwingli's and that of Ron®'3, all others being nice definitions only.

When Tayler asserted that the eucharistie understanding as first formu¬

lated in the Church of England was in the spirit of Calvin he was under

the impression that the Reformer had made the presence of Christ de¬

pendent on the faith of the recipient. Tayier misunderstood Calvin

at this point. Calvin never equated faith with C krist • Faith was

1. Ibid, p. 126.

2. Tayler, o£. cit., p. 126.

3« Ire. jell.

4. Ibid, pp. 45» 46. See also Laud, og. cit.. II, p. 329.
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1

like the empty vessel which received the treasure. Tayler also

misunderstood 'Oidrewes* concept of the .veal presence. Like Calvin,

andrewes believed that the presence oi Christ in the sacrament was

not dependent on the believer or the faith of the believer. It is an

objectified presence but it was for the believer. The presence of

Christ had no laeaning apart from tne purpose for which it was ordained.

The presence of Christ in the eucharist was for andrewes dependent,
2

not on the faith of the participant but oil the Holy Spirit. Andrewes'

concept of the eucharist stood within the Reformed tradition.

I-iany of the most notable names in the history of the Church of

England are to be accounted among the Caroline divines. They guided

the Church through the bitter storms of the seventeenth century which

almost destroyed the Church of England.

No Church in Christendom, during any period of its history, can
exhibit a finer array of great names, illustrious for intellectual
power, massive learning, and saintliness of character, than the
Jacobean and Caroline Bishops; Andrewes, Barrow, Bull, Bramhall,
Beveridge, Hall, Jeremy Taylor, Cosin. Overall, hen, Ussher,
Waterland, Blountague, Vdlson, Pearson and the like, —3

Most of these men and others not named here form the basis for our in¬

quiry in determining the doctrine of grace in the Caroline Divines.

1. Calvin, op. cit.. 3*11*7. See also, R. S, feailace, Calvin*s
Doctrine of the ord and Sacrament (Edinburgh; Oliver and Boyd, 1953},
p. 211 ff. See also Laud, op. cit.. II, p, 328. "For the Calvinists,
at least they xvhich follow Calvin himself, do not only believe that the
true and real Body of Christ is received in the Eucharist, but that it
is there, and that we partake of it, vere et realiter...."

2. Andrewes, Lancelot, Ninety-Six Sermons (Oxford; John Henry Parker,
1365), I, p. 172.

3. MacColl, op. cit., p. 116.



A -word of cautxon .nay well be in order at this point. There

is a sense in which we nay speak of the Carolines collectively, as

has already been said, but it is erroneous to think of these men as

expressing in a unified voice the thought of the Church of England

at this period of its history. One senses that MacGoll laboured under

this f<*lse impression. Their writings reveal varied strains of thought

as an examination vail prove.

In seeking to formulate the understanding of grace in Caroline

thought 6Xi attempt will be made to see these men in relation to their

time, ever keeping in mind the extremely controversial nature of that

period. The method used to elaborate the thought of the Caroline

Churchmen on this particular doctrine will be to examine those tenets

of the Faith that best enlighten the nature of grace. The greatest

need for our consideration is to hear once again the very words of

the Carolines that they might dispel the false impressions associated

with their names and may teach us correctly concerning their thought.



CHAPThh II

THE ESGHATOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF GRiGE

The necessity of presenting the characteristic element in

the thought of a group as varied as the Caroline Divines presents

no small problem. The benefit of such a presentation is obvious,

for it enables us to have a continual frame of reference by which

we may evaluate their thought, not only in itself, but also in re¬

lation to the other currents of thought contemporaneous with their

own. The task, however, is not as difficult as it may at first

seem for there is a point at which, almost without exception, the

thought of the Carolines converged.

whenever the nature of grace is under discussion in the

Caroline writers it wild, be noticed a very close relation is main¬

tained to the concept of glory. The two doctrines of grace and

glory were continually associated in Caroline theology. It was

this association, when kept in proper tension, which gave the

Caroline doctrine of grace Its eschatologieal nature and its most

distinctive component. This particular consideration of their

thought played a most important part in Caroline theology and an

understanding of it will greatly illuminate our discussion of their

doctrine of grace.

Antecedent to an eschatological understanding of grace is

the primary necessity of grounding the doctrine of grace Christologie-
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ally. If grace is not Chriatologic&l it cannot be truly eschatoiog-

ic&l. All grace, said Bishop Beveridge, one of the important Caroline

figures for our discussion, is the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ.

Beveridge was most emphatic about this. Grace, he said, is always

the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ and "there is none but what is
1

in him, and we can have none, but what comes from Him and by Him."

Grace is so inexorably bound up with the parson of Christ that it
2

was brought, as it were, into being by Hixs. We cannot go behind.

Jesus Christ to receive the grace of God. HI the grace that we

receive from God "we receive it only by Jesus Christ, out of the

fulness of it that is in Him. It all flows to us only through His
3

blood." The grace of Jesus Christ is the grace of God. It ia the
4

grace of the Most High God made man. This is the essential meaning

of gracej God himself coming into our midst righty to save. "And:

it is by Hira that grace cam© into the world at first, and it is by
5

Him only that it comes to any one now." The grace of God is Jesus

Christ Himself.

Though there is a close relation between grace and glory, in

that they involve one another, yet there is never a complete identity.

Bishop andrewes, the father of the Caroline movement, was very clear

on this point. The mystery of God's coming to man was twofold for

1. The Theological Works of William Beveridgs. P.P. (Oxford t John
Henry Parker, 1850), II, p. 60

2. IbicL p. 110.

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, p. 59.

4. Ibid.. p. 224.

5. Ibid., p. 59.
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Andrewss. At the opening of the mystery, the incarnation, the grace
1

and love of God appeared to man. The doctrine of the incarnation

played a most significant part in the thought of Andrewes. The

incarnation which revealed the grace and love of God did not exhaust
2

its own mystery. It pointed ahead to a consummation of the mystery.

"You look to hear of a consummation of it too; .and consummate it

shall be, but riot yet; not till the days of the voice of the seventh
3

angel." This reference of mdrewes to Revelation is of course to

the consummation of time itself. The seventh Angel heralds the end
4

of the age; 'that there should be time no longer.* At that time

the mystery of the incarnation will be consummated. "When He that

was this day •manifested in the flesh,* shall manifest to the flesh
5

the fulness of this nystery, His eternity, glory and bliss." The

veil of the flesh has already been rent at the incarnation and the

second veil, the veil of heaven, will be rent when we shall be re-
6

ceived with Him in glory. Jesus Christ, as our forerunner, has

already entered the second veil for us and stands triumphant at the
7

right hand of God.

Both the relation and the distinctiveness of grace and glory

1. Andrewes, Tvorks. op. cit., I, p. 40.

2. JAad•, p. 43*

3* Ibid.» p. £3.

4* Rev. 10:6.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 43.

6. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, pp. 43, 44. See also I Tim. 3j16.

7. Hebrews 6s 19, 20.



are to be seen in the Person of Jesus Christ who is the grace and

glory of God. Bishop Andrewes was very insistent that the incarn-
1

ation did not reveal certain things about God but God's own Self.

Not the 'uiTauyatyiLT^ was revealed "but the very character of His
substance, the very Nature and Person of God. This is a great

2

mystery." The grace and glory of God was revealed in Christ when

the Word became flesh. When Moses desired to see the face, the glory

of God, he was told that man can never behold the glory of God and
3

live. In Je3us Christ man beholds the glory of God and the grace

of God also and he lives, or rather is given new life. What Moses

desired to see upon one mountain the three disciples saw upon another;
4

even the glory of God. The great glory of God is seen in Christ "as

He is the k*ord made flesh, God and man in one person, as such, He is
S

full of grace and truth," We see the glory of God veiled in grace.

God comes to man graciously. "Glory of itself terrifies and makes

stand aloof," said Andrewes, "grace invites; and His glory is such
6

as is full of grace." God comes fuxly and graciously to man in

Jesus Christ.

In Caroline thought grace and glory are but two aspects of

the one Christ. There is a twofold appearing of our Lord; the one is

1. Andrewes, op. cit., I, p. 36.

2. Ibid.. See also Heb. 1*3*

3. Sxodus, 33i 18-20.

4. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 55* See also Matt. 17:2-5.
2 Pet. 1:16, 17.

5. Beveridge, og. cit.. p. 55

6. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 96.



1
the appearing of His grace arid the other the appearing of His glory.

"his first coining was with great lowliness and humility; the second
2

will be with great majesty and glory." This was the grace of our

Lord Jesus Christ, that He impoverished Himself to enrich us; He
3

caine down to earth to advance us to heaven. The grace of God is

intimately bound up with atonement. The coming of Christ in the

fulness of time 'full of grace and truth* was the beginning of the

full manifestation ox His glory. These are not two distinctly separ¬

ate happenings for they are bound together in the earson of Christ.

The Christ of grace is the Christ of glory. There is but one Christ
4

the saiae forever; "here we put him on in grace, there in glory."

The second coming, to which we will all be eye witnesses, will

be the coming of Christ full of glory, which is the fulfillment of

grace, when all tilings being accomplished and man's redemption finalised.

The life of grace and glory is the life of Jesus Christ, said Bishop

Hall. He addressed our Lord directly in these words: "a life of

thine own, yet made ours; a life begun in grace and ending in sternal
5

glory." The glory of God penetrates trie kingdom of grace even now.

By those whom God is pleased to send and empower, to publish and make

known His promises to the world, His glory is set forth and displayed
6

in the world, said Beveridge. The glory of God's grace in the making

1. ieveridge, -orks. op. cit.. IV, p. 271.

2. Loc. cit.

3. Beveridge, borks, og. cit.. II, p. 260.

4. Hail, Corks, op. cit., VII, p. 5&9.

5. Ibid., p. 136.

6. Beveridge, Corks, op. cit.. II, p. 350.
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and the glory of His truth in fulfilling these promises is in His
1

Son vdthout whom grace and truth would never appear. The full

glory of God will be ushered in when Christ returns again. "At

which time, to manifest His great power and glory to all the world,

He will do these things, which we shall all be then eyewitnesses of,
2

and not only we, but all, both angels and men."

The movement of grace is to glory but both grace and glory

proceed from God to God. Bishop Thomdike bound these two concepts

together in this ways "God's glory is the only end as well of the

grace as of the glory which God giveth, God's glory is the end of

effectual grace. For God intended the effect which His grace
3

attaineth." This understanding of the movement of grace was ex¬

pressed by Andrewes also. Heavenly grace, he said, was glory in-
4

choate. All increase in grace was a proceeding towards glory. So
5

said Bishop Tayler also whose works we shall consider in detail.

The Carolines, in general, thought of the Christian as parti-
6

cipating in three states or kingdoms: the kingdom of nature or sin,
7 8

the kingdom of grace and the kingdom of glory. Jeremy Taylor

1. Ibid., p. 59

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., IV, p. 2fl.

3. The Theological Works of Herbert Thomdike (Oxford: John Henry
Parker, 1844),V, p. 167.

4. Andrewes, Works, op. cit. I, p. 109.

5. The Whole Works of the Right Rev. Jeremy Taylor. D.D. (London:
J. Meyes, 1828), XI, p. 229.

6. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 403.

7. Ibid.. p. 404. See also Hall, Corks, op. cit. VII, p. 565.

8. Andrewes, 'Corks, op. cit.. V., p. 405.
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expressed it this way:

Now between these two states of natural flesh, and heavenly
spirit, that is the powers of darkness, and the regions of
light, the miseries of man, and the perfection of God; the
imperfection of nature where we stand by our creation and
supervening follies, and the state of felicity, whither we
are designed by the mercies of God, - there is a middle state,
'the kingdom of grace'; wrought for us by our Mediator, the
man Christ Jesus, who came to perfect the virtue of religion,
and the designs of God, and to reform our nature, and to make
it possible for us to come to that spiritual state where all
felicity doth dwell. —1

Taylor placed the Christian in the middle kingdom, the kingdom of

grace, upon which the kingdom of glory was dependent. "He hath

chosen me to be a disciple of Christ's institution: he hath elected

me to his kingdom of grace; and therefore, I hope, also to the king-
2

dom of his glory." Taylor, however, did not always keep the con¬

cepts of grace ami gxory in their proper tension. His tendency was

to make them too distinct from each other because his understanding

of grace was not thoroughly Christologically formulated. This

criticism will become more apparent in the rest of our discussion.

However, this was definitely not true regarding Bishop andrewes.

He saw both the kingdom of this world; the kingdom of sin, and the

kingdom of glory impinge upon the kingdom of grace. The redeemed

belonged to this latter kingdom but still they waited for their final

redemption to which they were even now sealed. The seal to the king¬

dom of glory was the sacraments by which the grace of the Holy Spirit
3

was given to us. Grace and glory fully involve one another in the

1. Taylor, Korks, op. eit.. V, p. 172.

2. Ibid., p. 192.

3. Andrewes, borka. op. cit., Ill, p. 223*



partaking of the sacraments. The growth and increase in grace "even

to the consummation of it, which i3 glory - glory being nothing else
1

but grace consummate, the figure of this stamp in his full perfection."

As the Christian was united to Jesus Christ he, even now, entered

into the kingdom of glory. The understanding of the inccirnation and

ascension were of extreme importance for Andrewes in this regard.

In Jesus Christ the throne on the right hand of God is already pos-
2

sessed by One in our natur*. "Even now, we sit there in Him, and
3

shall there sit with Him in the end." In Jesus Christ grace and

glory are one. The baptized in Christ are incorporated into this

fullness.

Bishop Barrow followed close to Andrewes on this point by

stressing the relation of the Head to the members. there the Head

is there is the body also for they are inseparably connected and the
4

honour conferred on the Head is also extended to the members. "We

also are by our Lord's glorification advanced and advantaged, in that

his being so glorified is a sure pledge and an earnest of that glorious
5

reward which all good Christians shall receive." The actual possess¬

ion of the pledge, Almighty God vouchsafes to bring us, by the grace

1. »££• cat.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 115.

3* hoc. cit., lee also John Calvin, Commentaries on the apistle of Paul
The apostle to the Hebrews (Translated and Edited by The Rev. John
Owen, Edinburgh: Printed for the Calvin Translation Society, 1853),
p. 154.

4. Barrow, Works. o£. cit., V, p. 502. See also Heb. 2:7J 1 dor. 12:26.

5. Barrow, o£. cit.. p. 502. See also Rom. 8:17j Eph. 1:11.
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1

of His Holy Spirit through the merits of Je3us Christ. mm are

placed in the state of grace by God and are brought to the state

of glory by His grace, but even now in the age of grace we sacra¬

mentally partake of glory.

All men belong to the state of nature simply by being born

of the likeness of Adam. Those who are reborn after the likeness

of Christ belong to the st te of grace. "A double birth there is,"

said Bishop Pearson, "and the world consists of two, the first and
2

the second man." Only those who in this life have lived in the

state of grace can look for the kingdom of glory. The kingdom of
3

grace is a pledge to us of the kingdom of glory. All good things,

both in this life and in the next, are of God's grace, said Beverldge.

And as I shall be bound to thank God for the perfection of
glory in heaven, so also for the beginning of grace on earthj
it being of his own infinite mercy that he fill our hearts
with grace in time, and of his own infinite mercy too that he
crowns his own grace with glory to eternity. —4

This was Bishop George Downame's understanding also. The redemptive

act of Christ bound grace and glory together. Downame was assured

"that Christ hath purchased, not only a liberty of grace in this life,

but also of glory for our souls against the end of our life, and for
5

our bodies also, against the day of judgment." This is the mighty

assurance by which Christians are called to live and die.

1. Barrow, V.'orks, op. cit., ¥, p. 584. See also Acts, 10:42.
2. John Pearson, An Exposition of the Creed (Oxford: At The
University Press, 1857), p. 48.
3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. V., p. 415*
4. Beveridge, korks. op. cit.. VII, p. 295.
5. George Downeham (Downame), The Christian Freedom (Oxford:
William Webs, 1635), p. 155* See also Heb. 10:19, 20.



The aovemenfc of grace is always toward the kingdom of glory

but in such a way that it is always from God. Andrewes was clear on

this point. The 'Word became flesh but fle3h does not become the
1

Word. The movement of the incarnation oannot be reversed. The

kingdom of glory likewise comes with Christ.

The things we pray against are the kingdom of Satan, darkness
and sin that, they depart from us, and that the inward kingdom
of grace may take place in our hearts; but the principal king¬
dom that we desire is the kingdom of glory, whereof our Saviour
said, 'Behold 1 come quickly.* —2

Our proceeding to the kingdom of glory is Christ's coming to us as

the risen glorified Lord.

The Christian now lives in the kingdom of grace, having been

redeemed from the kingdom of sin by the atoning work of Christ. While

the Christian lives in the kingdom of grace he is still beset with sin

but even now ean look God in the face with an awful boldness, said
3

Bishop Hall. The forms and structures of sin do not pass away in the

age of grace but they no longer have power over us. The reason that

sin has no dominion over us, said Beveridge, "is because we are not
4

under the law, but under grace, the grace of Jesus Christ." In the

age of grace we are sealed to the promise of glory. For the present

we are children by adoption, said Bishep Taylor, "sealed with his

spirit, renewed by generation, justified by Ids grace, and invited
5

forward by more glorious promises, greater than we understand."

1. Andrewes, uorks, o£. cit.. I, p. ?Q.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 405.

3. Hall, uorks. op. cit.. VII, pp. 144, 145.

4. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 60.

5. Taylor, Works, op. cit., HII, p. 229.



The kingdom of grace is the first-fruits of Christ• s ascen-
1

sxon which is the life of glory. The concept of the 'first-fruits'

was directly related to baptism in Caroline thought and we shall

consider this aspect in greater detail at a further stage in our

discussion. The life of grace is termed, by many of the Caroline

writers, as the first resurrection or the resurrection of the soul.

This first rising to righteousness from the state of sin and the

resurrection of the body are both bound together and. are directly

dependent on the resurrection of Christ. Andrewes worked out this

understanding in his sermon on John 2:19. Christ's resurrection

is the neons of our resurrection}

our raising first, to the life of righteousness, to the estate
of Temples here in this world, and after, of glorious temples
in the world to come, which is the exeitabo when all is done.
What time they and we shall be loosed as now from sin, so then
from corruption} and raised and restored, as now to the estate
of grace so then to the state of glory, and glorious liberty of
the sons of God. —2

Andrewes thought of these two states as already ours in Christ through

baptism.

Bishop Pearson carried through the understanding of regener¬

ation as having a two-fold aspect in relation to grace and glory. Re-
3

generation is, as it were, a second creation. The soul "which after

its natural being requires a birth into the life of Grace, is also
4

after that born ag in into a life of Glory." The final act and

1. Andrewes, bork3, op. cit.. II, pp 222, 223.

2# Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 367-3.

3. Pearson, op. cit., p. IS*

4. Loc. cit.
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fulfillment of regeneration was related to the resurrection of the

body by Pearson. He likened it also to a second birth. "The re¬

surrection of our bodies is a kind of coming out of the womb of the
1

earth, and entering upon immortality, a nativity into another life."

Pearson, like Andrewes, related the life of grace and glory to the

person of Jesus Christ. The first resurrection from sin to the life

of righteousness i3 related in Caroline thought to baptism which was

also the seal of the life of glory - the second resurrection.

The movement of grace follows the direction of the incarnation,

Beveridge related grace directly to the person and being of Christ.

The coming of Christ into our midst has a backward and forward refer¬

ence which impinges itself upon us now. It is thoroughly eschatological.

Christ's coming fills up the promises made by God in the Old Testament.

Graee comes into our flesh when the Word became flesh but this same

grace of Christ was given to the people of the Old Testament by promise

even as Christ was given to them by promise. That is how Beveridge

understood Christ as the propitiation for the sins of the whole world.

The sacrifice of Christ looks backward as well as forward gathering
2

up the sins of oil mankind. God spoke to the fathers of the ©Id

Testament by the ministry of the same second person of the Trinity who

became flesh, said Thorndike. That is why Christ is called the Word
3

of God. The Carolines were careful to show that the continuity of

God's revelation was in God Himself. In the incarnation the promises

of the Word of God are filled up by the fulness of Christ; the fulness

1. Loc. cit.

2. Beveridge, borks. op. cit.. Ill, p. 153.

3. Thorndike, 'works, op. cit.. Ill, Pt.l, pp. 2GB, 209.
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of God. The promised age of grace is fulfilled by Christ who is full

of grace arid truth of God. If the overtures of grace and life were

made in Christ to those under the law as well as to us under the

gospel, said Beveridge, it follows that the same promises were made
to both. "For the same Christ was promised to them as was given to

us, and they had as much cause to believe he would come, as we have
2

to believe he is come." Any concept of progressive revelation in

its primary form would have been quite foreign to Beveridge's under¬

standing.

The age of glory is dependent on the ascended Christ. The

continuity of the incarnation is seen here for the Christ of glory

still wears our humanity.

Xou shall not only behold Christ clothei with your own nature,
but you shall likewise behold God himself unveiling His face and
discovering His glory and perfection to you. For here we see as
but through a glass darkly; but there, face to face. —3

This of course is St. Paul's thought; even now in this age we are

able to see the future age. This is the miracle of grace. By His
4

face, said Beveridge, we are to understand His essential glory.

The forward reference of grace is the promise of glory. This

must be thought of in direct relation to Christ for it is the 3arae

parson who will come again in glory. At the second coming of Christ

all things shall be fulfilled all in all. The age of grace is full

with the promise of His coming in glory.

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. VIII, p. 213.

2. Ibid., p. 220

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. IV, p. 279.

4. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., V, p. 93.



- 43 -

There are three degrees of sonship corresponding to the three

kingdoms. Bishop Pearson explained it in this manner:

There is a degree of sonship founded on creation, and that is
the lowest belonging unto all, both good and bad: another de¬
gree above that there is founded upon generation, or adoption,
belonging oniy to the truly faithful in this life: and a third
above the rest founded on the resurrection, collation of the
eternal inheritance, and the similitude of God, appertaining to
the saints alone in the world to come. —1

The Christian, living in the age or kingdom of grace participates in

all tiiree degrees of sonship. is Pearson said, all men belong to the

first simply by their generation from Adam. The man redeemed by-

Christ is brought from the kingdom of sin into the kingdom of grace

which is the first resurrection. This is given in this age by bap¬

tism. While the Christian lives in the life of grace he still parti¬

cipates in the life of nature for in the kingdom of grace sin still

exists. Even those who are e:salted as saints in the life cf grace

are still subject to sin and sin still lives in them but even now the
2

Christian is ransomed from its dominion and sin doss not reign in him.

In the age of grace man still stands under the cross. Powname strongly

emphasized in the 'Covenant of Grace* that the redearned iaan is fully

involved in the fallen age of Adam. On the other hand the Christian

even now participates in the life of glory.

At our new birth, said Beveridge, when a man is truly regenerated,
or born of God, and made His child by adoption and grace, then the
Holy Spirit of God is breathed into hira, and becomes the principle
of eternal life in him: by which means he shall not only have it
hereafter, but he already 'hath eternal life'. —3

1. Pearson, o£. cit.« p. 102.

2. G. Downame, The Covenant of Grace (Dublin: Society of Stationers,
1631)# p. 37. See also Rom. 6:14.

3. Beveridge, works, op. cit., II, pp. 192, 193. See also John 6:47.
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This surely is the true meaning of grace in its eschatologieal dimen¬

sion, that even now we have what we shall fully have hereafter. And

Beverid^e was insistent "that this life is to be had in Christ Jesus,
1

and in Him only." Beveridge's understanding of the life of grace

was very Christocentric at this point. All things relating to this

'eternal life* are grounded in Christ "as the sole author, root,

origin, and foundation of it. It is He that purchased life for us:

it is He that hath promised it to us: it is He that prepares it for
2

us and us for it: and it is He, that after all bestows it upon us."

The Holy Spirit sent after the ascension of Christ brings

the finished work of the atonement to us. Without the Spirit, said
3

Andrews, the work of Christ is of no avail for us. The Holy Spirit

works into us the work which Christ did for us. These are aidrevres'

words:

To this we aspire, and to this in the fulness appointed of every
one of our times Almighty God brings us by Him, and for His sake,
That in this 'fulness of time' was sent to work it for us in His
Personj and work it in us by the oper ation of His blessed Spirit.—4

It is the Holy Spirit who keeps us in the life of grace and who seals

us to the life of glory. This is once again related to the sacramenta

in Andrewes' thought.

The tendency in Caroline theology was to make a distinction

between the concepts of Justification and Sanctification. Chen these

doctrines were held in proper tension it again emphasized the eschato-

1. Beveridge, works, op. cit.. II, pp. 193, 194.

2. Ibid., p. 194.

3. andrewes, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 214.

4. andrewes, Works, og. cit., I, p. 63.
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logical dimension of grace. The atoning work of Christ was done once

and for all but the man who is justified does not possess his own

justification since man is never fully sanctified in this life.

Beveridge was aware of this distinction.

hot as if these two were several or divided in their subjects;
no, every one who is justified is also sanctified, and every
one that is sanctified is also justified. But yet the acts of
justification and sanctification are two distinct things: for
the one denotes the imputation of righteousness to us; the
other denotes the implantation of righteousness in us. And
therefore, though they be both acts of God, yet the one is the
act of God toward us, and the other is the act of God in us. —1

This understanding directly attacked any notion of inhering grace

for even the justified man is continually pointed beyond his justifi¬

cation to the full sanctification %<?hich is the resurrection of the

body at the second coming of Christ.

Bishop Joseph Hall absolutely rejected Rome's doctrine of

inhering grace. Considering the nature of righteousness he pointed

to the person of Christ and away from man.

It is the main care of our lives and deaths, what shall give us
peace and acceptation before the dreadful tribunal of God: what
but righteousness^ - what righteousness, or whose, ours of Christ'if
Ours, in the inherent graces wrought in us, in the holy works
wrought by us? or in Christ' s in his aiost perfect obedience and
meritorious satisfaction wrought for us applied to us. The Tri¬
dent ine faction is fbr the former, we are for the latter. —2

The Scriptures and antiquity showed, said Hall, that the Church of
3

England was right in this claim.

The escliatological dimension of grace is in direct opposition

1. Beveridge, t-orks, op. cit.. VII, p. 2&9.

2. Hall, 'dorks, op. cit.. V, p. 219.

3. Ibid., p. 220
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to the Hainan doctrine of inhering grace. It refuses to allow us to

think of grace as earth-bound and man-pos3essed. Grace belongs al¬

ways to God even when given to man. The distinction that Beveridge

made between justification and sanctification always places grace in

the hands of God. Something else must be noted from Beveridge's under¬

standing. The distinction between justification and sanctification

continually point* us to the *objective' act of our redemption, that

is, an act done wholly apart from man's doing though fully related to

man. The unity between justification and sanctification reveals the

'subjective' nature of the drama of salvation, that is, even though

the 'event' is done wholly apart from man it is nevertheless 'an act
1

of God in us', one done "in the flesh or nature of man", in which

'THS HQSB of God suffered" for the sin of the world.' This is something

that both the ultra-Galvinist,s and the Arminians often failed to under¬

stand. The act of grace is completely God's but at the suiae time man

is not ignored rather fully involved. This shall be referred to in

the process of our discussion.

Sanctification is not an addendum to the act of justification

nor is it an act which man does by the means of grace though we do

find this latter thought appearing in Bishop Taylor and some of the

other bishops. In Beveridge, however, sanctification is the act of

justification continually renewed and re-enacted in the believer by
2

the Holy Spirit who is ours for the sanctification of our natures.

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, p. 58.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 286.
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Beveridge does use the term 'inhesion' of grace to convey the aotion

that the objective act of our atonement, done once and for all, is

done into man. This was important for it showed that God's grace

is for man's salvation. That is an essential meaning of grace. Speak¬

ing of the merit of Christ's death Beveridge elaborated:

By this merit it is that we are accounted righteous before Godj
where we may take notice by the way, how our being justified is
here expressed by our being accounted righteous, and not by our
own being made righteous: for it is not by i hesion of grace in
us, but by the implantation of righteousness to us that we are
justified; as it is not by the imputation of righteousness to us
but by the inhesion of grace in us that we are sanctified. —1

Here sanctification is the act of justification done into us. Beveridge

never allows us to think of grace as some 'thing' that is given to us

by Christ which we possess apart from Christ Himself.

Bishop Barrow rejected the theory of Bellarmine, the great

Boman apologist, who asserted that the imputation of Adam's 3in was

inherent in man and therefore Christ's righteousness or grace should
2

also be inherent. In objecting to any notion of inherent grace

Barrow still maintained an ontological reality to grace but he in¬

terpreted Scripture to show that our justification by the grace
3

of Christ was a renewing by the Holy Spirit. Barrow, interpreting
4

St. P.ul on this issue, related justification to baptism. Barrow

unfortunately did not always use words that best distinguished between

ontological and saving grace. The rationalistic tendency in Barrow

1. Ibid, p. 287.

2. Barrow, Borks, oja. cit., 17, pp. 377# 378.

3. Barrow, Works, 0£. cit.. VII, pp. 383, 384. See also Tit. 3:5,6,7.

4. Ibid., pp. 387, 388. See also Rom. 3*25; 10110.



continually asserted itself. He was fond of using such expressions

as the 'principles of christian life' when referring to the work
1

of grace. Here he followed in Jereity Taylor's misunderstanding.

The following quotation, however, showed Barrow at his best in this

matter. "I might adjoin that Christian men do become the sons of

God by the intervention of our Saviour, assuming our nature, and

conforming himself to the likeness of men," and it is the conjunction

of our nature with Christ which is our union with Him and it is by
2

this act that we are sons. The act of God's intervention in our

history by uniting our humanity with Himself, is the act of grace.

This intervention in its primary form is from God's side but the

full nature of man is completely involved and redeemed.

Bishop Hall, as we have already seen, left no doubt as to

where he stood in the question of inherent grace. He, like Barrow,

refused to identify completely justification and sanctification

which prevented the former from becoming simply an ontological con¬

cept. Man was fully justified, Hall left no doubt about that, but

the justified man was still a man of this age and thus never free

from the kingdom of sin. But Hall was most emphatic in holding at

the same time that the man who had been justified was no longer a

sinner before God. That is the Christian's confidence; the certain

hope that is set before him.

We are sanctified in part, according to the weakness of our
receipt! we are justified thoroughly, according to the perfection
of thine acceptation: were we fully sanctified here, we should be

1. Ibid.. p. 505.

2. Ibid.. pp. 506, 507.



- 49 -
not

core than man; were we/ thoroughly justified, we should be no
more than sinners, we can have no peace. Let others trust in
the chariots and horses of their own strength, we will remember
the name of the Lord our Godj The work of thy justice shall be
our peace. —1

Justified man e n never look to himself and what he possesses. Rather

justification itself points to the Justifier.

Bishop Barrow maintained the eschatological nature of grace

when he spoke of justification. The Christian was justified now

but he waited for his final redemption which was yet to come. Barrow

divided the aspects of justification under the division of grace and

glory.

Mow whereas this state has two degrees, or the persons under it
two conditions; one here present upon earth, in transition and
acquisition; the other hereafter, or residence and fruition in
heaven; (one like that of the Israelites, travelling in the
wilderness, the other like their possessions of Canaan;) in this
case we may well understand both, but chiefly the first, (the
kingdom of grace here,) wherein immediately this power is executed,
although its effects do finally refer and reach to the other,
(the kingdom of glory hereafter.) —2

We have our justification, of that Barrow was assured, but it is not

by way of possession. Justification in this age of grace moves on to

its fulfillment in the age of glory.

Bishop Andrewes' thought on this subject was similar; holding

in eschatological tension the incarnation and the second coming of

Christ in relation to our redemption. "What He is ap ,-eareth; what
3

we shall be doth not yet appear, but shall at the second appearing."

The incarnation and passion of Christ tell us that the veil of His

1. Hall, Works, op. cit.« V, p. 220. See also Isaiah 32: 17.

2. Barrow, Works, op. cit.. VI, p. 52.

3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 43.



flesh has already been rent and we see what God has done for us in
1

our flesh# But we also have a certain iiope in the second coming

for which we wait. The ascension of Christ into heaven veils the

mystery but "our hope hath cast anchor, even within the veil, iaeui>-
2

ing Heaven itself." Christ, who wears our humanity in heaven is the

anchor witiiin the veal. There Can be no more certain hope than this

for it has already token place and is aiifoided in the eschatologieal

dimension of grace. This certainty is brought to us by the Holy Spirit.

Jeremy Taylor, though rejecting tne doctrine of inherent grace

used thought forms that did riot differ essentially from the Roman

church's position. He often confused the grace of Christ with graces,

the gifts of grace. In many of his concepts Taylor differed consider¬

ably from his fellow bishops. In some respects Taylor stood closer

to the rationalistic spirit of the Renaissance than he did to the

Reformation. He did not understand the proper eaahatological nature

in grace because Ms thinking was centred in graces rather than the

fountain of ^race. Christ Himself. Perhaps Taylor, more than any of

the other bishops of the Caroline period was in danger of abstract¬

ing grace from the person of Cirrist. Tin.3 has to be said with certain

qualifications, however, for at times Taylor grasped a far deeper

meaning of grace. The Christian, he said, experienced a liberty of

grace in this life which was freedom from sin.

There is yet another liberty called Hhe liberty of glory* or
the 'glorious liberty of the children of Godj* that is, the
'redemption of our bodies' from disease and pain, from death and

X* Loc» •

2. XiOC. ext.



- 51 -

corruptions for what Christ is by generation and proper inheri¬
tance, that we shall be by adoption, if we belong to him. -—1

Taylor failed to relate these two concepts properly; often relating

them through the fulfilling of moral conditions on the part of man.

Bishop .oidrewes saw that the true relation of grace and glory

was in the person of Christ and not in man. As we have already seen

in this matter the incarnation and the ascension gave the proper dis¬

tinction and union to the concepts of grace and glory. "The day

wherein tie was restored to the perfection of His spiritual life, the

life of glory, is the best for us to be restored in the first fruits

of that spiritual life, the life of grace." Grace came to mankind

in its flesh when Christ the Cord became flesh. The ascension was

the glorification of Christ still in our humanity and we share in

that glory now in the life of grace. The first-fruits of Christ,s

glory are given to us at our baptism.

The sacraments belong to the age of grace and they present us

with participation in the future age. In the Caroline articulation

of the eucharist we see the relation of grace and glory expressed with

clarity. Like the Reformers of the Church of England, the Carolines

utterly refused the iSoman doctrine of transubstantiation ana they

carried on the controversy which they inherited from the previous

century. Richard Hooker had insisted that the sacraments were only

for this life and by them we taste of the life to come.

by baptism we are incorporated in Christ and by the eucharist we,

1, Taylor, VJorks, op. cit., 2111, p. 255.

2. .aidrewes, Works, op. cit., II, pp. 222, 223.

2

3

3. Hooker, Works, op. cit., II, 5:67.



as children of God, feed on the body of Christ and are sustained

in Him.

Whereas therefore, in our infancy we are incorporated into Christ
and by Baptism receive the grace of his Spirit without any sense
or feeling of the gift which God bestoweth, in the Eucharist we
so receive the gift of God, that we know by grace what the grace
is which God giveth us, the degrees of our own increase in holi¬
ness and virtue we see and can judge of then, we understand that
the strength of our life begun in Christ is Christ, that his flesh
is meat and his blood drink, not by surmised imagination but truly,
even so truly that through faith we perceive in the body and blood
sacramentally presented the very taste of eternal life, the grace
of the sacrament is here as the food which we eat and drink. —1

Hooker and ndrewes, and those who followed in this tradition stressed

the eschatologieal nature of the sacraments as means of grace. The

grace given in the sacrament is Christ and by receiving Him who has

been glorified we now taste the age of glory. Hooker and indrewes

asserted a veal presence of Christ in the sacrament but the bread and

the wine, the forms of this age, remain.

The Roman doctrine of transubstantiation violates the distinct¬

ion which the Carolines made between grace and glory* The two ages

are confounded and the structures of the age of grace disappear. Rome

says that the bread is no longer bread. The Carolines asserted that

the bread remained bread but by the grace of God the Christian received
2

the body of Christ.. Bishop Pearson allowed that the Roman doctrine

is a misunderstanding of the incarnations Eutyches had confused the

natures of Christ and transubstantiated the humanity of Christ into
3

His divinity, thus reversing the movement, of the incarnation. The

assertion of transubstantiation in all its aspects destroys the

1. loo. cit.

2. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., IV, pt.l, p. 6.

3» Pearson, ojo. cit.. p. 288.



- 53 -

eschatological understanding of grace and rules out the work of

the Holy Spirit.

In the sermons of Andrewes and Gosin the movement in the

service of xvorship is very noticeably to the participation of the

eucharist, the word made flesh. "No fulness there is of our Liturgy
1

or public solemn Service without the Sacrament." There can be no

full thanksgiving in our service of worship without the eucharist
2

for it is thanksgiving itself. fhe eucharist was a means of grace

and therefore involves the meaning of grace. Bishop Andrewes* con¬

cept of the eucharist provides us with a true eschatological under¬

standing.

There is a further matter yet behind; for as this feast looketh
back as a memorial of that already past and done for us, so doth
it forward, and is to us a pledge of another and a better yet to
come, the feast of the marriage of the Lamb here That is our
Passover, where whosoever shall be a guest, the Angels pronounce
him happy and blessed for ever. -—3

/uidrewe3 showed that the sacramental feast was grounded on what had

already been done for us in Ghrist. The celebration of the eucharist

now,, points back to what has been done for us and gathers it to us

now while at the same time it point3 forward to the consummation of

that act. But sacraraeotally we already partake of that to which it

points.

In which cup is the blood not only of our redemption, of the
covenant that freeth us from the Law and maketh the destroyer
to pass over usj but of our adoption, of the New Testament
also which entitles us and conveys unto us testamentwise or
by way of legacy, the estate we have in the joy and bliss of

1. Andrewes, h'orks, op. clt.. I, p. 62.

2r JjCC# ,

3« andrewes, Korks, op. cit., II, p. 312.



His Heavenly Kingdom whereto and with Him of both these His
benefits. —-1

At the euohurist we drink of the holy Spirit who seals us to the future
2

age.

We receive the eucharist in such a way that it lifts our eyes

beyond to His oojairig again. We grow in Christ and we grow in grace

as we partake of Him in His sacrament.

and so growing from grace to grace, finally from this 'fulness*
we shall come to be partakers of mother yet behind, to which
we aspire. For all this is but 'the fulness of time'. Hut
that, the fulness of eternity, when time shall be run out and
ids glass empty, 'et tempus non erit ar.tpi.iua', which is at His
next sending. For yet onee more 3hall Hod send Him, and He
come again. —3

The time of grace is the time of waiting for that which we now have

by the Spirit of Him who shall come again. The age of glory will

come in fully when Christ comes again at which time we shall receive

the fulness of our redemption, the redemption of our bodies, which
4

we now have by adoption but then we shall have as inheritance. The

age of grace is that 'fulness of time* in which the work of Christ
5

is worked into us by the operation of the Holy Spirit, how we

taste that which we shall then have in full fruitionj the fulness
6

of God., the fulness of glory. Then we shall see face to face.

1. Andrewes, Wox*ks, op. ext., I, p. 62.

2* koc>» cit.

3. andrewes, works, op. cit., I, p. 63.

loo*,

3. 1pp., cxp.

6* Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 327.



The eschatological concept of grace can also be seen in

relation to the understanding of the Church. The terms 'militant and.

triumphant' were favorite expressions with the Carolines to convey
1

the twofold aspect of one reality. The militant Church belongs to
2

the age of grace. It is still the Church under the cross sharing

in the divisions and brokennes3 of this world. The Church triura-
3

phant belongs to the kingdom of glory. It is the Church as the one

glorified body of Christ now ascended over all. the divisions of this

age* There is only one Church, however, the body of Jesus Christ.

There is an involvement of the Church militant end triumphant. The

Church throughout the ages shares in the fulness of Christ. This,

said Dovmame, is the manner in which the Apostles understood "the

universal company of the Elect* ihich is the body of Christ, con¬

taining not only the Militant Church, but also the Triumphant* and

not only the Church after the ascension of Christ, but also before
4

from the beginning of the world." The Church is the body of Christ

yet it distinguishes itself as a body of sinners. "So that though

grace in this life may take away the strength, it cannot take away

the life of sin. But though a saint may not live in sin," said
5

Beveridge, "still sin will live in him." Grace allows us to say

both at once; that the Church is the body of Christ and also a

1. id. W. ilenhaia, The Prose Works of the Bight Reverend Thomas Ken.
P.P.. London: Griffeth, Fnrran, 0 Kenden & welsh,"16B9), p. 125.

2. Ibid.. p. 175*

3- Ibid.. p. 176.

4* G. Cowname, Treatise of Justific ation (London: Nicholas Bourne,
1639), p. 325.

5. Beveridge, borks, op. cit., Vii, p. 267.
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body of sinners. This is analogous to our understanding of the

euchirist when we say bread and yet the body of Christ. As Ridley

pointed out the presence of Christ in the eucharist was by grace and

it was a miracle.

The .militant Church of grace now shares with her Head that

state of glory. Discussing the nature of the Church Bishop Downame

drew from Augustine*s definition, that the Church is called glorious
1

even now because 3he awaits for the coming of Christ in glory. The

militant Church in its visible form on earth as well as the Church
2

trii.tmph.-Jit in heaven is c lied the kingdom of God, said Beveridge.

Bishop Downame carried his understanding of justification

and sanctiflection into the discussion of the nature of the Church.

Like Barrow, he rejected Bellanaine*s identification of the two doct¬

rines and he went on to show that St. Paul thought of the Church as

being continually sanctified in this life by the work of the Spirit

in the ministry of the word and sacrament; that at the marriage of
3

the Lamb the Church may be presented to Christ, a glorious Church.

The distinction made by Downarae regarding the Church showed that in

this age the Church does not possess her justification. This under¬

standing cut at the error of Rome which confused grace and glory and

destroyed the distinction between the bread and the body, between the

Church militant and the Church triumphant, arrogating to herself all

the pretentions of infallibility.

1. Downame, A Treatise of Justification, op. cit., p. 93*

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, pp. 178, 179.

3. Downame, A Treatise of Justification, op. cit.. p. 93.



The concept of grace expressed by Bishop Andrewes and the

Carolines that followed in his thought stood in opposition both to

Soman doctrine and. to the tendencies of the radical Puritan sects.

The Roman Church transubstantiated the forms of grace into glory

while the extreme Puritan sects tended to reject the use of forms

altogether, relying on the immediate movings of the Spirit. This

tendency in Puritanism was a violent reaction against the hyper use

cf forms in Roman worship. This has been pointed out by Geoffrey

Nuttall in *The Holy Spirit in Puritan Faith and Experience*,

It is i-ot possible to understand this disuse of something which
in historic and orthodox Christianity has been considered of
quite primary importance, nor indeed many other Puritan tenden¬
cies, of which this is only the most startling, unless we realize
that t.tuny Puritans believed, themselves to be living in a rem;alt-
able age, a new age, perhaps the last age, and that their con¬
ception of history was uite different from any conception to
which we are accustomed today." —1

It was as if the age of glory had now been fully ushered in. The

historic forms of this age were set aside. Nuttall points out that

the assertion of the full liberty of the Spirit in Puritan thougiit
2

was accompanied by a powerful eschatological consciousness. This

concept of eschatology, however, was spiritualized and unearthly.

It tried to press beyond this world ignoring the fact that it was

into this world of fragmentariness and sin that the Word had come

full of grace. The incarnation bids us use forms but it also reveals

to us that the forms of this world do not become the T/fc>rd.

Transubstantiation of forms and rejection of them violate the

1. G. F. Nuttall, The lioly Spirit in Puritan Faith and Experience
(Oxfords Basil SLackweil, 1946), p. 1D2.

2. Ibid., p. 108.



true nature of grace. The Carolines, following in the tradition of

the Reformers, repudiated the iioaian doctrine but they did not cease

to use what hud been misused by home. Their eueharistic understand¬

ing maintained a veiL presence of Christ. Christ was in the raidst

of His people full of grace and truth. /JUL that Christ hud done was

continually given afresh in the Lord's Supper. The eucharist pointed

to that act of atonement accomplished in our history and it also

pointed to Christ's coming again.

Whenever the 'Carolines were m st conscious of the unity of

grace to the person of Christ they inaint liied a powerful eschutoiog-

icai element in their doctrine of grace. Christ had been promised

as redeemer, he had come full of grace and. truthj He is still to come

in glory, both these concepts must be kept in proper tension. The

second advent keeps the doctrine of grace open to the coming of Christ

in gxory. The proper relation of grace and glory in Caroline thought,

whenever it tvas kept, ransomed their doctrine from absoluteness. The

forms of grace did not arrogate to the. aselves a sell* enclosed reality.
♦

Christ was still to come. The age of grace was open to His coming.

It was most unfortunate that in some aspects of their thought

the Carolines did not always maintain the eschatological element in

their doctrine of grace. Even in their writings on the Church one

notices a tendency to rigidity. The point at which their doctrine

of grace verges roost from its eschatologieal understanding is in their

discussion of holy orders. There a marked difference can be noted in

some of the Carolines and indeed strange contradictions in the same

psrson.

Two strands of thought were manifest in the Caroline tradition
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when the nature of the ministry was debated. Continually assert¬

ing itself was the doctrine of holy orders worked out in the eschat-

ological dimension of grace while at the same time the reaction to

the Purit<-in movement set up an opposing concept. The direction of

thought in the Carolines inclined more to absolutism as the political

pressure from the Puritans increased. The bishops arrogated more

power into their own hands in an effort to stem the tide of the

Puritans and to counteract the extravagerrt claims which were made

for the (reneva system. Vfoert the Carolines adhered to the proper

relation of grace and glory they were prevented from absolutizing

their claims for episcopacy.



CHAPTER III

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The seventeenth century witnessed a great attack by the

Arminian theology against the prevailing Calvinistic thought. In

the latter years of the previous century Arminius, a Dutch theologian,

called into question Calvin's doctrine of predestination, reprobation

and free grace. There is a most unfortunate factor in this contro¬

versy} both the Calvinists and the ..rmnians failed to understand

Calvin. The extreme Calvinists, such as Gomarus who became their

spokesman at Dort, pushed Calvin's thought to a logical extreme. In

considering predestination and reprobation these Calvinists made a

bifurcation between the 'eternal decrees of God* and the incarnation

so that election in Christ, the central theme in Calvin's thought,

was largely excluded. Such an interpretation inevitably tended to

a mechanical determinism.

nrmxnius' concerns were mainly right when he challenged the

prevailing Calvinism of his day. He saw that by emphasizing a rigid

predestination the Calvinists had ruled, man out of the picture. They

made of God's election an arbitrary and mechanical determinism. It

was as if God bid declared an eternity that every thousandth man born

would be saved and there was absolutely nothing that anybody could do

aoout it,; neither the saved nor the damned. It is obvious that this
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1
was nob Calvin's thought *

Aradnius was concerned to show that man was not determined.

either to salvation or damnation. He sought to restore man as a

responsible being and not just some 'thing* that was arbitrarily

acted upon by grace. Amdniua used an analogy to illustrate ids

point. The gift, that a rich man gives to a beggar does not lose

its free nature simply because the beggar reaches out his hand to

receive it. This was like God's free grace; it still remained free
2

even though man's hand reached for it. that nainius wanted to

make clear was that God's grace is not irresistible as the analogy

shows. It was most unfortunate that Arriiiniua choose to rectify

the extremes of the Calvinist3 by such -an analogy. It introduced

a fruitless controversy of grace and works which could never answer

those issues which it first brought into question. The best attack

against the Calvinists would have been the thought of Calvin himself.

Had Arminius known Calvin's thought better he could have stressed
3

even more than Calvin that predestination is essentially Christology.

As it was, the ,rrniniun controversy raged in extremes and

split the Protest art ranks much to the joy of Home. Because sradnius

had declared that God had not yet divorced the Church of Rome his

enemies were quick to charge him with popery. The ArnriLniaris reacted

1. Calvin, Inst., op. cit.. 3:21:1 - 7. In this chapter Calvin shows
that in the matter of election God begins with Himself. But Calvin did
not conceive of Predestination as a static point in the past. It had
eschatological content and would be revealed at the last judgment.

2. A. Harrison, The Hoainula i of .g-.lrd.aid.8m (London: University
of London Press, Ltd., 1926), p. 122.

3. Calvin, Inst., 0£. cit.. 3t22:l.
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against the dangerous antinomianism of the ultra-Calvinista. Though

they did not go to the lengths of the Jesuits in declaring that man's

free-will was not extinguished by the fall of Adam yet there is little

difference on the subject of free-will between the Arminions and Roman
1

doctrine on this issue. This stress of free-will can be noted in

some of the Carolines and will be dealt with in a later chapter. The

accusation of Romanism that was made against the ArminiiOis was given

added ground when Peter Bertius, a close friend of Arndnius who preached
2

his funeral sermon, went over to Rom®. The accusation of Romanism

was continually made against the Carolines by the Puritans.

The association that did more harm to the arminiun cause was

its relation to the Socinian heresy. These two movements arose quite

independent and from different sources but there was an attraction

between these two groups that drew them together. When Bocinius left

Italy he was warmly received by the AmLnians and it was a further

affirmation of the Bocinian influence in arminianism when Vorsitius,

a follower of arminius, was called to the academy of Lublin in Poland
3

which was noted as a stronghold of Socinianism.

The arminians were continually charged with heresy on the sub-
t

ject of the Trinity. Episcopus, another follower of Arminius, stressed
4

a subordination in the Trinity. It was on the subject of the atone-

1. Harrison, The Beginnings of trminianism. op. cit.. p. 31B.

2. Ibid., p. 139.

3» Ibid.. p. 166.

4. H. Watkin-Jones, The Holy Spirit from Arminius To Wesley (London:
the Epworth Press, 1929), pp. 5&» 59.
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merit in its relation to the divinity of Christ that the arndnians

were closer to the .ocinians. Vorsitius felt the attractiveness of

much of the Socinian teaching on the Atonement. He held that it was

impossible for Christ to mediate for us before He was ino rnate and

became the God-man. "He felt that it was possible for God to forgive

sins without any scheme of propitiation, and the moral influence of

the cross appealed to him as an explanation of its power rather than
1

the dogma that it was a divinely appointed sacrifice duly carried out."

Bishop Cosin attacked the Socinians for questioning the atoning work

of Christ. What Christ did, said Cosin, had to be done. "For neither

we nor all the world besides, were able to do that; so that done it
2

must be, or we must have been all undone, one of these two." Cosin

was very critical of the Socinian denial of Christ's satisfaction
3

and their claim that there was no need for it. He pointed out that
4

the divine necessity of the atonement troubled the Socinians.

It is important for our consideration to keep in mind the

nature of the arrainian and Socinian movements for they both played a

considerable part in the religious life of England, particularly in the

period under discussion. The full tide of these two movements was to

sweep across England with all their fury.

England officially entered the Arminian controversy when King

James I attacked Vorsitius for holding heretical opinions. The King

1. Harrison, The Beginnings of arrainianism. op. cit.. p. 18$.

2. Cosin, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 258.

3« Loc., cit.

4. Loc.. cit.
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took his title, 'Defender of the Faith', vdth ail seriousness. It

would seem quite natural at first to expect the King to side vdth

the Calvinists since on coming from Scotland he considered himself

to be a champion of the prevailing opinion of that country which was

Calvinistic. However, at the Hampton Court Conference and in the

following years of his reign he showed himself to be hostile to the

Puritans who also claimed to have espoused the Calvinistic views.

Janes revealed that he had a dread fear of Presbyteriunism. The

beardless boys, as he termed the Scottish preachers, did not told

James in the same awe and reverence as did the English bishops. Hot

the least surprising fact relating to the English participation at

Dort was that the English divines, 3ent by the personal command of the
1

King never signed the Dort document.

It is quite clear that James' relation to the Puritans was

governed by political rather than theological motives. The high con¬

cept of kingship such as prevailed among the bishops, Andrewes for

example, appealed to James. It is also quite possible that James did

not regard the Puritans as really followers of Calvin. Whitgift never

regarded Cartwright as such nor did Bishop Hall consider the Puritans

a3 followers of Calvin. Speaking to the separatist element in the

Puritan fold in relation to the Continental Churches he said: "I
2

touch nothing co/mron to them with you." It is noteworthy how often

the Carolines differentiated between the Puritans and the Reformed

Church on the Continent.

1. Harrison, The Beginnings of arrainianism. op. cit.. p. 37®.

2. Hall, Works, op. ext.. H, p. 40.
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Bishop Hall who had hesa one of the English Divines at Dorb

was among the first to discern that the fire they had hoped to quench

on the Continent was spreading into Bngl-aid. "Man, brethren, fathers,

help. Who sees not a dangerous fire kindling in our church by these

five fatal bonds? which if it be not speedily quenched, threatens a
1

furious eruption, and shall too late die in our ashes." Hall felt

a revulsion against bitter disputes and feared extremes. He stood

with the Calvinists at Dort but he showed little sympathy for the
2

Puritan sects which he tensed "a miserable misguided zeal." It is

important to note Hall1s attitude to the Arminian controversy. It is

obvious that he took his stand against the Remonstrants while in

Holland and against Anainianism when it spread into England. But

Bishop Hall, true to Caroline tradition did not really stand with the

prevailing Calvinist thought. He pleaded for a middle way, the way

of the Church of JSigland. In presenting the Via Media Articles to

King James in 1622, Hall expressed the hope that they might bridge
3

the differences between the Anriinian and Calvinistic thought. He

warned the King of the approaching danger and the terrible results of

a religious war.

There need no prophetic spirit to discern, by a small cloud, that
there is a atom coming towards our church: such a one as shall
not only drench our plumes, but shake our peace. Already do we
see the sky thicken, and hear the wind's whistle hollow afar off,
and feel all the passages of a tempest which the late example of
our neighbours bids us fear. —4

1. Ibid., p. 497.

2. Hall, Works, op. cit.. I, Pref.LTV.

3. Hall, works, op. cit.. IX, p. 488.

4. Ibid.. p. 489.
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Hall's reference was to the dreadful fhiry fears War which raged at

that time on the Continent. Hall saw the devastation that was to

come to .England and James would have been wise had he listened more

attentively and made better preparation in Church and state against

the ooming storms of the future. James died a few years later but

Hall lived to see and feel the horrors of the Civil War.

In discussing the Arminian controversy in England a distinct¬

ion aaist be made between the influx of Araln&aw thought from the Con¬

tinent and the prevailing thought of andrewes which came through Jewel,

We have already noted the reaction to the prevailing Calvinistie

thought in England but this reaction was quite distinct from the Con¬

tinental ArjsLnianism. This was definitely true in the earlier stages

of the Caroline period. "Hooker at Oxford, Andrewes and Overall at

Cambridge, must be regarded as the representatives of the new school

of thought that wasalive in England before the Arodnians began to
1

lecture at Leyden." The tendencies were the same but there was an

important difference: in Andrewes there was a reaction against the

extreme Calvinists of his day but never a repudiation of Calvin. It

is true that the same claim could not be made for all the bishops who

are generally regarded as followers of Andrewes in the Caroline tra¬

dition. The term Armintan was repudiated by all of them but there

were very definite lapses into an Arrainian or send-Anoinian position.

At the same time, however, from Andrewes through the entire Caroline

period we can see a strong current of Reform thought manifesting it¬

self. Though the Caroline tradition became infected with arminianism

the real exponents of this thought were not the Caroline Churchmen but

1. Harrison, Aiminianism, op. cit.. p. 123.
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but the Cambridge Platonists who in fact emerged a3 a reaction to

the ceaseless theological inquiries and distinctions that were made

b,y the Caroline Divines. They were the moderates and the rationalists

and the theology of that movement became the expression of the Church

of England in the latter years of the seventeenth century. Such a

distinction must be made but it is also clear that there was a consider¬

able over-lapping in thought.

Though the Puritans, in the main, were followers in the Calvin-

istic tradition the Arminian principles and their aceompaning Socinian

tendencies infected them as much as it ever did the Carolines and

possibly with a more permanent effect. The rise of the Unitarian

movement is evidence of that fact. As a general rule the further one

went to the left r.jiks of the Reformation Churches the more extreme the

theology became in its reaction to Rome. The exceptions to this rule

were the arminians and the Anabaptists who asserted a belief in free¬

will, espousing the jfolinism of the Jesuits in the Church of Rome,

though not the Thomistic understanding.

It was Mountague, later Bishop of Winchester, who first drew

the Puritan fire on the Arrainian question. In his controversial

writings against the Roman Church he set out to prove that the Church

of Angland was a true branch of the Catholic Church whose doctrines

were opposed to the teachings of the Church of Rome on the one hand

and the thought of Geneva on the other. There was no mistaking this

challen e to the Puritan theologians. Fountague traced the Church

from the fall of Adam, through the prophets and patriarchs, through
1

the early Church of Rome and finally to the Church of England. He

1. R. Mountague, Acts and Monuments of the Church, pp. 18, 19.
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asserted in strong terms that the Church of Some was a true Church

though corrupt. At the same time he attacked the Calvinism of the

Puritans. He rejected the Puritan understanding of irrestible grace

though he wrongly attributed the doctrine to Calvin. The doctrine of

irrestible grace is not really Calvinist but augustinian and Thoinist.

"I never yet read in Antiquity of any prime, previous deteraing Decree,

by which men were IIlRCSPuCTPUiLY denied grace, excluded glory, or

enforced to salvation; as they must be that cannot perish if they
1

would, nor can be saved though mostly they desire." This was the

core of Mountague objections. He interpreted the Calvirists to mean

that the eternal decree of God regarding predestination had nothing

to do with the person of man. On the other hand Mountague insisted

that Judas was darned because of his sin arid not because he had been

decreed to damnation. Mountague rightly held that first there is a
2

predestination by God unto life.

In seeking to rectify the extreme Calvinism of the Puritans

that seemed to ignore the person of man in predestination and repro¬

bation, hauntague stressed that God had regard for man1s faith, obod-
3 ' "

ience and repentance. Mountague did not say because of man's faith.

He sought to show that somehow man was involved in the drama of sal¬

vation, He denied the charge that he was one with the Anainians and

Pelagians who made justification depend on free-will: "we teach, that

the Will doth not cooperate in the first point with grace, but in

1. S. Mountague, Appello Caesarem, A Just Appeal From Two Unjust
Informers (London: Mather Lowes, 162$), p. 68.

2. Ibid.. p. 51.

3. Ibid.. p. $8.
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progress of our Justification." Such a statement bristled with

provocation and the Calvinists were up in arms.

Bishop Carleton, one of the Bishops who had been at Dort,

severely criticized the *Author of The Appeal'. He pointed out that
2

Mountague'3 interpretation of predestination was not that of Calvin.

Carleton also realized that what had happened in the history of this

particular doctrine was that extremes had ruledj some had gone too

far to the left while others, in their zeal to correct the extreme,
3

had gone too far to the right. He saw the weakness of those Calvin¬

ists who spoke of predestination only in relation to the eternal de¬

crees of God without relating it to election in Jesus Christ. He,

like Calvin, stressed the Pauline conception of predestination and
4

election in Christ. This was the much needed corrective. One has

to say, as Carleton did, that predestination is only by the will of

God but it must be consciously and directly related to the incarnation

for the will of God. is Jesus Christ, the Word made flesh. Unless

predestination is worked out Ghristologically it tends to exclude the

person of man and there was something of this in Carlet.on's thought.

This was Host noticeable when he interpreted Paul on Romans concern-
5

ing this point. He maintained, and rightly, that there was absolutely

1. Ibid., p.

2. G. Carleton, An Examination of Those Things Wherein the Author
of the Late Appeal Holdeth the Doctrines of the Pelagians and the
Arminians. to be the Doctrines of the Church of t&igland (London:
William Turner, 1626), p. 14.

3. Ibid., p. 15.

4. ibid., dee also Eph. 1:4,5,11. See also Calvin, Inst., op.cit..3:22:l

5. Carleton, o£. cit.. p. 18,



nothing in man which deserved the graae of God. He pointed out to

hountague that faith, obedience .and repentance were the effects of a
1

man's calling and not the cause of it. The primary form of election

is in God Himself. This of course must always be maintained. But

when Carleton spoke of predestination and reprobation one does get

the distinct impression that he limited salvation in Christ or even

the possibility of it to the certain few who had so been decreed from

eternity, almost as if Christ wa3 never really offered to ail men.

A more thorough understanding of the incarnation was necessary in

many of the Calvinists if the concept of the eternal decrees of God

was not to be divorced from the revelation of Jesus Christ. It was

Mjuntague who saw this tendency in the Calvinists and he pointed out
2

•that all mankind have interest in Christ, more or less.1 Carleton,

on the other hand, tended to keep the same stress on the will of God

in both predestination and reprobation. The predestined ar* taken

out of the corrupted state of mankind but

the rest are left in their sinnesj and in the end justly condemned
for sin. But why some are left in their sinnes, others delivered
from their sinnes by Predestination, Vocation, Justification, of
tills no cause can bee given, but the will of God. —3

Though Carleton did acknowledge that the reprobate was damned

for his sin he did not vitally rel te the will of God in the concern

of predestination to the incarnation and thetaadBEStan&ble though un¬

fortunate impression that he left with the anti-Calvinists was that

the reprobate is never really confronted with the will of God in the

1. Loc.. dt.

2. Mount,ague, acts and Monuments of the Church, op. ext., p. 71.

3. Carletonj op. eit.« p. IS.



incarnate Christ.

It is apparent, however, that Carleton was d®»perutely trying

to avoid cUty* surrender whatsoever to the tenets of Pelagianism or

Arminianimt of which he accused Mountague. Mor did he succumb to

them. But finaHy he was not able to hold the tension in affirming

that predestination was the will of God while at the same time ex-

pressing the other truth, or rather the same truth, that in Josuo

Christ salvation is offered to all men. The reason that Garleton

and others were unable to do this was partly the presence of the

arminian danger which allowed them to go only up to a point in arti¬

culating their doctrine* Carieton feared that to maintain that God

vriils the salvation of ail man would by necessity violate the sover¬

eignty of God's will, 3ince what God wills must come to pass* He

reasoned that since it was all too obvious that all men were not

saved, therefore, all men were not called, they were not predestined*

He failed to consider seriously that the primary form of God's will

is always for life. This is made very clear in the incarnation;

Christ comes to redeem the lost; to redeem the whole world which,

however, does not necessarily mean a universal!sru in salvation,rather

it stresses the utter mercy of God, The sovereignty of God is not

violated in such an understanding for it must be maintained that God

is even sovereign over our rejection of ills will. The terrible judg¬

ment of God falls upon the disobedient, upon him who says no to God's

word of life which is the primary form of salvation. But the terrible-

uess of the judgment is precisely because God is sovereign over the No

of the reprobate. The fact that all men are not saved shows at once

the terrihleuess of man's sin and the absolute sovereignty of God over
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sin. On the one hand God wills all men to be saved but he forces

none. On the other hand it is God who gives us over to a reprobate

mind but he does not create us in order to place us in damnation.

Carleton's concerns were right in his criticisms of Mountague.

The latter did not understand Calvin's thought in this matter. But

finally Carleton was not able fully to answer Mountague's objection

to those Calvinists who made predestination an act which did not totally

involve the person of man. The reason for Carleton's failure is evi¬

dent, Though Carleton saw that predestination had to do with election

in Christ he never worked out his understanding Ohristologically, He

continued to define grace almost entirely as the power of God without
1

closely relating it to the person of Christ. That is, he did not

relate God's eternal decree to God's eternal Word - made flesh. The

incarnation and its relation t.o grace were never really bound together

in his thought. This certainly was Carleton's weakness. The grace

of God from all. eternity never became incarnate and it was precisely

because he failed to relate grace to the Word made flesh that his

understanding of grace and predestination seemed to exclude the total

involvement of man.

Bishop Cosin, who held Calvin in very high respect, was

offended by those who preached the doctrine of 'Irrespective Decrees*

in such stark nakedness that it vitiated both God and man. Adam and

Eve, said Cosin, were not punished in an arbitrary manner, they were
2

pronounced guilty by God because they had sinned against God..

1. Carleton, og. cit., p. 53, and especially pp. 102 ff.

2. Cosin, Works, op. cit., I, p. 224. See also Hail, Works, op. ext.,
IX, p. 491.



As he did here at first, so He vdll be sure to do even afterj to
be no accepter or condemnor of persons, as they are persons,
but as they are persons well or ill disposed, and qualified by
well or ill using the grace that He has given them. —-1

This statement is indicative of Cosin1s positionj he sought to show

that God's judgment was no arbitrary act but it was an act that in¬

volved in its primary form God's grace. The rejection of grace is

nothing less than a rejection of God's election in Jesus. The re¬

jection of grace is a rejection of God's Word of life. But God is

absolutely sovereign over His grace, His self-giving in Jesus Christ,

thus God is also sovereign over man's rejection of grace, sovereign

over man's sin. Cosin did not repudiate Calvin's understanding but

he chaffed under those Calvinists who taught the doctrines of Calvin

with more boldness than understanding.

It was Bishop Hall, however, who best understood the relation

of the emphasis which Mountague and Carleton were making separately.

In restating the Via Media Articles he gave the proper stress to both

the election of God in Jesus Christ and man's sin.

Every son of Adam, he insisted, was included in the promise of
2

salvation. Every living soul is invited to share in Christ's for-
3

giveness of sin3. This must always be said first of ail in a con¬

sideration of predestination and too often the Calvinists never said

it. This omission led to grave misunderstanding concerning this

doctrine. Forgiveness was extended to all men because all men are

guilty of sin but those who continue in their sin were guilty of

1. Cosin, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 224.

2. Hell, Works, an. cit.. IX, p. 490.



1.
damnation and 3tood upon their own deserts in the state of damnation.

Hall placed the stress of man's rejection of God upon man but he saw

that even the sin of man was subject to the sovereignty of God. Those

who persevere in a true and living faith do so 'by the inoperaticn
2

of God.' Here Hall shifted the stress from man and placed it upon

God's grace.

Bishop Hall rejected as Pelagianisia the concept that God

gave faith to those whom He foresaw would receive it by the exercise
3

of their own free wills and so improve the powers of their nature.

Hall refused to consider salvation as in any way determined by the

action of man. He equally repudiated the understanding which held

that

faith is so the gift of God, a3 it is therefore only not given to
all, because all will not receive it, for that God caileth all and
gives unto all men sufficient helps to believe if they will and
goes no further; and therefore that according to the prevision of
our free co-working with this sufficient grace his decree determines
of us, is but somewhat better than Pelagian. —4

Again Hall rejected this emphasis on the part of man in the act of

salvation. The stress had to be placed on the act of God and that is

precisely where Bishop Hall placed it.

To hold that grace is so the gift of God, as that He doth not
only give common and sufficient helps to men whereby they are
made able to believe if they will, but so works in them by
his grace that they do by the power thereof actually believe
and conceive the true faith in their soul - this is fair and
orthodox. —5

1. Hall, Works, op. cit.. IX, p. 496.

2- hoc.. cit.

3» Ibid.. p. 502. See also Calvin, Inst., op. cit.. 3:22:1, 2.

4. Hall, Works, op. cit.. IX, p. $02.

5. hoc, cit.
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There can be 120 doubt whatsoever where Hall stood in the .xminian

controversy; he stood in the continuity of the reformation.

Joseph Hall made it clear that Calvin thought of the elect

as those chosen in respect to Christ and faith in Him. This is ex¬

tremely Important to note for it was on this issue that so much

Misunderstanding arose concerning predestination, both with the

Calvinisto and those who opposed them. But Kali understood Calvin

clearly on this point and as part of the Via Media .articles they

represent the reformed thought of the Church of England. Election

had to dc with those in Christ for God wills and says all through
1

Him.

Bishop Beveridge conveyed the same thought. The grace of

God and the person and work of Christ could not be separated*

I say, the grace of God doth not so bring salvation as to exclude
the satisfaction of Christ for our sins, and not so as if our
salvation was to be ascribed, wholly and solely to the free grace
and mercy of God, without any respect at all. to the death and
sufferings of Christ. —2

The safeguard that Beveridge sought to introduce was to show that the

free grace of God is incarnate in Christ- arid that grace includes the

whole Christ-event. The infinite grace of God is in Jesus Christ
3

and thus our salvation is still ultimately resolved into God's grace*

The wiser counsel of Hall did not prevail in the controversy

vdiich marked the first years of our period. Andrewes took no active

part in this controversy and he was to live only another year* The

1. Hall, Works, op. cit.. II., pp. 504, 505.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.« IV, p. 229.

3. Ibid., pp. 231, 233, 264.
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contporsrsy passed Into the hands of more extreme men on the puritan

side as well as with the bishops.

The situation between the Puritans and the Established Church

had greatly deteriorated when Parliament sought to impeach Mountague.

The political and theological lines were deeply interwoven by 1625•

From the beginning of James I's reign the King and the bishops were;

arrayed, together and when the Puritans found that they could make no

headway with the crown they turned to Parliament, This proved to be

a very important .move in the history of the Puritan struggle, James

had alienated a large part of the nation by his policies and his suc¬

cessor heightened the tension by making the ties between the Church

and state even more binding, Chen Laud was made primate the Church

became identified with a monarchical system that was completely out of

sympathy with the feelings of the people.

The doctrinal and political Puritans became united in a common

cause; the reformation of things civil and ecclesiastical. It was a

curious development in some ways for it showed the tendency, even in

reaction, to unite Church and state. The two strands of Puritanism,

political and theological, were not always kept clearly defined. It

was evident in the trial of Laud that the theological charges of

Romanism, could not be sustained but they were pressed with the politi¬

cal arm of Parliament, The Puritans fell victim to the very charges

that they criticised in Laud; they used the power of the civil arm

to enforce religious issues even as Laud had used royal prerogatives

in carrying out his plans for religious conformity.

The Puritans greatly feared a return to Rome on the part of

some of the bishops, Charles I had married a French princess who

embraced the Roman faith. The articles of the marriage favoured the



King's Roman subjects. They heard Churchmen like %mtarlng preach¬

ing the King's prerogatives in an outlandish fashion. Hountague's

books openly acknowledged the Church of Rome to be a true Church to

the horror of the Puritans while at the same time they attacked

certain tenets of Calvinism which the Puritans espoused. To their

great consternation the Puritans saw such men advanced in the Church.
I

They felt the heavy hand of both Church and s tate seeking to supress

their activities. Laud's extensive use of elaborate liturgical form

was partly a reaction to the Puritan barrenness in worship but here

as in most things Laud showed lack of discretion and adequate theolog¬

ical understanding of the use of forms. The Puritans were very uneasy

in the early years of Charles I's reign.

The policies which Laud enforced did not originate with him.

He was not an original thinker, politically or theologically. The

union of the Church and state was indigenous to the English Reforma¬

tion but in tliis union Laud raised the claims of both Church and state

to dizzy heights. Bishop Andrewes had a high concept of kingshipj

the king was the anointed one of the Lord, but Andrewes did not set

the king above the laws of the realm. Laud tended to ascribe arbi¬

trary powers to the prerogatives of the king and he used these powers
h

to enforce his plans for conformity. Again, Adrewes held a very

high doctrine of the ministry but nowhere did he bake such absolute

claims for the episcopacy as Laud.

Bishop Andrewes, we know, placed the communion table alter-

vd.se and the eucharist was very central in his thinking. His sermons
1

continually pointed to the participation of the Word jnade flesh.

1. See especially his sen/ions on the Nativity, Works, op. cit.. III.



This movement in the servi.ee of worship was thought out theologically

by Andrewes and it was backed by a sensitive spirit. Laud had neither

the astuteness of mind nor the sensitivity of Andrewes1 spirit.

Jn rejecting the formalized structlire of worship in the Roman

Church the Puritans placed greater emphasis on the inward acts of

worship. Though recognizing the validity of both these expressions

Laud was more concerned with the latter. This was his reasoning:

It is true, the inward worship of the heart is the great service
to God, and no service acceptable without it; but the external
worship of God in His Church is the great witness to the world,
that our heart stands right in the service of God. —-1

his concerns were certainly right on this point, he sought to justify

his insistence on uniformity of worship by claiming that worship was
2

an act which pointed men who were outside the Church to God. Laud

was also greatly concerned with tne decency of public worship. He

persuaded Charles to enter the royal chapel at the beginning of the

service and there was to be no interruption in the service if the

king came in late. It had been the custom to begin the sermon when

James 1 entered the chapel. Laua maintained that external actions

were necessary and hence forms were need,d to give direction and uni¬

formity to worship. These thoughts, he said, informed his actions in

the demand for conformity

and no other, which liave made me labour so much as I have done for
decency and an orderly settlement of the external worship of God
in the church; for of that which is inwara there c,ai be no vdtaese
among men, nor no example for men. —3

He criticized those in the Reformed Churches who rejected the U3e of

1. Laud, forks, op. cit., II, preface XVI.

2. Los:., jCit.
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for^as simply because Rome had abused then by her superstition.

Laud's position hare can be substantiated. Too often the

Puritans rejected the service of the Church of England for negative

reasons rather than proee -ding from a '.-/ell formed theological under¬

standing. Laud, however, must come under his own criticisxi also be¬

cause his use of forms were not always governed by a theological

foundation. His bifurcation of the word and sacrament shows this to

be true. Vie shall deal with this fully in a later chapter. The ten¬

dency on the part of some of the Caroline bishops to place a greater

emphasis on the eucharist than on the preaching of the word cue not

through . gndrevrea but Laud,

Notwithstanding the Puritan cries of popery at Lard and the

High Churchmen there was never any deliberate .tteaipfc on the part of

the Carolines to make the pilgrimage over to Rome. In fact their

writings, including Lau 's, reveal an intense atJuggle with Rome

throughout. Their action also bear this out. If there had. been any

des3.ro to return to Rome there were ample opportunities in the reigns

of Charles II and Jsmea II but- history records precisely the opposite.

Laud refused the. cardinal's cap from Rome and his controversy with

Fisher the Jesuit shows Laud's position in this matter. It must be

admitted, however, that there were some tendencies in Land that made

many Protestants uneasy.

In conjunction with Laud's absolutizing of the king's power

was his insistonce of an equally absolute claim for episcopacy. These

two went together in Laud's mind. But this did not mean that there

was a rigidity of doctrine enforced in the Church by Laud. On the

contrary, there is an abundance of evidence in the writings of the
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Carolines to show that there was no move on the part of Land or his

followers toward, theological cxclusiveness. LVon in Bishop Hall's

works there is a burked difference from Laud's thought on the vital

subject of epascopacy. Aral this notwithstanding the fa#t that Laud

was mat influential on Hall in tils matter. Jeremy Taylor, selected

for preferment by Laud, shewed he agreed in very little with Laud,

tor could Pearson, Bev.ridge or andrewes be put in the same category

with Laud and. Taylor. "The High Church party never exhibited intoler¬

ance of theological differences in the Establishment, or showed an

Inclination to regiment the clergy into acceptance of a particular
1

doctrinal system."

It is clear that Laud was determined to have 'one* national

Inarch under 'one' king with 'one* form of Church government with 'one'

unified form of liturgy. His insistence that those Reformed Churches

which had souglit refuge from persecution on the Continent be incor¬

porated Into the totablishKont exhibits the same tendency of mind.

The uiu'ortunate incident of forcing a liturgy on the Scots is yet

another example of the mania that Laud had for conformity. Had such

conformity been reached by theological discussion and prayer Laud's

desire would have been more commendable.

The grand idea of a comprehensive national Church as elaborated

by Laud did not come into being at the restoration. In fact, the

Savoy Conference and its results must be viewed not an the ultimate
2

success of the Laudian. movement, as MacColl claimed, but rather as

1. Pu 3. Cosher, The Hiking of the Restoration Settlement (Londons
Oacre Press, 1951), p. 2?1.

2. tocucH, op. cit., p. 120.
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1

fc,n fcC-iOKwlec^e-iacnt of its defeat. The last great opportunity of

restoring the wholeness to the Church of Ehglanri felled at the Savoy

Conference. It was a loss to be greatly regretted. The real effect

on the structure of the Church, by Laud and his followers, may be

measured by their effect on the Prayer .Book. Basher points out that

in the whole of the Prayer Book, as finally revised, the La.ud.ian in-
2

fluenee is hardy apparent..

The failure of the Savoy Conference was followed by another

one whon the alliance between the king and bishops was broken in 1639.

It refuted the axkm of Janes I 'No bishop no king.* While a

Christian prince of the Protestant Catholic Faith sat on the throne

the bishops pressed for a high doctrine of kingship and upheld the

royal prerogatives but when the king was a suspect od member of the

Ionian Church the bishops hesitated and when in the person of James II

an open affirmation of the crown's allegiance to the Church of Borne

was nude tba gra&d alliance was broken. "The Church, like the Gammons,

came at last to remember that her liberties might be endangered not
3

only by a Papal but a Royal tyrant." The king *d® jure' was rejected

but the hi3bop stayed. The Non-Jurors, those bishops who felt they

could ret give their allegiance to the king 'de facto' 3howed the

danger of absolutizing non-absolute forms. Their departure must be

regretted. The Church again was divided on non-theological issues.

The exclusive claims that were made for episcopacy mast always

1. H. H. Benson, Studies in the Relatio Religion in the Seventeenth
Century, op. cat., pp. 216. 33. 34.

2. Bosher, 0£. ext., p. 246.

3. Fitzgerald, 0£. ext., p. 174.
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Ik. aeon in the light of the Puritan controversy. There is no evid¬

ence whatsoever that the Reformers retained episcopacy because it
1

was necessary to the constitution of the Church. The Reformers

never made the validity of the sacraments dependent on episcopal
2

ordination. .it first all that was contended was that ^iscopacy

was* permissible and not against Scripture; that it was ancient and

allowable. Jewel chicled. Rome for putting her faith in en external

succession. "It is not sufficient to claim succession of place; it
3

heliovath us rather to have regard to the succession of doctrine."

It is interesting to read what Laud had to say in t!iis matter. In

Ms controversy with Fisher, Laud rejected the Roman claim of a

personal, minterrupted succession in a particular Church, .Roman or

otherwise, nor could Rosas prove that such a succession was necessary
4

in any one particular place. For a vd siKLo, continued succession

as conceived by Roma Laud had this to say;

It is? a great happiness whore it may b® had 'visible* and
'continued*, and a great conquest over the iout.ability of
this present world. But I do not find any one of the ancient
Fathers, that makes 'local, personal, visible' and 'continued
succession* a 'necessary sign', or 'work* of the 'true Church'
in any one place. ~—5

Bishop Cosin, during his long years of exile on the Continent, was in

full coiarrtunion with the French Reformed Church and he was not slow in
6

reeenvnnndlng the same procedure to others. Cosin did not maintain

1. Hunt, o£. cit., I, p. 14.
T ,

2. G. M. Bromiley, Thomas 0«aimer. Theological (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1956), pp. 49-52.

3. Jewel, Works, 00. cit,, Fourth portion, p. 349.

4. Laud, Wonts, op. cit., II, p. 421.

5» Ibid., p. 422.

6. Cosin, Works, op. cit.. IV, pp. 401 £f.



tnat without episcopal ordination thero could be no sacramental
1

grace. Jewel did cob venture to orgs the exclusive claims of
2

episcopacy or relate it to the validity of the sacrament. Neither

did looker assert that episcopacy was indispensable to a Church, or
3

that without it there could be no sacramentul grace.

This is not to say that the question of the ministry was not

&Xi issue with the Carolines. It was and we shall examine this quest¬

ion in its relation to their doctrine of grace. A few things should

be kept before u& at this stage, however. As the claims for episco¬

pacy were pressed to their extremes, we find the ordination of the

tion-ftpiscopul ainisters being brought into question and the validity

of their sacramental ministrations doubted. Put here a distinction

must over bo kept in mind. Even when the Carolines spoke of ncn-

episoop«I ministers they wort- almost always ooratetent. in making a

distinction between the Puritami tjho separated from the Church of

England and thu other leforaod Churches. They usually confessed, that

a problem did axlst with the non-episcopal Ministers but their open

repudiation was reserved for the former.

The reason for this distinction was quite obvious. The Re-
-f \

forEed Church on the Continent and the Church of England had separ¬

ated from the corruptions of Home; it was a just separation. But th#

Carolinee roalntained that the Puritans had separated themselves from

a Church already reformed and therefore the separation was unjust.

1. Ibid.» p. AOS

2. Perry, op. cit.. I, p. 19.

3. Itii.. pp. 19, 20.
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Bishop Hall was very critical of those Puritans who separated from

the Church on non-essential, non-theological Issues*

Alas my brethren, while we do fully agree in all these, and all
other doctrinal and practical points of religion, why will ye
be so uncharitable as by these frivolous and causeless divirions
to rend the seamless coat of Christ? Is it a title.,, or retinue,
or a ceramony, a garment, or a colour, or an organ-pipe, that
c n make a different Church, while we preach and profess the same
truth? —1

The need for the Purit ass and the bishops to cany on a conversation

was unfortunately not forthcoming,

It must be kept in mind. also that the exclusive claims for

the ministry were not ell made by the Churchmen. It was in fact the

Puritans who first brought into question the lawfulness of epieco-
\w

pacy. Calvin never exalted the disc.ipl.fe to the importance of a ?vrk

of the Church in the sane way that the word and sacraments were narks

of the Church, igain. it was HIshop Hall ,!ho pointed, this out. to the

Puritans.

I blush to sos so wilful a slander f 21 from the pen of a Chri stian,
that all reformed churches renounce our prelacy as antichristianj
what one has done it? Tea, what one foreign divine of note bath
not given to our clergy the right hand of fellowship? —2

He named Bucer, Martyr, Calvin, Befta and Bullinger as substantial proof
3

that the Puritan charge was false* Bishop BramhaJLL was of the same
4

opinion as Joseph Hall* Hall showed that he understood that the

method of the Continental Reformation had to be different from that

in .England because the Continental. Reformers were forced outside the

structure of the Roman Church by the superstitious and unsympathetic
5

papal tyranny. we have already noted something of this in our intro-

1, Hail, '..orks, op* cit., IX, pp. 295, 292.

2. Ibid., p. 61 3. Ibid.

4. Bramhall, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 243

5. Haix, k'orks, op. cit., IX, p. 156.
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d.uction.

The controversial nature of the Caroline period! determines

the framework In which we seek to understand the doctrine of grace

in the Caroline Divines, The Arndnian controversy, with its Soeinian

accompaniment raised those issues khich make it vitally important for

us to consider the meaning of grace in relation to the Trinity without

which doctrine we can have no adequate understanding of the nature of

grace. The whole meaning of grace and its relation to the atonement

was also involved and so we must likewise consider this aspect. The

meaning of grace itself raised the question of sin, as it always must,

for it en only he understood in the light of grace. The doctrine of

sin is again important for our consideration of Caroline thought. The

continued controversy with Home prfjaarily over the issue of transub-

stantiaMon and the aspect of sacrifice makes it imperative for us

to concern ourselves with the saeranerrts. The sacraments could not

possibly be left nut of our consideration of the Caroline doctrine of

grace. The Puritan controversy forced the issue of the nature of the

Church and its ministry continually into the foreground. These, there¬

fore, must be our main concerns.

In their writings the Carolines continually referred to the

trilogy of Scrioture, Fathers and Reason, In keeping with the other

Reformed Churches they took their stand, against Rome on the Scriptures

as the faithful witness to the Word, of God, Land was assured that

salvation could be had in the Church of Inland, because she was true

to the doriptures and the voice of the primitive Church,

And sure I had reason of this confidence; for to believe the
Scripture and the Creeds, to believe these in the sense of
the ancient primitive Church, to receive the four great General
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Councils so much magnified by antiquity, to believe all points
of doctrine, generally received <u» i'uouutiifeufcal it. the Ciierek
of Christ, is a faith in which to live and die cannot but give
salvation# —1

The aatreme Puritans tended to aaka the intezyrotation of Scripture

an individualistic one. Laud reierred to this particular phase of

the Puritan stru^ole in uis i4>iatl© dedicatory of Lis dispute with

Fisher*

lad Khile the one faction cries up the Church above the ocrxpfcure
and the ether the Scripture to the neglect and contempt of the
Church, which the Scripture resell teaches men both bo honour
and obey; they have so far endangered the belief of the one and
the authority of the ether, as ©hut neither eata its due from a
great part of men; whereas, according to Christ's institution,
the Scripture, .(here is is plain should guide the Church; and
the Church, where there is doubt or difficulty, should expound
the Scripture; yet so, as that upon Just and farther evidence she
may not revise that which in any case hath slipped by her. —2

It was all too obvious that the Church no longer spoke with

one voice but the Carolines looked to the time when she did. In the

unity of the early Church the Carolines saw the pure Church which had

as yet not been overlaid by the corruptions of the later ages. The

English Reformers had shown great reverence for the Church Fathers.
3

"They be interpreters of the word of God", said Jewel. But he warned;

"Yet may they not be compared with the word of God. We may not build

upon theuu we may not put our trust in them. Our trust is in the

name of the Lord." The Puritan sects tended to disregard all tradition,

including the early Fathers. The Carolines, pressed by the Romans on

one side and the Puritans on the other were inclined to interpret

1, Laud, forks, op. cit., II, Preface.

2* Ibid., Preface ZV, also p. 117. Gee also his reference to Irenaeus
and his concept of Church and doctrine, p. 205.

3. Jewel, ucrks, op. cit.. Fourth Portion, p. 1173.

if. Loo. cit.
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Scripttirss throw h the Fathers rather than with their help. Jewel's
C

sound advice was not heeded as carefully as it might have been and a

subtle criterion was introduced by which Scripture became secondary

in the matter of interpretation. This produced drastic results in the

Church of England. By the latter half of the seventeenth century a

st. tic concept, of Scripture was prevalent in the Church. The bishops

of the later Caroline period were content to oile quotation upon quo¬

tation from the Fathers without engaging in a restless struggle with

Scripture. When the tension between the Scriptures and the Fathers

was so resolved the emphasis was shitted to reason as the criterion for

interpretation.

nth some exceptions the Carolines did not mean natural reason

when they appealed to reason. The concept of reason in their trilogy

was the reason of faith, or as bishop Cosin said* reason that had been

baptised. To the natural man the truth of God would be unreasonable*

"though it would not be so with us, who are already baptized, instructed,
1

and believe the Scriptures to he the revealed word of God." The man

who is regenerate try grace "hath also a new facility and a new light of

reason given him* whereby he believeth the aysteries of religion out

of another reason than as a mere natural man he believed natural and
a

moral things before." The mystery of the faith is to be found and

heard only in the schools of the Prophets and apostles* said Oosin.

He limited, this to Holy Scripture and "therefore the masters of natural

reason* that had served their apprenticeship only in the philosophical

1. Cosin, horks, op. 1$ p.

1. 1bid. . p. a.cf7.
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schools, and walked no further for their sanctuary than to Aristotle1 m
1

gallery, can never be brought to apprehend it.3 Cosin's ptct«rk?«t

represented & repudiation of the r;itionilistic spirit vh1 ob becvsns

predominant in seventeenth century theological thought and deeply

penetrated the later Carolines. Cosin was always careful to add that

the rcyrsteri 73 of faith, while above the grasp of natural reason ^»y»
2

not. contrary to r^son. Archbishop Laud, was of the came opinion as

Cosin in this Matters the reason is illuminated by grace and «when

it hath made reason submit itself, clears the eye of reason, it ttcnrar
3

puts it OUt.H

The rationalistic tendency of the age did. rake its appearance

in Caroline theolojy un?ortumte3.y and. by the end of the seventeenth

century the theology of the Church of J3ngland was almost completely

dominated by the rationalistic spirit of the age. The great Trinitar¬

ian controversy of that period clearly shows the effects of rational¬

istic thought by those who defended and those who opposed the Trinitar¬

ian concept. Both sides had accepted the rationalistic prerd.se.

Bishop Jeremy Taylor stood firmly in the rationalistic spirit

of the period. For reasons that we shall examine later, Taylor was

inclined to retain the free-will of man after the fall. This is basic

to the rationalistic urrlerst anding. However, Taylor had certain quali¬

fications to make at this point. He never attributed to the reason of

natural man the capability of discerning the things of the Spirit.

1. Cosin, horks. op. ait., I, p. 309.

** * Loc• cit.

3. Laud, torks, op. cit., II, pp. 87, 88, 89, 280.
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Those things hp said are taught and perceived by the aids of (tod's

Spirit, that is reason is aided by revelation and grace. In T-jylor's

thought grace was something added to nature rather than a rebirth

that involved nature. Taylor's thought at this point st:>od In the

continuity of Soman Medieval thought forqui tted with Ari stotelian

concepts. Taylor vapctiited lit his position regarding the cap&hdlit-

ios of natural rea:w>n regarding the nystcries of the faith* He nulr*-

t >.ined that only reason that had been Illuminated could discern the
2

t'-ings of God. Futural reason of itself could not inform, us cf the
3

will of God until God Himself had declared, that will. Ifo'^evor, in

order to a •sort ra.ji's reajxmaibillty Taylor believed that no msi

could pretend ignorance of the will of God because he imd eaour,h reason
4

put into his hc...rt by which the will, of God could be re..d. Tils

latter statement is laost indicative of Taylor's position and sivows

clearly a breed; >dth Cosin's thought and m affinity with the spirit

of rational!»ra.

Though Bishop Thorndike disagreed with Taylor on. many issues

we find their thought on this matter rather similar. Hie position is

not much more than this* reason is aided in its understanding, l ith-

out the use of reason, said Thorndike, the evidence of Christianity

is not made "though not by that which the light of nature discovereth,
5

yafc by those helps which reason eanployeth." Probably Thorndike,

1. Taylor, Porks. op. ext.. XI, pp. 459, 460.

P. Taylor, borks. op. clt.. XI, p* 4-60.

3- Taylor, works, op. cit,., XIII, p. 91.

4. Taylor, frorks, on* ext., XI?, p. 364.

5* Thorndike, Porks, op. cit.. II, pt. 1, p. 18.



more than the rest of the Carolines, leaned most heavily on the

authority of demonstrable rational proof: "And he that alleges

God's Spirit, for what we cannot shew sufficient reason to believe

othervd.se, may thank himself, if he p. rish by believing that, which
1

he cannot oblidge another man to believe." We can see Thorndike re¬

acting strongly against those Puritan sects which claimed a knowledge

of truth dependent only on the Spirit apart from the voice of tra¬

dition and often Scripture itself. Thorndike used the arguments of

the Fathers and Scripture as the outward proofs of the Christian

Faith. Unconsciously rational grounds for believe were introduced.

"Therefore neither the truth of Christianity, nor the Scripture is

admitted upon the dictates of God's Spirit, but supposing the reasons
2

which convict us that they are to be believed." The rational grounds
, r -

for belief in Thorndike were not attributed to the individual reason
u

but to the Church. It is the Church which gave the reason why the

truth of Christianity and Scripture is to be accepted. Thorndike•s

division between 'the dictate of God's Spirit' and the authority of

the Church was an unfortunate one since it is the same Spirit who bears

witness of the Truth of God in Jesus Christ to the Church. But Thorn¬

dike felt that the emphasis had to be placed on the authority of the

Church in order to counteract the Puritan claims. He interpreted

Augustine in the light of his own understanding declaring that only

those whom the Church has commissioned had the authority to move men
3

to believe the gospel. It is the Church alone which teaches the

1. Ibid., p. 17.

2. Ibid., p. 40.

3. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., II, pt. 1, pp. 52, 53»
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faith, but in this particular question it was the Established Church

which alone had the authority.

Thomdike's interpretation of authority subtly removed the

judgment of Scripture upon the Church so that the creative tension

of the Church ever struggling with the faiti-iful witness of Holy Scrip¬

ture was resolved. As a result of this tendency a continual fresh

apprehension of the gospel was lost. Scripture of course was still

quoted in abundance and documented the works of many of the Carolines

such as Thomdike but the creative conversation with Scripture and

the Fathers degenerated into a monologue. The Church of England

wa3 far too concerned with preserving its life in the struggle of the

sev nteenth century and was in great danger of losing it.

The Carolines relived, the early centuries of the Church. They

saw the Church of England as a replica of primitive purismj standing

as the guardian of the faith against the assaults of schism and heresy.

For the C<irolines the Church of England was the staunch advocate of

unity amid division; the komons and the Puritans were the enemies who
2

were trying to destroy the true faith. "Did the primitive Christians

suffer martyrdom from Home?" asked Bishop Beveridge,

So did our first Reformers. Hath the Gatholic Church been all
along pestered with heretics and schismatics? So hath ours.
Have they endeavoured in all ages to undermine, and so to over
throw her? In this also ours is but too much like unto her. -—3

A careful and sympathetic consideration of the struggle in

wliich the Church was engaged explains much of the misunderstanding of

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.« II, ft. II, p. yOO.

2. Hall, Works, op. eit., 416.

3. Beveridge, works, o£. cit., VII, p. 126.
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this period and is undoubtedly s factor which will open the doors

widsr between the different uus—uiluni that oonrerufeieB for uriLty

night again take place.



CHAPTER IV

THE MOVEMENT OF GRACE: THE TRINITY jO© THE INCARNATION

In attempting to understand the doctrine of grace in Caro¬

line thought we are involved in relating the meaning of grace

Christologically. The New Testament is consistent in this relation.

In tracing the movement of our salvation from God to man and from

man to God in the person of Christ we are able to discern the move¬

ment of grace.

John Riddle, like docinius revived the Arian heresy which

brought into question the person of Jesus Christ in His relation to

God the Father. They both maintained that Jesus Christ was the Son

of God but they inverted the whole movement of the incarnation and

thus destroyed its essential meaning. In their thinking the Word did

not so much become flesh, rather the flesh became the Word. It was

through the humanity of Jesus Christ that He became the don* Essen¬

tial to the biblical understanding of grace is the confession that

Jesus Christ is the incarnate God and no lesser being*

The Carolines were continually answering those heretical

opinions which arose in alarming numbers during the seventeenth cent¬

ury. "In the first stage of the Trinitarian controversy, John diddle

and his docinian retainers more than met their match in the famous
1

expositor of the creed." Bishop Pearson's 'Exposition of the Creed'

1. katkin-Jones, op. cit.. p. 134»
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was one of the finest expositions and represents the most systematic

treatise of the Caroline period. The Caroline Churchmen were cons¬

cious that the orthodox faith was being challenged and had to be

defended.

If men be allowed a latitude of opinion in some unnecessary
verities, it may not be endured, that in matters of religion
every man should think what he lists, and utter what he thinks,
and defend what he utters and publish what he defends, and
gather disciples to what he publisheth. This liberty, or
licentiousness rather would be the bane of any church. —1

Bishop Hall often compared the Puritan sects and the Church of Rome.

"The Romanists are all for bxind obedience; the Romanists therefore

go away with peace without truth; ours, under pretence of striving
2

for some truth, abandon peace.® In order to combat the heretical

thought Hall advocated that the Church catechj.se its people; "when

the souls of the Christian people are so hard laid at, not only

Popery, Anabaptism, Antinoiaianism, Pelagianism, but the confounding

and hellish heresies of Socinianism, Antitrinitarianism, Me-arianism;n

which not only threaten the peace of the Church but threaten the com-
3

plete destruction of Christianity. It is difficult for us to under¬

stand the fear that such heretical opinions had for the Carolines

unless we can capture something of the horror that Socinianism had

for the seventeenth century orthodox Christian. The Carolines sought

to combat this movement of heretical opinion in its incipient forms.

The doctrine of the Trinity not only involves the doctrine of

grace but is absolutely essential to it. The Trinity is the source

1. Hall, Works, op. eit„, VI, p. 612.

2. Ibid.. p. 622.

3. Hall, Works, op. cit., VI, p. 653.



- 95 -

and essence of grace.

Against those heresies which threatened the biblical under¬

standing of the Trinity the Carolines articulated their doctrine in

much thoroughness though they fully realized that the mystery of the

Trinity could never be exhausted. They sought to put into words the

mystery of the Trinity* "hut it would be the height of impudence and

presumption, to offer at explaining the incomprehensible nystery of

the most glorious Trinity; how Three distinct Persons subsist in
1

the same individual nature, so as to be all one and the same God."

The Trinity is antecedent to a doctrine of the incarnation.

Bishop Bull, a contemporary of Beveridge, rightly pointed out

that the great difficulty which prevents people from properly under¬

standing the doctrine of the Trinity arises chiefly from the mistake

of trying to measure the divine nature with a human measurement. The

Trinity is precisely that which can have no adequate human analogy or

counterpart. All antitrinitarian concepts fail to understand this.

Bull elaborated his thought on this matter.

For in truth, as concerning the specific unity of Persons in
the blessed Trinity, such as is the union of substances, or
persons amongst things created, (for instance, of three men,
Peter, Paul, and John, which are distinct from one another, and
do not any way depend upon each other as to their essence,)
this the Fathers of the first ages never dreamed of. They
acknowledged a very different union of the Divine Persons, such
as that there is no pattern of it, no likeness whereby to
illustrate it to be found in the whole creation. —3

1. Beveridge, borks. op. ext., 1, p. 210.

2. Bull, -English Theological forks, p. 374.

3* Bull, o^. | p. 413.



Bishop Pearson used the sarae language with regard to the consubstan-
1

tial unity of the Father and the Son. What these men asserted was

that God the Son was God and no lesser being than God. This was true

also for the Caroline tradition.

If there can be no human analogy, no counterpart in all crea¬

tion of the Trinity, any understanding that we can have of the Trinity

involves revelation. Revelation speaks of Trinity in unity together.

So Beveridge understood it:

Which Trinity if rightly understood would give us great light
into what we aught to believe concerning each Person; and how
we aught to receive our faith upon all and every one of Them,
according to the discoveries which They are pleased to make
of Themselves. —2

Beveridge acknowledged that the bible witnessed to the Triune God

revealing llimself in the creation drama. He considered it sigriifi-

c ait that the Hebrew word appears in the plural but is joined
3 '

to a singular verb. This was important for Beveridge•s consideration

of the doctrine of the Trinity for

in the Hebrew, where there is likewise a dual, three is the first
plural number; ...on purpose to put us in mind of the Trinity in
unity, that He is Three in One, and that every one of these Divine
Persons is to be adored and worshipped alike. —4

However, the real importance for Beveridge was not the claim that this

was a proof text but rather that the incarnate God, Jesus Christ, is

the same God who created the heavens and the earth. There was Divine

continuity. The distinction in the unity was acknowledged by Beveridge

1. Pearson, oj>. cit.. pp. 244, 250.

2. Beveridge, .lOrks. op. cit.. I, p. 211.

3. Ibid.. p. 212.

4. Loc. cit.
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but in the unity the emphasis was of God; God the Father, God the Son

and God the holy Spirit. Thus in their understanding of the incarna¬

tion, so important to their thought, the Carolines confessed Jesus

Christ to be the Incarnate God.

Bishop Pearson was of a similar mind and he gave expression

to tliis in his'Exposition of the Creed.' He was most concerned to

show that there is Trinity in unity and unity in Trinity. At con¬

siderable length he expounded the unity in Trinity and the opposition

to any rationalistic understanding can be felt at every point in his

discussion. Pearson insisted that no one .person in the Trinity co; Id

be thought ®f as greatest. The Father cannot be so conceived that

He is thought of as first in the Trinity in opposition to the Bon

nor is He first in the Trinity in the sense that he comprehends the
1

whole Trinity. There is distinction of parsons but no separation;

there is unity but not in the sense that distinction ceases.

Bishop Beveridge was very concise on this point also. He

emphasized the unity and distinction within the Trinity by maintaining

that God the Father should be One perfect God of himself, God
the Son One perfect God of Himself, God the Holy Ghost One perfect
God of Himself", but in such a way "so that One should be perfectly
Three, and Three perfectly One, that the Father, Son and Holy Ghost,
should be Three, and yet One; but One and yet Three. —2

When Beveridge thus referred to the Son and the Holy Spirit as being

'God of Himself' he was stressing the fact that we could attribute to

each person the name and essence of Gods God the Father, God the Son

and God the Holy Ghost.

Having emphasized the unity in Trinity Pearson proceeded to

1. Pearson, op. cit.. p. 212.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 164.



show the distinction involved with the Trinity. Here we begin to

sense the Movement within the Trinity in his thought. The Father's
1

identity is unique to Himself as Father never having been a Son.

So also, the Son's identity is unique to Himself, never becoming
2

Father in reference to the some kind of generation. Within the

distinction Pearson stressed the consubstantial unity of the Father
3

and the Son. The priority of the Father does not consist in this;

"that the essence or attributes of one are greater than the essence

or attributes of the other," but in thisj "that the Father hath that
4

essence of himself, the Son by communication from the Father." The

Son is God of God the Father. The whole Self of God is given in this

eternal relation. The mode ana being in the Trinity reveals the unity

arid the distinction of the parsons three. The essential nature and

the movement of grace lies within the Trinity in the eternal relation

of the Father and the Son in the unity of the Holy Spirit.

Beveridge was also careful to note the complete self-giving

of the Father in the eternal, equal relation; "That the Father, Son,

and Holy Ghost, these three are one Being, one Jehovah, one Gods that

the Father is of Himself, the Bon of the Father, the Holy Giiost of the
5

Father and the Son," but this relation is always co-eternal and co-equal.

This is the movement of the Trinity; the Son from the Father by the

Holy Spirit. Bishop andrewes saw this movement within the Trinity as

1. Pearson, op. cit.. p. $8,

2. Log, cit.

3 • cif •

4. Pearson, o£. cit.. p. 59.

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. 1, p. 210.



one from God to Godj "do the Son of God, and the Spirit of God, do
1

from God: God of God either,"

If the movement within the trinity is from God to God then

there is involved the complete self-giving of God in the eternal

relation. Then the act of God in creation and recreation is God Him¬

self and no lesser being than the eternal God. This is precisely

what Beveridge stressed in is underst aiding of the unity in Trinity.

For that 'One' and the 'same God' made, redeemed, and sanctified
us: for whatsoever is said in the Holy Scriptures to be done by
any of these Divine Persons, the same, in other places, is said
to be done by God. But there is only •One' living and true God;
and therefore, although we must believe in each Person distinctly,
contemplate upon what He hath done, and upon occasion, address
ourselves to Him as such, yet we must still keep close to the
Unity of the Divine Essence or substance, which, if it were divi¬
ded or divis ible, vould not be divine. -—2

This was Beveridge' s constant emphasis, to show us that it is the One

God who always acts. If the action or person of one in the Trinity

is at all less than the others, if there is subordination in terms of

the essence of God, than that particular act by that particular per¬

son would be less than the act of the One Eternal God. But Beveridge

could never think in such terms. The action of Christ or the Holy-

Spirit is in fact the action of the One Almighty and Eternal God and

no lesser being "who whether He acts as Father, Son, or Holy Spirit,
3

it is still one and the same God that doth it." This concept of the

Trinity permeated his understanding of grace. That is why Beveridge

affirmed that the grace of Jesus Christ was the grace of the most
4

High God made man. This is the primary understanding of the nature

1. Andrewes, Work3, op. eit., Ill, p. 191. See also Thorndike, Works,
op. cit., Ill, pt.~l,~f>. 283J.

2. Beveridge, Works. op. cit... I, p. 434*

3. Beverid^e, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 436. 4. Ibid.. p. 224.
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of grace. Andrewes, who stood at the beginning of the Caroline

Divines had been of the same persuasion as Beveridge's thought indi¬

cates! above. It was this understanding of the Trinity which informed

his comment, that revelation of God inthe person of Christ was not the
1

revelation of a part of God but the very nature of God.

Beveridge's sermon on the Pauline Benediction in the name of

the Trinity clearly shows tow he thought out the relation of grace to

the Trinity. He pointed out that the grace of Christ, the love of

God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost involves completely the One

Almighty God. The being and essence of each parson in the Trinity

C iimot be separated one from the other. "They being all one and the

same God, in whom all properties also are one and the same property;

and therefore cannot be divided, nor belong to one more than another,
2

as they are in Him." There can be no division made in the essence

or God-ness of God the Father, God the Son and God the Holy Spirit but

in the act of revelation, said Beveridge,

when the Almighty Being, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost,
is pleased to operate upon things without Him, and so exert and
manifest Himself to us, there is something particular attributed
to one of these Divine Persons more than to another. —3

It is most plain that it was not the Father nor the Holy Ghost but God
4

the Son who became incarnate and took upon Himself the nature of man.

Thus in a particular way grace is said to belong to Jesus Christ.

Grace has to do with God's redeeming activity which is Jesus Christ.

1. andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 43 •

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 219.

3. toe. cit.. See also Browne, op. cit., pp. 49 ff.

4. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 219.
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Therefore grace belongs peculiarly to the Parson of Christ since

He is the reconciler; He reconciles man to God and God to man; He

alone reveals to us the love of God which is the sole motifs for our
1

salvation,

Deveridge noted the importance of the change in the order of

the Trinity made ay St, Paxil in this particular benediction. Paul

placed the grace of Jesus Christ first because it is in and through

Him that we know the love of God and the communion of the Holy Spirit,

We cannot have either the Jove of God the Father or the communion of
2

God the Holy Spirit except by the grace of God the Hon, The act of

God revealing His love in complete self-giving to sinful man is pre¬

cisely an act of grace. From the very extensive use of the -word,

grace, in the Hew Testament, Beveridge concluded,

that grace is to be had only by Jesus Christ; that His grace
is the greatest blessing that can be desired; and that where
the grace of Christ is, there is also the love of God and the
coimnunion of the Holy Ghost,

and whenever the grace of Christ is mentioned it is to be understood
v, 1 re - r »3
that they also are present. The thought in Beveridge's sermon moved

to the incarnation where God* s redeeming activity, His love and His

communion with man are thrust into our historic midst.

At all times Pearson was most concerned to show that the send¬

ing of the eternal Son was the highest act of love that God could ren¬

der. He based Ids discussion on the consubstantial unity of the

Father and the Son.

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit», I, pp, 220, 221,

2, Ibid., p. 221.

3* IMd,, p. 222,
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If then the sending of Christ into the world were the highest
act of love of God which could be expressed; ...then it is
absolutely necessary to believe that Christ is so the only-
begotten don of the Father, as to be of the same subst nee
with him, of glory equal, of majesty eo-etemal. —1

Pearson saw the extreme importance of the relation of the Father and

the eternal Son in specific reference to the drama of salvation. The

nearer the relation of the Son to the Father the greater is the love

shown to us for whose sakes .He was sent. Pearson left no doubt as

to the nearness of this relation. The sending of the eternal don by

the Father is the self-giving of Godj God coming to man and no lesser

being. The love of God in Jesus Christ is the complete self-giving

of God. This is the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ.

In the writings of the Carolines there is a continual refuta¬

tion of any form of Socinianism. Bishop Bull recognized that the

Unitarian doctrine of Christ acknowledged Flim to be God "but a made

God, such as is a mere creature, such as had no existence before His
2

birth of the Virgin." Any such concept of Christ means that grace

also originated in time and is not the gift of God the Son from God

the Father. There can be no subordination in terms of God-ness in

the Trinity. The Father in giving the Son does not give anything less

than Himself as God. The priority of God the Father, as Father, doss

not imply subordination of the Son, as God. Both Pearson and Bull were

of one mind in this matter. Pearson grounded the eongruity of the div-
3

ine mission upon the pre-eminence of God the Father as God of Himself.

1. Pearson, op. cit.. p. 255•

2. Bull, op. ext.. p. 421.

3. Pearson, og. cit., p. 62.
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?Jone of the Churchmen who stood in the tradition of Anirewes

ever questioned the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity even though thoy

did not always understand the implications that such a doctrine had

for the doctrine of grace. Andrewes always was careful to point out

that God the Father and God the Son were equally God. Thus relating

the Son and the Word rules out the objection that the'Father may have

had a being before the Son. For the mind's conceiving and the mind

cannot be serared a moment; if one be eternal, both are. So then
1

as the Son He is consubstantial, as the Word He is co-eternal." The

Word that became flesh can be nothing less than the incarnate God,

full of grace and truth. The union of the Father and the Son as one

God is the very foundation of our religion, said Beveridge, take this
2

away and our redemption falls to the ground. The essential meaning

of grace is to be seen in the unity of the Father and the Son as one

God.

The Father, said Pearson, is the Father of all but His essen-
3

tial Fatherhood must be seen in relation to the eternal Son. The

Father begets the Son from eternity and He is the beloved One, being

loved of the Father eternally and loving Him eternally. Pearson quoted

from Grigen where the latter referred to Christ as the Son of His Father's

love. The very essence of grace, said Andrewes, the greatest grace that
4

can be, is the acknowledging of the Son by the Father to be the Son.

Thus grace is grounded on the hypostatic union of Christ and comes not

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 274.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 274.

3* Pearson, op. cit.. p. 73*

4. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 29&. See also Ps. 2:7.



from man but from God us man. Brumtiull pointed out that the hypo¬

static union oi the two natures of Christ was fundamental to the
1

faith, Andrew** snowed that the fountain of grace could not stand

outside the union of God,

For seeing in the humanity of uhrist, there wa3 not, there
could not be, any possibility of merit, to deserve the unity
itself, or the being assumed into the Godhead; to be so
assumed and so united, was that grace we term the grace of union.—2

Mot even in speaking of the humanity of Christ would Andrewes allow us

to think of grace as not coming from above. Only in the relation of

the hypostatic union can we think of thrist' s action as deserving

merit.

The fountain of grace is rooted in the eternal relation of the

Father and the Son, This was the understanding of grace that Downaae

expressed when commenting on 2 Tim. 1:9. % grace he understood the

gracious love and favour of God in ihrist, given to us in Him before
3

time itself. The relation of the Father and the Son is an eternal

one. In eternity the grace of God is given to us in Christ, The

ground and source of grace in the Word made flesh is absolutely de¬

pendent on the eternal relation of the Father and the Son, As the

incarnate Son is God, He is said to be full of grace. This was

Andrewes1 concept and he brought this understanding to his discussion

of the incarnation where "the flesh with the Word, and by means of it

the whole Deity, was 'anointed' all over, and by virtue thereof filled

1. Bramhall, Works, op. cit«« II, p. 88.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. ext., II, p. 337.

3. Downame, a Treatise of Justification, p. 9.
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-with the fulne35 of all grace. It is the opirit which anointed

♦God the Bon made man* and by thus anointing Him the eternal union

is sustained in Him, Andrewos bound the gr«ce of Christ and tho Holy

Spirit together. 51.ill tnon of grace, proceeding from the Spirit:

accordingly, the conception of Christ's flesh, and the sending it

vdth the fulness of grace, or anointing it, is ascribed to the
2

Spirit," The concept of the Spirit, as the Spirit of grace, finds

validity in the thought of Andrei/es because it is the Spirit which

bears the eternal Son into union with our humanity, This will be

elaborated on in the latter part of this chapter,

Beveridge related his sermon on grace and its meaning to the

Trinity, to the acts of creation and recreation. In both acts the

infinite glory of the eternal Godhead is revealed. In the creation

of the world, said Beveridge, we find three distinct persons specifi¬

cally named by God Himself as concurring in this drama and each in a
3

way peculiar to Himself. Not only at the creation of the world but

at the two most crucial times of our redemption, the incarnation and

baptism of Christ, the Trinity is particularly mentioned as concerned
4

with it. The importance of Beveridge's concerns centres on the fact

that God is active and no lesser being than God,

Barrow also considered the works of creation and recreation

as the works of the Trinity and he related these to the meaning of grace.

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. ill, p. 2&9,

2. Ibid., p. 290.

3. Beveridge, tvorks, op. cit.. I, p. 212.

4. Beveridge, dorks. op. cib.. I, p. 215»
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Wo first siioiijLa carefully study and duly be affected with tiist
gracious consent, and, as it were, confederacy of that glorious
Three in designing and prosecuting our good} their unanimous
agreement in uttering those three mighty words of favour to
maiikirid, Taci&a.ns. nectimaaua. dulyemus' j Let us make man out
of nothing, Let us recover him from sin and perdition, Let us
crown him with joy ana salvation} . . .—1

Barrow rightly stressed that we could not know the Trinity as it is
2
i

in itself but only as it has revealed itself to us. he way that

the Triune God has revealed Himself to as harrow ealled the "wonder*-
3

ful methods of grace towards us.!! Creation, as Barrow iias said in

reference to man, is out of nothing and he sustained the movement in
4

the redemption of man as being always an act of God. After every

man's actions have been tried and weighed, no man shall appear guilt¬

less or deserve to be acquitted, "but shall stand in need of mercy,
5

or can in no otherwise be justified than by a special act of grace."

The entire work of redemption was stressed Christologically

by Pearson. It is true, he said, that we are delivered by Christ and

is also true that the Father delivers us but we are not delivered
6

twice "because the Father Gelivereth us by the Son." At this point

in Pearson's • exposition* we oegin to appreciate his elaborate treat¬

ment of the concept of the Trinity. The Trinity reveals that God

does not do anything apart from the Son; Christ is the incarnate God.

He has no secret will which work3 outside of Christ} God wills all

1. Barrow, Works, op. clt.. IV, p. 207.

2. Ibid., p. 18?.

3. Loe. clt.

4. Ibid.« p. 374.

5. Ibid., p. 376.

6. Pearson, og. cit., p. 229. See also Col. I1I3.
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things in Christ. Pearson was arafcious to make this emphasis in the

face of existing misunderstandings on thi3 very important issue. It

was most unfortunate that some of the most ardent Calvinists, placing

as they did their whole theological thought on the doctrine of pre¬

destination, tended to separate God*s etem -1 decree from God*a eter¬

nal Void made flesh. The Arminians on the other hand did not relate

the incarnate Word to the eternal will of God. The Gocinians corj-

pletely cut the relation and destroyed any understanding of the Trin¬

ity* Pearson was careful to guard ag.inst all such divisions. T here

was but one will of God and that was revealed in the word made flesh.

"For though it is true, that the Father and the Son reveal d to us

the will of Godj yet it is not true that the Father revealed it by
1

Himself to usj but that the Son did. so, it is." The entire act of

our salvation is wrought by God but it is through the blood of the
2

incarnate Son. Pearson* s underst aiding of the Trinity eliminated

any danger of a double line of salvation. God's eternal decree is

identical with Jesus Christ.

It is the One God who decrees our salvation but it is neces¬

sary for us always to see the movement of redemption in a trinitarian

relation. Our salvation is decreed in eternity by the Triune God "that

the whole Trinity might be equally interested in the accomplishment of
3

the work of our salvation, and it pass through all Their hands." It

is God the Father who sends His only-begotten Son into the world by the

act of the Holy Spirit. The act of redemption is the act of God through-

1. Pearson, op. cit.. p. 23C.

2. Ibid., p. 229.

3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 358.
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out. Bishop Uowname bound the action of the Trinity together in

this way:

The infinite and unspeakable love of God the Father, in giving
iiis only begotten Bonne, and of God the Bonne in giving himself
for us; and of God the Holy Spirit the Spirit of grace, in
communication unto us the mercy and love of God, and the merits
and vertue of all that Christ did or suffered for us, —1

It is the Trinity, it is the whole fulness of God that impinges upon

Jesus Christ for our salvation. The body of Christ, said Andrewes,
2

is the Tenrole in whom '-.he fulness of the Godhead dwells corporally.

andrewes stressed the fact that God dwells in this human Temple in

a unicme manner from the way in which He dwells in us. It is by
3

personal union and not as in us by grace. There is a radical con¬

cept of incarnation in the thought of Andrevies. It is God the Son

who comes to redeem but it is God who comes. As it was in creation

so it is likewise in the redemption of mankind; the world was made
4

by the Word of God and it was redeemed by the same word, said Beveridge.

It was God who created the world but He made all things by His Word,

Beveridge explained that the lord of God wqs not some outward spoken
5

word but by speaking 'in Himself1 which is 'His essential lord*. This
6

Word is His eternal and only begotten Son. Keeping in mind the oocin-

ian presence, Tharrndike also emphasized that the incarnation meant that
7

the Word had become man which it was not before.

1. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit., p, 43*

2. Andrewes, Works, op, cit.. II, p. 252.

3. Ibid., p. 253.

4. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 215. See also Vol. 11, p. 124.

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 213. See also John 1:1,2,3.

6* Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 213.
7. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., II, Ft. 1, p. 242.
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The act of redemption is a thoroughly trinitarian act. Only

when we think in this way can we underst nd the real import of Mount-

ague1 s statement that &od becomes man but remains God: "For God be-
1

coming Man, runs upon no hazard of impairing his original state."

Therefore in the person of Christ it is God and. no lesser being that

cooes to save. God cannot be divided, that certainly is the meaning

of the Trinity. It is Christ who comes in the fulness of God so that
2

we must also say that the Holy Spirit also redeems us. Again it was

Downame who asserted the action of the Godhead in the act of redemp¬

tion. The Holy Spirit, he said, brought the benefits of redemption
3

and applied them to us. "The Father redeemeth, as the gracious author

and Donourj the Son, as the meritorious worker, the Holy Ghost, as the
4

effectual applier." It must be noted that the whole movement from

beginning to end involves God fully, .uid the whole act of redemption

is the act of God done for us and it is this act which is the grace of

our Lord Jesus Christ. These are the words Oovname used to express this:

The goodwill and love of God the Father is the...ant©cedent moving
cause; the death and obedience of Christ is the...meritorious cause;
the application of the Holy Ghost is the effectual cause; by which
we are made actually partakers of redemption, which is the grace
wrought by Christ, proceeding from the love of the Father, applied
unto us by the communion of the Holy Ghost. -—5

Though the entire emphasis of grace is put upon the act of God man is

not ignored for grace is wrought by God as man.

1. Mountague, Acts and Monuments of the Church, op. cit., p. 25.

2. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit., p. 42.

3* cit.

4. Downtime, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit., p. 42.

5. Loc. cit.
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Beveridge's underst raiding of this was similar to Domom#3.

The fulness of God acts in nan's redemption but. it is through the

incarnate God. It is God as man who has redeemed and who is said

to be full of grace. The love which God the Father has for us la
1

only in His Son and for His sake. We are loved with .an absolute

and unconditioned love; the love that God has for God.

The relation of the Father and the Son is one of pure holy-

love. It is unconditional and from all eternity and it is a person¬

al love for the Father and the k>n are truly persons. This relation¬

ship of love is within the Trinity. Bishop Bull showed that it was

the opinion of the early Fathers to consider the Holy Spirit as the
2

relation of the Father and the Son. He gave an example of such

thinking by quoting an ancient doxology: 'Glory be to the Father and
3

the Son in the uhity of the Holy Ghost.* % also made reference to

Augustine and the later Fathers in stressing tliis same thought for
4

they held the Holy Spirit to be the love of the Father and the Son.

God the Father loves God the Son with the fulness of Himself and the

Son loves the Father in the same eternal measure for the Holy Spirit

who is the holy eternal unity of love is also God. It is upon such

an understanding that we can say that the Holy Spirit is the Spirit

of God the Father and God the Son. This, said Pearson, showed that
5

the Holy Spirit preceeds from both the Father and the Son.

1. Beveridge, Forks, op. clt.. I, p. 221.

2. Bull, o£. cit... p. 376.

3* hoc, ext.

4*

5. Pearson, Ojg. cit.. p. 5&B.
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Bisliop andrewes' articulation on the subject of the Holy

Spirit affords us with the finest understanding in the euroline

writings. His words are of extreme importance to us. "Mow then

take the Holy Ghost, the Spirit of spirits, the third Herson in

Trinity; lie is the very essential unity, love, and love-knot of the
1

two Persons, the Father and the Son; even God with God." That is,

the interior union of the Trinity is the Holy Spirit who is the love

between the Father and the Son and also the iove-wnot which etern¬

al binds that relation together, .-oidrewes continued: "and lie is
sent so be tue union, love, love-knot of the two natures united in

a
Christ; even God with man." m the person of aesus eiirxst tne in*-

terior relation of the Father and the Son is thruarb into the humanity

of man and sustained in Him. In the incarnation the holy Spirit bears

the eternal relation of the Father and the Son atui brings it into our

time and flesh. The eternal relation of love that the Father has for

the Son and the Son for the Father is sustained in our huidanity in

tiesue Christ. God. the Fataer loves Jesus Christ who wears our human¬

ity, who is a man, with the same holy, absolute and eternal love. 1'hat

is how God loves man. andrewes* understriding showed great depth at

this point. It reveals that the love of God for man and in man is God's

love to Godj the whole fulness of God, God loves sinful man with a

complete .self-giving love. The holy Spirit who is God, who is the

union of God and the love of God, is given to man in Jesus Christ. The

most fundamental understanding of the origin and essential nature of

grace is given to us here by Andrewes•

1. andrewes, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 113.

2. hoc. Cit. See also h'arldn-Jones, og. cit., p. 81.
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Meves also carried this uiuiarstanding of the Holy Spirit,

as the union between the Father and the Son, into his discussion of

the Church, ihe sane holy Spirit who is the union, love aiai love-knot

between the Father and the don, between God and ;aan in the person of

Jesus Christ, was also related to Christ and His Church* The holy

Spirit is the hypostatic union of the Father and the Sen, of God and
c f J,

mm in Jesus Christ and Mi Jesus uhrist and His Church. Barrow

thought of the Spirit's relation to the Church in a aiailar way* He

declared that the Holy Spirit bears the office of a soul to God's
2

Church, informing, enlivening and actuatxng the whole body. This

understanding of the lioly bpxrit ana the Church fills the concept of

the Church as the bouy of Christ with the presence of the eternal God.
s

anurewes' concept of the holy Spirit was thorough. It was

continually related to the person of uhrist, The holy Spirit makes

alive for us the person of uhrist. it is only by the Holy Spirit that
3

we can say that Jesus is Lord. This certainly followed froaa. his un¬

derstanding thus far. Therefore, where the uaaie of Jesus is there xs

indeed the presence of God. andrewes always maintained this holy

union of the Trinity, and it would not have been andrewes had he not

related this understanding to the eucharist. "Where His name i3 I an

sure, and more than His name, even the body ana blood of our Lord

Jesus C rxstj and chose, not without inestimable high benefits of
4

grace attending on tfteah* It is trirough the work of the Holy Spirit

1. Andreves, Works, op. ext.. Ill, p. 148.

2. Barrow, works, op. ext., VI, p. 36.

3. Andrewmst, Works, op. ext., II, pp. 34$, 346.

n. Ibid*, p. 3bG.
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that the fulness of Christ is present and manifested to us and where

H© is present there is also His grace.

The same understanding of the Holy Spirit Can also be dis¬

cerned in Pearson*s thou ht though it is by no means as thorough for

Pearson did not relate the Holy Spirit to the Church as vitally as

did Andrewtss. However, the relation of the Father and. the Son in

the Holy Spirit is stressed by Pearson. The communion of the Father

and the Son is the Holy Spirit and this is brought to us by the
1

eomraunication of the Holy Spirit. Bishop Thorndike expressed similar

thoughts in this regard. The Godhead is conceived and sustained in

the humanity of Jesus Christ;

The Holy Ghost, overshadowing the blessed Virgin, not only works
the conception of a Bon, but dwells for ever, according to the
fulness of the Godhead, in the Manhood so conceived; as, by the
nature of the Godhead, planted in the Word, which then came to
dwell in the .Manhood so conceived. —2

This union, of the fulness of the Godhead and the flesh, in Christ was

expressed by Thorndike as the hypostatic union, by reason of which

Christ, is called the • image of Ood*s glory and the express character
3

of His essence.* The Holy Spirit is the hypostatic union and upon

this union Thorndike grounded the expiation of our sin and the glori-
4

fication of Chri3t to the throne of God to be v/orshipped as God.

Our discussion has led us to a consideration of the incarnation!

Cod coming to men as man in the person of Jesus Christ full of grace

and truth. Relying upon what we have said thus far about the Trinity

1. Pearson, oj>. ext.. p. 623.

2. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., Ill, pt. 1, p. 253.

3. Ibid., p. 261. See also Hekrsors 1:1,2,3*
4. Thorndike, Works, oo. cit.. Ill, Pt. I, p. 261.
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Son by the Father in the unity of the holy Spirit is nothing less

than the utter self-giving of God in the mighty act of grace. The

words of Boveridge on this issue are most inspiring:

It is the grace, the free undeserved favour and mercy; it is the
grace of the Lord, the Almighty God, the Eternal and Only-begotten
Son, of the same substance ana glory with the Father; it is the
grace of the Lord Jesus, the most high God made Man, and so be¬
comes Jesus, a Saviour, to save His people from their sins; it is
the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, of God our Saviour, anointed
to he to us a Prophet, a Priest, and King, and so fully qualified,
and able to do all things necessary for our salvation, —1

Everything that Beveridge says here about the nature of grace is

related directly to God and in the person of Jesus Christ grace is

related directly to man. There is no doubt whatsoever as to the move¬

ment of grace or to the nature of grace in Bev©ridge's thought as ex¬

pressed here. Grace is the grace of the most high God made man; it is

free and undeserved, mighty to save.

There is no trace of that Arrainianism which holds that man can

deserve the grace of Christ in the thought of Beveridge, At the same

time Socinianism has no place whatsoever in his Ghriatology. The hard

of Gad which redeemed the world is the same Piord which created all
2

things.

He who made all tilings at first was Himself now made of a woaaa;
He was conceived in the womb of the blessed Virgin, by the oper¬
ation of the Holy Ghost, and the power of the Highest overshadow¬
ing her. By which means, He who was the 3on of God from all
eternity, then became the Son of Man too; and from that time
forward, always was, and ever will be, 'Immanuei*, God and man
in one Person. —3

1. Beveridge, Works, op. ext., I, p. 224.

2. Beveridge, works, op. cit,, I,, p. 215.
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1

Pearson as we have already seen was of the same opinion. Thorndike

also referred to Jesus Christ as the Word of God which bee ~me man,

signifying a definite incarnation -for the Word was not man before this
2

particular time. The theme that Jesus Christ was the incarnate God

was repeated unceasingly by the Carolines. It was God who had come.

This is the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ.

It was in the act of the incarnation where Andrewes saw the

self-giving of God with great clarity. "What was it that made the
3

Word thus to be made flesh?" Andrewes stressed that the answer could

only be found in God Himself since nothing outside of God could de-
it

serve His love. "Love only did it." This gracious act of God in

self-giving for our salvation is the grace of Christ. If, said Bishop

Cosin, there was anything in mankind that could bring God to come to
5

man it could be only his sin. God gives Himself out of Himself j the

Father sends the Bon conceived by the Holy Spirit. The gift of Christ

is a gift of God, from God and by God. "again, it hath been observed",

said Pearson noting augustine at this point, "that by the manner of
6

Christ's conception is declared the freedom of the grace of God."

This surely is the essential meaning of free grace; it is given to

man unconditionally in Jesus Christ. God does not give grace to roan

because he deserves it or in any way merits it. The very manner in

1. Pearson, op. cit., p. 224.

2. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., Ill, Pt. 1, p. 242.

3. Andrewes, Works. op. cit., I, p. 92.

4. Ibid., pp. 92, 93.

5. Cosin, Works. op. cit., I, p. 214.

6. Pearson, op. cit., p, 29B.
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■which grace comes to man shows this to be true. Pearson elaborated

this furthers

For as the Holy Ghost is God, so is he also called the gift of
God: and therefore the human nature in its first original, with¬
out any precedent merit, was formed by the Spirit, and in its
formation sanctified, and in its aanetxfic tion united to the
wordj so that the grace was co-existent,, and in a manner con¬
natural with it. —1

by placing tne ground and nature of grace within the Trinity and

neuce before creation itself, Pearson ruled out completely any

possibility of grace being merited by creation. The incarnation

brought into our historic midst that grace which was eternally in

txie -word that was with God and was God before the foundation of the

world. The incarnation directly excluded the merits of men in general
2

and it also rejected the possibility of merit in Christ's humanity,

Pearson's great insistence that there is nothing outside

God that merits or deserves his grace brings us to the consideration

of another aspect of the incarnation. The Caroline Divines were

very critical of the Church of home for the position she accorded

the Virgin mry an tne Faith, bishop Bull stated that the Church of

■England honoured her because she had been elected and chosen by God.

to be tiie instrument cf bringing the long promised Messiah into the
- ' '' - ' '

J>
world. We honour the blessed Virgin, said Bull, "as a most singular

elect vessel of God; as one in the highest degree of ail mere mortals

honoured by Goax but therefore, we will not yield her any of that
4

honour that is peculiar to God, He stated that the Church of England

4°c« eit.

2* loc. cii.

3. PUil, op. cit,. p», 6^.

4. ibid., p. 75.
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would not go beyond, the Scriptures and the early Fathers in their
1

praise of her. He charged Howe with downright treason against, the
2

pcjrson of Christ.

he will not ascribe those excellencies to her, that she never
had nor could have} as, a fulness of habitual grace, more
grace than all the angels and. archangels of God. put together
ever had; that she was born without original sin, and never
committed. any the least actual sin, and consequently never
needed a Saviour. —3

Even the blessed Virgin is to pass through the fire on the day of
4

judgment, said Bishop Taylor.

The Carolines were quick to affirm that the Virgin Mary had

been an instrument of God but they rejected the claim that she was

chosen because she was worthy of such an honour. The Virgin Mary

was of the fallen race of Adam, a sinner, who herself needed to be

saved by Christ. Beveridge and Thomdike were critical of tile Council

of Basel for declaring that the Virgin Mary was free from original
5

sin. Mount.ague cited Augustine in this matter, agreeing with him

that Mary was freed from actual sin after the birth of Christ and
6

that by grace, but not before, nor was she free from original sin.

Mountague probably conceded more to Rome on this point than any of

the other Carolines but he expressed surprise that Home had not made

the blasphemous claim for Mary that she was equal with Christ. Long

1. Ibid., pp. 77, 73.

2. Ibid., pp. 77, 78.

3. Bull, op. eft., p. 77.

4. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. X, p. 149.

5. Thomdiko, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 609.

6. Mountague, Act and Monuments of the Ghureh. op. cit.. p. 530.
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before Mountague*a time Bishop Jewel saw that this was precisely

what Borne did in her exaggerated claims for Mary* "Here you intrude

upon Christ's office, and make the holy virgin a mediator, not only

of intercession, as you say, but also of salvation*" Borrow also

saw the same implication and utterly rejected its "They ascribe to

her the most sublime attributes of God, together with his most pecul¬

iar action of providence ami protection ovor us, yea of redemption
a

it self. "

The Caroline Bishops were correct when they saw? that lime's

insistence on the ainlessness of Mary had opened the door for all

evil to entor. What is implied in these claims is the assertion of

inhering grace and the doctrine of merit. Pelagius also held thai
3

the Virgin Mary v/as sinless. This concept was a requisite to the

elaboration of his heretical doctrines* It v.as on tills false basis

also that John Buns Scotus advocated the dogma of the .Immaculate
4

Conception. Ke c.- nnot forget the influence that Scot us had on the

Church of England and there is a lingering of his thought in that

Church but in this particular period and on this issue the Carolines

turned their backs on hist* The Soman Church's understanding of the

nature of grace is again seen in her doctrine on the Virgin Birth.

Her understanding hers is not at all unlike her view of the eucharist.

Mary, who partakes of the fragmentoriness of Mankind is Hrausubstan-

tiated', that is, the Church of Borne has attributed to her divine

1. Jewel, Worka, op. cit.. Third Portion, p* 573.

2* Barrow, Vol. V, op. cit., p. 333.

3. Browne, _oq. cit., p. 346.

4* Ibid.



qualities and perfection - a sort of communl catio l.dioaattia. The

sinful structures of this age vanish. Thus the grace of (5od does

not coma through the sinful flesh of man but through the par# snot-

less being who by her nature deserves or merits the grace of God.

The miracle of grace is the opposite of this. God uses the weak,

sinful things of onr age to reveal His unspeakable glory; God in the

person of Christ, wearing our * flash of sin* reveals to us the fulness

of God. The Carolines were of this mind. The influence of Athanusius

on the Carolines c n be noted In the absence of Msrlology from their

writings.

It is at this point that we must examine the issue of free

grace which the Arainian controversy raised. The Virgin Birth reveals

two things to usi that God out of His own fulness acts for our redemp¬

tion and yet it is an act which does not exclude man. The former we

have already noted in the writings of some of the bishops. In the

person of the Virgin we see the role that mankind plays. The Carolines

believed unanimously that the * seed of the woman* in Genesis 3',

referred to Christ.. The soed of the woman, said Beveridge, "is plainly

meant one, who should be born of a woman without the help of mam which
1

none ever was, but only Jesus Christ." Man as the active participant

is set aside in the person of Joseph, said Pearson, and Jesus Uhri3i
2

is begotten of the Virgin Mary. Bat, he said, "we must, not imagine
3

that it was In the power of woman to conceive Him." By her own words
4

the Virgin Mary excludes herself and all man. Barrow pressed the

1. Beverldge, tforks, op. cit., Ill, p. 330.

2, Pearson, oj>. cit.* p. 293•

3« Ibid. 4* Ibid., p.192. See also Luke 1:34*



positive content of this thought. It was the Holy Snirlt >sho co i-
1

ceived the Word in Mary 'without any active influence of man' •

This of course -was Pearson's concern also; Hod was the sole worker

of our salvation.

God then it was who immediately and miraculously enabled the
blessed Virgin to conceive our Saviour; and while Mary, Joseph,
and all men arc denied, no person which is that God can be
excluded from that operation# —2

'Ms being said, however, Pearson insisted that Mary was truly and
3

properly the aether of our Saviour. Though she herself confesses

that she cji do itothing yet her election does not violate her nature.

She is the handmaiden of the Lord., a willing instrument of God in

His purpose of salvation.

The election, of i£ary out of Israel followed the same patters

that is evidenced at the choosing of Israel itself. Bishop Hall elabor¬

ated tills in relation to the election of Juaah;

1 find not many of Jacob's sons sore faulty than Judah; who yet
is singled out from all the rest to be the royal progenitor of
Christ, and to be honoured with the dignity of the birthright,
that God's election might net be of merit, but of grace;...—4

The fact that vpe se.o ourselves as unworthy of our calling shows us
5

that grace is not our own. Election is the act of God from the

ground of grace, that is, of Himself, and does not involve man's

merit,

1. Ba,rro\-», work. op, cit., V, p. 297.

2. Pearson, op. cit., p. 293* See also Luke ls37.

3. Pearson, o£. cit. , p. 317.

4. Kail, Works, oo. cit., 1, p. 55• See also Gen. 3&s

5. Kail, works, op. oil., I, p. 87. dee also Exodus chapter 3«
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Nothing shows more forcibly, the that grace comes from

God and is essentially the coming of God for our salvation than does

the incarnation. We have already noted something of its importance

in Caroline thousrht. *or Beveridge, grace was all that Christ was
1

and did for us in reconciling us to God. The incarnation was for

Bsveridge, as for Andrewes, all—inroortant. It stated clearly that

God had com® into our history to accomplish our redemption. Bever-

idge viewed the incarnation as the first actual act done by God. for
2

our salvation. But Beveridge saw that the incarnation was no isol¬

ated event in the history of salvation. From the very beginning of

the world the Word of God undertook the redemption of fallen man and

in all the ages of our history He has inspired men by His Spirit to
3

speak to men in His name. The grace of Christ had been given to

the people of the Old Testament and Beveridge interpreted the Hebrew
4

7 OH - mercy --to mean that grace. Mountague was also of liJk©

ooiriion; grace had. been given to the Patriarchs and holy men who
5

lived and died, before the Word became flesh. Taylor also stressed

this: the holy Spirit had justified some men who lived before the

time of Lariat's days in the flesh under the law but it was not the

law that justified, it was rather the Holy Spirit *by way of Jesus
6

Christ who was the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world.*

1. Beveridge, Works, on. ext., I, p.223.

2. Bevs ridge, Works, on. eit., I, p. 215-

3- Beveridge, Works, op.-cit,, If, >..127.

4- Beveridge, Works, pp. ext.., I, p„ 222,

5- Mountague, Acts and ?fc.nuaent3 of the 'hunch. op. cit.. p. 44.

6, Taylor, Works, gj>. cit... IX, p. 133.
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This justification was not by the works of the law but '-by the soa®

instrument® and grace, by which Abraham, and oil they vho are hia
1

children by promise, were justified." The incarnation had a back¬

ward reference, feathering up and fulfilling the procdaes of God that

He made before the herd becuuo flesh. God sent His Son, said Dowaefiie,

that hee wight keope his promise, and perf.-xiM ids oath) wee
observe the iamiubahie truth and fidelitie of God in performing
his promises; 'for all the promises of God in him are yea,
and in him «jaan, unto the glory of God by U3.,n —2

The faithfulness of God is shown to us in the incarnation, said

Beveridge, as he considered the meaning of 'grace and truth came toy

Jesus Christ.' he suggested that 'truth', since it was the truth of

God, could also mean faithfulness) that the grace of God came by Hia
3

own faithfulness.

So that we nave more ground to believe in Christ for grace, and
pardon, and etern.il salvation, than we have to believe what we
see, or hear, or understand; for our senses may deceive us, and
so may our reason too: but God is of that infinite wisdom, that
He cannot deceive Himself; and of that infinite goodness, that
He will not deceive us. —4

The grace of Jesus Christ, understood from this interpretation

of the incarnation, not only stands in the continuity of the history

of salvation but is itself the continuity since grace is the act of

God Himself for our salvation. The Word that created the heavens

and the earth is the same v'ord of promise given to the prophets of

old and it is the same Word that was with God and was God that became

flesh in Jesus Christ.

1. loc. cit.

2. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit., p. 6. See also 2 Gor.l:20.
bee also Eweridge, Vierks, op. cit.. Ill, p. 258.

3. Beveridge, Gorks, op. cit.. II, p. 5f• See also John l:17.,Rom.3:3.
See also Browne, og. cit., p. 300.

4. Beveridge, Works, op,, cit.. Ill, p. 266.



The incarnation of God in our human flesh was of groat signi¬

ficance for Beveridge's thought. He interpreted the phrase from

John XilU falrt^vueev evnm* to mean that God dwelt in our humanity

and that is why Christ is called Iomanuel, for He is the incarnate God.

do He dwelt in us, in that flesh or nature that we are all of;
He dwelt, or, as the word signifies, He pitched His tent or
tabernacle in it: in allusion, I suppose, to that in the law,
where He dwelt between the cherubiias over the ark, keeping, as
it were, His residence therej which wans therefore called
Ghekinah, His habitation, His Divine presence, and His glory. —2

Thorndike also compared the incarnation with the presence of God in

the Temple of the Old Testament, There the presence of God dwelt in

the midst of His people by promise but in Christ, the fulfillment of
3

that promise, God dwells among us bodily. The dhekinah of the Hebrew

people was the presence of God in their midst and thus, in the pre¬

sence of our humanity, when the Word became flesh, we also beheld the

glory of God, full of truth and grace. The grace of Jesus Christ is

related directly to the incarnate God whose mission from the Father

is born out of His love and for our redemption.

The incarnation fills up the promises of the past that were

made by God and the essential meaning of these promises was the fact

that He would come to save His people. The Word that was with God

and was God and became flesh is both the promise and the fulfillment.

"But how can these things be? How is it possible that the word, the

Essential Word of God, who Himself is God, should thus be made flesh?
4

That God should become man?" The incarnation is the mystery of God's

1. Beveridge, Works, pp. cit.. II, p. 25.

2. Loc. cit.

3. Thorndike, Works, ©£. cit., Ill, Pt. 1, p. 251.
4. lieveridge. Works, op. cit.. II, p. 24.
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coming to roan and this movement is the mystery of grace; God who

is God and not man becomes man that he might graciously save man#

The mystery of the incarnation is the person who came, "Who was able

and who was willing to do it;" said Gosin in refering to our redempt¬

ion, "and That was Christ, in the mystery of His incarnation, which
1

was this day made manifest to the world."

The incarnation points forward as well as backward. God who

had become man ever remains in our flesh. The incarnation has eternal

significance and our humanity is involved in this eternal quality. In

Jesus Christ, said andrewes, our manhood is taken up into God and this
2

by grace. Char humanity is taken into the heart of God in the ascen¬

sion of Jesus Christ. This eternal quality of the incarnation was

the great assurance for nndrewes that even now our humanity stood

within the veil, Pearson also stressed this; Christ in our humanity,

flesh of our flesh and bone of our bone, is seated at the right hand
3

of God. Even now the first-fruits of our nature are ascended and
4

the rest is sanctified.

Pearson rejected in absolute terms any suggestion that in the

incarnation our humanity was 'transubstantiated1 into the divine nor
5

would it be in any other time. The incarnation does not negate our

humanity, rather it affirms it; it is the continuity of our humanity

in Jesus Christ. Bishop Barrow rejected the thought that the incarn¬

ation meant a conversion of the divine into the human or that a

6
tertium quid resulted in the union of God and man in Jesus Christ.

1. Cosin, Works, op. ait.. I, P. 314.

2. mdrewes, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 289.

3. Pearson, o£. cit., p. 482. 4. Ibid., p. 484. See also Heb.10:20,

5. Pearson, op. cit.. p. 288.
6. Barrow, Works, op. cit., V, pp. 301, 302.
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Both these assertions deny the biblical claim that Jesus Christ is

the incarnate God and hence destroy the movement of God's grace.

The hypostatic union is essential to a proper understanding of the

incarnation and the nature of grace. Beveridge pointed this out:

He dwelleth in our nature by a hypostatic or personal union
with it, such as makes it to be one and the same person with
Him: as is implied also, in that He is said to be made flesh. —1

The hypostatic union involving our historic existence is yet not a
2

temporary union but an eternal one. The don of God who became the

Son of Man is Jesus Christ and from the incarnation onward always
3

wiis and ever will be God and nan in one parson. "The Word was in¬

deed without either soul or body;" said l'earson, "but after it was
4

made flesh, it was never parted either from the one or from the other."

The importance of this emphasis on the hypostatic union for our con¬

sideration is obvious. Christ is forever the grace of God to man and

He is ever sufficient for our salvation. The incarnation has eternal

continuity.

This is precisely where the question of perseverance, which

the Anninian controversy brought forth, should have been answered. It

is in the person of Christ that God perseveres for man and in man.

This union is never broken and is the ground of grace. Can man fall

from this grace? - God is forever made man! T'o divide the act of

grace into what God doe3 and what man does is to divide God from man

in Jesus Christ and this Can never be. The humanity of man is held

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, pp. 25* 26.

2. Ibid., 26.

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 253.

4* Pearson, op. cit., pp. 3&2, 380.
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in an eternal embrace of holy love. This is the essential meaning

of perseverance in grace so that vie must look to Christ and not to

ourselves when we are concerned with salvation by grace. To say,

however, that man is excluded or ignored in the act of grace is to

deny the reality of the incarnation or to confound the natures of

that one person.

Beveridge saw in the incarnation the utter self-giving of

God and the mystery of it completely overwhelmed him.

When I seriously consider these things, I am astonished and con¬
founded at them. Oh the nystery of godlinesst God manifest in
the flesh! Oh the height, the depth, the length, the breadth of
the love of God to mankind, that He should give His Word, His
Son, His Only-begotten Son to be made flesh, and all that who¬
soever believeth in Him should not perish, but have everlasting
lifeI That the eternal Son of God, whom the Heaven of Heaven
is not able to contain, should come down and dwell among us poor
mortals upon earth, and all that we might live with Him in Heaven!
That He who is so full of grace and truth in Himself, should com¬
municate it so freely unto us, that of His fulness we may receive,
and grace for grace, even all things necessary to make us holy
and happy both now and for ever. —1

In the light of such grace to man the natural question of man is given

to us by the Psalmist - What shall we render to God for all His bene¬

fits? That is the question that Beveridge's proposes! "What shall we

do for Him, that hath done all this for us?" Nor did the answer

Beveridge gave differ from the Psalmist'si "All that we can do, is to

receive the grace, and believe the truth that He hath manifested to us,
2

and to praise and thank Him for it." These words of Beveridge express

most accurately the response that man can make to the free grace of

Jesus Christ. To ask the question that the Psalmist asks without giv¬

ing the same answer that he gave is indeed to ask the wrong question.

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 29.

21 hoc, cit.
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In the face of such free grace freely given to man tow can man do

more toward his salvation. Out of man's response in thanksgiving

the Christian lives the life of grace. This thought, however, was

not sustained by such divines as Thornuike or Taylor as we shall see

in a later chapter and the tendency in others was to subtly qualify

this thought expressed by Beveridge.

We have already noted, to some extent, the import nee of the

Holy Spirit to the thought of Lancelot Andrewes. The sending of the

Spirit was not an addendum to the grace wrought for us by Jesus Christ:

"Christ was enough needs no supply; the Spirit comes not to do but to
1 2

testify." The Holy Spirit is Christ's witness in grace. The

Spirit speaks of Christ. He bears witness to the fact that Christ
3

has come and has done all things necessary for our salvation. There

is no variance between Christ and the Spirit. The Spirit and Jesus
4

Christ agree. The chief requisite of a witness, said Andrewes, is
5

that he be tru» and "the Spirit is so true, as He is the Truth itself."

Both the Spirit and Christ are the one Truth; God the Holy Spirit and

(tod the Son, one upholding the other. "The Spirit, Christ's Proof;
6

Christ, the Spirit's." The Spirit, said Jeremy Taylor, speaks what-
7

soever He has heard from Christ. Laud spoke similar words. The

limitation that is put upon the Holy Spirit is placed there by Christ.

The Spirit comes to testify only to the parson of Christ, what He was,

1. ancirewes, Works, op. cat., Ill, p. 357.

2. Ibid., pp. 357, 359. 3. Ibid., PP. 357, 358.

4. Ibid., p. 358. 5. Ibid., p. 360.

6. Loc. cit.

7. Taylor, Works, op. cit., XV, p. 26.



- 123 -

what He said and what He did. Therefore, said Laud, the Holy Spirit

leads us in all truth, that Truth which is Christ. He brings to
1

remembrance all things concerning Him.

Andrewes always associated the Holy Spirit and the person of

Christ closely together; a holy union, and he sustained this relation

with regard to the Church, As the Holy Spirit had anointed Christ so

He also anoint* the Churchj "Meet, that having once before been, and

never but once, upon Christ the Head, it should be so once more on
2

the Church, the Body." The Head of the Church is Christ and the
3

heart of the church is the Holy Spirit who makes the body to live,

Andrewes continually referred to the Spirit as the Spirit of life.

The Holy Spirit as well as the Word participates at both the creation

and the recreation of the world. Not only the Word was required,

said Andrewes, but "the motion of the Spirit, to give the spirit of
4

life, the life of nature." Andrewes never separated the Holy Spirit

from the parson and work of Christ, The Holy Spirit was concerned

in the drama of redemption. In the incarnation it is the Holy Spirit

that bears the Word to the flesh and the Holy Spirit is also given to
5

the flesh to give life, "even the life of grace to the 'new creature*

The Holy Spirit makes alive the body of Christ and the work of Christ
6

in us. The Holy Spirit who is the union iind the love of the Father

and the Son within the Trinity is extended to the flesh in the incarn¬

ate Son and also binds Christ and His Church together in an eternal

union of love. The concept of the Holy Spirit permeated the theolog¬

ical thought of Andrewes. The breadth and depth of his understanding

1. Laud, works, op. cit., II, p. 183,
2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 116. 3. Ibid., p. 124.

4* Ibid., p. 171. 5» Loc.cit., see also Gal. 6:15.
6. Andrewes, y.orks. op. cit.. Ill, p. 171.
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of the Holy Spirit is nowhere duplicated in the rest of the Carolines#

The act of Christ for our red©raptIon is done once and for all
1

but without a seal or as a testator -without an executor# Christ's

coming is no coming and His work is no work without the Holy Spirit;

"If the Holy Ghost come not, Christ's coining can do us no goodj when
2

all is done, nothing is done." The Holy Spirit 'who brings the kterd

and conceives it in the flesh of Mary and makes it to live is also

the Spirit who makes Christ and His work alive for us thus we can

say that Jesus is lord only fay the Holy Spirit. The Spirit as the

Spirit of Truth, bears witness to the Truth which is Christ. The

Holy Spirit is the seal which God puts upon all that the "Cord has done

for our redemption, andrewes used this analogy: "A word is of no

force though written, which we call a deed, till the seal be added:
3

that saketh it authenuical." Andrewss insisted, however, that this

was no mere human analogy. "God hath borrowed those very terras from

us:" Christ is the Word and the Iloly Spirit is the seal, "if the
4

Seal come not too, nothing is dene." Andrewes of course was not

trying to divide the work of redemption but rather to stress that the

coming of the Spirit intensified the assertion that in the act of our

redemption it is God who accomplishes all.

At every point in the drama of our salvation the Holy Spirit

is with the Word of God made fleshj the trinitarian relation is not

broken in the incarnation of the Son; the hypostatic union is sustained

by the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit identifies the Word to be the only

i. Ibid., f. 214. 2. Ibid., p. 171.

3. Andrewes, Works, oja. cit., Ill, p. 171.

4» Loc. cit.
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beloved of the Father. At the baptism of Jesus it is the Spirit

who identifies the don una the Father speaks to the One on whom
1

the Spirit descends. The identification of Christ by the holy

Spirit is not so much for His benefit as it is for ours. "Indeed,
2

His whole baptism is not so much His as ours." Bishop Jewel,

quoting from Chrysostom, spoke of Christ1s baptism as the passion
3

of Christ. This was andrewes* understanding also.

the Holy Spirit makes Christ known at His baptism; He rested
4

upon Him and abided with Him. This same Spirit is given at Pente¬

cost. The Holy Spirit is poured without measure into the humanity

of Christ at His conception and the ascended Christ is the cistern
5

out of which the iloly Spirit is poured at Pentecost. We receive

out of the fulness of Christ grace for grace. All that Christ is

and all that % has done for us is committed to the Church at this

time. The fulness of God*s victorious love; the Word which has not

returned, void is poured upon the Church when the Spirit is given at

Pentecost. The triumphant essential love of the Father for the don
6

is poured upon the Church. "And this day", God try His Holy Spirit

"seals up all by giving us seisin of all He hath done for us, by His
7

Spirit sent down upon earth," All that God has done for us in Jesus

1« IkLd., p. 261. 2. hoc. cmt.

3. Jewel, Works, op. cit.. Second Portion, p. U01.

4. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 1?3. See also John ls32.

5. Andrews, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 311.

6. Andrewes, Works, oj>, cit.. Ill, p. 148.
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Christ is sealed to our possession by the Spirit of God. That is

wliy Andrewes rightly referred to the Holy Spirit as the Spirit of
1

grace, given to us. This is why the word and the sacrament are de¬

pendent on the Holy Spirit in .uadrewes' thought. There is no baptism,

no preaching, no eucharist and no prayer without the coming of the
2

Holy Spirit. Unless the Spirit quickens the word it remains but a

dead letter that kills and the eucharist without the Spirit is but
3

flesh that can profit us nothing, 'The sending of the Holy Spirit
k

by God emphasized, said Andrewes, that grace is from without. "With¬

out the Spirit we cannot live the life of grace, that is, a life in
5

Christ and so consequently we cm never come to the life of glory.
6

The Holy Spirit is active in us from our baptism to our resurrection.

In Andrewos* thought baptism can be seen as a sacramental union with

Christ.

Though Andrewes attributed such a prominent part to the acti¬

vity of the Holy Spirit he never abstracted it from the trinitarian

relation. The whole Trinity was involved in the giving of the Italy

Cpiritj it was the act of the one eternal God and thi3 of course

followed naturally in Andrews' thought, as the union of the Father

and the Son the Holy Spirit is seen fcy Andrewes as the action of the

one God. The Spirit as the essential love of the Father and the Son

is the essential union within the Trinity, The giving of the Spirit

at the conception and baptism of Jesus and at Pentecost is the exben-

1» Ibid.. p. 210. 2. Iold., p, 172,

3* l£c. cit. 4. Ibid., p. 313.

5. Ibid., pp. 193# 194. 6. Ibid., p. 195.
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sion of the internal, sternal union of love into our- flesh, Andrew**

thought of the gift of the Spirit in His fulness as the free gift of

God; the free gift of grace. "A free gift from the free Spirit; a
1

gift of grace from the Spirit of grace." The gift of grace from the
2

Spirit is union with Christ. Grace, as union with Christ, is the

extension of the interior relation of love of the Trinity to man in

faith. Andrawes brought Ms discussion on the Holy ^irit to a close

by relating it once again to the Trinity. The eternal relationship

of love within the Trinity is the ground and fountain of all grace.

ffte movement of grace is from God to man in Jesus Christ but the

full turn of grace is from God to God.

So we come about, and return again, to the first point we began
with, that is, to the blessed Trinity. From Them are these; and
if from Them, for Them: if from Their grace, for Their glory;
the glory of Them that gave, ordered, and wrought; gave the gifts
to us, ordered the places for us, wrought the works in us. If vm
the profit, They the praise: the rather, for that even the praise
shall redound to our profit also, the Mghest profit of all, the
gaining of our souls, and, the gaining of them a rest in the
Heavenly kingdom with all Three Persons." —3

The origin and essential meaning of the nature of grace is to be seen

in the Trinity while the fulness and completion, of grace is man*s in¬

corporation into the Trinity. Ms understanding of grace is the

ultimate meardng of atonement and will be dealt with in a later chapter.

The main contention of Andrewes' thou ,ht regarding the Holy

Spirit can be recognized in Pearson* s thinking though it is not as

interrelated to the rest of his thought as it was in .Andrewes. Pearson

strongly emphasized that the Holy Spirit is more than an energy but

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.« III, p* 390. See also 2 Cor. 12:4-7*

2. Andrewes, Forks, pa. eit., Ill, p. 399.

3* Ibicl.. p. 406.
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was in fact a person in the same sense that the Father and the Son
1

are persons. Pearson had in mind those sects which made the Holy

Spirit to be a completely subjective principle and those heresies

which emphasized a subordination in the Trinity. He attacked the

Socinians who refused to recognize the Holy Spirit as the third par¬

son in the Trinity; who claimed that the Spirit was simply an at-
2

tribute of God.

Pearson related salvation by grace to the Spirit* The gift

of the Spirit was His working within us an assent to the bord of God
3

which was declared to us, Sanctification belongs also to the office
4

of the Spirit who gives us all things necessary for our salvation.

It was upon this understanding of the Holy Spirit as sanctifier that

Downame made his distinction between justification and sanctificationj

the one a deed done for us by Christ and the other the deed worked
5

continually in us. The Holy Spirit, said Downame, makes us to be
6

partakers of redemption which is the grace of Christ wrought for us.

The Holy Spirit anointed Jesus Christ both at His birth and

at His baptism into the office of redeemer. As the Messiah He was
7

confirmed in His office as Prophet, Priest and King. Beveridge also

stressed a similar thought claiming that all three persons of the

Trinity were present at the Baptism of Christ when He was inaugurated

1. Pearson, o£. cit., p. 543. 2. Ibid., pp. 549, 551, 552.

3. Ibid., p. 576. 4. Ibid.. p. 575.

5. Downame, A Treatise of Justification, op. cit.. pp. 3, 4.

6. Downame, A Covenant of Grace, op. ciu.. pp. 42, 43.

7. Pearson, ojp. cit.. pp. 178, 85.



into the office of Redeemer. The Father declared that Jesus was

His Son and the Holy Spirit anointed. Him "to be a Priest, a Prophet,

and a Kingj *?hc is therefore most properly called the Messiah, or

Christ, the Inointed of God, and every way Qualified to be our Mediae
1

tor txnd Redeemer." The Holy Spirit, said Beveridge, is united to
2

and always accompanies the flesh of Christ. The hypostatic union

is eternally maintained. It was the Holy Spirit, said Barmw, who

not only conducted God our Saviour into His fleshly tabernacle but
3

remained with Him in His entire ministry on earth. Speaking further

on the union of the Word and flesh, Barrow was emphatic that this

union is inseparable and hence the same person never ceases to be

both God and man. Pearson also saw that by the Holy Spirit the union

of the Father and the Bon is now inseparably united to the parson of
4

Christ who is the Son of God and the Son of man. The eternal unity

now completely involves iuun eternally in the person of Christ.

Though Taylor dealt at some length vdth the seliding of the

Holy Spirit his thought did not follow closely to tliat of Andrewes,

Taylor saw correctly that the giving of the Spirit was the gift of

grace to the Church but his interpretation of this mighty event lacked

the significance that it had for andrewes. Taylor's understending of

the Spirit's coming and his concept of grace informed one another.

It is one of the privileges of the Gospel, and the benefits of
Christ'3 ascension, that the Holy Ghost is given unto the church,
and is become to us the fountain of gifts and graces. But these

1. Beveridge, Works, op. ext., I, p. 216.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. sit>.. Ill, p. 166.

3. Bar-row, Works, op. ext., r>/, p. 161. See also Matt. 12:28.
Acts 10:38. Horn. 1:4* "

4. Pearson, oj>. eit.. p. 585. See also John 20:21, 22.
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gifts and graces are improvements and helps of our natural
faculties, of our art and industry, not extraordinary, mirac¬
ulous, and immediate infusions of habits and gifts. —1

Taylor was correct in spying what grace was not but the positive

understanding of grace falls far short of the essential meaning of

grace that c n be discerned in the writings of Andrewes. We do

not find in Taylor1s understanding of the gift of the Holy Spirit

the complete self-giving of God the Redeemer. The Holy Spirit gives

us graces, which are things of Christ added to our natures, but He

does not give us the new humanity of the risen and ascended Christ.

The most formative concept of Tayloris understanding of the

third porson of the TriMty was to regard the Holy opirit as that
2

principle which enables us to live a holy life. The stress on holy

living was central to Taylor's concerns but this was largely inter¬

pret ed in moralistic terms. Ms doctrine of grace was a corollary to

this concern. This will be especially noted in relation to baptism

and the atonement.

In this chapter we have stressed that the doctrine of the

Trinity in relation to the mighty act of redemption determines to a

1 rge extent our understanding of the essential nature and movement

of grace. But simply to assent to an orthodox or biblical view of

the Trinity does not afford us with a biblical doctrine of grace.

The doctrines must radically interpenetrate one another. A continual

conversation has to take place within our theological understanding

in order that this interpenetrating action might take place. The im¬

plications of an underat aiding of the Trinity, continually informed

1. Taylor, oj>. cit., VII, p. 353.

2. Taylor, V.orks, pp. cit.. V, p. 422.
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by hoiy scripture, mat be relentlessly thought through In the logie

of faith. Something of this systematic articulation can definitely

be noted in andrcwes8 understanding of the doctrine of grace in re¬

lation to the Trinity. This aspect, however, is almost lacking in

entirety in Taylor's works. His primary concern was for the holy

life, a noble concern, but in liis consideration of the meaning of

grace this was precisely his criterion and the movement of grace was

subtly reversed#



CHAPTER V

SIN AND GRACE

The articulation of the Anglican doctrine of sin was a

pressing problem for the Caroline Divines. The Arminian contro¬

versy brought into sharp relief the questions relating to sin and

free grace. The doctrine of the Church of %me respecting the re¬

tention of man's free-will after the fall was repudiated by the main

Caroline tradition as ArmLnian. It equally rejected the doctrine

held by the Host radical of the Calvinists who applied the same

stress to reprobation that Calvin had used in predestination thus

making sin a determined act forced upon man from without. Almost

without exception the whole weight of sin was placed upon man's act

by the Carolines but the tension that Calvin maintained, by keeping

even man's sin within the sovereignty of God, was largely lost by

the Caroline Bishops.
<-jwvh wW

The concept that man was created for sin found absolutely no

place in Caroline theology. Man was created by God for life and

communion with Him. Bishop Andrewes, considering the creation of

Adam, interpreted St. Paul on this subject and held that man was

created in a dual state. Man as creature possessed a natural life

and intimately bound up with this was the purpose for his creations
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1

a spiritual Ill's which was a ills with God* JLa the act of creation

adam had or was the first iiie, the life of nature or the iivxag
2

soul aad when he ieix, he fell from this state. aut Adair, was also

created for a purpose and this was an essential part of IJLs creation.

He was created for a spiritual life which would have heon his had he

lived according to the wilt of God. litis rife of purpose adam also

had not by way of possession as the first, but only as possibility

and by proiaise though Andrewes regarded this as part of essential
3

man. Adam's fall, therefore, was a total fall. He fell from both

states; "Hot only that he had in reversion, by not fulfilling the
4

conditions, but even that he had in esse too." andrewes did not

3eek to preserve the wholeness of man'3 nature after the fall; all
5

that was taan was affected and infected with sin, including his will.

Perhaps Bishop Taylor, more than any of the other Carolines

differed from Andrewss on this point. Taylor wrote at considerabia

length attempting to articulate the position of' the Church of Angland

on this subject. Tt is ciear from Taylor's extremely varied dis¬

courses on the nature of sin that he tnought of sin primarily as

those individual acts concerned with moral behavior. Though Taylor

spoke of sin as an act against God it would still be more true to say

that he conceived of sin as a violation of a moral law. His doctrine

pvrd.
of' sin was fundamantaily thought out from this concept of sin. The

grace of Christ, said Taylor, was the assistance that God ga'ss to man

that he might keep the new law of grace inaugurated by Christ. Though

1. andrewes. Works, op. ext., II, p. 220.

2* H°c» cit. 3* Hoc, cit.

4* Luc, cit.

$. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 57.
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Taylor cannot be completely circumscribed by this definition it -was,

nevertheless, the formative element in Ms thinking.

Taylor believed that man was first created in a natural whole-
1

ness and to his natural being God added supernatural grace. By this
2

grace Adam was able to do tilings above nature. Thus when man fell

he fell from this supernatural grace but he did not fall from the
3

wholeness of his nature. The discourses that God had with Adam after

his disobedience reveals that God did not take away from Adam, or from

us, any of the natural perfections of man but only His supernatural
4

grace. The nature of man is not corrupted by the fall of adaci though
5

it is imperfect as far as supernatural efforts are concerned* Taylor

admitted, that by Adam's full this imperfect nature tends to sin and
6

death. But he maintained that Adam's nature was not spoiled by the
7

fall and was not wholly inclined to evil. His doctrine of the atone¬

ment shows that he thought of redemption as the addition of grace to

nature, by which nature is raised to a higher state of being. The

concept of Christ reforming our entire nature did not play a formative

part in Ms thinking.

Taylor's great insistence in retaining man's nature from being

totally involved in Adam's fall resulted in part from his conception

of natural determinism. To say that our natures were corrupted by
8

the fall was to make sin determinism. Since there was no absolute

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. IX, p. 41.

2« ioc. cit. 3. Ibid., p. 330.

A. Loc. cit. 5. Lcc. cit.

6. Taylor* Works, op. cit.. VIII, p. 184.

7. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. IX, p. 325.

8. Taylor, Works, ojg. cit.. II, p. 209. dee also Vol. IX, p. 50.
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curs for nature we used the notion of a fallen nature as an excuse
1

to sin, claiming that sin was a necessity of nature. Taylor was

anxious to maintain the complete responsability of sin on the man

■who sinned now. He stressed emphatically that there is no sinful

action to which -we are determined. It is our own free choice that
2

we sin. 'Truth is we intend, by laying load upon him, to excuse

ourselves, and which is worse, to entertain our sins infallihly,

and never to part with them, xipon the pretence that they are natural,
3

and irresistible." The fear of making sin a determined and neces¬

sary act partially explains why Taylor insisted on the retention of
4

man*s free-will after the fall.

For Andrewes the incarnation revealed the redemption of the
5

whole being of man. Bvery instant, of man's life is involved in

redemption and therefore 'mist have been corrupted in the fall. The

radical nature of sin is informed by the radical nature of grace.

Andrewes believed that man fell totallyj all that he was and all that

he was meant to be. In Christ as the second Adam the total being of
6

man is gathered up in Him. All men have an interest in Christ be¬

cause in His incarnation He restores to the sons of Adam their whole
1

nature, that is, all that Adam had at, the time of Ms sin. As we

1. Ibid., p. 207.

2. Taylor, Works, op. cjb.. IX, p. SB.

3. Ibid., p. 50. 4. Ibid., p. 87.

5- Andrewes, tvorks, op. cit.. I, p. 141.

6. Andrewes, Works, op. cit,., II, p. 220.

7. Loo. cit.
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shall see in our next chapter Andrewes did not believe in a limited

atonement, the full humanity was atoned by Christ. The fall of man

was not only a fall in nature; Adam had also fallen from what he was

created for and this he had by promise; only as he walked according

to the will of God. Not all men are restored to this second state
1

said Andrewes. All men participate in the former because the in¬

carnation involves our common humanity but only those partake of the
2

second who are in Christ. Atonement is no mechanical act; Christ's

act involves all men and all men are confronted with this act and

c lied to accept it in faith. Those whom Christ calls as His child-
3

ren, who are incorporated into Christ, have a full interest in Him.

This aspect of Andrewes* thought will be elaborated in the section

dealing with atonement.

Taylor admitted that Adam's fall brought sin into the world
4

and that in him we are all sinners. Hut he rejected the thought
5

that sin was therefore inherent in us. Adam's sin was not formally
6

ours it was so only by imputation but not inherent in us. Original

sin is only ours by imputation which leaves us still in our natural
7

liberty though it has stripped us of our supernatural gifts. Thus

by affirming that adam's sin was ours by imputation, Taylor sought to

hold each man fully responsible for sin, claiming that Adam's sin was

1. Isc< cit. 2. Ibxcio, p. 221.

3« Loc. cit.

4. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. IX, p. 84.

5. Loc. cit. 6. Ibid., p. 85.

7. Ibid.. p. 330.
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not inherent in us. Adam's sin was reckoned to all but this does
1

not make us guilty in the same sense as Adam. Adam'3 sin brought

sin and death into the world and the calamity of his sin passed upon
2

us but it is for our own sin that we die. Taylor thought of Adam's
3

sin as the principle of evil that came into the world by his sin.
4

Adam's sin is the occasion for our sin. In this respect Taylor did

not involve the whole fibre of man's nature in the state of sin but

relegated it to that principle which brought evil upon mankind. The

corollary to this concept of sin made grace appear as a principle

for good in Taylor's thought.

In explaining Bom. 5*12-14, Taylor endeavoured to show that

St. Paul consciously limited the effects of Adam's fall:

By which discourse it appears, that St. Paul does not speak of
all mankind, as if the evil occasioned by Mam's sin did descenfl
for ever upon that accountj but it had a limited effect, and.
reached only to those who were in the interval between Adam and
Moses. -—5

Taylor's reasoning behind this interpretation was related to the giv¬

ing of the law. Until thi3 time the full force had fallen upon man¬

kind but once the law had been given Taylor oeiieved that each man was

judged directly for what he did himself. At almost every stage of his

thought Taylor showed that he was anxious to place the full respons¬

ibility of sin on each individual man who committed sin. Taylor could

not accept a radical understanding of the fall; one that vitiated the

whole being of man because he felt that this would make all sin de¬

terministic. Thus he limited the radical nature of sin but in so

1. Taylor, w^rgp;.,c±tn &, p. 351.

2» Loc- cit« 3. Ibid., p. 11.

4. Ibid.. p. 85* 5. Ibid.. p. 5»
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doing he also limited the radical nature of God's grace.

There was another side to Taylor's thought, however, which

did not attribute so prominent a place to his understanding of free¬

will in its relation to grace. Here w© find Taylor affirming the

activity of grace in bolder terms.

HO disposition, or act of man, can deserve the first grace,
or the grace of pardon: for so long as a man is unpardoned,
he is an enemy to God, and as a dead person; and, unless
he be prevented by the grace of God, cannot do a single act
in order to his pardon and restitution; so that the first
act which God does upon man, is so wholly his own, that the man
hath nothing in it, but to entertain it; that is not to hinder
the work of God upon him. —1

Taylor usually referred to the first act of God as baptism but in

this particular statement Taylor thought of grace as a release from

past sins and an infusion of a principle which strengthens our

weakened natures to overcoats sin in the future. Grace or the Spirit
2

is the new principle of life which produces a holy life.

For Taylor, grace as a new principle of life was an assist¬

ing power of God with which we co-operated. Grace is that which

strengthens our weakened nature thus grace is the addition which had

been lost. Man must always strive with the helps of grace to live

the holy life. Man co-operates with God's grace. The following

quotation is to the point:

But remember, that when Israel fought against Arnalek, Moses'
hand secured the victory, his prayer grew ineffectual when
his hands were slack; to remonstrate us, that we must co-oper¬
ate with the grace of God, praying devoutly, and watching
carefully, and observing prudently, and labouring with dili¬
gence and assiduity. —3

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., II, p. 264.

2. Taylor, Works, ££. cit.. Ill, p. 332. See also Works, op. cit.V..u.156.

3» Taylor, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 233» See also Works, op. cit.V.
pp. 109, 422.



Taylor sought to preserve the natural integrity of man from the

fall and. therefore stressed grace in its secondary sensej that man,

by the helps of grace, was able to do those things which enabled

him to live in the state of grace. Taylor kept his eyes upon man

and what inan could do with the help of divine grace. The primary

understanding of grace as the act of God for man in Jesus Christ

was not Taylor's main concern. Mien Bishop Andrewes considered the

above passage, Exodus l?sll, he emphasized not what man had to do to

persevere but what God did. Andrewes stated that the uplifted hand

of Moses has to be understood in the light of Jesus Christ whose hand

upholds Peter, thus Peter is able to walk upon the water while Christ
1

upholds him. The comparison in the interpretation of this passage

is a good indication where each man placed his emphasis.

Taylor's particular view of the fall placed him outside the

main current of thought of the Carolines as formulated by Andrewes

but Taylor's understanding did become normative when the rational¬

istic spirit of the seventeenth century penetrated the Church of

England. Andrewes' doctrine of grace reflected to a greater extent

the act of God in Jesus Christ while Taylor concerned himself with

man's capabilities aided by grace. The incarnation signified for

andrewes that the whole nature of man is involved in redemption, from

the very first instant of his creation. "To purge our sins He began

this day, the first day, the day of His birthj wherein He purified

and sanctified, by His holy Nativity, the original uncleanness of ours

1. Andrews*, Works, op. cit., ¥, pp. 414, 615.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 114.
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Christ purges us from our sin, which sin dwells in us and is from us
1

and of us. Unlike Taylor, Andrewes conceived of sin as involving

the whole structure of man which was in the state of decay through
2

the fall of Adam.

iiishop Hall did not qualify the nature of sin by limiting it

to part of man or something outside Ban's essential being, '^he whole

being of man is infected by sin and when it takes hold of one faculty
3

it permeates the whole man, body and soul. Hall did not separate

Adam's sin from ours or make it simply imputative as did Taylor. All
4

mankind was in Adam in such a way that his sin is truly our sin.

Our natures are derived from the first Adam and as we sinned in him
5

so he lives in us. Beveridge affirmed this also. "As a wolf begets
6

wolves not lambsj so a sinner begets sinners, not saints." Taylor's

concept of sin as effecting only part of man's nature was foreign to
7

Hall's thought. Man does not only sinj he is a sinner, he is sin.

The old man of sin lies in the whole of our natures and therefor# it
8

is the whole man that moat be ermcified. The presence of grace in

our midst reveals to us the presence of sin in us. It is God's grace
9

that establishes the tension and the unquietness in man.

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.« V, p. 316. 2.

3. Hall. Works, op. cit.« V, p. 336. 4.

3. Hall, Works, op. ext., VII, p. 133.

6. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. VII, p. 270.

7. Hall, Works, o£. cit., VII, p. 140.

8. Hall, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 336.

9. Hall, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 44.

Ibid., p. 314.

Ibid.. p. 607.
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Our own natures cannot reveal the presence of sin in us because
1

nature which is sinful only agrees with itself. Grace reveals sin

and it is in the depths of our sin that the grace of God is seen most
2

clearly; just as light is best seen in darkness. The grace of God

finds all men sinful, /ill men are equally without the possibility of
3

God's grace by nature. We cannot look to man in the matter of re¬

demption from sin for man possesses nothing which does not have to

be redeemed itself. Man's state of sin is made different only by
4

God's grace and calling.

Bishop Bull's concept of the creation of man did not differ

essentially from Taylor's. Bull claimed that man was first created

in a fiatoral perfection and. in himself represented the likeness and
5

image of God. The natural perfection of man consisted in man's in¬

tellectual powers, in his liberty of will and in his dominion over
6

the created order. This natural foundation of man represented for

Bull, as it did for Taylor, the essence of aatrmess which was intrin¬

sic to the make up of all men, Man in this natural state of perfect¬

ion was not capable of a heavenly and, said Bull. To think that Adam

in that natural state of perfection could attain the reward of heavenly

perfection was the basis for Pelagianism which affirmed that man, en¬

dowed. with natur. 1 perfections such as free-will, could on the strength

of his natural powers reach the ultimate goal for which he was created.

Bull's intention in articulating this particular doctrine of creation

was, like Taylor's, an effort to show that their doctrine was free

1. Too^. ext. 2. Loc, oxt.

3. Ibid.. p. 161. 4. Loc. cit.

5. Bull, 0£. cit.. p. 4#9. 6# Ibid., p. 4B8.
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from Pelugi&nism but it had the exactly opposite effect#

In order that adam might attain to the goal for which he

was created Ball believed that God endowed na.tur.illy perfected man

with supernatural giftsj gifts of grace infused by the Spirit of
1

God# That part of the divine image which was related to the spiri¬

tual gifts of man was conceived by Bull to be immortality, grace,
2

holiness and righteousness. These gifts related man more closely

to the likeness of God and the divine image was principally re-
3

fleeted in these graces# Therefore, it was in these gifts that
4

the spiritual perfection of nan consisted. In granting these gifts

to Adam God ushered him into the covenant of grace in which he was

able by his supernatural grace to attain his heavenly goal# Before

Adam fell he possessed a natural innocence and rectitude and the

gifts of grace by which he could fulfill the conditions of the coven¬

ant of grace and so attain his destiny. Bull termed this convenant,

one of grace, because it was only by the gifts of grace superadded

to the nature of adam that he was able to curry out the conditions

of the covenant. Apart from the grace so added to his natural per¬

fection Adam he could never have been brought into the state of grace

whereby he could attain to his heavenly reward. Adam perfectly re¬

presented in himself the Divine Image of God and to this natural per-
5

fection of his nature were added the perfections of grace. The

implications of this doctrine of creation and the fall have massive

ramifications in the doctrine of atonement and change the nature of

1. Bull, o£. cit., p. 456. 2. Ibid., p. 488.

3« hoc, cit. 4* Ibid.. p. 456.

5. Bull, 00. cit.. p. 489.
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grace in its biblical underst aiding when these implications are

theologically thought through. The fact is that they were not so

thought out , but there were enough Tf.brat ions from such thinking

which did in effect shift the ground of grace from it3 biblical

foundations. Bull's doctrine of creation by-passed the Reformation

understanding and lodged in the Medieval synthesis of an Aristotel¬

ian hierarchical structure of creation.

Bishop Bull worked out his doctrine of the fall in the frame¬

work of a dual perfection of creation. When Adam disobeyed the com¬

mand of God he violated the covenant of grace and his fall was a

fall from grace, Adam loot the supernatural gifts which God had

bestowed upon him; he lost the hope of attaining the end for which

he was created, the possession of heaven and the covenant of grace by

which he could have reached his goal. When Mam fell, said Bull, he

lost the whole complexion of supernatural grace. In the state of

his integrity Mam had the grace of divine knowledge and this he lost

through his sin. Like Taylor, Bull maintained that man was stripped

only of extrinsic gifts, supernatural grace. Man lost his original

righteousness which consisted of such gi'aee but his natural perfection

remained intact. That dimension of the divine image which was con¬

stituted by grace superadded to nature was defaced and blotted out
1

by man's transgression.

Only part of man's essential nature fell; his natural integ¬

rity was not involved in sin. That dimension of the divine image

which was natural to man was not lost by Adam when he fell; Adam

1. Ibid., p. 4BB.
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never lost that part oi' the divine image which was essential to his
1

aanness. Fallen roan still remained man; he never lost his intel¬

lectual power or liberty of will. Though one part of the divine

image is totally defaced the natural part of the divine image is

nevor wholly blotted out or extinguished but remains even in fallen
2

man* Bull maintained that man never ceases to be man even though

he is fallen man. It must be added, however, that the retention of

man*s natural perfection by Bull was a static state; an inherent

part of man rather than a continuation of God's absolute grace. In

asserting the divine image oi man after the fall Bull looked to man

rather than to God's sustaining love.

Though Bull maintained the natural integrity of man after the

fall he asserted in the strongest terms that the natural man could

not possibly redeem himself. The retention of man's natural integrity

was not looked upon by Full as worthy of God's redemptive grace. The

only worthiness that man had of heavenly glory was a deep and pro¬

found aease of Ilis utter unworthiness of it. In adam's complete

integrity, both natural perfection and supernatural grace, lie had

union with God and the bond of that union was the Divine Spirit.

The essence of man's restoration to union with God necessitated that

the divine grace and the operation of the holy Spirit be given to

fallen man. The act of redemption was simply an addition to the

natural perfection of man. By God's grace and the gift of the Holy

Spirit wan was able to perform those things which pertain to eternal
6

life. Saul's concept of the creation and fall of man very definitely

3

4

5

1. Bull, o£. cit,.. p. 488.
3. Ibid., p. 173«
5. Ibid.. p. $03.

2. Log, cit.

A. Ibid., p. 495.
6. Ibid., p. $02.



conditioned Ms doctrine of grace; grace is an assisting and enabling

aid. The emphasis on the graft© of God was baaed on the cnderstsnding

of grace as a co-operating aid which was added to nature rather than

the creation of a new creature in Christ.

This pattern of thought was quite prevalent among the Caroline

theologians and its most forceful exponent was probably Bishop Taylor*

Uithout a radical understanding of the fall a radical doctrine of

grace is impossible. The movement of course should be the other wayj

a radical concept of grace reveals the depths of man's depravity.

However, when Bull and Taylor articulated their doctrine of the fall

in a form which Bsodified the rauicolness of sin the doctrine of grace

was in turn modified, making it an aid added to the natural man by

which he is strengthened to do those things above Ms natural abilit¬

ies. Fallen tan, who still retains ids free-will is called upon to

accept the grace ©f God that by co-operating with grace he might be

enabled to perform the conditions of the new covenant. The emphasis

on this understanding of grace is concerned with man's activity rather

than the activity of tied in Jesus Christ. The tenacious retention

of the freo-will of man by Taylor and Bull was partially a reaction

to the byper-Calvinists and their claim of irresistible grace inter¬

preted as a rigid arbitrary decree imposed on man.

The perversion of Calvin's doctrine of reprobation by the ex¬

tremist a in the Calvinist school had its effect on many of the Caroline

bishops. By placing the same stress on the sovereignty of God's will

in reprobation that Calvin had placed on predestination so»e Calvinists

tended to make God appear as the author of sin. This is what Peter

Heylin objected to in the Calvinist's position but he mistakenly
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attributed this perversion to Calvin himself. He interpreted the

Calrinists to mean that man was forced to sin by the will of God
1

thus making sin an inevitable determinism forced upon man, Heylin's

quote from the Iliad, reveals that he thought of Calvin's doctrine of

sin as determinism from the side of Gods "It was not I that did it
2

but the Gods and Destiny," The implication of this quote could have

been directed against many of the Calvinists but Heylin certainly mis¬

understood Calvin on this issue, Calvin definitely placed the re-
3

sponsibility for man's sin on man himself, though keeping it within

the bounds of the sovereignty of God's will. The fiery Bishop

Ifountague also took issue with the Calvinists on the question of sin

in its relation to the sovereignty of God, He loaintnined that man
4

was not determined to sin against his will, Mountague, in opposition

to the Calvinists, placed the entire weight of sin on man's free

choice without keeping sin itself within the bounds of God's sover¬

eignty, ihis was Taylor's tendency also but Taylor had some reser¬

vations to make on his position of reprobation to which we shall

shortly refer.

Bishop Taylor's thought was anything but consistent regarding

his doctrine of sin and the nature of man's free-will. At times he

seemed to be of the opinion that man could completely determine all

1. Heylin, Peter, The Historical and Pdscelianeous Tracts (London:
Printed by M. Clark, for Charles Harper at the Flower-d-laee over
against St. Dunstan's Church in fleetstreet, 1661), pp. 520,52.1,522,

2. Eeylin, o£. cit,. p. 507.

3- Calvin, op. cit., 2:16:3. "For howsoever we be sinners by our own
fault, yet we may remain his creatures. Howsoever we have purchased
death to ourselves, yet he made us unto life."

A. I-buntaguo, appello Caesarem. op. cit.. p. 68.
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his actions by the use of nia iree-v.iil. m claimed at such moments
1

that it was as easy for man to cease from sinning as it was to sin.

In certain sections of his works he vigorously denied that man*a

nature was sinful, tending to sin, but on other occasions he asserted

that sin is made necessary to the natural man because his nature had

been weakened by the fall and it would continue so as long as his
2

nature remained unregenerated. He thought it best to add that any

corruption of nature did not excuse our sins or render us innocent
3

of them. This was always close to the forefront of his concerns}

nature was not so corrupt as to make sin a natural necessity which in

turn excused man from responsibility for sin. He elaborated his posi¬

tion furthers

Natural corruption can make us a criminal, but not innocent;
for though by him that willingly aW.de in the state of mere
nature, sin cannot be avoided, yet no man is in that state
longer than he loves to be so; for the grace of God came to
rescue us from this evil position, and is aivayre present to
give us a new nature, and create us over again* and., there¬
fore, though sin is made necessary to the natural man by his
impotency and fond loves, that is by his unregenente nature;
yet in the whole constitution of affairs, God hath more than
made it up by his grace, if we make use of it. —4

Taylor stated his position clearly here; sin was always man's choice

for he generally thought that even the unregenerate could leave his

state of unrogeneracy simply by willing it by his free-will and thus

make use of God's free grace.

As a rule Taylor was prepared to consider that there was no

1. Taylor, borka, og. clt.. IX, p. 88.

2. Taylor, Works, op. ciu., VI, p. 249.

3. Taylor, Works, o£. cit.. VI, p. 249.

4. Ibid., p. 249.
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necessity involved in the will of fallen man. The tension implied

in Beveridge,s understanding of a ♦billing Necessity* with regard to

the vri.ll was decidedly missing in Taylor*s thought. The will for

Taylor was equally ready to vri.ll evil or good and it was just, as much

in the power of man to lift his hands in prayer as it was to lift them
1

against his brother in quarrel. In fact Taylor thought there was a

greater affinity between the will., and a virtuous object than an evil
2

act. There was little to suggest in such remarks any indie lion

anything of an internal willing necessity to evil imposed by tho will

of fallen man or little indication that Taylor saw God*s will as the

primary activity in the acceptance of grace or in the continuation of

sin* Generally Taylor placed the entire emphasis of both on man's

free-will.

This statement is abundantly substantiated by Taylor* s writings

and rnst be pointed cut as a dominant stress in his thought. However,

once we have said this, it must be added that Taylor made quali.fie t ions

to this understanding in soase of his other works. There is, in fact,

an incipient doctrine of predestination and reprobation to be found in

Taylor*s thought though it was not formative in his concept of either

grace or sin. He attributed the first motions of grace, as he termed

it, to come solely from God.

For unless God, by his preventing grace, should first work the
first port of our pardon, even vdthout any disposition of our
own to receive it, we could not desire a pardon, nor hope for
it nor work towards it, nor ask it, nor receive it. —3

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. V> p. 303.

2. Loc. cit.

3. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. VI, p. 211.



'Whan Taylor spoke of gro.ce in this manner he placed the complete

stress on God ac the gracious giver. He called this asovsiasnt of grace

•a great forwardness of forgiving* because it is God's mercy that

gives the pardon, the way to find it, the hand to receive it, the
1

eye to search it and the heart to desire it. at such times Taylor

kept his concern centred on God and not man; the movement of grace

and the *first work* is completely from God. Taylor was not consist¬

ent in this formulation of grace, however, for aftar the *first work*

of grace his concern was coutrod on man. This becomes most obvious

in his doctrine of the atonement.

Taylor also noted that not every man was given the grace of

God and. ha contrasted the two states that men were placed in by the

gift of grace on the one hand and the state of reprobation on the

other.

This giving of preventing graeo is a mercy of forgiveness con¬
trary to that severity, by which some desperate persons are given
over to a reprobate sense; that is a leaving of men to themselves,
so that they cannot prey effectually, not desire holily, nor
repent truly, nor receive any of those mercies which God assigned
so plenteously, and the Son of God purchased so dearly for us. —2

In his concept of reprobation Taylor moved the stress from God to

man but he retained the sovereignty of (Sod's will in this state. It

is God who gives them over to a reprobate mind. Taylor did not con¬

ceive of the 'desperate persons' as being created for sin but since

they persisted in It they were 'given over to a reprobate sense'. The

sovereignty of the will of God was ret :dned in this concept of repro¬

bation but the stress was correctly placed on the 'desperate persons'.

1. ibid.. p. 212.

2, Taylor, V.orks, 0£. ext., V, p. 212. Gee also Carleton, op. cit..
p. 18. Garl&ton upheld Calvin's doctrine of reprobation at the Dort
Synod and Taylor's understanding on this matter is very similar to his.
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This is probably the best articulation of the relation of sin and

grace that Can be found in Taylor's thinking and one which placed

him close to the main stream of C roline thought.

The particular doctrine of the fall that HacOoll had in mind

when he wrote his account of the Restoration Settlement at the turn

of the last century was the one articulated by Taylor and Bull,

MacColl exalted it over a radical doctrine of the fall and was very

critical of the Reformers vjho maintained that man's whole nature was

corrupted. "They taught," said MacColl, speaking of the Reformers,

"that the Fall vitiated humeri nature at the very core, making it al¬

together corrupt, so that God could find nothing in it but what was
1

abominable and hateful." It is most regrettable that MacColl should

have continually stressed that the Caroline doctrine stood in op osition

to Reformed thought; unfortunate because it was not true. Even Bull and

Taylor never held that there was anything in man that was worthy of

God's grace.

MaeColl had failed to understand that Calvin's doctrine of a

2
radio Jl fall was thought out from the doctrine of grace. The reason

why Calvin and the Reformed Church could speak of sin in radical terms

hinged on the concept of the radical nature of God's grace in Jesus

Christ. The grace of God for Calvin was the total self-giving of God

in Jesus Christ and in Him there is a new creation. Because Calvin

spoke of grace in total terms he was compelled to speak of man's de-
3

pravity in similar terms. Calvin's doctrine of sin did not annihilate

1. Macboli, oj). cil • | p. 46•

2. T, F. Torrance, Calvin's Doctrine of Man (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1949), pp. 83, 85.

3. Torrance, Calvin's Doctrine of Man, op. cit., pp. 83, 85.
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man for he saw that God still upheld and redeemed man from the

very depths of sin and this understanding is an essential part

of grace. However, unlike Bull and Taylor, Calvin looked to

God and not to man for the retention of the divine image: "But

because the Lord will not loose that which is his in us, he find-
1

eth yet somewhat that he of his goodness may love." The love of

God is grounded in •his goodness* and not in a goodness in man.

We do not find in Bishop andrewes' works anything like a

complete doctrine of sin but there is ample evidence in his con¬

cept of the incarnation and redemption to show that he regarded

Christ as totally redeeming every instant of man's life. Andrewes

saw that the Scriptural emphasis of the conception and birth of

Christ revealed that Christ redeemed every stage of man's exist¬

ence, even in its embryonic form. If such full redemption is

necessary it shows most clearly that all of man is corrupted by sin.

We have already noted that Andrewes considered the fall of
2

Adam as a two-fold total fall. Andrewes did not retain the free-
3

will in man after the fall. Nothing that is good grows in the
4

flesh of man, grace comes from outside of man. Man's fall is
5

away from God and there is no ability in fallen man to turn to God.

If God should say to us, "Turn to Me, and I will turn to you, we
6

must pray, Convert Thou us, 0 Lord, and we shall be converted."

1. Calvin, o£. cit.. 2: 16: 3. 2, See pages 10S, 110, 111.

3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. $7.

4. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 313.

5. andrewes, Wprks, op. cit., V, p. 31B.
6. Loe. cit.
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Andrewes kept the stress of our conversion and salvation on God.

Vie must pray to God for our conversion but even here the emphasis

was on God's initiativet no man can pray without the Spirit of
1

God. God's love comes to man not in his goodness but in his sin.

God reaches to the very depths of sin to redeem man for God for-
2

gives the very worst that man can do - the murdering of Christ.

Gin reached it s utter bounds in the crucifixion of Ghrist and

this act showed the superabounding of God's grace. oidrewea held

sin and grace in this tension. In all our sin God shows us His

grace. Behold, said Andrewes, "He, even He, that God from whom

we thus fall, depart, revolt, reacheth His hand to them that fall,

tumeth not away from them that turn to Him, is ready to receive
3

to grace them, even them that rebelled ag inst Him." It is only

when we see what Paul saw that grace superabounds over sin can we

dare speak of sin in absolute, radical terms.

The tendency in the thought of Bull and Taylor was to re¬

gard sin as a deficiency of grace and this concept gave sin an

appearance of a negative state. Th<y err, said Bishop Davenant,

a Dort participant, who say that original sin is nothing more than
4

a defect of grace. Davenant affirmed that the essence of sin was
5

sin ag inst the majesty of Godj a positive act. Downame also

1. Andrewes, Morka, ,op..cit., ,V. p. 351.

2. Ibid.. p. 99* 3. Ibid., p. 318

4. John Davenant, An Exposition of the Bpistle of St. Paul to the
Colossians (London: Hamilton, Adams & Co., 1831), I, p. 455.

5. Ibid.. p. 237#
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stressed the positive nature of sin. Original sin, he said, is

in all men by nature and is not only a privation of all spiritual

goodness but it is also an evil disposition and proneness to all
1

manner of sin. Thus sin is not simply an absence of good but a

positive attack upon God. "For by our sinnes we nayled CHRIST

upon the CRQSSBj by our sinnes we pierced the previous body of
2

JESUS CHRIST: we are the men that crucified our blessed Saviour."

Bishop Beveridge was also of this mind, lean's nature is now averse

from good and inclined to evil, as it was before averse to evil and
3

inclined to good. The entire nature of man and his destiny is

inverted by sin.

When Adam lived in original righteousness, said Davenant,
4

the rectitude of the whole man was to God. The original righteous-
5

ness of Adam comprehended the spiritual life of the mind. The

mind of man before the fall had perfect illumination and man's
6

whole being was in harmony with the knowledge and. will of God.

The mind of man was in perfect accord with the will of God and all

the faculties of man were in perfect subjection to the mind. When

man sinned he sinned against the face of God whose brightness he

reflected, then the illumination of the iidnd was darkened and the

will of man, no longer reflecting the glory of God was left a

1. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit.. p. 146.

2. Loc. cit.

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. VII, p. 266.

4. John Davenant, A Treatise on Justification (London: Hamilton,
adaras, and Co., 1GA4), 1^ p. 100.

5» Ibid., p. 101. 6. Ibid., p. 100.
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1

blind faculty. The terribleness and in fact the reality of

sin is seen in God's judgment against sin; death is pronounced

upon man by God. The sentence of death is by divine ordination
2

and it is spiritual, actual and eternal death.

Though Taylor c one under much criticism from his contem¬

poraries for his concept of sin and we must continue to be critical

of some aspects of his writings, nevertheless, Taylor came very

close to seeing the true nature of man's fall when he pointed out

that the sin of Adam damned him to the eternal loss of the sight
3

of God's glorious face. But unfortunately Taylor did not press

this understanding in a positive manner. H# said that original

sin damned us only to this loss. Taylor did not see as clearly

the sign! fic-nice of this deprivation as did Davenant, who pointed

out that this was precisely the loss for all mankind. There could

be no greater loss for it meant separation from the source of man's

light and life. Taylor again came close to seeing that man re¬

flected the image of God when he was allowed to gaze on the glor¬

ious face of God. Man no longer reflected the image of God when

he was damned to the lo .3 of the sight of God's face. Davenant

saw the implications of this very clearly but Taylor did not. Un¬

doubtedly Taylor's doctrine of sin would have oeen different had

he asserted this understanding in more positive terms and hence

his doctrine of grace would have shared more vitally in the person

of Christ; it would have been more ChariLstological.

1. Ibid., p. 100.

2. Davuiiant, On Coloasians. op. cit.. I, p. 451»

3. Taylor, frtorks, op. cit., IX, p. 12.
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Taylor believed that man, though not really depraved in

nature, could not regain by himself what he had lost in Adam,

His natural inheritance had been too weakened by sin, that is,

the loss of supernatural gr.ee. Something had to be done for

man.

I deny not, but all persons naturally are so, that they
c nnot arrive at heaven} but unless some other principle
be put into them, or some great grace done for thera, must
stand forever separate from seeing the face of God. —1

Taylor considered this 'great grace' as the cross of Christ by

which event Christ purchased grace and gave it to the believer

that it might be for him a new principle of life. The act of the
2

cross was accidentally occasioned by the sin of Adam. Cut this

grace was thought of in quantum terms and as an addendum to nature.

This was the principle of new life. Taylor called this the state

of regeneration, where nature is infused with a new principle or
3

nature by the Spirit of God. The concept of renovation in

Taylor's thought was in terms of an addition to nature but his

insistence that the nature of man was not really corrupted by the

fall prevented him from formulating his doctrine of grace as a

thorough recreation in Jesus Christ.

Davenant stated that by the fejll of Adam mankind was

plunged into a state of spiritual death, having lost the image of
4

God in which he was created. The divine grace which was the soul

the very 3jlfe of life itself, was withdrawn from man and its place

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., IX, p. 13.

2. Loc. cit. 3. Ibid.. pp. 33, 41.

4. Davenant, Colossians. op. cit.. I, p. 450.
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was taken by sin. Davenant thought of divine grace as essentially

union with God and the fall of Adam was the death of grace which
2

dissolved the union. In the fill of man all the faculties of
3

the soul suffered the loss of the perfect rectitude to God. V/hen

man turned himself away from the light of his life and life of his

life it was as if, said Davenant, man had turned away from the sun.

The mind lost its light when Adam fell and it became buried in thick
4

darkness. Man's will can no longer turn itself to the light of

God's glorious face because it is blind. Man lost the original
5

rectitude and his will is no longer conformable to God's will.

In fallen man the will was no longer deprived of its original

rectitude but now it was filled with perversity. The mind there¬

fore does not reflect the will of God but in its place it wills

evil. Original sin is not only a privation of truth but a posi-
7

tive hatred of truth as well.

Davenant's concept of the fall clearly indicates that

he thought of the fall in radical terms; man was totally involved

in 3in. In fallen man the will has an aversion to God the creator
8

and His will for man. Original sin robbed the mind of any true

1. Loc. cit. 2. Ibid., p. 451.

3. Davenant, A Treatise on Justification, op. cit., I, p. 100.

4. Davsnant, Jolosslans. op. cit.. I, pp. 453, 451.

5. Davenant, A Treatise on Justification, op. cit., I, pp. 118, 126.

6. Davenant, Colossians, pp. cit., I, p. 453*

7. Davenant, A Treatise on Justification, op. cit.. I, p. 101.

8. Ibid.. p. 102.
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knowledge of God and the human mind is out of harmony with the
1

divine will. The harmony which existed between the will of

man and his own faculties was destroyed, when the primary harmony

between God and man was destroyed by sin: man is at war with

himself. In the act of sin the control of the mind was upset

and the inferior faculties shook off the authority of the mind,
2

bound reason and lead the will captive. /ill of man is involved

in the state of 3in and in this state he is utterly helpless.

It was useless to talk of free-will toward salvation because the
3

will has lost its rectitude and can no longer turn to God. Sin

has filled the understanding of the mind with darkness so that

man can not know the things of God. The will is depraved and

does not will the mind of God but rather its own will which is

filled with darkness and perversity. Unless the mind is agiiin

formed to the life of grace by God it continually turns from God
4

to evil.

Bishop Pearsons understanding on this issue was similar

to Davenant's though it lacked adequate formulation. At no time

did Pearson seek to retain the wholeness of man's free-will. Man's

will was turned away from the will of God and only God by His Holy

Spirit could reform man's will: "For our natural corruption con¬

sisting in an aversion of our wills, and a depravation of our

affections, an inclination of fche^i to the will of God is wrought
v/ithin us by the Spirit of God." Pearson very forcibly stressed

the utter seriousness of sin by showing the position that man was

1. Ibid., p. 116 2. Ibid.. p. 102.

3. Davenant, Colossians, op. ext., I, pp. 453, 454.
4. Loe. cit. 5. Pearson, o£. cit., p. 577.
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man in a fearful state:

We must confess that we have all sinned, and there is not any
sin which we have committed but deserves the sentence of
death; we must acknowledge that the best of our actions bear
no projection to eternity, and can challenge no degree of that
weight of glory; and therefore in a judgment, as such, there
can be nothing but a fearful expectation of eternal misery,
and an absolute despair of everlasting happiness. —1

all men are defiled by the corruption of their nature and the
2

pollution of their sin. Pearson stressed the incarnation t© show-

that God incarnate fulfilled the relationship of obedience to the

will of God which the first Adam lied violated. The incarnation

was the unfolding of the drama of the atonement in which man's whole

being was reformed after the image of the Son. The sinless God comes

in our sinful flesh and His death is propitious for He is not worthy

of death. This aspect will be elaborated in our next section.

Taylor's understanding of the relation of the will to sin

and grace differed considerably from Bishop Davenant^s. Taylor

abstracted the relation of the will from its rectitutde to the will

of God because he interpreted it in moral terms. He considered the

law of the mind as an inherent structure of law which governed the

moral behaviour of man. The law of the adnd is the law of nature

and right reason

whieh had been so rased and obliterate, and we, by some means
or other, so disabled from observing it exactly, that until
it was turned into the law of grace, (which is the lav/ of par-
doning infirmities, and assisting us in our choices and elect¬
ions,) we were in a state c»f deficiency from the perfect state
of man, to which God intended us. —3

1. Ibid., p. 53tf. 2. Ibid.. p. 577.

3. Taylor, Works, 0£. cit.. II, Preface, XT51II.
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Taylor conceived of the law of the mind as the perfect law of

God which nd'jn knew before the fall but which was defaced when

he fall. But Taylor also thought that man was now unable to

keep this law of God because he had been divested of supernatural

grace. The redemption of the law of the mind, was Christ Himself

in Taylor's understanding who perfected and restored the first

law, the law of the mind and by the assistance of grace it was
1

now reduced into a law of holy living. Man, by the assist nee

of grace is now able to keep this renewed law of the mind, Taylor

again refused to implicate the whole nature of man in the state

of sin; the law of the mind, as an inherent structure is restored

in man by Christ and it is now capable of being fulfilled by

grace. Taylor's concept of sin, for which he was severely criti¬

cized by his fellow bishops, and his doctrine of grace would not

allow for a thorough understanding of the biblical concept of the

atonement.

Bishop Davenant retained the tension between grace and sin
2

even in the regenerate. Original sin was not only the loss of

original righteousness but the loss of the knowledge of God and

this knowledge is not perfectly restored even in the baptized.

Davenant did not conceive of baptismal grace as did Bellaraiine

the Roman apologist; while holding that baptism perfectly remits

original sin Davenant did not conceive of baptismal grace as simply
3

a cutting away of original sin. Davenant thought of baptismal

1. Loc. cit.

2. Davenant, a Treatise on Justification, op. cit. I, pp.104,111,ff.

3. Ibid, p. 107.
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grace as a saving and sanctifying grace rather than singly onto-
1

logical grace. Perfect rectitude is never completely restored;

the *• ill of the regenerate is not exactly conformable to the divine
2

will. However, n\an though a sinner is by grace recognized by God

as righteous. This was the tension between sin and grace; it was

a 3tate in which the redeemed lived. From the side of God man

st jius as righteous in the sight of God in Jesus Christ, but this

righteousness can never be arrogated to man's own being. The

esehatological dimension of grace is minimized in an ontological

doctrine of grace which tends to relegate grace to essence. There

were two aspects in C proline taught which placed the doctrine of

grace into its proper aschatological framework; first by relating

grace to both the backward and forward movement of the atonement

and secondly by sustaining the tension between sin and grace. The

first aspect will be elaborated in the following chapter. The

second, which of course cannot be separated from the first, will

be considered now.

In ^maintaining the tension between sin and grace Davsnant,

while stressing the completed act of salvation, insisted that there
3

is always a lack of perfect love in the regenerate for God. He

quoted augustine on this matter and agreed with him that perfect

love in the will is not actualized in the regenerate while on
4

earth. Bavenant, with Augustine, referred to this state of grace
5

for the regenerate as the militant one. The eschatological

1. Ibid., p. 108. 2. Ibid., pp. 118, 122, 126.

3. Ibid.. p. 120. 4* Loc. cit.

5. Loc. cit.
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character of gr;?ce Is to be seen at once in the fulness of this

life, still under the shadow of the cros3, and as triumphant in

heaven as the fulness of glory. But both the militant and trium¬

phant forms are but dimensions of the one grace of our Lord#

Davenant rejected Eellormine* 3 concept of regeneration which

stated that in the regenerate sin is utterly cut away and that

now there is proneneas or tendency to sin but that this is not
1

really sin. Davenant maintained that since the will lacked

perfect rectitude to Jod's will there were- contrary motions in
2

our will so that it does not reflect the perfect will of God.
3

The will in this world continues to strive against itself.

Davenant did not limit tho completeness of the grace of Christ

but his doctrine of grace allowed him to say at once thai man

was already justified in Christ but that in the 3d.I itant stats

of grace he waited for the ccnsuiaation of his redemption. Bishops

Downame and Beveridge were exactly of this mind.

The tension between sin and grace which Davenant was able

to maintain gave Taylor considerable difficulty. On this issue

Taylor stood closer to Borne than he did to the Caroline tradition.

He, like BeHarsaine, considered concupieence to mean only a tert-

dency to sin but not sin itself. Taylor was brought under severe

criticism for his interpretation of the Ninth article of Faith.

LVsn in answering iiis critics he continued to perpetuate his error.

He declared "that it is one thing to aay a thing in its own nature

2. Ibid., p. 121.
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deserves damnation; and another to say, it is damnable to all
1

those persons, in whom, it is subjected." Taylor was prepared

to affirm the former, that is, the perpetual lusting of the flesh

ag dnst the Spirit deserves damnation and the wrath of God but

Taylor would never fully acknowledge that man's nature was pre¬

cisely that which lusted against the Spirit. He was prepared to

say that nature tended toward sin but not that nature itself was

sinful# Taylor did not stand fully with the Ninth Article be¬

cause he distinguished too sharply between concupisence and the

nature of sin. The Council of Trent had done exactly that and

thus its interpretation of sin at this point disagreed with the
2

English Article. Part of Taylor's failure to understand this

article properly arose from the fact that whereas the article

spoke of the nature of sin itself, Taylor always thought of sins

— actual moral lapses. "He that says, every sin is damnable,

and deserves the anger of God, says true; but yet some persons

that sin of mere infirmity, are accounted by God in the rank of
3

innocent persons." Taylor failed to see that all moral actions,

good and bad, proceeded from persons who were sinful by nature.

Taylor realized that there were contrary motions in the

regenerate man but he never attributed to these motions the nature

of sin. These motions were the concupisence in man but they were

not sin in themselves. Taylor saw, only in a negative way, the

1. Taylor, Marks, op. cit.. VIII, Preface, CCLIV.

2. Browne, op. cit.. p. 252.

3. Taylor, Works. 0£. cit., VIII, Preface, CCLV.
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subtlety of sin but he did not affirm it to be really t-rue4

Some men tell us that every natural inclination to a for¬
bidden object is a sin; which they that believe finding them
to be natural, do also confess that such sins are unavoidable.
But if these natural and first motions be sins, then a man
sins, whether he prevails or prevails not, and here is no
difference but this, - he that fight* not against, but yields
to hi* desires, sins greatest; and he that never yields but
fights always, sins oftenest. But then by this reckoning,
it will indeed be impossible to avoid millions of sins, be¬
cause the very doing of our duty does suppose a sin. If
God should impute such first desires to us as sins, we were
all very miserable; but if he does not impute them, let us
trouble ourselves no further about them, but to take care
that they never prevail upon us. Thus men are taught, that
they never say their prayers but they commit a sin. Indeed
that is true but too often; but yet it is possible for us
by the grace of God, to please him in saying our prayers,
and to be accepted of him. —1

Thus in a negative way Taylor saw that man lived in a state of

sin but it was a concept which he repudiated. To have affirmed

it in the proper tension with grace would have enabled Taylor to

say that the whole life of man stands in need of redemption; even

man's goodness must be forgiven. But Taylor's doctrine of grace

and sin would not allow him to affirm such a radical tension.

Taylor showed even more clearly that he had failed to keep

sin and grace in tension when he interpreted St. Paul on Horn. 7tl9.

This particular passage was a reference by the Apostle to the time
2

before he was in a state of grace. Arminius had placed the same
3

interpretation on this passage. Bishop Carleton had retained the

tension between sin and grace, affirming that this was a reference

1. Taylor, L.orks. op. cit., VI, p. 257.

2. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 207.

3. Harrison, Beginnings of arminianism. op. cit.. p. 29.
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to the regener ite Paul. There was a difference of opinion in

this matter within the Caroline tradition but the prevalent

thought within this tradition, as formulated by Andrewes, held

sin and grace in tension. Such an understanding of sin and

grace could affirm that in Jesus Christ sin had indeed been over¬

come once and for all but the militant dimension of grace in this

world allowed the sinful structures of the age to remain. Thus

we can say that man is righteous and yet sinner; righteous before

God but waiting the redemption to which he has been sealed by the
2

Holy Spirit.

There was a difference of opinion also on the question of

free-will in fallen man among the Carolines. Hall, like andrewes,

rejected the doctrine of free-will and asserted that the Church of
3

England was flatly opposed to it. Hall maintained that there was
4

no power in the will of natural man to work his own conversion.
■:f* ' ..

Hall saw that such a doctrine divided the work of atonement between

God's grace and man'3 free-will and it was this false doctrine
5

which Home upheld. Since the fall of Adam the will of natural

man had no ability of itself for any act toward salvation. Like

Davenant, Hall insisted that every such act could be attributed
6

only to the grace of God and not the will of the flesh. Hall was

1. Carleton, op. ext., p. 113.

2. Eph. 1:13, 14.

3« Hall, Works, op. cit., IX, p. 68. 4. Ibid., p. 494.

5. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 31H.

6. Hall, Works, o£. cit., IX, p. 492.



- 170 -

aware of the misunderstanding that the question of grace and free¬

will had caused. Though he maintained that the will was natur¬

ally inclined to evil he did not hold that grace forced or vio-
1

lated the will of man. God makes no covenant with the unwilling

for the covenant of grace is founded on love which involves free-
2 „

dom. God does not force man nor does he overthrow the nature
«*»

of the will but by His grace makes it work according to its essen-
3

tially created nature} freely and willingly. Hall saw, as Andrewes
4

did, that our turning to God was an act of God. The good that is

willed by the will of man does not come from its own freedom,
5

which is slavery to itself, but rather from grace.

Bishop Downame's explanation Of the relation between the

freedom of man's will and the necessity that it was under in

fallen man did not differ essentially from Hall's. The will was

not free but it was not forced externally. The freedom of the
6

will consists in a freedom to sin. The will of fallen man is

in voluntary service to evil and it was free to will evil though
7

it could not will anything toward, salvation. Until the will was
8

freed by grace it could only be free to sin. Beveridge's ex¬

planation of the nature of the will followed this same line of

thought. He maintained that man's will is free after the fall

as it was free before the fall but with this difference:

f• boo. cil. 2. Hall, borkss, oj3. cit•, X, p. lid.

3. Hail, Vvorks, op. eit., IX, p.495« Bee also, borks, op.cit.I.. p.118.

4. Hall, Works, op. cit., I, p. 118.

5. Hall, works, op. cit.. IX, p. 492.

6. Downame, The Christian Freedom. Op. cit.. p. 41.
7. Hoc» cit. 8. Loc* cit.
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Then it was free to choose the good as well as the evil;
not# it is free to choose the evil but not the good; then
it was free from sin to holiness; now it was free from
holiness to sin: then it could so refuse the evil to choose
the good, and so choose the good as to refuse the evil; but
now it can only so refuse the good as to choose the evil,
and so choose the evil a3 to refuse the good, —1

Such an understanding of the freedom of the will ruled out en¬

tirely any concept of free-will toward salvation, fhis was

stressed by Beveridge at a time when the spirit of rationalism

was slaking inroads into the Church of Bngland at the latter part

of the seventeenth century. The deformed doctrine was sustained

therefore in the midst of Anainian acceptance.

Bishop Beveridge, perhaps more than any other Bishop,

spoke most clearly on the tension between willing and necessity

of the will. He saw that fallen man was placed in this state

and kept there by the same sin. While Beveridge would have re¬

jected the extreme Calvinist's abstract concept of determinism

in relation to sin he nevertheless saw with great clarity the

inner necessity, or willing necessity, in which fallen man found

himself. This was his explanation:

For his will being itself corrupted, it cannot but choose
and delight in corruption; and so it must necessarily refuse
what is good and honest; which necessity doth nob excuse the
will, as the will does not exclude the necessity, as angels
necessarily love God, and yet they love him willingly; so
man willingly love to 3in, and yet love it necessarily, not
from any external but an internal necessity, not forced by
others but allowed by himself; his own will so taken with sin
that he cannot but take delight in it, and so averse from
holiness that he cannot turn to it, —2

Beveridge upheld both the depravity of the will and also the re-

1. Beveridge, Works, op. ext., VII, p. 282.

2. Ibid., pp. 275, 276.
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sponsibility of the will; a willing necessity. It was precisely

this concept of necessity that Taylor had failed to grasp in his

understanding of sin and he therefore retained free- will in fallen

man thus limiting the radical nature of the fall, sin and grace.

Bishop Taylor was not alone in the misunderstanding.

Peter Heylin charged Luther with reviving the error of the Mani-

chees by denying all freedom to the will, especially in matters
1

pertaining to eternal salvation. His charge against Luther was

founded on the same evidence that constituted his attack on Calvin

- he misunderstood Luther. Bishop Cosin was closer to Luther's

thought on this issue as of course was Beveridge and Hall. Cosin

agreed with Luther that man's free-will had become enslaved by
2

evil. Luther acknowledged that man had a free-will, said Cosin,
3

but it was abused by the devil and man no longer used it correctly.

By sinning man had fallen out of God's service which is perfect
4

freedom and had taken the devil's freedom which is perfect slavery.

In sinning against God man sided with the devil, the professed
5

enemy of God. In the face of a denial of aeformed thought Cosin,

standing in the Caroline tradition of Andrewes, affirmed it.

The sin of the world which plunged the whole world into
6

sin was riot the breaking of a moral law or commandment. The eat¬

ing of the fruit was not good or bad in itself but only as it was

an act against the person of God. By their disobedience, declared

1. Heylin, 0£. cit.. p. 353.

2• Cosin, Works, 0£. cit.. I,

3* cit.

5, Ibid., p, 222.

p. 244.

4. i£c. .

6. Ibid., pp. 214, 215.
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Cosin, "they did as ;uuch as make an open profession that they

would be none of His subjects, but renounce His power and lord-
1

ship over them." This was their sin and it is our sin also
2

because we are all branches of the infected stock of Adam. All

mankind is poisoned with sin; the sin of disobedience against
3

God's will which undid and disordered the world. God revealed

the heinousness of sin and our contempt against Him by coming
4

into our midst and becoming affected with our sin. Cosin saw

the radical nature of sin in the witness of the gospel; that it

would force God to come into our disordered world. The coming

of the Word unto us full of grace and truth makes it possible for

us to come to Him. Before His coming there was only wrath and ruen

hid themselves as children who had sinned; until Christ came
6

Mam must hide himself in the bushes. We remain children of sin
7

and wrath until we are engrafted into Christ.

Andrewes elaborated the nature of sin, as sin against God's

Person, by discussing the motives why men should not sin. If we

should sin no more simply because we fear the penalty of some
8

penal law it showed we were living under the spirit of this world.

Even if we now decided not to sin on consideration of sin as some¬

thing brutish and against reason; or If our motives were higher and

1. Cosin, Works, op. cit. I., p. 215.

2. Ibid., p. 209. 3. Ibid., p. 210.

p. 214. 5* p. 214.

6. Ibid., p. 14. Gee also, D. Bonhoeffer, Ethics. (London: 3CM
Press Ltd., 1955)* p» 145«

7. Ibid., p. 209.
8. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 198. 9. Ibid., pp.198,1991
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we turned from sin in order to keep our souls fit for heaven,

such reasons also belong to the spirit of the world. It was
1

the spirit which blew from Aristotle's Gallery. These motives

do not reveal the true nature of sin for they are but moral and
2

philosophical motives and not theological. Andrewes stressed

the theological motive. Since sin is sin against God so the

reason for not sinning must be seen in God Himself.

But if with eye to God I forbear, because in so doing I
shall offend Him and do evil against His Presence the
awful regard to His power, the kind respect of His Bounty
and Goodness; this now cometh from the Sanctuary, this
wind bloweth from Heaven, this is right Sanctus indeed. —J

Bishop Hall's remarks on this subject were even more

to the point. Grace takes the legal aspect out of the lav?, said

Hall: "The grace of God preventeth our obedience: therefore
4

should we keep the law of God, because we have a Saviour." Hall

was surely right, the new creature in Christ lives the life of a

new creature because he is a new creature in Christ, one who is

loved fold who is set free by such love to live the life of the be¬

loved. Grace creates a new man in Christ who lives the life of

grace because of grace itself and not because of any ethical con¬

siderations.

The question of sin and grace which so greatly concerned

the Caroline Bishops in their discussions resolved, into something

like this: To what extent can man be said to be corrupted by the

1. Ibid., pp. 198, 199. 2. Ibid., p. 199.

3. Loc. cit.

4. Hall, (forks, op. cit.. I, p. 117.
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fall without making him a determined creature who is simply-

acted upon by God's grace? This was certainly Taylor's prob¬

lem and partially explains why he retained free-will in fallen

matt. By the retention of free-will Taylor sought to show that

the fall of man still left man in the position where he could

reject or accept sin or grace. Bishop Andrewes dismissed that

view? which retained man's free-will toward salvation which un¬

derstanding made grace something aded to the will so that it
1

could work. The ground and the primary movement of salvation

is not to be found in the will of the flesh but in the will of
<L

God. Andrewes refused to distract from God's grace by giving

something to man.

It is dangerous to ascribe too little to the grace of God,
for then we rob Him of His glory, but if we ascribe too
little to ourselves there is no danger, for whatever we
take from ourselves it cannot hinder us from being true
Christians; but if we ascribe that to the strength of our
own nature which is the proper work of grace, then we blemish
God's glory. —2

The Reformers, in asserting that salvation was completely the

work of God, did nothing more than this; we are justified by

grace only. They gave the entire glory of God's grace in Jesus

Christ to God. andrewes was absolutely of this mind.

Bishop Bramhall was also concerned with the relation be¬

tween sin and grace. He held that man's fall was of a radical

nature ana maintained that when Adam fell the image of God was

defaced in man, the understanding infatuated, the will confounded
3

and the affections disordered. In place of the perfection of

1. isndrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 564.

2. Ibid., p. 316. See also Calvin, 0£. cit.. 2:2il0.

3. Bramhall, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 143.
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the divine image sin entered ami corrupted both the body and the
1

soul of man. din was a hereditary infection, a spiritual lep¬

rosy which could not be cured by anything in nature; there was
2

no natur JL cure for sin. Redeaiption coiaes only from Christ,
3

He overcomes our sin and this redemption is ours by repentance.

His vivid description of fallen man shows that Bramhall held a

radical view of Adam's fall, art Bratahali, like some of the

other Carolines, was concerned to illustrate that God's grace

in Jesus Christ did not ignore or violate the nature of man,

Bramhall asserted that God in Jesus Christ had decided

for man very definitely but he was insistent in maintaining at

the same time man's need to decide for Christ. Bramhall re¬

peatedly affirmed that man was an active participant in receiv¬

ing God's grace and was not one who was arbitrarily acted upon

by grace. "It is most true, that all grace is from God: but it

is most false, that God hath not given iuan a will froely to re-
4

ceive it freely." But Bramhall did not seek to preserve the

freedom of man's will after the fall as Taylor often claimed in

much of his writings. The freedom of the will for Bramhall was

not something retained by man after the fall but was given anew

by God. "As all grace is from God so the elective power to assent
5

to the motions of grace is from God likewise," There was no

1, Ibc# cit# 2. Lo£i cit«

3* inc« ci£#

4. Bramhall, works, op. ext., IV, p, 233•

5. hoc, cit.
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suggestion of merit to be found in man because of his free-will

for it was itself part of the saving grace of God and not some¬

thing which man contributed to his salvation# He acknowledged

that the will of man had no power to determine itself aright with¬

out the grace of God. Man was "not preserved from all 3in and

utter destruction by the power of his own free will, but by the

special grace of God,...Whose grace is the only fountain of
1

salvation."

What we see in Bramhall at this point is a determination

to show that the salvation of man by God is not a monologue

carried on by God Him—If. Brarahall did not question the fact

that the entire redemptive act was God'3 in Jesus Christ. How¬

ever, in the face of the extreme position of 3ome of the Calvinists

who stressed the atoning work of God to the point of man's ex¬

clusion, Bramhall raised the question as to man's participation

in the redemptive act in Christ. "Is it God alone," he asked,

referring to the repentance of a sinner, "or doth the penitent

person concur also freely with the grace of God? If it be God's
2

alone then it is His repentance, not man's repentance." Bramhall's

question was a needed one where the hyper-Galvinists failed to

properly relatejthe atonement to the incarnation} that in Jesus

Christ God and man were totally involved in the salvation of man¬

kind. The weakness of the Calvinists wa* Bramhall's weakness also.

Bramhall failed to see clearly that the incarnation was the only

answer to his question of man's participation in the redemptive

act. Bishop andrewes saw this with penetrating insight. It was

1. Ibid., p. 231. 2. Ibid., p. 106.
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God as a singular nan who fade the atoning sacrifice for the

sin of the whole world but in Christ as the second 4dara all

mankind was also involved* Because Andrewes saw this and

vitally related our participation to the atoning work through

baptism the question that troubled Bremhall was not a concern

for Andrewes.

Braahall never suggested that man might in any conceiv¬

able way be saved by his free-will but he wanted nan*a decision

for Christ to be really man's decision. However, be took serious¬

ly the fact that man's decision for Cod was grounded on God's

decision for man in Jesus Christ. Braiahall was explicit about

this: "The coming into Christ is a supernatural action, and re-

quireth the preventing and preparing grace of God, which is called
1

His 'Father's drawing.'" Though Braffihall conceived of this as

the primary motion he was nevertheless anxious also to stress

man's committment at the same time. Ve must say, said Bramhall,

that God draws us and "yet withal leaving to the will its natural

freedom to elect, and will actually, and so consent to the calling
2

of God, that is, to determine itself by the power of grace." The

emphasis here was unfortunate for it was placed on man's will.

Bishop Hall's doctrine of predestination effectively placed the

emphasis of election in Christ nowhere but in the will of God.

Said Hall, men can resist God's grace by their free-will and those

whom God has elected in Christ can resist but by His effectual and
3

saving grace they do not resist. Hall's emphasis was on the will

1. Bramhall, Works, o£. cit., IV, p. 231. 2. Ibid., pp.231, 232.

3. Hall, Works, op. cit., IX, pp.fil4, 515* 502, 506. See also
hph. 1: 4,5,6.
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as a deterministic force.

The concept of grace as an assisting power can be seen

in Braiahall's thought though he also understood grace to be much

wore than just a strength by which the will operated for good.

Even though he rightly stressed the need for a decision by man

ho still saw at times t.hat grace itself was the decision. "Mo

man cm have the actual will to believe and to be converted bub
1

by the preventing grace of God." Still it was only when Bramhall

vitally related grace to the person and work of Christ that he

best articulated his concept of grace. Bramhall allowed that by

grace he understood that gracious act of God in Christ which

brings us out of the nothingness into which our sin had thrown

us. This was Bramhail at his best: "God's efiling, and illum¬

ination, and inspiration, la not in our power, and we are brought

by His grace as it were from nothing to a new being la Christ,

in wiiich respect a regenerate Christian is called 'a new creature',"

The act of grace was hare seen by Bramhall to be wholly God's but

still an act which completely concerned man. The act of grace in

Christ was here likened to creation ex nihilo and a new creation

in Jesus Christ wiiich is the biblical doctrine of grace.

Bisiiop Beveridge, standing at the end of the Caroline period

stood in the Caroline tradition which affirmed a radical doctrine

of sin, that Adam's sin was truly our sin. The Scriptures are

1. Bramhall. Works, op. cit., IV, p. 232.

2. atc . cxt.
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clear on this issue said Beveridge for they plainly show "taut

Adam's sin is our guilt as well as his, and that we did as really
1

sin in him as we proceed from him*" God created Adam, in such a
2

way that the whole of mankind was in him* therefore, Adam's

fall is our fail and his sin our sin* % reason of our sin in
3

adam the whole man is disordered and out of harmony. Beveridge

saw that the entire structure of man's life was deranged* Man's

nature is corrupted and the devil has set enmity between man and
4

God and man and man* mix*a nature was distorted by the fall*

Before the fall, of auam man's nature was opposed to evil and in¬

clined to good but san had so deformed the nature of man that

now he was in the state oi rejecting the good and inclining to
5

evil* aVerythang that man does partakes of his corrupted nature

so that there is nothing we do which is acceptable or well plcas-
6

ing to God in itself.

oeveridg© stressed, as did Davenant, that sin was not a

negative state} not simply not loving God but in fact hating God}
7

not only not hating our sin but loving our evil. Though Beveridge

saw the terribleness of sin in man he saw the real depth of «'»"

by seeing the price God had to pay for our sin. So gre^t is sin

that do Sacrifice less than the Lamb of God Himself could make
8

atonement for us. It was in the atonement that grace revealed

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 267.

2. Beverxdge, Works* op. cit., I, p. 347. 3» Ibid*, p. 301.

6. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 344* See also, Works, pp.
Cit. -LXa, p. 413*

$. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 266. 6. Loc. cit.
7. Beveridge, Works* op. cit.. I, p. 152. 8. Ibid., p. 279#
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the nature of sin and Beveririge saw this clearly. He continued

to hold sin and grace in tension. The second Adam is the corol¬

lary to the first, said Beveridge. All mankind was brought into

a cursed state by the fall of the first Adam but Pod to show His
1

mercy and truth raised up a second Adam for our salvation. It

was only in Christ, the second Adam, that God has promised us
2

grace. He saw the act of Adam's sin met by tho act of God's

grace. The promise of our redemption was made to us "the same

day that Adam fell, Christ was looked upon as axisting at the

same time because what God saith shall bo, is as certain as if
3

it already was." The promise of grace was therefore not an

afterthought on the part of God, it belonged to His very nature.

Because this promise of grace was given by God in His IJord and

God's promise is as good as His Kord Christ is referred to as
4

the Lamb slain from the foundations of tho world. In this way

Beveridge saw that it was the same grace of Jesus Christ which

was given to the people of the Old Testament.

The goodness of God to Mam was seen by Beveridge as

consisting in the whole creation and man in particular. The in¬

finite guilt of Adam's sin arose from the fact that it was against
5

Godj the infinite God, The judgment pronounced by God against

sin was death. This judgment was of an infinite nature because

it was pronounced by the xnlinite -od. But Beveridge discerned in

God's wrath the infinite love of God who of His own infinite grace

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 344. 2. Ibid., p.349.

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 256. 4. Ibid.. p.259*

5. Ibid., p. 413.
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promised another Adam to redeem. Beveridge held God's grace and

judgment together. Pearson also held these tw together. There

is no incongruity in this, said Pearson, "that a Father should

be offended with that Son which he loveth, and at that time
1

offended with him when he loveth him."

The doctrine of the second Adam is extremely important

in Pauline thought ami its significance for Beveridge is marked

in his writings. The second Adam took upon Himself the nature

of man as fully and wholly as it was in the first Adam and thus
2

sanctified the nature of man. In so assuming our nature Christ

reaches back fully to the first Adam and gathers up all the years

that the locusts have eaten. Beveridge's understanding of the

incarnation at this point closely resemhles Andrewes' thought.

Sin at the very source is overcome for us by Christ who in our

nature works out the perfect obedience to God. The sin of man

was seen by Beveridge as consisting in the first Adam whereas the

grace of God was revealed and brought into being by the second,

Jesus Christ.

Beveridge's language on the nature of sin very definitely

reveals that he thought of the fall of Adam in radical term. It

is also quite apparent that Beveridge measured the fall of Adam,

not by a human measurement but rather by an eternal one; by the

grace of God. Beveridge saw the absoluteness of man's sin on

the cross and the crucifixion of Christ revealed to him also the

lengths that God went in order to overcome our sin. It was to

1. Pearson, oj>. ext., p. 639. See also Calvin, op.cit.. 2:16:4.

2. Beveridge, Vvorks, op. cit., Ill, pp. 413» 414.



- 183 -

the cross, therefore, that Beveridge pointed to show the terrible-

ness of man's sin and the wonderousness of God's grace in Jesus

Christ. The liberty is t-ken to quote this lengthy and moving

passago»

Behold and see what your sins have done, what they have
done to Ms the internal iion of God, the Only-begotten of the
Father! See what scorn and content they have brought upon
Me, -what spittle they have thrown in My face, what gashes
they have made in My head, what wounds in My hands and feet,
what blood and sweat over My whole body! And yet, alas! All
that you can see is nothing in comparison of what I feel; I
feel the wrath of God, the wrath of My Father, and all that
far/ and vongence which is due to your sinsj it all now cen¬
tres in Me. Oh, the fire now kindled in My heart! enough
to burn up ten thousand such as you to nothing. How doth
it flame arid spread itself over say whole man! My throat is
dry My heart is faint, 'my soul is sorrowful unto death.'
What a lead is now upon Me! What a burden do 1 now bear!
No le3s than the sin of the whole world! A burden so great,
so heavy, so greveous to lie borne, that I Myself should sink
under it, but that I am supported by My Almighty Power and
Godhead. Oh but that you couxa look into My heart, fcnat you
did know what pain and anguish, what horror and confusion,
I there suffer for your sins! how would it grieve you to the
heart! And yet all this is not enough neither; for nothing
less than death, than My death, will satisfy % Father for
your s.inss so that either I must die now, or else you must
die for ever. And therefore benold My love; rather than that
you should die eternally, I Myself for your sakes give up the
ghost, and die. —1

In tnis passage Beveridge painted a most vivid picture of

the absolutely appalling character of cur sin. he showed clearly

the direction of sin; sin is directed against the heart of God.

In the drama of salvation Beveridge saw tnat the eternal Christ

had placed Himself at the very centre of our life that He aiight

take the full judgment of God against sin upon Himself, This

was God's mighty act of grace. This was God acting graciously

to sinful man. This was Jesus Christ, the incarnate God, full of

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 136.
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be.*rs our sinj the roll guilt and punishment of our sin in all

its terrlbleness frills upon Him. x'he offended takes the place

of the offender. Here is real substitution. As we have seen

Beveridge's doctrine of the Trinity reveals that God's grace

in the sending of His beloved Son is a complete self-giving of

God. God accepts the judgment that He hits made upon sin and

Himself pays the penalty o.f man's sin. Reveridpe's description

of the cross shewed the absolute limits that sin had gone but

the cross also revealed that God's grace went beyond the bounds

of sin; grace super-abounded* It was precisely because he saw so

clearly tlxi.3 relation betw een sin and /$race that he could speak

of sin in such radical terms.

Beveridga saw in the parson of Christ 3uch grace that

meant a complete self-giving on the ;->art of God and his doctrine

of sin was formulated from this absolute character of grace*

Dover!age did not fear to uphold a doctrine of sin which showed

its utter terribleness because he saw it through the grace of

Christ which was more than sufficient.

As a general rule, however, we find in the Caroline tra¬

dition that those who held a limited fall of man, such as Taylor,

matched that view with an equally limited concept of grace*

The rationalistic spirit of the seventeenth century made

its inroads on Caroline thought. The stresn on the rational capa¬

city of man and hence ail assertion of the freedom of the will, en¬

hanced that understanding of the fall prominent in the writings of

Taylor, Bull and Thornuike. The mainstream of Caroline thought was

maintained in this period also. Beveridge, whose life reached into
the first decade of the eighteenth century upheld this tradition*



CHAPTER VI

THE ATONBGOT AT® GRACE

There were three main currents of thought in the

Caroline period which attacked the orthodox doctrine of the

atonement. All three of tnem were in fact rebirths of thought

which had infected the early Church's life, oocinianism, like

the Arian view of old, denied the consubstantial unity between

Jesus Christ and God the Father and thus made the atonement of

Christ less than the complete work of God. Ail anti-trinitarian

concepts do the same thing. In such an understanding gCj.ee can¬

not be viewed as the complete self-giving of God to man in Jesus

Christ.

John diddle, tne father of (Jnitariaiiism in England, held

the same view of the atonement as did Gocxi^ius. He acknowledged

that the atonement made by Christ the Con of God was God's atone¬

ment but he insisted that Christ was the Bon of God by birth la

timej of Hary by the power of the Holy Gpirxt. But Biddle denied

the eternal generation of the don; that He wa3 co-equal and co-

eternal with God. There was no incarnation of God in Biddle's

concept and thus the hypostatic union of God and man in Jesus

Christ found no place in his thought either. The atonement,

though willed by God, was carried out by man; the man Jesus Christ
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who was not God. unitarianism. riued out any understunuing of

substitutionary atonement. Without the bioiical uauerstanding

of the incarnation the grace of God is something ttiat God hum

done for man by man but it is not what boa is and has aone for

man am man. Adoptionism undercuts the whole biblical doctrine

of salvation by God as the incarnate Una. file glory of Israel,

said >i3hop lesson, was not that Christ was a man made Goa but
1

rather that He was God.

'i'he Kanicheean view of determinism was reasserted by a

perverted Calvinism which made of predestination a rigid and

static necessity contrary to the thought of Calvin himself. It

proclaimed the eternal decrees of God an such a manner as to

make predestination appear as an arbitrary act of God which did

violence to both God and man. The tendency in this thought -was

to separate the eternal decrees of God from the incarnate God

thus snaking a double line of election which Calvxn specifically
2

denied. Failure to relate tne eternal decrees of God to God

who became incarnate indirectly questioned the atoning work of

Christ for the whole weight of salvation placed upon the decrees

uttered in eternity reduced the significance of the atonement

wrought out by the incarnate God. It is true that our election

is born of the will of God before the foundations of the world

were laid but Christ the incarnate God is identical to the will

of God. The Puritant radition of the Caroline period became

1. Pearson, op. cit.. p. 236.

2. Calvin, The Institutes, op. cit.. 3:24:16.
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corrupted to a large extent by this perverted Calvinism.

The powerful Anainian nuvsiaont can be traced as a reac¬

tion to a hyper-Calvinism, .\goin there was much that was similar

between .aralnianism and the ancient heresy of Pelaglua; both

stressed the necessity of free-will, '^he Pelagians, said find.rewes,

ascribed to the free-will of man the ability to keep the law of
1

God and thereby made void the grace of Jesus Christ. He referred

to both "onicheeism and Pulagleniam. as 'two bastard slips of p'lil-

osophy'. Hall also renounced both these beret?.eel tendencies. He

included the Church of Rome in the Pelagian camp saying, "our

Semipelagi-an papists go not much less, save that they suppose some
2

help given to the will, which it can tJ us improve." Whereas the

extreme Calvlxiists had all but eliminated. man from the dram of

salVition the Armxnians raised the question of man's participation

and ana- ered the question with an-overwhelming stress on the will

of ir>an. **11 dismissed the ijrr.dn3.an. and hyper-C-■lvi.ni.atic thought

end corrtimially pleaded for a middle way which he claimed, was the

orthodox position. All must be ascribed to grace but so as it
3

does not destroy nature. Hall was aluays conscious of the ex¬

treme Calvinists whose concept of grace tended, to ignore and vio¬

late the nature of men. St. Bernard, said Hall, taught that man

could will and that was from, nature but to will good and will was
4

not from nature but from grace.

1. aiidrewes, Works, op. cit.» 7., p. 57.

2. Hall, forks, op. cit., V, p, i&4.

3« Ibid., p* j6U* 4. Loc. cit.
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It was not man's free-will that makes the difference in

man, continued Hall; it is not free-will that makes man capable
1

of grace. It is the calling of God that makes the difference.
2

Tvhen God called Gideon valiant He made him to be that. ITa

stressed, as did Calvin, that it was in God's calling that we

must understand man's response. Man's decision had to be seen

in God's decision for him. God who calls ua

doth, together with his invitation, enable us to do what
ha requires; his spirit, working with his word, effects
what he commandsj as a mother or nurse bids the child
come to her, bun reaches forth a finger to uphold it in
walk. —3

Bishop Downaise !so related the activity of the will, toward God

to the work of the Holy Spirit; tho Spirit knocks at the door of

our hearts ant' does Himself open the heart to assent to and bo.
4

lieva the gospel, evert as fie did the heart, of Lydia.

Not all the Carolines, however, were free from tho in¬

fection of the heretic;! opinions of their day. Some, in a con¬

scious attempt to keep free from one extreme stepped unwittingly

into another. Their writings reveal the constant struggle in

which they were engaged. A definite attempt at asserting the Re¬

formed tradition of the Church can be witnessed in the main stream

of Caroline thought.

TTlere is no salvation possible, said Andrewes unless the
5

Saviour is truly Lord. Any doctrine which limited the complete

1. Hal t, mjrk^, op. ^cit., X, p. 161. 2. ilUli., p. 231*

3. Hal!, Ivorka, op. cit., V, p. $64. See also Calvin, 3*22:1.

4. Down&nie, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit.. p. 200.

5. iindrewes, borks, op. cit.. I, pp. 78, 79.
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self-giving of God in Jesus Christ found no place in Andrewes*

thought. Only Christ, he urged, as He is Lord can save our

bodies and souls. The incarnation would not allow Andrewes to

make a bifurcation between body and soul. Only He who is the

Lord can overcome sin once and for all by destroying the very

root of sin itself. No one but Christ can save for all others

need a Saviour. Christ alone is Saviour for He is Lord and the

Lord, does not need salvation; He is salvation unto us. We con¬

fess Christ to be our Saviour, said andrewe3, because He is

Lord. Christ as Lord not only works out our salvation but as
1

Christ the Lord He is Himself our salvation.

To save may agree to man; to be salvation ean agree to none
but to Christ the Lord. To began u»*d to «w<dj to save ocul
and body from bodily and ghostly enemies; from sin the root,
and misery the branches; for a time and for ever; to be a
Saviour and to be salvation itself; Christ the Lord is all
this, arsi o.n Go all this, —2

Aiidravree stressed here that what Christ did raid wa tt He v/as aro

one because He is tiro ino-nu»tw Cod. Jesus Christ does not only

2.:akc propitiation for the sin of the world out He in the propit-
3

lotion#

Th© idrole act of God's grace and glory, said favenodt, is
4

chaimelfod through Jesus Christ. But God does not do this b£

man bid. au man. The fulness of God, the fulness of grace and the
5

fulness of redemption are in Hi#. Christ in our aton«aeiit because

1. Xbid.. p. /9. 2. Xoo» ,ci^.

3« Ho*. 3*16. Also 1 John 2:2; 4:10.

4. Davenani, On CoXosfeXatiS. Vol. 1, op. cit., p# 61.

Ibid., pp. 229, 230, 231.
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He is the incarnate God. Pearson was also of this ifdnd. Christ

does more than reveal salvation to us; Christ has wrought it out
1

for us in Himself. Ho man as man could redeem mail since the whole
2

human race was under the same captivity of sin. Only Jesus Christ

who is brother to mankind; who is don of man and Son of God; w;jo

is like unto us in all things, sin excluded, could work redemption

for us. Christ could and freely did redeem us. Thus said Pearson
3

it is only by the blood of Christ that remission of sin is obtained.

By the grace of Christ, that is His atonement, the dominion of sin

has been taken away in this life and in the life to come the re¬

deemed in Christ shall be free from the possibility of sinning
4

itself.

Pearson saw the atonement as the fulfillment of the Old

Testament concept of Priest and sacrifice, Beveridge also stressed

this: as the first begotten of God, Christ was by right a Priest

and wa3 anointed into that office, performing every function by
5

way of oblation, intercession and benediction. As our Priest
6

Christ makes atonement for us said Pearson. Christ as Priest
7

gives Himself as a propitiatory sacrifice for our sin. Pearson's

great stress on the doctrine of the Trinity has shown us that he

grounded his uncierstanding of the atonement of Jesus Christ as the

self-giving of God. To be the Saviour Christ was so the Son of

cod that He was God. It is God who atones for us exclaimed Pearson

1. Pearson, o£. cit.. p. 132. 2. Ibid., p. 133.

3. Ibid., p. 134* 4* Loc. cit.

5. ibid., p. 169. See also Beveridge, IJorks, op. cit.. I, p. 406.

6. Pearson, o£. cit. p. 135. 7. Ibid., p. 170.
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1

but it is God the Son. Deliverance comes from God as man.

The act of salvation is the act of God in Jesus Christ.

The Godhead of Christ, said andrewes, alone fits Him to be
2

Saviourj "none but (k»d is Saviour." Bishop Davenant was of

exactly the same opinion. Christ the God-man is our redeemer
3

because only God en overcone death and this He overcame for man.

The man Jesus Christ is not only a man sanctified and upheld by

the Holy Spirit but He is God dwelling in our midst j the God-man
4

by hypostatic union. Thus Jesus Christ is not simply a man

appointed by God to be a Saviour, as the Soeinians and Unitar¬

ians heldj the hypostatic union tells us that the Saviour of the

world is God Himself and no lesser being, indrewes, having

clearly stated that only God can save, stressed the incarnation

for it is man who must be saved and must be saved as man, Peareon

was also of this mind. He are, said he, men of flesh and blood

and cannot be saved except as the Redeemer takes our nature upon
5

Himself fully and is our blood brother. If Christ is not man
6

He cannot redeem man. The incarnation tells us two things: God

alone con save and He saves man as man. The doctrine of the in-
.'IV

carnation leaves no room whatsoever for any theory of adoptioisia.

1. Ibid., p. 229.

2. andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 80.

3. Oavenant, On Colossians, op. cit.. I, p. I63.

4. Ibid., p. 415.

5. Pearson, op. cit.. p. 320.

6. Ibid., p. 341.
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It is roan that has sinned aginst God and therefore it

is maa that must make satisf ction for sin; man in the fullest
1

sense. But that is precisely what sinful man cannot do; he
2

Cannot make atoneroent. Only God con make satisfaction to God.

This is the divine necessity for the incarnation; God became man
3

that He, as man, might make satisfaction to God. The entire

movement of the incarnation and our salvation is from God to man -

the Word made flesh. Thus the fulness of Christ i3 the fulness

of salvation and it is from this fulness that we receive from
4

Mm. The act of salvation by God in Jesus Christ was for /indrewes

the essential meaning of grace. Therefore andrewes rejected every

attempt that had been made in the history of the Church to deviate

in the slightest from the biblical witness which testified that

the atoning work of Christ be nothing less than the work accom¬

plished by God Himself. The Word made flesh inent precisely this

for oidrewes: that is. He was God and none other than God the

Son who had become man in order that He God, might save man.

Andrewes saw the re JL concern of soteriology. Flesh had sinned
5

against God by rejecting the Word of God. This was man's sin.

God's answer to man's sin was judgment; divine judgment ag inst

sin. The justice of God demands fulfillment - flesh roust make
6

satisfaction. That is why the word become flesh that as flesh

1. -uadrewes, Works, op. cit., 1, p. HI.

2. Loc. cit. 3. Lpc. cit.

4. Ibid., p. 79. 5. Ibid., p. 90.

6* loc♦ cit.
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the Word might make satisfaction for the flesh which first re-
1

jected the Word. God Himself, as man, fulfills all righteoua-
2

ness. The incarnation shows in fleshly form the eternal depth

of loves this is God's grace to man in Jesus Christ - Himself I

The incarnation was a terrible reality for Andrewes. The

fact that God had become man had the signific nee of the cross.

The incarnation was the emptying of God in humiliation in the form

of a man. Bishop Hall, though stressing the incarnation to a

lesser extent than Andrewes held a similar view. He also regarded
3

the whole earthly life of Christ as a perpetual passion. The

dishonour of Christ, said Andrew**, was the incarnation and this
4

humiliation of the Son of God is our honour. The entire life of
5

Christ from the cradle to the tomb was a continual cross. Andrewes

believed that there could be no atonement unless there was a real

incarnation. He rejected the heresy which asserted that God did
6

not become fleshly man. God became man, was the continual asser¬

tion of Anclrewes and it was God who suffered as a man, not simply
7

a man who suffered while the Word looked on as a spectator. God

had completsly involved Himself in our sin - He suffered. The lord

th.j.t bee jae flesh and suffered, said Pearson, was the same Word

1. Loc. cit. 2. Loc. cit.

3» Hall, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 33«

4. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 141.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. II, pp. 167, 168.

6. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 90.

7• Loc. cxt•
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1

which was in the beginning with God and was God. The suffer¬

ingi of Christ in the frail body of man was therefore the suffer*-
2

ing of God, In the strongest terms Andrewes articulated the

reality of the incarnation, Jesus Christ was God and man and

in this man the love of God and the grace of God had appeared to
3

all mankind.

The presence of Christ in this world was the presence of

God's grace among us. The presence of God which is the nearest
4

and the happiest for us, said Hall, was His presence in His grace.

Thus the union with God our Saviour was the ground of all consol-
5

ation. The presence of Christ is the grace by which we are united
6

to Christ, For God to grace His elect meant for Hall God's in-
7

habitation in the® in Christ and their Mutual indwelling in Him.

This union in Christ is not an imaginary one but "this is true,

real essential, substantial union, whereby the person of the be¬

liever is indissoluably united to the glorious person of the Son
8

of God." Hall, stressed that this union with Christ was really

existent and spiritual but he opposed the view which held Christ
9

real as separate frost Christ spiritual. This was a dominant em¬

phasis in Caroline thought because the incarnation was so forcibly

pressed. To separate Christ real from Christ spiritual was for
10

Bishop Hall to divide Christ from Himself. The incarnation

1, Pearson, oja. cit., p. 332. 2. Ibid.. pp. 336, 337,

3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 289,

4. Hall, Works, op. cit,, V, p. 563.

5. Hall., Works, op. cit.. VII, p. 122. 6. Loc. cit.

7. Ibid., p. 13$. 8. Ibid., p. 122. 9. Ibid.. pp.123,129.
10. Ibid., p. 129.
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showed Hall that the new man, Christ, is incorporated into us
1

and we have become one with Him. In this union Christ is as
2

truly ours by grace as our own nature is ours. This union was

an eternal union and we e n no more be severed from Christ than
3

He c n from Himself. Hall spoke of grace as union with Christ

through faith in vivid language though he did not see as clearly

as uidrewes the full significance of the inc rnation in this re¬

gard. Hence Hall did not involve the whole person of man as comr»

pletely and radically, his nature included, in the union of grace

with Christ. Andrewes, stressing the incarnation in a more ex¬

haustive manner, gathered the whole nature of man in the new

creature of grace, Andrew**• concept of union with Christ was of

a more fleshly nature.

andrewes' doctrine of the atonement was very clearly a

substitutionary atonement. God, in the person of Jesus Christ,

stood as man where man should have stood. God the offended stands

in for the offender. The concept of the atonement was worked out

by Andrewes within the understanding of the consubstantial union

of the Father and the Son. In evary sense God the Son is God and

it is He who comes to save man as man. It is from Jesus Christ as

4
the Son, therefore, that we receive grace, suid Andrewes.

Hall's interpretation of Christ as the second Ada® also

helped his doctrine of the atonement to be substitutionary. The
5

second Adam died for all mankind and brought life to all believers.

1. Hall, Works, o£. cit.. VII, p. 128.

2. jcxt^. 3* I^c. cit• v

4. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 110.
5. Hall, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 392.
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Through the blood of Christ the cross became the tree of life to

all who believed. The second Adam represents the entire human
1

race and in Christ all humanity hangs upon the cross.

Every believer is a limb of that body: how c^n he therefore
but die with him and in him? The real union then, which is
betwixt Christ and us, makes the cross and passion of Christ
ours; so as the thorns pierced our hands, the scourges blooded
our backs, the nails wounded our hands and feet, and the spear
gored our sides and hearts! by virture whereof we receive jus-
tific tion from our sins, and true mortification of our cor¬
ruptions. -—2

Christ's death and perfect obedience is given to us by imputation,

said Hall. Obviously with Home in mind he pointed out that those

who ridiculed the fact that another's righteousness was given to
3

us were enemies of grace. The grace of Jesus Christ, given to

us in our union with Him, meant the gift of redemption. Though

sin remained in U3 we must look up and behold the infinite holi-
4

ness of Christ to whanxve are united and who is ours by faith.

What Christ does for us God does for us, said Andrewes

as he elaborated his view on the atoning work of Christ. God doe*

not give us certain things by which salvation is secured, it is

self-giving that God gives in Jesus Christ. Andrewes was governed

in this understanding by St. Chrysostom's exposition of 2 uor.5:2l.

The righteousness that God gives to man is not the operation or

effect of His righteousness "but His very righteousness, yes His
5

very self unto us." The unspotted Land) by whose blood atonement

X* ioc. 2. cit.

3. Hall, Works, op. cit., VII, pp. 142, 143.

4. Ibid., p. 144*

$. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 11$.
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is made for the sin of the world is none other than the Lamb

of God "to speak plainly, a Lamb that is God. His Blood, and
1

nothing else, will serve to do this." This then is God's grace;

that lie gave Himself to become man and as man gave Himself to be

the atonement for the sin of the world.

We notice the same trend of thought in the writings of

Bishop Davonant. Salvation from the slavery of sin is not simply

a declaration of freedom on the part of God. A deed is done in

our flesh. A debt has to be paid and God in Jesus Christ pays
2

that debt. All the life of Christ enters into this act but in

the pouring out of His blood there was a completion of satis-
3

faction. by the death of Christ satisfaction is toade to God
4

and the power of Satan is destroyed. But like andrewes, Davenant

was emphatic in his decimation that it was God who made the satis¬

faction. The death of Christ was the death of God; the blood of
5

Christ was the blood of God* The fulness of grace in Jesus Christ
6

was the fulness of God in Him,

Andrewes pushed his understanding of the self—giving of

God to include the complete giving of the life of God in Christ

as the atonement. The shedding of blood by the Lamb that is God

was not simply a blood letting while the Lamb lived; "but His

best, most precious, His heart-blood, which bringeth certain death
7

with it," By the death of the Lamb who is God, who freely gives

1. andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 113.
2. Davenant, On Oolosaians. op, cit,, I, p, 167.
3* cxb. 4* cxt•

5. Ibid.. p. 16B. 6. Ibid., p. 230,

7. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p, 113.
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Himself to die, atonement is made and we are saved, The whole

drama, of redemption turns on the self-giving of God in dhrist in

the thought of hndrewes. Even the death of Christ was seen t>y

andrewes to be included in God's act on man's behalf.

By Himself, His Ownself, and by Himself sldinj by His death,
and by His Blood-shedding, and by no other Mam, quis
audivit talia? The Physician slain, and of His Flesh and
Blood It receiut made, that the patient might recover. —1

Thus we see in Andrewes' thought that the author, the executor

and the finisher of atonement is God Himself.

In Jesus Christ God substitutes His righteousness for

our sin. Commenting also on 2 Cor. 5:21, Hall explained, that

here indeed was a marvelous exchange. "We are nothing but sinj

Christ is perfect righteousness. He is .ade our sin, that we
2

might be made his righteousness." There is nothing about us or

in us that deserves God's grace for we are not only sinful but
3

sin itself. Hall emphasized, as did Andrewes, that we are not

given righteousness as some possession apart from the person of

God but God in His infinite grace makes us to be His righteous-
4

ness. This is only accomplished by Christ being made sin for

us. God's grace finds us sinful but it does not leave us in
5

that condition. The grace of Christ is atonement. Hall thought

of God's mighty act of grace in Jesus Christ to be one of saving

gr tee.

1. IJOC. Cit •

2. Hall, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 140.

3- hoc, cit. 4. Ibid., p. 141.

5. hoc. ext.
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In bis consideration of the inc.ma.tion Andrewes strenu¬

ously .maintained that God and no lesser being than God became

m>ai and that He become man in every conceivable sense. Christ

like all men was conceived, was in fact an embryo. God showed

His great love towards us that He not only condescended to take

our natures upon Himself "but to take it by the s.jae way and
1

after the 3.one manner that we do, by being conceived." This

was ;ost important for undrewes even as it had been for Irenaeus

because it meant that Christ as the second adorn reached back

past the first Adam, who was not conceived and thus redeemed man's

nature at the very source. These are his own words?

For our conception being the root as it were, the very ground¬
sill of our naturej that Hb might go to the root and repair
our nature from the very foundation, thither He wentj that
what had been there defiled and decayed by the first Adam,
might by the Second be cleansed and set right again. —2

Thus Andrews* saw that from the very instant of His conception

Christ was Hedeemer and redeeming. Even in embryonic form, 'all

the nine months He was in the womb', the V«ord of God was reforming
3

our corrupt natures. Our natures are involved in Christ's con¬

ception and in the womb "He even ate out the core of corruption

that cleft to our nature and us, and made both us and it an un-
4

pleasing object in the sight of God." Pearson also thought of

this aspect in similar terms: Christ's sanctific tion in the womb
5

is ours in our regeneration.

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 140*

2. Ibid., p, 141. 3, Loc. cit.

4* Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 141.

5. Pearson, o£. cit.. p. 2V9.
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In the incarnate Christ God stands in Man"3 nature.

God wears our flesh, said Andrewes; he is flesh of our flesh

and as such we cannot think that God hates us for He has become
1

one with us. Every time God looks upon Christ He thinks of us.

As the Father loves His eternal Son with an eternal love so now

in Christ God loves us with the same depth of eternal love.

And the Father cannot now hate the flesh which the Word is
made; which is now taken into one Person with His only Son,
and united to the Deity itself. If He love the Word, He
must love it too, for the Word is become it; either love
both, or hate both. -—2

3
The very cngels adore Christ in our flesh. The eternal love of

God was thrust into our flesh in the incarnation. As God the

Father loves God the Son so God loves man. In Jesus Christ this

love is returned to the Father from the side of man. This was a

very import .nt aspect in Andrewes• thought. He saw the beginning

of the atonement initiated in God Himself and moving to man in

Jesus Christ. The coupleticn of the atoning work was seen by

Andrewes in the ascension of man's humanity to the right hand of

God. This was the coupleted act Of grace.

In certain passages Taylor affirmed very forcibly that

sinful loan could not be redeemed from the slavery and tyranny of
4

sin but by the grace of Christ. Though Taylor sought to attribute

all to grace he continually qualified this concept by his under-

st aiding of grace itself. The notion of Christ renewing the entire

nature of man which was very important in andrewes' thought formed

1. Andrewes, Works, og. clt.. I, p. 97.

2. Ibid., p. 99. 3. Ibid., pp. 98, 117.

4. Taylor, Works, pp. cit.. IX, p. 131.
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no integral part in Taylor's understanding of the atonement.

This was a logical development from his doctrine of sin. There

were some persons apart from their single acts of sin, who needed
1

no repentance in so far as it is a conversion of the whole man.

There is an evil principle in infants which operates when the

child c n choose but this is overcome by placing a new principle
2

of grace in thera. Rather than thinking of the atonement as a

new creation in the second Adam, as was Andrewes' understanding,
3

Taylor sav. grace as a principle or power added to man's nature.
4

The new principle of grace was related to baptism by Taylor.

Even when Taylor spoke of a new creation he thought prim¬

arily of a new moral creature. It meant having new strengths or

grace from God which were strong enoughtto prevail over our follies
5

and infirmities. The new creature was one who had a new nature

put into him but Taylor interpreted this as the principle of better
6

purposes and holy actions. The new principle of this new life

was referred to by Taylor as the Holy Spirit who brought to us the
7

grace of Christ. Taylor regarded faith as the first great in¬

strument of changing our nature into a state of grace but again he

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. IX, p. 259.

2. Ibid.. p. 283.

3» Taylor, Works, op. cit.. X, p. 93*

4. Taylor, Corks, op. cit.. II, p. 275.

5. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 155«

6. Ibid., p. 156.

7. Ibid.. p. 158. See also Works, op. eit.. VII, p. 325. Also
Works, o£. cit.. IX, p. 33.



geared his understanding of faith into the orbit of his main

concern and referred to faith as a principle productive of a
1 2

holy life. Man was not justified by fuith only said Taylor.

We are justified "by God's truth and by our3, by his grace and
3

our obedience."

It was precisely thi3 tendency that bishop Barlow had

repudiated completely. In his consideration of justification

by f-ith only he pointed out that faith whether it be an act,
4

work or instrument from man does not justify. He acknowledged

that faith was the hand which received God's gift of graee but

he insisted that faith itself was a gift of God and in no sense

a work on the part of man which forms nis contribution to the
5

act of redemption. God gives us His Son and He also gives us
6

f.aith by which we may receive Him. It is not the hand that re¬

ceives which makes for righteousness but the righteousness re-
7

ceived which is Christ Himself. Barlow rightly kept his eyes

on God the giver and stressed this aspect r ther than man who

received. Taylor's tendency was definitely the latter. Barlow

insisted that man contributed nothing to the atoning vx>rk of

Christ and that the gift of i\dth needed no supplementation on the

part of man. Faith is not victorious in overcoming the world

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit«. V, p. 159. See also Works, op. cit.
VII, p. 4c2.
2. Taylor, Works, op. ext.. VI, p. ZJ2.
3» Ibid., p. 279» See also Works, og. cit.. VII, p. 327.
4. Barlow, T., Two Letters Concerning Justific tion ay Faith Only
(London, L. B. deeley and Boas, 1828), p. 54.
5. Ibid.. p. 48. 6. Loc. cit.
7. Loc. cit.
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rather iii is victory itself.

Taylor maintained that the promises of Christ are all
2

made to us upon condition of obedience. *kian is justified when

faith lays hold of the promises of God and sincerely endeavours

to be obedient and keep God's commandment, said Taylor. He

warned that we must not magnify the free grace of God to the

extent that we exclude the condit 1 ons which the free grace places
3

upon us. Taylor, at this point, was very conscious of the

Antinoiaian heresy which seemed to suggest that free grace might

be interpreted as a freedom to sin. Taylor elaborated his posi¬

tion}

Christ freely died for us, God pardons us freely in our first
access to him} we could never deserve pardon, because when
we need pardon we are enemies, and have no good thing in us;
and he freely gives us of his Spirit, iind freely he enables
us to obey him} and for our little imperfect services he
freely and bountifully will give us eternal life} hare is
free grace all the way, and he overvalues his pitiful services,
who thinks that he deserves heaven by them} and that if he
does his duty tolerably, eternal life is not a free gift to
him, but a deserved reward. — 4

Taylor at times did stress the free grace of God in emphatic terns

saying that the gift of grace was dependent only on God's own
5

goodness. But the movement of his thought is always the s ane}

the suggestion that God's grace is conditioned by the 'little im¬

perfect services' is almost always present in Taylor's total

thought. He acknowledged the initiative of grace to be wholly

God's but again he limited grace to a first grace which revealed

1. Ibid., p. 59.
2. Taylor, k'orks, op. cit., VI, p. Zf9»
3. hoc, cit. 4. Ibid., pp. 279, 280.
5. Taylor, horks, op. cit., VIII, p. 207. See also »orks, op.
cit.. IX, p. 60.
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that Taylor's understanding of grace lacked real forward sig¬

nificance.

Bishop Thorndike, though very critical of Taylor's doc¬

trine and indeed of the jradnlana in genera?., did not differ

essentially from Taylor's concept of grace in its relation to the

atonement. In articulating his covenant of grace Thornriike placed

the whole emphasis on God's initiative decl aring that only God's
1

own gvodness moved ilia to give us the covenant of grace, however,

like Taylor, he then proceeded to give this a moral tvdst when he

spoke of the forward significance of this covenant. He denied
2

that the covenant of grace was simply a free promise, God's

grace was free in the giving, he said, but there were conditions

attached to it. These conditions required by the covenant of
3

gr.ice roust be some act of man's choice. The fulfilling of the

conditions of the covenant of grace at God's demand qualifies us
4

for those promises which it gives, Thomdike, like Taylor, con¬

sidered baptism as the door of entry into the covenant of grace.

The writings of Thomdike reveal that he was also very conscious

of the latinorrdan presence and he continually attested to guard

against this heresy. He intended to make the grace of God ab¬

solutely free while at the same time show the falseness of the

libertine position. In order to offset such dangers as the latter

position Thomdike stated that the benefits of the covenant of

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., Ill, Pt.l, p, 39. Also Works,
op. cit.. Ill, pt. 2, p. 445*

2. Thomdike, Works, op. cit.. Ill, pt. 1, p. 39.

3* Ibid,, pp. 55# 56. 4. Ibid., p. 56.
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grace were not given to a man until he accepted the terms of

the covenant, though the results were unintentional the free

grace of God was again conditioned by the actions of men. This

was bound to occur when grace was considered to be a divine gift

apart from union with Christ Himself.

The most consistent understanding of grace in the thought

of Andrewes can be seen in his insistence that Jesus Christ is

the incarnate God. The presence of God in man's flesh is the pre¬

dominant rnoti^f in his understanding of grace. No one but God
en make satisfaction to God. The reason for his strong emphasis

on the doctrine of the Trinity becomes very clear in his concept

of the atonement. It is God who loves, it is God who sends, it

is God who comes and it is this same God who becomes flesh of our

flesh. God, said Andrewes, hallowed our flesh by becoming man.

He filled it full of Himself, full of God. The manner in which

God come* to man as a man - and yet one who is still God is the

basis for Andr wes' statement of affirmation that Jesus Christ

is full of grace and truth; the truth of God Himself mighty to

sav . His persistent concern with the nativity of Christ and

its relation to grace is indicative of this point of view. Grace

and truth both have to do with God; grace refers to the Gon and
1

truth to the Word and both are in Jesus Christ. The consub-

stantial union of the Father and the Son is ever maintained in
2

the person of Christ. The Word that was with God and was God is

the same Word that became flesh and was Jesus Christ. The nearness

1. aidrowes, gorics, 0£. eit.. I, pp. 96, 83.

2. ibid., p. 88.



- 206 -

of God to man is the presence of grace in our midst. Tn

Christ there is the fulness of grace for there is the fulness

of God and the fulness of man. The sane thought was expressed

by Pearsonj the nearer the relation of Christ to God the greater
1

His love to us for whose sakes He sent Christ to suffer.

uidrewes dismissed any concent of a spiritualized incarnation.
2

It implied a contradiction. The fcford of God had flesh on it.

He thought of grace analogus to this fleshly inhumation; grace
3

is clothed with God. The truth of God which is Christ is, as
4

it were, the flesh of His grace. Andrew®s did not separate the

truth which is God from the grace of God for grace is precisely

God who comes to save.

God comes to man as man in order to save man. Grace has

to do with the saving act of God in Jesus Christ. As sinners we

5
stand out of grace and without grace. This is the slate in

which the Word finds us when it behiine flesh but in the beloved
6

Son man is brought into grace again. God receives us to grace
7

for the grace that the Son had with Himj the fulness of God. In

Christ our flesh is ever in the presence of God, united with God

for God wears our flesh; He is flesh of our flesh and He is grac-
8

ious to that flesh in which His Word is incarnated. This is

1. Pearson, op. cit., p. 245.

2. indrewes. Works, ojg. cit.. I, p. 96.

3. Loc. cit. 4. hoc. cit.

5. hoc, cit. 6. Loc. cit.
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atonement and it is worked out in the entire birth, life, death,

resurrection and ascension of Christ*

Andruwes placed a great stress on the importance of the

incrnution in the atoning work of Christ and regarded it as the

beginning of the cross; it was part of the passion, .aturewes

so grasped the utter horror of God Himself cowing into our hist-

ory that the passion of Chidst was at every stage of iiis earthly

life. Of course Andrewes did not lessen the importance of the

death of Christ. He sac.' clearly that atonement involved death

for the atoning One. In Andrewos* thought the incarnation was

the Atonement in so for as it was the manner in which Christ was

to be the atonement; xdiere God and wan meet in eternal union.

-ndrewes saw in the incarnation Cod giving Himself, His very self,
1

to man. As such Christ is the sacrifice which is God. In send¬

ing His Son for our redemption "lie sent the greatest, the best,
2

the fullest thing He had." God had in fact come Himself to re¬

deem man and this is what mdrewes called the grace of God.

The manner of Christ*s conception revealed the freedom

of the grace of God, said Pearson. God's grace or motivation of

grace does not lie outside the Person of God. The grace of God
3

is co-existent with the Word of God. Davcnant also affirmed that
4

noting outside of God deserved His cowing to us. The movement

1. Davonant, A Treatise on Ju3tific tion. op. cit.. II, p. 290.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 115*

3. .oidrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. $1.

4. Pearson, ojg. cit.. p. 298.
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of the incarnation from God to man was founded on the lovs of
I

God and His utter grace# Before God's calling all men are by

nature sons of wrath said Hall. In relation to God's grace all
2

men are equally devoid of the possibility of grace. The choos¬

ing of Aaron's rod was compared by Hall to man's election.

There was no difference in the wood,nor was Aaron's character

better than the rest. It was God's choice that made the differ¬

ence. do it is with God's election of man. Only the grace and
3

effectual calling of God makes the difference in man. The pur¬

pose of love, of Christ's coming, was the redemption of man. The

work that Christ did once and for all Is continually being done

into us by way of application. We are continually being sancti¬

fied by the grace of Christ until that day when Christ delivers
4

up His mediatory kingdom into the hands of His Father. But

Christ redeems us fully from the law, sin and death. These can

hurt us no longer for now we do not live under the law but under
5 6

grace. Christ is all to us and all is ours in Him.

Christ, in becoming man becomes ruan's surety and under-
7

takes the debt which is against man for his sin. Clod's judgment
5

against sin is death. Thus Christ as surety must die. Christ

1. Ibid.. p. 291.

2. Hall, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 161.

3. Loc. cit.

4* Hall, Works, Oj). cif«, v'Jl, p. 144.

5. Ibid., p. 145. 6. Ibid., p. 146.

7. Andrcwes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 54.

8. Loc. cit.
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accept s the curse of the la»: upon Himself as one *born under

the lew*. "Therefore He bee me bond for us also, entered bond

anew, took on Him not only our nature but our debt, om- nature and
1

condition both." Aguiiist this background Andrewes set Christ,

full of grace, as fulfillment of the law. "The law full of rig¬

our, many threats, and curses in it — Christ bringeth the word of
2

grace, opposeth to that." The law was riot mart# void, however,

for the word of grace was the Word made flesh which stood under
3

the curse of the law. The word of grace which Christ brings

was for Andrewes the Word of grace which Christ is and do s for

us in our flesh.

Ahe concept of the fulness of time meant for Andrewes the
4

filling full, or filling up of time with the fulness of God.

Ahe fulness of God in time was the emptying of Himself for our
5

sakea. At the conception of the Vord and His birth into the

world God identified Himself with our estate and nature. This

identific tion of God with man presses forward to baptism and the

cross, it the circumcision of Christ the identification begins to

move in this direction. The few drops of blood which Christ ahed

then was a surety and earnest that he would shed all His blood
6

for us. Andrewes saw that the cross was implied for Christ at

His circumcision and the name of Jesus, a Saviour, was given to

1. Loc. cit. 2. Ibid., p. 96.

3* Ibid., pp. 55, 47, 46. 4. Ibid., pp. 46, 49.

5. Ibid., p. 50.

6. Ibid., p. 55.
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1

to Him. At the baptism of Jesus also there was a heightening
2

of the identification, it His baptism Christ out us on.

Bishop Thorndlke also understood Christ*s baptism as an identi¬

fication of Himself with our sin, claiming that Christ*s baptism
3

was His cross. it the cross Jo3Us Christ stood completely where

sinful man should stand. The identiflc it ion with man is pressed

to the fullest. That Christ had. undertaken at His incarnation
4

and circumcision He paid to the full at His passion. Not only

did Christ pay the debt to the full by giving His life for us

but he went behind death itself by accepting the worse death that

the law could inflict} "the most bitter, reproachful, cursed
5

death of the cross."

The atoning act of Christ is made through His life and

death. Unlike all the r-st of mankind Christ alone lived the

perfect life under the law without breaking so much as one .jot
6

or tittle of the law. Christ fulfilled the law in His own life,

therefore, He above all men should not die because there is no
7

curse of the law against Him. At the incarnation Christ offered

Himself to be accounted and handled as a sinner and to endure all
a

that the law could inflict upon Him. The death of a sinful man

can make no atonement for himself or for others. The cross of

lj * i^c. ext.

2. Andrewes, Torks, op. cit., Ill, p. 250.

3. Thorndike, «orks, op. cit.. Ill, pt. 1, p. 20.

4. Andrewes, Torks, 0£. cit.. I, p. 55.

5* loo. cit« 6. Ibid., p. 56.

7. Loc. cit. 8. Loc. cit.
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any man would simply be the just death of a sinner. But Christ

did not need His death as an atonement because He had fulfilled
1

the law. In the incarnation Christ gives His life to us and

in His passion He gives His death also. This is the fulness out

of which we received grace upon grace and from this fulness we

receive our adoption and redemption. Christ redeemed us from

the law which held us prisoners and by Him also we are adopted
2

into a heavenly inheritance. This is the fulness of grace which

came by Jesus Christ.

Pearson's understanding at this point was similar to

Vndrcwes'. by Christ's death on the cross the full curse of
3

the law is taken upon Himself and removed from us. As the cru¬

cified one Christ abolished the strength and power of the whole
4

law in His flesh. Bishop Barlow stressed a two-fold righteous-
5

ness in Christ} His righteousness as God and man. As man Christ

is born under the law and fulfills it yet He suffered all the

punishment for sin. The death of the righteous One is the right-
6

eousness which is imputed to us for our Justification. he do
7

not possess the righteousness} it is in no way inherent in us.

By dying the worst kind of death we are assured that Christ has
8

in fact overcome every kind of death. Christ descended to the

4oc. cit. Gee also Barlow, op. cit.. p. 127. Also Beveridge,
Works, og. cit.. I, p. 270.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, pp. 56,57.

3. Pearson, o£. cit.. p. 369. 4. Ibid., p. 370.

5. Barlow, op. cit., p. 120. 6. Loc. cit.

7 * ijQC . Clt*

8. Pearson, og. cit.. p. 371.
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very depths for us that by a servile death he might release
1

and redeem us while we were slaves and in bondage to sin.

Christ's death is a complete death. As a man He died utterly
2

and ceased to be man as every man does when he dies. But even

in this complete death of man the hypostatic union remained; the

incarnation, lord and flesh, is an eternal union. The union of
3

the natures continues even in death.

There were two aspects to the atonement for Andrewes.

Man had sold himself under sin and was imprisoned by the law,
4

bound with the cords of sin. In order to redeem man from this
5

state Christ had to buy back that which had been sold. The

price that Christ had to pay for this purchase was the price of
6 7

His blood. Barlow was also of this opinion. Christ, baptized

into our sins, is baptised with the water of the Jordon but it is

no water baptism that takes away the sin of the world but baptismu3

sanguinis. Only the blood of Christ can wash away the sin of

the world. It was by the complete sufferings of Christ, said

Pearson in agreement with this thought, that Christ was made an
9

expiation, atonement and propitiation for all our sins. And like

Andrewes Pearson stressed that salvation was impossible without

the shedding of blood. The Redeemer had to suffer, the Lamb had
10

to be slain. Andrewes saw the sacrifice of Christ, His blood.

1. Pearson, op. cit.« pp. 371, 372.

2. It-id., p. 300. 3. Ibid., pp. 331, 382.

4. «ndrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 57. Bee also Works, op.cit.V. p

5. .Jidrev.es, "orks, op. cit.. I, p. 57. 6. Ibid., p. 58.

7. Barlow, op. cit.. pp. 116, 117.
8. Andrewes, Viorks, op. cit. Ill, p. 251.
9. Pearson, op. cit.. p. 341. 10. Lpc. cit.
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as the price paid for our release from sin. "Let, the price I
1

pay be their redemption, and it was so." The release from sin

represented the backward movement of the atonement in Andrewes'

atonement was in keeping with the dominant trend of thought in

the Carolines. By selling ourselves to sin and satan we had put
2

ourselves under their dominion and they have become our lords.

Our sin is an injustice and ingratitude: selling ourselves from

God. our true Lord and Master into the hands of satan, a rebel and
J

enemy of God. While we live in the dominion of sin we are completely

tinder the lordship of satan. "Tour lips and your tongues are higj

your hearts and hands are his; your bodies find your souls his; all
4

you have, all ou are, wholly find entirely his." Sin makes man

void of grace and glory and washes out of the heart of man the
5

very impressions of his humanity. Satan has us and can do what

he wishes with us but Sanderson kept the ultimate power in the

hands of God, claiming that even satan exercised all his power Carer
6

us within the sovereignty of God's will. We have sold ourselves

to sin which was our doing and (k»d sells us also to the punishment
7

of our sin; that is his judgment. But even in our sin Sanderson

stressed the sovereignty of Godj it is only by God's grace that

1. andrewes. Works, op. cit.. I, p.

2. Sanderson, Works,(.Oxford: At the University Press, 1854), I, p.175*

3. Ibid., pp. 178, - 180.

thought.

Bishop Sanderson's understanding of this aspect of the

4 • , p. 176.

6. I^Ld#| p. 17b.

5. Ibid., p. 178.

7. Ibid., p. 186.
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1

we are rsdeeoea from this stab© of sin. the sin and baseness

of limn id revealed in the sole of man's self to satan and in the
2

redemption of man the power and grace of God is aude manifest,

'ine power of uoci shows the effectiveness of God as Redeemer; Cod

was aule to do it and die it. Christ entered into the stronghold

of sawan and took away his armour; the law, sin and death and
3

liberated his slaves - man. i'he grace of God shews how freely
4

our redemption has been wrought. In b^tisu, dariderson saw
5

what the sale of ourselves to sataH was annulled.

a piuce had to be paid for our release; the greatest ran¬

som price ever paiu, said baituerson. *he k*tjpov was the whole

riches of God's grace; the gift of Himself. Sanderson related

the grace of God in the atoning work of Christ to the very person

of God. urac© was the self"-giving of God. for our salvation in

whrist. oishop Downnue held she aame view, iiod, he s.,.id, came

jju the person of Christ to redeem man. Christ did not justify

hue elect simply by pronouncing them free from, sin after the : manner

of a judge. Christ is Redeemer; atonement was the self—giving of

uod. Gucn an atoooiuexit rules out all for.nsic notions. Christ

gave himself for us by accepting our debts and bearing our iniqui¬

ties and as Redeemer paid our ransom for us and freed us from
7

bondage; the per-son and work of Christ always go together.

1. Ibid., p. 176 . 2. Ibid., p. 188.

3« Ibit., p. 139. 4. Ibid., pp. 189 - 192.

5. banderson, Works, op. cit., I, p. 186.

6. Ibid., p. 193.

7. Downame, <\ Treatise of Jastific tion. op. cit., p. 72.
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S ndereon, like indrewes, related the sacrifice for sins directly

to the person of God in Christ; The laiah that is sacrificed on
1

the cross is provided bv God and in fact is God, Redemption is
2

only free for the sinner but not for God; it costs God. His life#

The grace of God. is the life of God in Christ, given for man. In
✓

no \;ay does nan share in the giving of the "Kotpov. "This work then

is merely an act of grace, not a fruit of merit* grace abundant

grace on His part, no merit, not the least merit at all on ours#
3

\nd well it is for us that, we have to do with so gracious a God,"

The gospel of redemption belongs to those who know their own pov-
4

erty; who accept the act of God as one of grace# Only the shame

of the cross is ours, said Sanderson. The glory of God's grace
5

and the power in our redemption belong to God#

iudrewes saw that man was not only redeemed from the power

of sin but. he also saw that the atonement had a future reference.

Vie are not only redeemed from our sin, but Christ, who is the

heir, the first born of heaven, offers to divide His inheritance

with the prisoners whom He releases with the price of His blood,
6

We ire bought, from sin and bought for adoption also, Christ does

both. The entire act of redemption and adoption, the atonement,
7

we receive from the fulness of Christ, grace for grace, Pearson

1, Sanderson, Works, op, cit., I, p. 195.

2, Loc, cit. 3* Loc. cit,

4* ioc, csi. 5. p, 196,

6. Anurcwes, Works, op, cit.» I, p. 60.



- 216 -

distinguished the Soaship of Christ from ow adoption as sons.

Christ is the Son of God as the beloved One, the first bom and
1

only begotten while our sooship is dependent on His. Christ

is the Ion of God by nature, by His own essential nature, -e

am not sons by having the essence of God. Our sonsiiip is an
2

adoption by gr,„ce, completely dependent on Christ. This was
3

Sanderson's underst aiding also. jndrcwes related the fulness

of Christ to word and sacrament, to the fulness of worship and we

shall concern ourselves with this aspect of ids thought in our

next chapter.

lie notice a similar stress in Bishop Hall's vrritiltgs in

the matter of a tvdn aspect of the atonement. In Andrewes' thought

the atonement begins and ends in the heart of God. The backward

and forward /'overrent a of the atonement /rove oui, from the incarn¬

ation. Christ as the second idem reaches backward and gathers

all humanity in His flesh and man is redeemed from the power of

sin. As the ascended Christ the forward movement reaches its

completion at the right hand of God where Christ, still clothed

in our humanity, possesses eternal life and glory for us and send3

the Holy Spirit to unite us in a holy union with Him. In Hall

the b ckward and forward references are seen mo3t clearly in Ms

doctrine of predestination; beginning in God and ending in God.

Only the almighty power of God's grace oan make us to be sons of
4

God. Their© was a dual aspect to grace in this change; the grace

1. Pearson, og. cit., p. 53* 2. Loc. ext.

3. Sanderson, Works, op. cit.. I, pp. 342, 366.

4* hall, Worxs, op. cit.. V, p. 615.
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of regeneration which signified the backward movement of the

atonement and the grace of adoption which secured the forward
1

movement. For Andrewes and Hall both these movements are one

in the act of grace itself. As a son of God by adoption, said
2

Hall, we are made co-heirs with Christ. Our union with Christ
3

is by faith which is the grace that justifies and sanctifies.

atonement means in its essential nature union with Christ arid

this is the act of grace. This saving grace was related to the
4

Holy Spirit even as it was by Andrewes.

.andrewes believed that there could be no reconciliation

of man and God until man who is unrighteous by sin is made to be

righteous by grace. But Andrewes did not think of righteousness

as some thing done for man apart from the person of God and man.

As with his understanding of gr ee so righteousness was also re¬

lated in a living way to God. God is more than our Justifier

or One who makes us righteous; God Himself is our Justification,
5

He is our righteousness. This of course followed from Andrewes'

view of the incarnation where he saw the self-giving of God so

completely. Therefore God does not give us the operation or

effect of His righteousness but He gives us His very own right-
6

eousness; His very Self. This is what Taylor had failed to see

clearly. ariurewes stated that God always acted in this very

1. Loc. cit.

2. Hall, Works, og. cit., VII, pp. 147, 558, 557.

3. Ibid., pp. 148, 149. 4. Ibid., pp. 553, 558, 559.

5. Anarewes, borks, op. cit.. V, p. 114.

6. Ibid., pp. 121, 122, 115.



- 218 -

personal way with us; His person or being is involved in His

act. God and His act were ineamate in the person of Christ.

Andrewss emphasized this in relation to Christ's identification

with man; He is not made a sinner but very sin itself, not only
1

cursed for us but raade a curse itself. Thus man is not made

righteous by God apart from the person of Christ and in Andrcves1

thought righteousness had to do with union in Jesus Christ. This

union, as we have seen, wa3 the Holy Spirit.

It is God who justifies and it is grace which is our
2

justification even as sin is our condemnation. Whereas Andrewes

thought of justification as having a backward and forward movement

he saw that the Church of Rome acknowledged only the backward ove¬

rrent ; that part of righteousness which is satisfaction for punish-
3

merit. Hut he explained that Rome relied on a righteousness which

was inherent in man by which iaan is justified and accepted before

God. "do by this means shrink they up their Name, and though they
4

leave the full sound, yet take they half the sense from it."

Andrewes accused Rome of dividing the one work of Christ which is

our full justification, full atonement. They divide the Name or

person of Christ and he accused Bellarmine, the Roman apologist,

of limiting the sacrifice of Christ to the backward movement of

the atonement; the putting away of sin and then relying on man's
5

merits, which at best are finite, to merit an infinite reward.

Why, he asked Rome, will the oblation of Christ "free us from

1. Ibid.. p. 115.

3* Ibid., p. 121.

5. Ibid., pp. 122, 123.

2. Ibid.. p. 118.

4. Ibid., pp. 121, 122.
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eternal death, and a great deal less will serve to entitle us
1

to eternal life." andrewes saw rightly that dome limited the

atoning work of Christ to past sins and placed on man's shoulders

the unbearable burden of meriting eternal salvation. Andrev;es

stressed the totality of Christ's work, atonement from sin and

atonement to the right hand of Cod, and he asked Bellarmine how

this could in fact be divided.

lo there not as much requisite to purchase for us the crown
of glory as there is to redeem us from the torments of hell?
What difference is there? Are they not both equal, both
alike infinite? »hy is His death allowed solely sufficient
to put away sin, and why is not His life to be allowed like
solely sufficient to bring us to life? —2

Andrev.es completely dismissed Some's doctrine of merit. He re¬

jected any concept which JJunited the fulness of atonement in

Christ. Christ is our atonement and cannot be divided, 'i'he

blessed saints who suffered the cruelest martyrdom could not by

their death make satisfaction for their own sins nor could their
3

death merit for them eternal life. Satisfaction for sin and
4

eternal life both came by the life and death of Jesus Christ.

It was clear to Andrewes wuat Some had done; she had made

the backward movement of righteousness, the doing away of sin, a

righteousness inherent in man. Righteousness now became something

which could be severed from union with Christ and hence full atone¬

ment. Upon this inherent righteousness Rome sought to build her

doctrine of merit. Andrewes c Hed upon the Father;, St./Chrysostom,

1. Ibid., p. 123.

3. Loo. cit.

p. : * 5 P: .i-Oj -- »

2« Inc. C3t#

4. Loc. ext.
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Jt. Augustine, St. Bernard and others to sliow that they too
1

repudiated any concept of inherent righteousness. There were

also many in the church of i<oxae, said Andrewes, who had grave

doubts about ita doctrine of merit. Hall also claimed that the

Scriptures, antiq ity and even some of the contemporary toman

doctors agr ed with the Church of England*3 doctrine regarding
2

the question of righteousness and gr ce. tome relieved in

the doctrine of inherent grace and merit by works while the

Church of England upheld the doctrine of the grace of Christ;

His perfect obedience and meritorious satisfaction which was
3

wrought for us and applied to us. Inherent righteousness, said

Hall, was our saactific.tion which is Christ's grace applied to

us in this life. *he thought that man is fully justified though

not fully sanctified in this life is prominent in Hall's under-

st nding. However, sanctification was not an uncertainty for Hall.

He bound justification and. s^notification together in his doctrine

of predestination: Only those who knew the fulness of grace -
5

glory — knew the of grace now. In other words; only

those who s. all sit with Christ at the right hand of Cod now sit

there in Christ. Only those who know tiie end of grace really

know the beginning of grace. Hall, like i4ndrewes, secured the

backward and forward movement of atonement.

1. Ibid., pp. 123, 124.

2. Hall, Works, op. eit.. V, p. 220.

3. Irid.. p. 219. 4. Ibid., p. 220.

5. Ibid., p. 88.
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Oistoop Oovnatae objected strenuously to Home's doctrine
1

of merit because it attacked the atoning work of Christ. He,

like the Reformers, had high praise for good works but he, like

the,/£ saw them as fruits of a redeemed life while dome on the
other hand pressed them as meritorius of sanetificution and justi-

fic .tion. This latter understanding of good works he dismissed
2

as odious and abominable in the sight of God. He quoted Luther

on this point showing that Luther believed that by faith we were
3

not free from good work but from the opinion of these works.

The atoning work of Christ frees us from that re uisite tehich

requires the exaction by the law of perfect righteousness inherent

in us and perfect obedience to be performed by us to our justifi-
4

c-tion. The new obedience of the Christian was the fruit of re-
5

demption and not the cause of it. Downame stressed that our

justification was in Christ who had performed perfect righteous-
6

ness in His own person for us. Downame was emphatic, that our

justification is made for us in Christj that without any respect

of inherent righteousness in us or obedience performed by us we
7

are justified before God in Christ. Cod accepts us in Christ not

because of inhex-ent grace in us but by the grace which He has in

Himself. Downaine*s concept of grace i-aas most definitely one of

1. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit.. p; 66.

2. Loc. cit.

3. Downame, The Christian Freedom, op. cit., p. 148.

4. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit.. p. 49*

5» Ibid., p. 59. 6. Tjbijl., P* 49»

7* Ibid.« p. 49.
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saving grace and it was this saving grace which had appeared in
X

Jesus Christ.

said bownarae. It was not inherent righteousness nor any act that
2

man can do. Our justification is by Christ*s righteousness alone
3

and in no way cm raan increase it by anything he does. The right¬

eousness of Christ our Saviour is the essential righteousness of
4

the Godhead. How c n man possibly add to this when this is pre¬

cisely what is given to us for our redemption. In the days of

His flesh on earth Christ, as God and man, performed this right-
5

eousness for us. % the free grace of Christ Downaae saw that

His righteousness is coianunicated to us by the Holy Spirit in the
£>

ministry of word and sacrament# Andrewes saw precisely the same

thing. Tfee sacrament, said Downara®, is God*3 pledge and assurance
7

of our justification and salvation by Jesus Christ. The righteous¬

ness of Christ is apprehended by faith only and Downame understood
8

by f ,ith not the work of man but the Work of (3od the Holy Spirit.

The Holy Spirit as the Spirit of regeneration works in us the grace

of faith and as the Spirit of adoption assures us of our justifi-
9

cation and sanctification.

1. P# 59.

2. Ltowname, A Treatise of Justification, op. cit.. pp. 7> 17.

In no sense could we hold that justific tion was our act

Bishop Hall joined in the criticism of Erne's doctrine of

3. xbid.. p. 7.

5. Ibid., p. 18.

4. Ibid., p. 17, 22.

6. Ibid., pp. 9# 11.

8. Ibid., p. 15.7. Ibid., p. 12.

9. ibid., p. 71.
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merit because, as he said, it brought into question the suffic¬

iency of Christ*s atonement and hence limited His grace. The

question at stake for Hall was this: do we believe Jesus Christ

when He says *It is finished*. Speaking of the once and for all

event of the cross, he affirmed that since Christ*s sufferings
1

were finished so also was man's salvation. Hall accused the

Doctors of Home to be enemies of the cross of Christ because they

held Christ*s satisfaction upon the cross to be imperfect without
2

the addition of man's satisfaction. Hall related the atoning

act of God to what Christ was and did.

how in this word and. act our sins are discharged, death en¬
dured, and therefore we cleared: the debt is paid, the
score is crossed, the creditor satisfied, the debtor ac¬
quitted, and since there was no other quarrel, saved. —-3

Hall stressed the fact that Christ had done all that could be

done or need be done so that florae's doctrine of merit placed a

4
lie upon Christ and His cross. Christ says, 'It is finished',

but dome says "No, something remains: the fault is discharged,

not the punishment; of the punishment, the eternal is quit, not
5

the temporal." Davenant saw precisely the same fault in the

doctrine of the Church of Home;

For they affirm that Christ has, as Mediator, delivered
sinners from the wrath of God and eternal punishment; but
add, that it is the business of men to redeem themselves,
by their own satisfactions, from the temporal punishment.—-6

Davenant emphatically declared that in Jesus Christ there was

1. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 42.

2. jlold»» p. 213* 3. Ibid., p. 42.

4* Ibid.. p. 43* 5. Ibid., p. 43

6. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit.. II, p. 404.
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complete redemption for raans full atonement had boen made.
1

nil the fulness of the Godhead and of Saving grace are in Christ.
2

We receive His fulness as we are in Christ. There is no place

whatsoever for human additions if our redemption is complete in
3

Christ. Hall dismissed Home's pretentions as absurd for what

was actually inferred. by her doctrine was that God's grace was

not sufficient to strike out the farthing debts - the temporal —

4
but was sufficiexit to c~ucel the pounds - the eternal.

Hoaie's doctrine sets the grace of God on the same level

as man's works. Jtraoge, said Hall, that God would retain what

men could discharge. The whole system of merits was attacked by

Hail because voile denying the sufficiency of Christ's grace it

affirmed the sufficiency of man. Home says that Christ's work

is not yet finished; "there wants yet much; the satisfaction of

saints applied by this vicar; add men's sufferings unto Christ's;
5

then the treasure is full; till then. It is not fxnished." This

was precisely the charge that Luther had made against the tioman

curia and ner vicar when he charged Home with limiting the free

grace of God and remission of sin. There is no more common sin

than this, said Luther, in his commentary on Galatians he struck

at Home's doctrine of meriti

Hereof it coiueth, that Paul above the rest, doth so sharply
inveigh against Antichrist, for that he tuketh away grace

1. Davenant, On Oolossians. op. cit., I, p. 426.

2. Ibid.. pp. 426, 427. 3. Ibid., p. 403.

4. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 44.

5* hoc, cit.
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and derileth the benefit of Christ our High Priest, who
offered up himself a sacrifice for our sins. Now, thus
to deny Christ, what is it else but to spit in his face,
to tred ham under foot, to set himself in his place, and
to say; X will justify thee and I. will save thee? By
what me;sns'< By masses, pilgrimages, pardons, merit and
such like. —1

Bishop Bevoridge's sentiment on this subject was the same as
2

Hall's and. Luther's.

Hull saw the terrible uncertainty that man was planed

in by Home's doctrine. Han never really knew whether he was

actually forgiven. Luther had lived through this dreadful un¬

certainty in his pilgrimage. To such mi of uncertainty Hall

spoke words of great assur nee: "Iiear this, thou languishing

.and affected soul: there is not one of thy sins but is paid for]

not one of thy debts in the scroll of God but it is crossed] not
3

one farthing of all thy infinite ransom unpaid." Ao the man

that asked, what shall 1 do? Hall replied, 'turn and believe'.

Ha stressed the utter sufficiency of the crucified Christ whose

arms were outstretched to embrace] His side open to receive and

whose word3 interpreted the fulness of His cross when He said,
4

'it is finished'. "%ere is no more accusation, judgment, death,

hell for thee: all these are no more to thee than if they were
5

not: -ho shall condemn? It is Christ which is dead." The aton¬

ing work of Christ was the fulness of grace for Hall to which

1. Martin Luther, A Commentary on St. Paul's Epistle to the
Galatians (London; James Clarke & Co. Ltd. 1953,)* P» ISO.

2. Beveridge, ktorks, op. ext., VII, p. 371.

3* Hall, horks^ o£» cit«, V, p. 45.

4« p. 4b. 3. loc. pit.
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notiiiag could he added.

Taylor's doctrine of atonement did not differ essentially

from the position of the Church of doaio. Like 'We, Taylor

f illed to integrate the forward novesaeat of the atonement into

his thought in any serious manner. Wo do not find in the writings

of Taylor the concept of grace as the self-giving of God to man

ia Christ. Sbr %t*s Taylor's concept oi adoption such as au.iowcd
for an understonuiag of intimate corporate union with Christ

L^i~
which is the essontial meaning of atonement. Hence Christ's

gr^ce aou righteousness had to be inherent for Taylor if they
1

were to be man's.

The forward jaovcsaent was made too dependent on the efforts

of man's moral behavior in Taylor's thought. Home made it depend¬

ent on her aacradotal system. The backward movaaent was related

to baptism by Taylor which was primarily' a doing away with past

sine and not essentially incorporation into Christ. Once raan had

wade a breach in this first grace he was in a state of uncertainty
2

because man cannot be certain of his restitution and innocence.

We do not know, said Taylor, whether we have done all that is necee-
3

aaiy to repair the breach. Grace was an impetus that propelled

icon forward to a holy life but the emphasis of this forward move¬

ment of grace was placed upon man's endeavour by Taylor. He said

that it was «iod who justified and it was He who was the judge but
6

again Taylor directed 'Cod's eyes to dwell on what man did. Taylor

1. Taylor, Works, eg. cit.. VI, p. 4^6.

2. Taylor, Works, pp. cit.. II, p. 147.

3» Hoc, cit. 4. Ibid., p. 179.
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thought of the atonement primarily as the forgiveness of past
1

sins and this he related to baptism. At the time of our bap-
2

tisxa we are initiated into the covenant of grace. But the

confidence of our election which the Holy Spirit creates in us is
3

built on duty. The covenant which is made at our baptism declares

that our sins are forgiven, that is past sins, while certain con¬

ditions are then imposed on man. Taylor called these conditions
4

the laws of Christ. Taylor termed this a covenant of grace be¬

cause grace was given to us which enabled us to keep the covenant;
3

the laws of Christ. When inan sins after baptism the covenant is

broken and Taylor stated that man must either make amends for his
6

sin or stand outside the covenant. The lack of stress on the

forward movement of the atonement in Taylor's thought was partly

motivated by the fear of Antinonianism which made a men indiffer¬

ent to a holy life but he could have affirmed this movement with¬

out any such fear had his doctrine of the grace of Christ been

more adequately thought out. The doctrine was not Christologi-

Cilly based. The only way in which Taylor could affirm the for¬

ward significance of the atonement was by the forgiveness of single
7

sins as separate acts. This was not unlike Home's doctrine of

confession which like Taylor's misunderstanding is actually a back¬

ward movement.

1. Ibid.. p. 177. 2. Log, sit.

3» hoc, cit,, bee also Works, op. cit., XV, p. 14.
4* 4oc. cit.. See also Works, op. cit.. V, p. 486.
5. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 157. bee also forks, op. cit..
V, pp. 103, 431, 486.

6. Taylor, Works, op. cit., V, p. 493.
7. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. VI, p. 207.
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The thought of Bishop Davenarrt 3tands in marked contrast

to Taylor's. Duvenant stressed, the certainty of our eternal sal-

v .tJon and was extremely critical of Home's position which mad®

faith rest on conditional propositions. When Davenant spoke of

this certainty he always had in irdnd the position of the believer,

one who had received the grace of Christ. Davenant admitted that

the state of grace was no static state or rigid condition but one

in which the elect, by a true .living fidth wrought in his heart
1

by the Holy Spirit, lays hold of the ^roiaises of God. The Holy

Spirit sets the seal of confidence upon our hearts and assures us

that Christ has already paid the Xwt^ov and that we are filly re-
2

conciled by Christ. Bavenant clearly related the redemptive act

to the Church and he affirmed that to deny the certainty of sal-

v tion to the true believer was to deny that Christ has a Church
3

on earth. In denying this certainty Home denied to the believer
4

the fact that eternal life was laid up for him in Christ. The

forward movement, was directly related to the person of Christ by

Davenant for he saw that the ground of our certainty of eternal
5

salvation was our life in Christ.

Davenant observed that Home allowed only for the backward
6

movement of the atonement in its concept of baptism. He acknow-

1# Davenant, On Justification, op. cit.. II, pp. 227, 223.

2. Davenant, On Coloaaians, op. cit., og. cit.. I, p. 239. See
also Downame, A Treatise of Justification, op. cit., p. 16.

3. Davenant, On Justification. op. cit.. p. 227.

4. Davouant, On justification, op. ext., II, p. 226.

5». Davonant. un doioasiaas. op. cit., II, p. 16.
6. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit.. I, p. 20.
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lodged that Home affirmed a concept of grace in this life and

glory in the life to come but he pointed out that Rome hifui>-

cated these two estates by not assenting to tho reality of ail
1

assur nee of solvation for the believer. Hn saw ».dth .Midrewos

that Rome assert ed that man was freed from past sins end upon

the backward movement man had to build human merits and there-
2

fore attach to hlnsolf the role of Redeemer. "As if Christ had

some into the world, not that he should himself fulfill the char-

acter of a Redeemer in every oarfc, but. to qualify men, so that
3

thay night, became Redeemers themselves." The assurance of faith,

said Bavartant, was not the assurance of Ktan but of Clod through

the Holy Spirit. Bavenant. stood in agrsfflWfflt with St. Ohryaostoa,

affirming that where the Spirit of God had testified to the truth
4

of the thing itself there could, be no doubt as to the reality,

Christ by His Holy Spirit works in us both our holiness and our
5

faith. 'ilie ifoly Spirit, by faith, testifies to man that he is
6

in grace and is the child of Ood. And there is no uncertainty

about 3alv.ition for even now tho Holy Spirit has given us certain
7

signs of our adoption.

Bishop Oavenant was careful to stress that faith was on

1. Davonarit, On Justification, on. cit., II, p. 230.

2* Ibid., p. 404. 3. Ibid., pp. 404, 405.

4. Ibid., p. 231.

5. Daveixant, On ColossiaU3. on. cat.. I, p. 27.

6. Ibid., p. 40, be3 also Downame, on Chri.stlan reedont. op. cit.

7. Davenant, On Colosaians. op. cit.. II, p. 229.
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instrument of just tfic tion -and not the formal cause. He denied

Bellurmine'a charge that Luther and Calvin had made faith the
1

formal cause of justification. Davenant saw faith as that which

contesrolates the promise of forgiveness of sin and relies unon
2

Christ as the object of this prorai.se. The formal content of

faith which justifies is God's promise made in Jesus Christ. The

act of faith lays hold of the free love of God and the inhe.ri-
3

tance destined for us in the kingdom of glory. The primary act

of faith is God's absolute faithfulness in Jesus Christ.

The reason for stressing the doctrine of faith, said

Davenant, was to show that at ever-/' point in the dr.ima of salva¬

tion it was God. and not man who wrought our redemptionj that it
4

was grace and not works which was haul's thought exactly in Rom.4»l6.

be part.ike of God's righteousness when we rely on Christ in whom
$

the promises of God have their foundation and. effscacy. Faith

exalts God and not man and that is why Davenant stressed, justi¬

fication by faith against Home's doctrine. True faith always

looks to Jesus Christ and acknowledges Him as the only Mediator
6

and Saviour of mankind. The glory of a gift promised and given

does not belong to the beggar that receives but to Him who gives:

so we assign the whole lory of man's justification and

1. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., I, pp. 161, 176.

2. Davenant, On Justifie tion. op. cit., II, p. 409.

3. Ibid., p. 234. 4. Ibid., p. 4L0.

5- Loo. cit.

6. Davenant, On Colossians. op. cit., I, p. 27. See also Downame,
on christian Freedom, op. cit., p. 37. "Iso Downame, On Justifi¬
cation. pp. cit., p. 13.
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salvation, not to faith tending towards Christ and attach¬
ing it to itucxf, but to uod iiiauelf gratuitously justify¬
ing the believer. —1

Unlike the Arrainians who placed the stress of faith on -fan's

receiving Davenant correctly placed it on God the giver. He

ruled out the possibility of faith becoming a good work for

which man received justification. Man is never justified by

his faith which is grounded in himself but by faith which is

given to him by God and which is grounded in the absolute faith¬

fulness of God Himself.

Andrewes pointed out that Rome held back the honour due

to Christ and gave it to man when she raade the forward movement

of atonement dependent on man's merit. Bellaim&ne, said Andrewes,

admitted that .Soroe was not content with the title of adoption
2

but meant to claim it and merit it. It is clear said nndrewes,

that rather than lose their honour in meriting adoption Home robs

Christ of His atoning work. "Christ must part with a piece of
3

His name, and be named jhstitia nostra only in the latter sense,"

The latter sense was Andrewes' reference to Home's emphasis on

the backward significance of the atonement which enabled Rome to

arrogate the certainty of salvation into her own hands.

Bishop Davenant, in no less emphatic terns than indrewes,

rejected Rome's doctrine of inherent grace. He dismissed the con¬

cept of grace as an infusion of qualities as utterly false. Grace

1. Davenant, On Justification. op. cit., II, p. 410.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. ext., V, pp. 126, 127.

3. Ibid., p. 127.
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for Davenant was the whole act of God :in Jesus Christ. And

2

grace was given to roan by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit.

The doctrine of the Holy Spirit for the doctrine of grace was

important in Davenant's thought even as it was in Andrewes'.

The Justifie.ition of man is essentially union with Christ: the

ingraftawnt into Christ the Redeemer "through whom he is re¬

stored to the favour of God, preserved in the same, and accepted
*

to life eternal" Davenant denied Bellarmine's accusation of

the Reformers which alleged that they believed Justification to

mean simply a covering of sins when they denied Rome's doctrine

of inherent grace. Davsnant quoted from the writings of the

Reformers; Culvin, Bueer, delanethon, i-iartyr and others to
4

show the falseness of the ciiarge. Davenant stressed that the

believer did indeed receive grace for he was in union with Christ

sad he rejected the concept of inherent righteousness which a man
5

could have in himself ap-art from union with Christ. Davertant

maintained that by grace a mm was made righteous arid by the Holy-

Spirit was built up into righteousness but he insisted that man
6

did not rxissess righteousness in himself.

The main doctrine of the gospel, exclaimed Downame, is the

assurance of our justification, not by inherent grace in ourselves
7

but by the righteousness of Christ alone. Sanctifieation was the

1. Davenanfcj On Justifjc tion. op. cit.. 1, pp. 2, 16?.

2. Ibid., p. 168. 3. ibid.. p. 2.

Uf Ibid.. p. 7* 5» Ibid., p. 14,

6. Ibid., p. 15.
7. bov.ruune, On Justiflc. tion, op. cit., p. 81.
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righteousness of our justification worked into us by the Holy
1

Spirit. But even here, Downame was careful to point out that

the righteousness of sanctification was the fruit, of our justi¬

fication and in no way could be thou ht of as inherent righteous-
2

ness which saves us. Rowname observed that Some had misunder¬

stood the true nature of grace arid had in fact attributed to the

gifts of grace the nature of grace itselfj in other words she

looked on the fruits of righteousness as the righteousness by
3

which we are justified. This was precisely Taylor*s error also.

Thus Home conceived of grace as supernatural habit inherent in
4

us. Rome had acknowledged the fruits of grace to be grace it-
5

self and had confused. XcCpis and ?CAp/«y/u«. , The grace by which
we are justified is not the gift of grace inherent in us but

rather we are justified by the eternal grace of God granted to
6

us in Jesus Christ before the foundations of the world were laid.

By this grace we are elected, called, redeemed, reconciled,
7

adopted, saved and justified. Downame grounded grace in Jod

Himself from all eternity and declared that it was this grace in

Christ by which we are justified.

It was of God's free grace that hee elected any of us, that
being elected hee called us, that being called and endued
with faith hee justifieth and adopteth us, and thereby giveth
us right to hie kkigdoHtej it was also of his free grace, that
to them, whome hee redeenaath and justifieth, hee hath promised
to bestow his grace upon them, whereby they are enabled to

1* Ibid.. pp. 3# 4, 9o.

3* Ibid., p. 91.

Ibid.. pp. j&9 99 •

7* Ibid., p. 101.

2. loid., p. 79.

4. hoc, cit.

o. Ibid., pp. 101, 469.
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serve him in holiness and righteousrtsss and are fitted for
iiis owne kingdome. —1

2
litis understanding of grace, formulated on St. Paul's doctrine

shows the absoluteness of grace and its absolute freeness, al¬

together unconditioned by man. It incorporates predestination

and postdestination in Christ in whom God willed our election

and salvation. The fulness of grace, the fulness of our redempt¬

ion, appeared in the person of Christ and by incorporation into

Christ; by the Holy Spirit we are part Jeers of this same fulness.

Davenant also stressed this same fulness of redemption

in Christ. While he affirmed in strong terms that Christ had

utterly overcome ana destroyed sin he still maintained that

while we lived in this life sin was not totally eradicated out
3

of us. In our b ptism we are buried with Christ and the Holy

bpirit by grace has broken down the dominion of sin and renewed

the image of righteousness in us but Davenant agreed with Augustine

that we must confess from the side of man that sin still lives in
h

our bodies. In the regenerate sin still cleaves but its power
5

is shattered. The relation between grace and glory was continually

Jrtaint ined by Davenant. The age of grace in which the Christian

now lives is the militant state of gracej it is the new life and
6

it is in Christ. He pointed out that the tie.formed Churches

affirmed in the strongest terms the biblical doctrine of salvation.

Ibid., p. 169. 2. kph* ltl—10.

3. Daveaant, On Justiflc tion. op. cit.. I, pp. 16, 21, 22.

4. Ibid., pp. 25, 26. 5. Ibid., p. 80.

6* Ibid., pp. 33# 120, 121.
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Man is now renewed and quickened by grace and yet that same man

waits for the redemption of glory when all the elect shall actu-
1

ally and wholly live in a new life. The life of glory was for

Dgyenant the state of triumphant grace. The militant and trium¬

phant concepts of grace, however, were not separated in his thought.

Ahey were united in the person of Christ; one grace even as one

Christ. The concepts of grace as militant and triumphant must

be seen in an analogy of faith to Christ who in His earthly life

lived under the shadow of the cross a life of humiliation but

He was the some Christ who now stands triumphant at the right

hand of Cod. Vie now live in tne state of militant grace for

Christ has come into our lives here and has dwelt fully with us.

When we partake fully of Christ's glorious body we shall then

know the full glory of His grace. However, Dav nant did not

mean that man was only partially justified in this life and there¬

fore in part still lived under the reign of satan and sin. He

dismissed Bellarmine's contention that Protestants meant that

Christ's ransom was imputative. The AwTpo* which Christ offered

to the Father for the complete release of the sinner was a genuine
2

„ 3
solid remission of sin. The letpev was Christ Himself. The

love of God towards the regenerate is not founded on their perfect-
4

ion but on Christ the redeemer, the beloved Son. Therefore the

1. Ibid., pp. 28, 33. 2. Ibid., p. 62.

3. Davenant, On Colossians. op. ext., I, p. 239.

4. Davenant, dn Justil'ic tion. op. ext., I, p. 29.
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majfi justified by grace does not, cannot merit glory for and in

himself. Grace and glory are his by right of adoption and not
1

by inherent grace. Eternal glory is not what man merits by
2

his works of grace. Eternal life is itself a gift of grace.

The fulness of our redemption, grace and glory, are in Jesus Christ.

Andrewes had emphasized that the fulness of justification

belongs to Christ. All our righteousness - the forgiveness of sin

and the adoption as sons - are in Jesus Christ. "No abatement

is to be devised, the Name of the Lord is not to be mangled or

divided, but entirely belongeth to Christ full and whole, and
3

we to c 11 Him by it, Jehova justitia nostra." 'i-he entire act

of atonement to which nothing c n be added belongs to Christ.

andrewes alleged that we are not only freed from our sins and are

righteous in Christ but we are made His children by adoption and
4

have heaven itself by inheritance. The benefits of Christ's

ascension are also given to the believer in Christ. It was in

the ascension that «uiGrewes saw most clearly the forward movement

of the atonement. Grace follows the path of Christ. When Christ

sat down at the right hand of God the Father He took possession

of it for us and not for H mself since it was His place by right
5

even before the foundations of the earth. "Even now we sit there
6

in Him, and shall sit there with Him in the end." Andrewes saw

1. Davenant, On Justlfle tion. op. cat., pp. 37, 55. See also
Downame, On Justific tion. op. cit.. p. 71.

2. Davenant, On Justific .tion. op. cit.. I, p. 38.

3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 12$. 4. Ibid.. p. 126.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 114. 6. Ibid., p. 11$.
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that it was the same holy Spirit who conceived the Son in Mary
1

that also adopts us and unites us with Christ. The whole pur¬

pose of the atonement was not that we should only be purged from
2

our sin but that we might be brought to glory in Christ. This

is the fulness of atonement. The ascension of Christ is an in¬

separable part of atonement for by it Christ secures a place for
3

us at the right hand of God where God the Son dwells from eternity.

What Christ does for us in heaven the Holy Spirit does for us on
4

earth. The Spirit brings to us the fulness of the atonement. We

have therefore in heaven and on earth a comforter and the Holy
5

Spirit is the anchor of both. Pentecost "seals up all by giving

us seisen of all that He hath done for us, by His Holy Spirit
6

sent down upon earth." The Holy Spirit is therefore the pledge

of glory ami eternal life bringing to us all that Christ is and

has done for us. In Jesus Christ, who is flesh of our flesh and
7

bone of our bone, our flesh and blood inherit the kingdom of God,

This is atonement in its essential form.

The unity of the backward and forward movement of the atone¬

ment was decured by andrewes in the person of Christ. He is the

atonement. Davenant articulated the same thought. It was bjr

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 114.

2* Toe, cit. See Also Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 149.

3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 159.

4. Ibid., p. 160. 5. Ibid,, p. 159.

6. Ibid., p. 149.

7. ftadaafM, >*orks, op. cit., I, p. 98.
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the Son of (Jod that redemption is offered to all the world but
1

it is in Christ that we have our redemption. The saving bene¬

fits of our redemption are so united that to partake of one is to
2

partake of all. toe are delivered by Christ from the kingdom of
3

sin and satan and are translated into iiis kingdom. This two-
4

fold movement is but one act. There is but one kingdom of Christ
5

whether it be understood either as grace or glory. Through union

with Christ we enter into His kingdom and receive all the benefits
6

of grace. We enter into the fulness of Christ's kingdom of grace
7

and glory when we are engrafted into Him. For Covenant, ingraft-
8

ing into Christ was through faith and by the Holy Spirit. There

is nothing that we need for our eternal salvation which has not

been done for U3 ty Christj even the redemption of our bodies is
9

included in the atonement. All the fulness of Christ is ours

as we are in Him.

Covenant, like andrewes, and those who followed in the

Caroline tradition made the distinction between grace and glory

in relation to the atonement. All that had to be done has been done

once and for all and in our baptism we are ingrafted into the ful-
10

ness of Christ by His Holy Spirit. Our participation in Christ,

1. Davenant, On Colos3ian3. op. cit., I, p. I63.

2. Ibid., pp. 153, 458. 3. Ibid., pp. 156, 157.

4. Ibid., p. 158. 5. Ibid., p. 161.

6. Ibid., p. 160. 7. Ibid.. p. 161.

8. Ibid., p. 164. 9. Ibid., p. 165.

10. Davenant, on Colosslans. op. cit.. II, pp. 16, 17.
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in the whole redemptive act is real but keeping within the

structures of this age this participation was seen by Davenant
1

as a sacramental participation. But this did not mean for

Davenant nor for Andreses that our participation in the fulness

of Christ was less than real. The reality of our participation

was analogous to the reality of Christ*3 presence in the eucharist.

The whole redemption of man does not appear perfectly in us in

this life bub it is perfectly completed in Christ in whom our
2

lives are even now hid.

This same thought was also expressed by Bishop Downame

when he affirmed the completeness of our redemption in Christ.

He, like Davenant, understood baptism to mean participation in
3

the wholeness of Christ; His death and His resurrection. In

baptism we are sacrament lly united to the body of Christ which
4

is His Church. The Church is an essential part of the atonement.

Downame stressed the certainty of salvation for the redeemed in

Christ by showing the relation between justification and sancti-

fication. Sanetification is an inseparable companion of justifi-
5

cation and is a confirmation of it. let in the certainty of our

redemption Downame did not negate the sinful forms of this age.

The man who was redeemed was no longer under the power of sin but
6

sin still remains even in the faithful. Through the actual union

1. Ibid., pp. 18, 19. 2. Ibid., pp. 19, 20.

3. Downame, The Covenant of Gr ce. op. cit.. p. 36.

4. Downame , The Christian Freedom, op. ext., pp. 21, 22.

5. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit.. p. 35.
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with Christ we know now the liberty of grace in this life. The

liberty of grace is to us the pled e of the liberty of glory}
2

triumphant grace. Downame also made the distinction between

the militant and triumphant state of grace. He could say that

man was now completely redeemed in Christ and still maintain that

sin remained in this age. We are actual partakers of the grace

wrought for us by Christ, which is the redemptive act, by the
3

communication of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit was the Spirit

of grace for Downame because He communicated unto us all that
4

Christ was and did for us.

The direction of our life of grace in Christ, within the

militant age of grace, is to God and in the state of glory, the
5

triumphant state of grace, our life is with God. It is Christ

who is our bond of union with God and in Him we are reconciled
6

to God. The life of grace was like the childhood of glory in
7

which we were being built up day by day by the Italy Spirit. In

this world we have been raised from sin into newness of life and

we are to be raised to a glorious life} both of the3© are hidden
3

in Christ who is the fulness of our redemption. The absolute

1. Downame, The Christian Freedom, op. cit., pp. 30, 33.

2. ibid., pp. 149, 155.

3. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit.. p. 42.

4. Ibid., p. 43.

5. Davenant, On Colossians. op. cit.. II, p. 20.

6. Davenant, On Colossians. op. cit.. I, p. 240.

7. Davenant, On Colo33ians. op. cit.. II, p. 20.
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certainty of our life of glory is given to us now because even
1

now our lives are in Christ who is glorified. The life of

glory will be given to us fully when the glorified Christ re-
2

turns to us to claim us as His own. Christ has purchased the

life of glory for us. he has promised it to us and He has pre-
3

pared us for full participation in it by His Holy Spirit. Christ

has already appeared bodily in our flesh. He appears continually

to us in the preaching of the Gospel and we now wait for His

appearing in glory when He shall return to judge the quick and
4

the dead. I'he life of grace is therefore anchored to the Parou-

sia. At that time those whose lives have been hid in Christ will
5

be revealed and made glorious like the body of Christ.

The importance of the ascension is to be seen in Pearson's

thought also. He viewed the ascension of Christ as the fulfill¬

ment of the Old Testament concept of the priest's ascent into the
6 7

holy of holies. Thorndike saw this also. Christ's atonement

fulfills this concept said Pearson for He has ascended upon high
a

and entered the holy of holies not made with hands. Christ
9

appears before God as the atonement for our sins. Before God,

Jesus Christ, to whom all power is given both in heaven and earth,

1. Ibid., p. 16. 2. Ibid.. pp. 16, 24.

3. Ibid., p. 24. 4. Ibid., p. 25.

5» hoc, clt. 6. Pearson, «g. cit.. p. 477•

7. Thorndike, iiorks. op. ext.. Ill, Pt. 1, p. 243.

8. Pearson, 0£. cit.. p. 170.

9. Log, cit.
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continually makes an efficacious and glorious intercession for
1

us. Pearson saw this intercession as the continuation of
2

C rist's own ohlation which He offered once and for all. Taylor

interpreted Christ's intercession as High Priest in a similar way

His intercession in heaven makes effectual to man the grace and
3

glory which He wrought for us on the cross. Taylor related the

heavenly drama to the encharist as the means of grace and the
4

pledged of glory.

The ascension of Christ to the right hand of the Father
5

is the glorification of the Son and by it our hopes are secured.

Christ's ascension was the ground and glory of faith for Pearson.

Mian's very nature now resides in the highest of heavens in Christ

Christ, wearing our humanity, has ascended so that flesh of our
7

flesh and bone of our bone now sits at the right hand of God.

Christ, still of our flesh now stands on the other side of all
8

principalities and powers, above all angels and archangels. In

Jesus Christ, said Pearson, the first-,ruits of our nature are

ascended and the rest is sanctified by the Holy Spirit but this
9

could not have been given to us had Christ not first ascended.

It is the Holy Spirit who makes us members of that? body of which

1. Loc. cit. 2. Ibid., p. 503.

3. Taylor, Works, pp. cit.. Ill, p. 296.

4. Ibid.. p. 299.

5. Pearson, op. cit., pp. 447, 474,

6. Ibid., p. 4&2 7. Loc. cit.

8. Ibid., pp. 482, 493, 494.

9. Ibid., pp. 484, 485, 486, 573, 577.
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Christ is the head. The Holy spirit assured us that we are

now adopted as sons and He is the earnest of our everlasting ia-
2

heritance. Christ signified union and dimension "and therefore

while we look upon film at the right hand of God we see ourselves
3

in heaven." The ascension of Christ was also important for

Pearson because it raeant that Christ, who as our High Priest had

made atonement for us, sits on the throne and in the final day

Christ as Redeemer will be our judge; one who is flesh of our
4

flesh. The believer's confidence in the day of judgment is in

Christ who is Brother, Redeemer, High Priest and Advocate and the
5

One who has already absolved us. Christ wi 11. come to judge but

He will come as Redeemer to judge. In the ascension of grace in

Jesus Christ it is glorified even as He is glorified and this tri¬

umphant grace will be fully ours in the last day. But Pearson

saw that the future content of grace is given to us now by the

Holy Spirit in the Church.

which made election an uncertainty, all Protestantism refutes
6

Rome on this issue. There was a certainty of salvation for tioosc

whom Christ had called and who by a lively faith had effectually
7

laid hold of Christ. Hall also pointed out to Bellarmine that
a

the testimony of our election is by the Spirit of adoption. The

Spirit is the witness so that we do not simply appear to be sons

Hall, as we have seen, attacked Roma's doctrine of grace

1. Ibid., pp. 579, 580.

3. Ibid., pp. 502, £03.

5. Loc. cit.

7. Ibid., p. 665.

2. Ibid., p. 530.

4. Ibid., pp. 438, 439.

6. Hall, Works, op.cit. V, p.666.

8. Ibid., p. 670.
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of God by adoption; it is not a mere conjecture but a certainty

grounded upon God Himself and not man. The certainty of this

grace c n give us nothing in the way of pride because the grace
i

is not ours but God's and the glory belongs to Him also.

There was a relative degree of continuity in the doctrine

of the atonement in those Carolines which we have examined thus

far. In the person of Bishop Taylor there was a definite shift

of emphasis from the dominant thought of the Caroline period.

Taylor dealt at considerable length with the concept of the

Spirit as relating to grace and the atoning work of Ghrist.

The Spirit of God was the Spirit of life by which the Christian
2

is born anew. The new life in Taylor's thought as we have seen,

was related to a new principle which the Spirit gives. Taylor

limited the doctrine of grace ana the atonement by limiting the

significance of the gift of the Spirit at Fenteeost. This had

drastic effects on his concept of the atonement. Taylor like

Borne always tended to see the redemptive work of Christ in relation

to the backward movement only. The participation of the Christian

in the incarnate and ascended Christ which we have noted in Andrewes

and others is noticeably rdssing in Taylor's thought.

The new principle of life by which man is made a new crea¬

ture was understood by Taylor to be the grace which is given when

we are adopted by the Spirit to be sons of God and members of
3

Christ's body. This new principle, if cherished, grows up to

1. Hall, works, op. cit.. V, p. 6?5.

2. Taylor, Vitorks, op. cit., II, p. 252.

3* hoc* cit.. See also berks, op. cit.. VI, p. 117.
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eternal life. The Holy Spirit as a principle was a perfecting
2

constitution which produced actions of holy living. In thia

way Taylor considered the Spirit as the principle of grace to
3

be the earnest of glory. It must be noted, however, that the

Holy Spirit as the earnest was conditional because Taylor con¬

ceived of a holy life primarily in moral terms.

Taylor set the initiative of grace in the hands of God,

as we have seen, acknowledging that the grace of pardon is com¬

pletely given by God and. without it man could not do a single
4

act toward ills restitution. Taylor thought of this first grace

as baptism and this was given completely by God but from this

first grace onward man cooperates with the grace of God. Taylor

interpreted a life worthy of repentance ag in in moral terms and

this was cle rly seen in his concept of a death bed repentance.

The day of repentance lor a man on his death bed was past, in¬

sisted Taylor, because repentance was the renewing of a holy life,

a life of grace, which no death bed repentant could do since
5

there was no time left for him to live a worthy life. Though

the dying man could do nothing worthy of repentance Taylor did

not maintain that his case was absolutely hopeless. The man

could still receive grace but the case had to be committed to God

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., II, p. 252.

2. Taylor, Works, pp. cit.. V, p. 28. See also Works, op. cit.,
VI, p. 266.
3» Taylor, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 424.

4. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 264.

5. Taylor, Works, op. cit., IV, p. 262. See also Works, op. cit.
V, pp. 466, 468. Also jorks, op. cit., II, p. 358.
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for nothing else was left possible to be done. There was no

great affirmation of assurance of hope on Taylor's part in this

particular issue because the living of a holy life was very im¬

portant in his concept of salvation.

Taylor called repentance a great volume of duty though
2

the first grace is given by God. A man's decision for Christ

was not valid until he had in some measure performed what he
3

had promised to do. That is why Taylor considered the death

bed repentant to be in so precarious a position with regard to

his eternal salv lion. The life of repentance in Taylor's thought

was a continual overcoming of sin by the strength of God's grace

"And little try little to return to health and strength; unless

we have grace and time to do all this, our sins will lie down
4

with us in our graves." There is always a definite suggestion

in all of Taylor's thought that roan is called to cooperate with

God that atonement might be completed. Man must make good the

grace which is given him by God. The concept of substitutionary

atonement found no place in Taylor's thought. Grace enables man

to do those tilings which God, through Jesus Christ, accepts to
5

salvation. what a man did was of no value in itself because

Taylor grounded the work of man on the work of Christ but again

Taylor conditioned the atoning work of Christ by stressing the work

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 353.

2. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. V, pp. 467, 594.

3. Ibid., p. 472. 4. Ibid.. p. 475.

5. Taylor, laiorks, op. cit., VI, p. 204.
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that man had to do.

As we have noted, Andrewes thought of the significance

of the xncrjjmation} the life and death of Christ and the ascen¬

sion in relation to grace and the atonement. But this movement

from incarnation to ascension was bridged by the resurrection

of Christ. The resurrection of Christ teila us that the incem-

ation does have continuityj grace is not defeated but superabounds

over death and sin. Without the resurrection of Christ grace

lies dead and buried under the sin of the world. The only way

that we c n really confess Christ to be the hope of the world is
2

that Christ is risen. There is no hope in a Christ not risen.

In a resurrection sermon on 1 Cor. 15:20, Andrewes emphasized that

the doctrine of the resurrection was one of the foundations of
3

the Christian faith laid on the Bock which is Christ. The fall

of Adam was a death from which there could be no rising, that is,

there could be no resurrection from the side of man, but in Christ's
4

resurrection the fall of Adam is turned into a rising. Christ

who has assumed our nature in the incarnation is now risen in our

nature and there is our certain hope that our nature will be re-
5

surrected also, even our persons. The resurrection is the con¬

tinuity of the incarnation and atonement. There was no doubt at

all in jindrewes' mind that Christ had indeed truly risen but he

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. VI, p. 207.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, p. 212, See also Severidge,
Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 392.

3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 212.

4. Ibid-' P• 193. 5. Ibid., pp. 193, 194.
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observed with at. Bernard that the Christian was so a part of

Christ's body by our being grafted into Him that Christ's body is
1

not wholly risen until we are resurrected also. This thought

did not take away the reality of the resurrected body of Christ

but it stressed rather our union in Christ. We have already

noted th t andrewes also emphasized the other aspect of our union

with Christ by stressing that even now we had risen with Christ,

and were seated in Him at the right hand of the Father.

Pearson shared in this understanding of Andx-ewes' and

likewise grounded the Christian hope on God's act in the resurrect¬

ion. Christ's resurrection, as His life and death, is for our

benefit and apart from the resurrection of Christ there is no

hope of our being raised; death then is the victor and sat ai
2

reigns supreme because God has been overcome. He, like Andrewes,

stressed our union with Christ in this act of God; when Christ took
3

up His life He took up ours also. "be are the members of the

body of which Christ is the Head; if the Head be risen, the members
4

cannot be far behind." ay His resurrection Christ revealed that

He has power to raise all from the dead. The Gpirit of Christ,

who makes us members of Christ, is our full right and title of
5

resurrection with our Head. Pearson saw the resurrection as a

form of creation, a new creation. The creation of man from the

1. Andrewes, Works, op. ext., II, p. 194*

2. Pearson, og. eit., pp. 66, 67.

3. Ibid., pp. 474, 475. 4. Ibid., p. 475.

5. Ibid., pp. 475, 666.
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dust of the earth reveals God's power of resurrection. Pearson

rightly related the resurrection of the body of Christ to that
2

Body of which He is the Head - the Church. There is, said

Pearson, an initial form of eternal life in this life which is
3

the guarantee of that which is to follow. The initial form was

the age of grace in which we now live. The perfection of eternal

life shall be conferred upon the elect immediately after the
4

blessing pronounced by Christ. This perfection was the age of
5

glory when the fulness of grace was fully consumated,

Andrewes thought of a two-fold resurrection: the resur¬

rection of the spirit and the body, but this concept did not sig¬

nify a dualism in andrewes' thought between spirit and body. It

was a dimensional concept. By the resurrection of the spirit v#

have victory over the dominion of death; over the mighty monarch
6

which is death. The resurrection of the Spirit is the resur-
7

rection to grace in the thought of andrewes. This resurrection

is given to us now. It is also the pledge, the earnest, that our

bodies will also be resurrected for without the resurrection of
8

the spirit there c m be no resurrection at all. .mdrewes related

the resurrection to grace as the gift of the Holy Spirit who is
9

the giver of all life. Against this mighty assurance of a

1. Pearson, 0£. cit., p. 655* 2. Ibid., p. 66.

3» Ibid.» p. 688. 4« Log, cit.

5. Ibid., pp. 693, 694*

6. andrewes, Storks, op. cit.. II, p. 195.
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resurrection to eternal life Andrewes painted a vivid picture

of the Christian still living under the shadow of the cross in
1

this life. The resurrection of the spirit was the resurrection

to the life of grace now, a life in Christ and the resurrection

of the body was the resurrection to glory wliich was not finally

possessed by us in this life. However, the first resurrection,

of grace, is the promise that we shall know the fulness of re-
2

surrection. These two concepts were brought together in Andrewes'

thought because he could affirm th t we had already risen in

Christ and it was an error for us to tldnk of the resurrection
3

merely as a future event. This is the miracle of grace and this

is its eschatological content. We are risen in Christ and we

will certainly be raised. Christ*s resurrection to glory, His

ascension, is for us the first-fruits of that life which is for
4

us now the life of grace. These first-fruits we receive at our
5

baptism which is the renewing of the Holy Spirit.

Bishop Hall also thought in terms of the first and second

resurrection. The second Adam gives us new life and is the new
6 —

life of our regeneration. The new creature now lives by the

Spirit of Christ and the life He gives us is the life of Christ
7

which is the life of grace that ends in glory. Hall saw both

the life of grace and the life of glory as the life in Christ.

1. Andrewes, Works, og, eit.. II, p. 96.

2. ibid., pp. 201, 202. 3. Ibid., p. 201.

4. Ibid., p. 223. 5. Ibid., p. 222.

6. Hall, Works, o£. cit., VII, p. 133.
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The life after the second resurrection is the life of Christ
1

under the state of glory.

The .irminian controversy raised the question of the rela¬

tion between the work of Christ and the man who stood outside the

state of grace. The iuraiinians were al3o concerned with the activ¬

ity of man in the drama of salvation. Bishop Hall, as always,

was conscious of the fact that many of the Calvinists and the

Anainians held extreme positions. Though Hall utterly rejected

any doctrine of merit he showed the relation between faith and

works. He stressed that no one could be saved fcy good works

nor could one be saved without them. However, Hall maintained

this only because he understood that faith expressed itself in

relation to God's will but he never would allow faith to be de¬

pendent on good works. The certainty of our election came be¬

fore good works, and therefore the latter is in fact dependent

upon election. Our good works do not add to our faith but they
2

show forth the truth of our faith. Bishop Barlow also empha¬

sized this aspect, claiming that a sinner is first justified by
3

faith and that faith is a continuation of our justification.

Good works are indeed the fruits and effects of faith but they
4

cannot contribute to the continuance of our faith. Good works

evidence the fact that faith is lively even as good fruit pre-
5

supposes a good tree but does not make it good.

1. Hall, Works, 0£. cit,. VII, p. 133.

2. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, pp. 144, 678,

3. Barlow, og. cit., p. 64.

4* Loc. cit. 5. Ibid.. p. 71.



-252 -

hall put forward the words of Bonaventure who attributed
1

all to grace and nothing to the self of man. Hall also affirmed

Andrewes' thought on the subject and declared that it did no harm

to the piety of man to attribute all to the grace of God but when

wan subtracts from the grace of God and gives it to nature it
2

offends both God and man. hail denied that the Church of Ihgland

believed election to rest on faith foreseen. The bishops of the

Church of ISngland have strongly refuted this contention, said

Hall, and have apposed it in the Church of Home and Arminians and ''
3

have carried it down to the depths of hell.

Whereas Hall stressed the good work of a Christian as

the showing forth of the truth of God's grace, Jeremy Taylor

shifted the emphasis of work to the necessity of insuring our
4

election, Taylor left an uncert dnty about our election or

rather he interpreted election in such a way that it was not

grounded in the will of God. Christians could be as sure of
5

their election as they could be of their future acts. Taylor

placed the stress on man's action rather than on God's act. The
6

confidence which the Spirit creates was built upon duty. Never¬

theless, at times Taylor did distinguish between God's secret will

and the condition in which the Christian lived. Taylor thought

1. Hall, Works, og. cit., V, p. 51®.

2. Ibid.. p. 518.

3. Hall, Works, op. cit.. IX, p. 365.

4. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 248.

5. 'A'aylor, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. I83.

6. Ibid., p. 177. Gee also og. cit.. Works. V, p. 422.
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that there were a few Christians to whom God had given the con¬

firmation in grace which meant a certainty of condition or eiect-
1

ion. Had Taylor continued in this direction of thought his doc¬

trine of grace would have been more Christocentric and the impli¬

cations of such a position would have radically affected his en¬

tire structure of thought had he consistently followed it through.

But even at the point where Taylor did not condition election by

man's moral striving he related it so closely to the ethical life

that it virtually destroyed the distinction.

Though Thorndike rejected any notion of justification by

works on the part of others he nevertheless interpreted the ftos-
2

pel to be a new law of works by which a man could be justified.

These works wer post baptismal and were conditions of the coven¬

ant of grace. However, Thorndike did maintain that these works
3

aire the works of grace and were dependent on the gospel. He re¬

jected as heresy the opinions of Socin^us and Pelagius which

stated, that man could be justified apart from the grace of God in

Jesus Christ, upon which grace justification by faith was grounded.

The grace which God declares to us is in consideration of Christ's
5

obedience. However, Thorndike actually said something quite

different when he began to define the nature of grace and it be¬

comes very obvious in his thought that grace is to be regarded as
6

helps which enable man to do the works of faith. But to regard

1. Ibid., p. 185*
2. Thorndike, Works, og. cit., Ill, Pt. 1, pp. 99, 100.
3. Ibid., pp. 100, 101. 4. Ibid.. pp. 101, 102.
5. Ibid.. p. 102. 6. Ibid., pp. 148, 167, 168.
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grace simply as helps and aids to salvation i3 in fact to rob

grace of its es ential meaning even though we may say as

Thomdike did that grace is given only for the sake of Christ.

Thomdike denounced the Ar inian doctrine as heresy but there

was not as much difference between his understanding and theirs

as he liked to believe.

Downame saw the real issue at stake. It was precisely

this understanding of the covenant of grace affirmed y Thornclike

that he denied, the covenant which God had nude with Abraham

and his seed was one of grace and it rested upon the very self

of God for its beginning and continuation, The oath that seals
1

and sustains the covenant is God Himself . Downame denied that

the covenant of grace could be interpreted as a new law or that
2

Christ was a new lawgiver. He interpreted the atoning work of

Christ as a second creation and likened it to the first as a

3
creation out of nothing. For Downame, the life of the Christian

was not one in which he did good works by the helps of grace.

Dow-name's thought on this subject was akin to St. Paul's in 1 Cor.

15:10. The whole life of the Christian; whatever he thinks, wills

or does was related by Downame to the new creature of grace; 'not
4

I but the grace of God'.

Thorndike's doctrine of the atonement was closer to Taylor's

than it was to Andrewes'. The victory of Christ over sin and death

1. Downarae, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit., pp. 9> 28.

2. Ibid., p. 29. 3. Ibid., p. 32.

4. P* 31 •
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was not given to man as a completed event in Thorndike's thought.

It was given to man in the way of helps which God granted in con-
1

sideruticn of Christ's victory. Thus Christ's overcoming is
2

given to men to enable them to overcome. Thorndike's interpre¬

tation of the triumph of the cross made it a victory in which csan

did not fully share. By the victory of Christ's death we are
3

enabled to put to death sin in the flesh, The Bon of God assists

the slaves of sin by dying Himself and by His death helping them
4

to their freedom. This interpretation limits the objective act

of the atonement as a once and. for all event which is given to

the believer. The substitutionary concept so prominent in uidrewes1

thought is conspicuously absent from ihorndike. A radical dif¬

ference is involved in saying that the victory over death is given

to the believer in Christ than to say that the victory helps us

to victory. A difference again in saying that we are made free

by the grace of Christ than to say that the grace of Christ helps

us to this freedom. The difference is in the corapletedness and

givenesa of the act of grace - the atonement.

In articulating his concept of justification Thorndike had

sought to refute the Socinian doctrine of the atonement which de¬

nied that satisfaction made by Christ wa3 in reference to His God¬

head while at the same time he sought to refute the absolute pre-

destinarians whose views tended to exclude the necessity of the

1. Thorndike, Works, op.

2. Loc. ext.

4. Loc. cit.

cit.. Ill, pt. 1, p. 321.

3. Loc. cit.
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covenant of grace. Thomdike claimed that both these views

side-stepped the need for baptism: the Socinians by their stress

on free-will and the latter by claiming a predestination to

glory. Thoradika' s quarrel with the doctrine of predestination

was valid when he attacked a rigid determinism which, as we have

noted, was stressed by some of the liyper-Calvinists but when he

disirdseed the doctrine of predestination to glory Thorndike

simply revealed ids msuriderstandirig of gracej he separated grace

ana glory and thus broke the eschatoiogicol dimension of grace

which is now glorified at the right hand of God. Predestination

from the will of God before the foundations of the world cannot

be separated from postdestination at the right hand of God. It

is this concept of grace which gives to the believer hi3 absolute

confidence in faith and it is precisely this concept which Thorndike

rejected that showed the uncertainty in which the believer was

placed by his doctrine of grace.

Thomdike channeled the whole atoning work of Christ to

the covenant of grace which is ext.ended to us in baptism. Baptism
2

showed the free grace of God. But Thorndike qualified this state¬

ment when he spoke of the covenant of grace which was instituted

by baptism. He ratified the act of baptism by man's will in 'Ccept-
3

ing the conditions of the covenant. Thomdike regarded the grace

of God as consisting in the satisfaction offered to God.by the

sacrifice of Christ's cross which purchased the terms of our

1. Thomdike, Works, op. cit., V, pp. 52S, 529.

2. Ibid., p. 529. 3. Ibid., p. 523.



- 257 -
1

release. But Thorndifce did not see the cross of Christ as

being a substitutionary atonement whereby God as man in Christ

completed all that was required for our salvation. The sacrifice

was viewed rather as all sufficient for the purchasing of a new

covenant, the covenant of grace, in which a man may be saved. The

grace of God provides the conditions of man's release and helps
2

man to perform these conditions. Thorndike rejected the concept
3

that works of nature could oblige God to give the helps of grace.

The righteousness of the law is the work of nature which sets
4

aside the grace of Chri3t. Thorndike never maintained that a

man could merit glory by his works of grace but he held these

works to be; necessary in fulfilling the conditions of the covenant

of grace which alone brings us to glory. It was precisely this
5

tendency of thought that Davenant had criticized in Bellarmine.

It amounted to nothing more than saying that God in Jesus Christ

had provided the means whereby the sinner could make satisfaction

to God. "An unheard of kind, of justification, to nuke the injured

party provide the means, so that the guilty may himself furnish
6

satisfaction on his own score." Andrewes had made exactly the

same criticism. Thorndike must stand under this criticism also.

Though Thorndike emphasized that the purchase of the

covenant of grace was wholly wrought by God his tendency was to

1. Thomdike, Works, op. ext., V, p. 528.

2. Ibid., p. 326. 3. Ibid., p. 532.

4. Ibid., p. 538.

5. Davenant, On Justification, op. ext., p. 405.
6. Loc. cit.
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make the continuity of the covenant dependent on man's faithful¬

ness to the terras of the covenant of grace. Bishop Sanderson

saw more clearly than Thorndike that the continuity of the cov n-

ant was not sustained by man but by God*s faithfulness. God's

free election of those whom He proposed to save was from His own
1

free grace without any motives in the elect themselves. Their

certain perseverance to aalv tion lay in the immutibility of God's
2

love and gr^ce towards His elect. The primary motive for election

is hid in the eternal will of God and revealed in Jesus Christ but

man cannot undo the eternal will. Ho force of evil c n enter and

there destroy our election, Sanderson stressed that nothing in
3

man can annul the covenant of God. This is what Thorndike failed

to see. He put the stress on man. Sanderson put the emphasis on

God.

Neither the original unworthiness of God's children, through
the universal corruption of nature, nor their actual unfaith¬
fulness, betrayed, through frailty, in particular trial, can
alienate the free love of God from them, or cut them off from
the covenant of Grace; but that still God iri.ll be glorified
in the truth and faithfulness of His promises, not withstand¬
ing any unrighteousness or unfaithfulness in man. —4

The anchor of the covenant of grace is in the heart of God not the

will of man nor the faith of man. This is the believer's absolute

confidence.

The bishop who best articulated the dominant theological

thought of the Caroline tradition at the close of its period was

1. Sanderson, Works. II, p. 2. Loc. cit.

3. Ibid., p. 41.

4. Loc. cit.
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William Beveridge. The act of God's grace was very closely

related by Beveridge to the person and work of Christ. His

doctrine of the Trinity and the incarnation revealed that

Bereridge conceived of grace as the self-giving of God to loan

for man's redemption. His doctrine of the atonement is the

working out of grace which has for its ultimate object the final

state of man's redemption. All things that are required for our

eternal salvation, said Beveridge are contained in the grace of
1

our Lord. Jesus Christ. The sending of the eternal Son was seen

by Beveridge to be the act of God's own infinite and essential

love to man and in no way was it dependent on any thing that

man did to merit His love. The movement of grace flows from the

goodness of God. Grace as used in the Hew Testament is opposed
2

to anything that man can do or deserve.

The grace of Christ as the atonement which Christ made

for us was grounded upon Christ as God and man. what Christ does
3

is done by God Himself, The person that suffered for us said

Beveridge was truly God. Jesus Christ is the eternal Son of God

of one substance with the Father who took upon Himself the nature
4

of ;aan and is both God and man. Beveridge, like Andrewes,

stressed the concept of Christ as the second Adam who while being

one particular man also gathered in Himself the whole nature of

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, pp. 224, 225.

2. Beveridge, Works, ojg. cit., II, p. 57.

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 155.

4. Ibid., p. 153.



- 260 -
1

man. Christ is both the One and the many. As God and man in
2

one person Jesus Christ is full of grace and truth.

The sacrifice that Christ made for the sin of the whole

world was seen by Beveridge as a divine offering offered up to
3

God Himself by Himself from the side of man. The fund amental

concept of the atonement in Beveridge'a thought is one of sub¬

stitution where God offered Himself for sinful man as man in the
4

person of Jesus Christ. Beveridge admitted that just the thought

of thisj God suffering for the 3ins which we had committed against

Him^left him in a maze of confusion. The subject of God's atone¬
ment was so sublime "that I can neither fully conceive what I

5
ought to express, nor express what I nyself conceive of it."

In His sacrificial death on the cross Christ offered up
6

Himself as a propitiation for the sins of the whole world. It

was God who roade the propitiatory sacrifice for us. then Christ
7

died, God Himself may be truly said to have died. This was

Beveridge's way of stating in bold words the truth that God Him¬

self had coiae to atonej God and no lesser being. To know Christ

is to know God Himself and to know Christ crucified is to know how

the Lamb of God t ikes away sin and how God Himself is made of

1. Beveridge, jtorks, op. cit.. I, p. 153.

2. Ibid., p. 222.

3« Ibid., p, 267. bee also Works, op. cit.. II, pp. 58, 59.

4* Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 316.

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 266.

6. Ibid., p. 187. 7. Ibid., pp. 270, 271.
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1

Himself redemption for us. The Almighty God, the Lord and giver
2

of life died for us upon the cross. Beveridge stressed the neces¬

sity of Christ's crucifixion for without it, without the shedding

of blood, there could be no remission of sin. The blood which
3

was shed upon the cross was the blood of the incarnate God.

Beveridge affirmed that the grace of God came to us through the
k

death of Christ on the cross. In Beveridge's thought grace was

vitally related to the atoning work of Christ and was in fact

the act of atonement.

The sacrifice of Christ Himself made atonement for the sin
5

of the world and did not simply cover up our 3insj sin was atoned.

He observed with St. Chiysostom that the atonement of the Lamb of

God has taken away, not only some particular sins but sin in its
6

totality; sin as sin. Christ took upon Himself the curse of the

law which God had proclaimed against sin and the same nails that

fastened His hand and feet to the cross also secured the curse

to the cross ami it too was crucified, dead and buried and dead

for ever. Beveridge emphasized thai the sacrifice of the cross

was not only a propitiation for the sin of the world at one par¬

ticular time in the past but that Christ continually takes away

sin. Beveridge of course did stress the one particular event and

would never dismiss that history, yet he saw in that one historic

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 3314.

7

2. Ibid., p. 402. 3* Ibid.. p. 332.

4. Ibid., p. 400. See also Works, op. cit.. II, p. $9.

5. Beveridge, Works. op. cit.. I, pp. 267, 330.

6. p. 26/. 7. Ibid.. p. 404.
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©vent an each .tological dimension which touched every instant

of our lives and rooted itself at the right hand of God, by

virtue of the fact that Christ had made propitiation for sin
1

upon the cross Christ continually is the propitiation.

Like -uidrewes, Beveridge vitally related what Christ did

to what He was, His person. Our peace and reconciliation to God

was made by Christ upon the cross, by the death which He suffered
2

and the hlood which he shed. Beveridge pushed the atoning work

of Christ to the very self of Christ and hence to the very self

of God. Christ not only made our peace with God but Christ is
3

Himself our peace and He reconciles us in Himself to God. He

is the reconciliation.

In Beveridge*s thought grace was conceived as existing

only in Christ and we can best underst and his concept of God's

grace to man to be Christ Himself. In the redemption of fallen
4

man by the inc mate don God revealed the glory of His grace.

The fulness and completeness of grace i3 revealed in Christ. God

reveals His grace and truth in the act of raising up a second Adam
5

after all mankind had fallen in the first. It is only in Christ

the second Mam that God promised grace and it. is only in Him
6

that the truth of the promise is fulfilled. Christ fills full

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, pp. 406, 407. See also Works.
22- ^3^,, IX, p. 5V* also Works, o^# , XXI, p. 196.

2. Ibid., p. 405* 3* Ibid., pp. 40$, 406.

4. Ibid., p. 456.

$. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, p. 344.

6. ieveridge, Works. 0£. cit.. I, pp. 456, 457, 359. See also
Marks, op. cit.. II, pp. 28, $6, $8.
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the promise of God because Christ is full of God. Our justifi¬

cation before God and His acceptance of us as righteous must be

ascribed wholly to the grace of God in Jesus Christ exclaimed
1

Beveridge.

Beveridge maintained the backward and forward movement of

the atonement by stressing our union with Christ. Man, by being

in Christ was in the whole redemptive movement of Christ. Christ

took our nature upon Himself and those who are united to Christ,

those who are in Him, are really concerned with all hat He did
2

and suffered for us in our nature. In Beveridge,a thought union
3

with Christ was union by the Holy Spirit. By faith man is cut

out of the old stock of Adam and is ingrafted into Christ and by
4

that incision we are made one booy with Him. Beveridge refused

to entertain the false notion of union as a natural emanation and

he maintained that such an analogy was unbiblical. Men may extol

the light of nature and the power of natural religion if they will,

said Beveridge, but it had no power whatsoever to create a new
5

creature. Only the power of the Almighty God can create and re-
6

ere ite new creatures and God exerts that pov,-er only in Jesus Christ.

The union with Christ was the Holy Spirit and it is by this union
7

that we are made new creatures in Christ. In Christ the old man

1. Beveridge, Corks, op. cit.. II, p. 60. See also ¥orksr op.
eit.. Ill, p. 273.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 347. See also Works, pp.
cit.. Ill, pp. 313, 413, 414.

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 347.

4. Ibid., pp. 346, 354. 5. Ibid., p. 357.

6. Ic£« cit. 7. Ibid., p. 351.
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in us is crucified with Christ, dead and buried, and the new
1

body of grace is formed in fifm. By our ingrafting into Christ
2

we are placed into the fulness and fountain of grace. In Christ

we are in the new life which He is. By being in Christ we have

Christ's righteousness as ours and we are accounted righteous by
3

it. The fulness of the atonement is ours in our union with

Christ who performed redemption in our nature. In Him we are

sanctifiedj in Him we have fulfilled all righteounessj in Him

we have suffered the death which Cod judged against sin and in
4

Him we are absolved from our sin and justified before God. This

is what Beveridge considered the fulness of grace; complete atone¬

ment .

The justified are those who have been accepted in the

beloved, and they must attribute their justification

to the infinite goodness and free grace of God, who might
justly, if He had pleased, according to the first Covenant,
have exerted perfect righteousness and obedience from thorn,
performed by everyone in his own person, or for want of that
have condemned them to everlasting punishment. —5

The grace of God is revealed to us in that He has opened up a

new way for us in Christ, the living way. Our election is one of
6

grace and attributed wholly to God's goodness in Jesus Christ.

It is as we are in Christ that our hopes of salvation, past,

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 355»

2. Ibid., p. 356.

3. Ibid.. pp. 345* 3&1. Bee also. Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 410.

4. Ibid.. pp. 347, 331.

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 411.

6. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. IV, pp. 232, 233.
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present and future are made certain. The whole of our salvation

from first to last is begun, continued and perfected only in
1

Christ. The fulfillment of our redemption in glory was grounded

by Beveridge to our union by grace in Christ and this union was
2

extended to us now.

Beveridge maintained that God's propitiation for sin was

for all men. He stressed two aspects in this regard. God never

forces man to accept salvation but Beveridge utterly rejected as
3

false the doctrine of salvation by free-will. None can come to

God the Bon by faith but he that is drawn by the grace of God
4

the Father. The Holy Spirit does not first work faith in us

and then come to us but He first comes to us and then He works
5

faith in us. Beveridge rejected the Tridentine view, that it

was necessary to be prepared and disposed by the motion of our

own free-will in order that we may be justified and he declared

most emphatically that the Church of Bngland believed that sinners

are accounted righteous before God only for the merit of our Lord
6

by iaith and so justified by faith only. Beveridge's understand¬

ing of faith affirmed that it was the work of God the Holy Spirit.

The gift of the Holy Spirit is given to man by Christ that

the reconciliation of God to man which He effected by His death
7

might be worked into us and so be reconciled to God in Him. The

1. Beveridge, Works. op. cit.. II, p. 36. Bee also Works, op.
cit., V, p. 201.
2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, pp. 3&2, 358, 359*
3. Beveridge, Works, og. sit.. VII, pp. 275, 276.
4. Ibid., p. 277. 5. Ibid., p. 304.

6. Ibid., p. 368.
7. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 454.
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Holy Spirit bring^ God's grace to us that we might turn from
darkness to God. Our essential humanity is restored by the

Holy Spirit who brings to us the atonement of Christ and im¬

prints upon lis again the image of God and adopts us by grace as
2

children of God. By the gift of the Holy Spirit we are ingrafted

into Christ. The Holy Spirit is the earnest of our inheritance
3

which is reserved for us and which we shall possess. Eternal

life can only be given by God and He gives it only through Jesus

Christ. "So that whatsoever a man doth, he cannot merit or de¬

serve it, but still he is wholly beholden to the free gift of
4

God for it, after all, it is His five gift." The new creature

in Christ is called to the new life of the new creature but

Beveridge in no way viewed this as meriting either what had been

given or deserving the fulfillment of the new life.

When a man is born again of God an<> made His child by

adoption and grace the Holy Spirit is breathed into him and he

not only has the promise of eternal life but try the Holy Spirit
5

he has eternal life even now. Grace secures us to its destin¬

ation - to glory. The Holy Spirit is given to us from the side

of completed and fulfilled grace - the ascension. The Holy Spirit

is given through the mediation of Christ at the right hand of God

1. Beveridge, Tories, oj>. cit.. IV, pp. 64, 65.

Ibid., pp. 65, 66.

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, pp. 446, 447, 393, 356, 412.

4. Ibid., p. 289.

5. Beveridge, Works, 0£. cit.. II, p. 192.
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the Father and by the power of the Holy Spirit we are made child-
1

ren of God by adoption and grace. It was only because Beveridge

saw the eschatological nature of grace that he could speak of

grace in such complete terms; that even now we are given eternal

life. Even now grace c ainot be separated from Christ who stands

glorified before the Father; grace cannot be separated from glory,

fhe man who is baptized into Christ is baptized into the wholeness

of Christ.

Though Beveridge could speak of grace in such absolute

terms, that even now we have eternal life, he nevertheless main¬

tained the distinction between grace and glory, Though a man is

redeemed in Christ now and nothing can be added to that redemption
2

still the redeemed man was not without sin in this world. He

was redeemed in Christ and he waited for his Lord. Not only the

worst sinner but also the saints must acknowledge that while on
3

earth they have sin as well as grace. Even though a man is born
4

again sin remains in him though he may not live in sin. The
5

grace of Christ frees vis from the dominion of sin.

This eschatological concept of grace which holds together

the participation of final redemption and the retention of the sin¬

ful structures of this age was a dominant feature in Caroline thought.

Grace proclaims man justified before God in Christ and this was

boldly asserted by those Caroline writers who followed in the tra-

1. Beveridge, -ork.-,. op. cit., HI, pp. 392, 414.
2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. VII, p. 331.
3. Ibid., p. 332. _ 4. Ibid., p. 267.
5. imrerldge, Works, op. cit., II, p. 60.
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dition of Lancelot Andrewes. Beveridge stood in this tradition.

Grace justifies completely and thus grace is complete justifi¬

cation but we know xius grace under the conditions of this world.

It is militant grace; grace which is still under the cross and

still retains the marks of the cross. But at the same time it is

inseparable from triumphant grace - glory - for it is the grace

of Jesus Christ now glorified.

Beveridge related our being in Christ to the Church for
1

it was only in Christ alone that the Church is founded. Our
2

entrance into the Church, the body of Christ is by baptism. It

is by the Holy Spirit that we are made members of Christ's body
3

by baptism. Baptism into the Church meant for Beve ridge bap¬

tism into Christ. Christ saves none but those who are His body,
4

the Church, and as such are really His. Admission into the Church
5

and thus into the 3tate of salvation is by baptism said Beveridge.

This great change made in us "when we are brought out of the state

of nature into that of grace, is wrought in us wholly and solely
6

by God Himself."

It is in the understanding of the Church again that we

see the unity and distinction of grace and glory in the forms of

militant arte! triumphant dimensions. The Church militant is no less

the Church than the Church triumphant since the Church i3 the One

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 359.

2. Ibid., p. 343.

3. Ibid., pp. 441, 443* See also, Works. op. cit.. II, p. 183.

4* Ibid., p. 444* 5« Loc. cit.

6. ueveridge, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 418.
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body of Christ but the Church milit-^nt is the Church in the

world.

The doctrine of grace in its relation to atonement can

best be seen in Caroline thought in a way analogous to their

euchuristic doctrine. That is why Boveridge could say that when

a man is justified by grace he is a new creature and even now has

eternal life but still maintain that sin remains. Again we see

the bread by grace is for us the very body of Christ but the

bread, the form of this world, does not pass away. Cut militant

grase fully involves glory - triumphant grace, the full completed

grace glorified, andrewes could say that even now in Christ we

sit at the right hand of God. The fulness of grace was related

by Andrewes to the second coming of Christ when He would return

in His glorified body and our bodies would be raised and glori¬

fied and made like unto His glorious body. Then the fulness of

grace would be consuinated, then sin would utterly disappear; the

age of glory will appear in its fulness and we will sit with

Christ at the right hand of God.



CHAPTER VII

THE CHURCH'S MINISTHI
OF

VJORD AND SACRAMENT

The most penetrating concept of the Church as the body

of Christ, in Caroline thought, is to be seen in Andrewsa' un¬

derstanding of the Holy Spirit. The prominence given to the

third person of the Trinity and the depth of underat jading shown

by Andrewes was nowhere duplicated in any of his Caroline suc¬

cessors. We have already noted something of his understanding

of the Holy Spirit in our previous chapters and especially im¬

portant is his concept of the Holy Spirit as the union of the

Trinity. Andrewes consistently maintained in his understanding

of the Church the consubstantial unity of the Father and the Son

and the hypostatic union of the two natures of Christ. He

thought of both the consubstantial union and the hypostatic union

as the same union - the union of the Holy Spirit. Andrewes elab¬

orated his understranding of the third person of the Trinity into

the entire movement of the eternal Sonj the movement of God to

man. At every stage of the drajnaa of the atonement Andrewes saw

the Holy Spirit as continually bearing, maintaining and indeed

being in His own self the essential, eternal union of love between

the Father and the Son and also between God and man in the incar-

270 -
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1

nate Son.

Andrewes 3aw the meaning of the conception of the Word

in the womb of Mary as the act of the Holy Spirit by which the

Word was thrust into human flesh and hence the eternal relation

of the Holy Spirit became inc rnate in the p rson of Christ. 4s

the Holy Spirit was the consubstantial unity between the Father

and the Son in eternity so Andrewos acknowledged Him as the hypo-
2

static union of the God-man Jesus Christ. In Andrewes* thought

the union of God with man was in Jesus Christ and therefore he

saw a particular significance of God's union with man in the

Church which was the body of Christ. The Holy Spirit always

accompanies the body of Jesus Christ and is the union between
3

'

Christ and His Church, -y this understanding of the Holy Spirit

uidrewes bound the Church as the body of Christ to the person of

Christ in the most vital and living way possible for it partook

of the same eternal union of the Father and the Son. It was the

Holy Spirit who descended upon the person of Jesus Christ at His

baptism and identified Him as the one who is the eternal Son.

The Father, said 4nArewes, did not speak until the Holy Spirit

descended upon Christ. He saw this same drama re-enacted at

Pentecost when the Holy Spirit was poured upon the Church.

Meet, that having once before been, and never but once,
upon Christ the Head, it should be so once more on the
Church, the Body. It pleased Him to vouchsafe to grace
the Church His Queen, with like solemn inauguration to
that of His own, when the Holy Ghost descended on Him

1. andrewes, Works, 0£. cit., Ill, pp. 113, 243.

2. Ibid., pp. 148, 387•

3• andrewes, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 148.
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in likeness of a dove; that she might no less than Himself,
receive from Heaven like solem attestation. —1

Those who were in the Church were in Christ, in His fulness;

Christ inc nmate full of grace and Christ ascended full of glory.

The ascended Christ is our anchor in heaven and the Holy Spirit
2

is our anchor on earth. The Holy Spirit bound these two con¬

cepts together in Andr wes' thought.

Andrewes saw the essential relation of the ascension of

Christ to the sending of the Holy Spirit. The ascension of

Christ was the completion of the work of grace. The event of

Pentecost was the pouring out of the fulness of Christ; all that

He was and did for /nan. Andrewes thought of the Holy Spirit as

being poured out the cistern which was the body of Christ glori¬

fied. The Holy Spirit from the flesh of the glorified Christ
3

was poured upon all flesh. He emphasized that the entire redemp¬

tive act of Christ meant nothing to man without the Holy Spirit

for it was the Holy Spirit who brought to man the completed work

of Christ who had ascended. The ascension is the completion of

the atoning act. In this sense it would also be true to say that

the Holy Spirit is the completed work of Christ given to man. The

Holy Spirit seals the work of Christ to us and he administers to
4

us what Christ had purchased for us. Andrewes related this move¬

ment to the Church and its ministry of word and sacrament. The

ascension of Christ was the focal point upon which a 'royal exchange'

/
1. Andrewes, Works, ept cit.JU. p. 116.

2. Ibid., p. 159. 3. Ibid., p. 312.

4. Ibid., p. 108.



took place when the inc mate Christ of our humanity ascended

and sent his holy bpirit that we might partake of His divine
1

nature which meant the atonement and union with Christ.

The movement of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost had direct¬

ion said andrewes. It was sent to the place where the Apostles
2

were gathered - to the Church and nowhere else. There was a

two-fold significance in this act of the Holy Spirit. The move¬

ment of the Spirit was to the Church but Andrewes also saw the

descent of the Spirit as the birth of the Church itself. The

Holy Spirit, said andrewes, blow^s from heaven and. fills til©
3

Church with the breath of heaven. Andrewes saw a parallel be¬

tween the descent of the Holy Spirit at the baptism of Christ

and Pentecost. The Holy Spirit descended on Christ because

«e was the eternal Son inc mate and at Pentecost the same Holy

Spirit descends on the disciples - the Church. Church, bap¬

tized by the iioly spirit, was the bouy of Christ and w<*s in
4

essential union with Christ its Had through the some Holy Spirit.

Christ was both a singular person, a particular man and He was

also the second Adam who had a corporate being; the iaany and the

one. The Church was the body of Christ and Christ was the Head of
5

the body. As Christ was the Head of the body so the Holy Spirit
6

was the Heart of the body. andrewes always associated life giving

1. Andrewes, ivorks. op. cit..TjI, p. 109^^6
2. Ibid., p. 120. 3. Ibid., p. 121.

4. Ibid., p. 257.

5. Andrewes, Works, ££. ext., Ill, p. 249.
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powers to the Holy Spirit; He made the body to live. Vithout

the Dove, said jyadrewes, there is no Church. He also inverted

this proposition and maintained that apart from that Church

upon which the Holy Spirit came and where He anointed there was

no fioly Spirit .and hence no remission of sins. This meant in

Andrewes • thought that the Holy Spirit only comes to the Church,

the body of Christ, whose Spirit He is.

Andrewes frequently related the meaning and purpose of

creation to the Church. He stated that the world itself was

2
created for the Church. J-he Holy Spirit who hooded upon the

face of the waters in the beginning and brought forth creation

also recreates the world, "the Christian world, or Church, by the

same Spirit moving on the waters of baptism." The Church is the

net; appearing in our midst. Andrewes saw here that the Holy

Spirit inaugurated the Church at its baptism and when a person

is baptized into the Church he is in reality baptized into a new
4

life. i'he first gift of the Holy Spirit to the first man had

been choked with sin. The second gift of the Holy Spirit at

Pentecost restored and renewed man. The redemptive act of God

wrought in-Christ is given to the Church at Pentecost. The Spirit

who conceived Christ in the womb of Mary must also conceive us
6

anew and this is done at baptism.

Andrewes elaborated his concept of creation and recreation

1

3

5

1. Andrewes, Works, op. ext.. Ill, p. 256.
\

IW., pp. 291, 3«5. 3. Ibid., p. lf$.

5i i-bi' i m % p» 112
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and Its relation to the Church. There were three moments in

the creative and recreative drama at which the eternal Godhead

was said to be presentj at the creation of the world the Father,

Word and Holy Spirit were present. So also at the baptism of

the Son; the Father in the voice, the Holy Spirit in the dove

and Christ in the water. The third instance was the baptism of
1

the Church. The latter reference was to Pentecost where both

the Father and the Son poured out the Holy Spirit upon the Church}

the Spirit which was tiieir essential unity, .uidrewes likened the

cr ative act of God in the creation of the world to the redemptive

act in Christ and He focused the redemptive act on the Church.

Since the Holy Spirit brings to us the fulness of the ascended
2

Christ all the channels of grace are conveyed into the Church.

Therefore only in the Church, the body of Christ, is there re-
3

mission of sin.

The gift ox the Holy Spirit to the Church meant for

Andrewes the eternal presence of God in our midst. The eternal

Spirit in andrewes' thought represents a two-fold union in rela¬

tion to the presence of God. The Holy Spirit as the eternal union

and love of God the Father and God the Son signifies that in the

ascension of Christ's humanity our flesh and hlo.d stand in the

presence of God who in turn now dwells with His people on earth in

the Holy Spirit. The eternal union of the Godhead dwells in the

q
1. mdrewes, Works, op. cit., II, p. 385*

2. oidrewes. Works. op. cit., V, p. 100.

3. Ibid., p. 101.
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Church by the Holy Spirit who is that union. It is God's love

for us. His own essential love, that makes Him wish to oontinu-
1

ally dwell with us and He does this by His Holy Spirit. The
2

Spirit is the true ark of God's presence among His people. He

is the continuity of God's presence among His people who are
3

His temple. It is the doctrine of the Ho3y Spirit in Andrewes'

thought that gives his concept of the Church its eschatological

direction. The Holy Spirit comes to the Church from heaven and

fills the sails of the Church with a heavenly wind and bears it
4

heavenward. The act of Godls dwelling with men on earth by the
5

Holy Spirit, as by "the incarnate .ion, is by grace. Grace allows

us to have God in our midst. The concept of union with Christ

in Andrewes* thought is always one of grace as opposed to nature.

By nature we are men of sin separated from God. God grants us

grace in Jesus Christ that we might be united with Him and He

completes His grace in us and gives us the fulness of grace -

glory - by which we are taken to where Christ is that we may dwell
6

with Him. The coning of the Holy Spirit begins with the ascen¬

sion of Christ and ends with our ascension. "Sent Him down to us

7
to bring us up to Him." °hrist ascended that God might continu¬

ally dwell with us, that so dwelling with us we may in the end

1. Andrewes, 'Corks, op. cit., Ill, pp. 241, 98.

2. Ibid., p. 241. 3. Ibid., p. 160.

4* Ibid., p. 121. 5* Ibid., p. 244.

6. Ibid., p. 241, 244. 7. Ibid., p. 244.
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dwell with Cod. This is the fulness of the atonement, to be at

one with ood and this by grace, but even now, in this life,

andrewes understood that by grace we are anchored in the ascended
2

Christ.

thought on the Church and that of andrewes•♦ Davenant, like

iiodrewes, stressed tne oneness of the Church with Christ. He

also related the redemptive work of Christ directly to the Church.

In his exposition of Paul*s epistle to the Colossians, Davenant

stated that the ^hurch was those who had been redeemed and renewed
3

by Christ who is the Head of the bocty. he called this renewing

our new nativity in the life of grace and a certainty of a new
4

and glorious resurreetional birth in the life of glory. Christ

is the dead of Hi3 Church as He is Cod and man. is the incarn¬

ate One He is the dead of those who are incorporated into His
5

body, the Church. Christ and His Church are, therefore, one
6

flesh. Davenant included the Old Testament Church in the Church

as the body of Christ and stated that Christ was the Head of His

Church before the incarnation and even according to His humanity
7

because He is the promised One of Cod. The whole redemptive act

of Cod from beginning to end was gathered up in the Church. Christ

1. oidrewes, toorks. op. cit., Ill, p. 244.

2« Ibid., p. 43.

3» Davenant, en Oolossians. op. cit.. I, p. 172.

There is a close affinity between Bishop Davenant's

4. Ibid., p. 226.

6. Ibid., pp. 211, 216.

5. Ibid., p. 211.

7. Ibid., pp. 211, 213.
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as the Lamb slain from the found tion of the earth is likewise
1

Head of the Church from the foundation of the world. I,ike

Andrewea, Davenant recognized that the union between Christ and
2

His Church was the eternal union of the Holy Spirit,

The creation of the Church, with regard to man's parti¬

cipation in the body of Christ was stressed by Havenant as

established by the ministry of the gospel. "In this sense we

call any assembly of men whatever, professing the doct ins and
3

religion of Christ under legitimate pastors, a church." Davenant

was careful to show that membership in the body of Christ did not

depend solely upon an external profession of faith and external

participation of the sacraments. He saw that this was the basis

for a doctrine of ex opere operato. He criticized BellarmLne for

asserting that only an external union with the Church of Home and

an external profession of faith and participation of the saera-
4

raents were sufficient to be a member of the true Church. Davenant,

while admitting that such a profession constituted membership in

the visible Church also maintained that not all such external

members belonged to the body of Christ but only those who are
5

joined to Christ Himself by faith and the Spirit, Of course

Homo could make such a claim because she had identified herself

with the Church invisible.

1. Davenant, On Colosslarue, op. cit., I, p. 211.

2. Ibid., p. 217.

3. Davenant, On Colosslans. op. cit.. I, p. 218. dee also
Brarabaii, Corks, op. cit., II, p. 24.

4. Davenant, On Colossians. pp. cit., I, pp. 218, 219.

5. Ibid., pp. 218, 226.
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igain like kndrewes, Davenant acknowledged the opirit to

be the union between Christ and the members of His body. He did

not support the concept of an invisible Church and a visihle

Church as if there were two Churches. There was but one Christ,

one body, one Church. The visible Church he maintained wa3 the

Church of Jesus Christ under the militant state of grace. Such

an understanding must surely always be maintained for it stresses

the fact that all the huaanne3s and sinfulness of our world does

not rule out the Church existing in this age. It shows clearly

the ultimate victory of Christ and His grace in allowing mortal

still clothed in unreaurrected flesh to be members of His

body. The Church under the militant state of grace is the Church

under the cross.

Those who are members of the body of Christ are those who
2

have been quickened and made alive by the vitality of grace.

Grace, for Davenant meant union with Christ now, in this age. To

be a true member of the Church meant full participation in Christ.

Christ is the beginning and foundation of salvation and grace in
3

this life and glory in the life to come. The Church participates

in the fulness of Christ. Davenant related Christ's work of re¬

conciliation to His person as Head, of the Church. Christ alone is
4

our union with God. Christ alone is the fulness of grace. The

Church has the two-fold state of grace and glory. Under the forms

1. Davenant, On Justification, op. eit., I, p. 23.

2. Davenant, On Colossians. op. cit., I, p. 220.

3* ;fbid», p. 223* 4. IbicJ., p. 240.
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of this age the Church lives the life of grace and spiritual

resurrection while it is also sealed to the life of glory and
1

etern;il resurrection of the body. The Church of grace and
2

glory are both ours in Christ who is the first born. Those

who are not united to Christ in this life are neither partakers

of grace in this life nor the fulness of grace - glory - in the
3

life to come.

In his controversy with the Puritans Bishop Hall stressed

the Pauline criterion of unity in the Church* one Lord, one faith,
4

one baptism. Where these are present, there is the Church. These

are the essentials, said Hall, though he also included the Lord's

Supper and correct doctrine in the concept of the Church, Christ

is the Saviour of His body, the Church, God's elect who are bap¬

tized in the laver of regeneration and whose faith relies upon
5

Christ. Hall was not blind to the divisions of the Church in his

day, he was in fact painfully aware of them but he continually

pointed to the given unity in Christ. In speaking of the unity of

the Church Hall maintained that in our considerations we have rea-

6
son to begin in heaven for there is the origin of the Church.

There are many particular Churches but all these make up the one
7

Catholic Church of Christ.

1. Davenant, On Golossians. pp. 223, 224, 225.

2. Ibid., p. 223* 3* Ibid., p. 226.

4. Hall, Works, op. cit. V, p. 282.

5. Ibid., pp. 283, 284.

6. Hall, Works, og. cit.. VII, p. 149.

7. Hall, Works, o£. cit., V, pp. 284, 285.
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ball considered baptism the initiatory sacrament. lie

regarded, baptism as the sole way of incorporation into the Church

on earth *nd hence he stressed that baptism constituted the
1

Church on earth and stood as the seal of the Church also. This

bee me very dear in his discussion with the Browaists who had

separated from the church of ma iand claiming that the Church of

England was no true Church, iiis sole argument that the Church

of England was a true Church finally rested on baptism* If the

Church of England is not a true Church then the Brownlste who had

been baptised in that Church shouid be rebaptized but if they

admitted that the baptism was Valid then they must confess that
2

the Church of England is a true Church. At this point Hall

clearly made oaptism tne mark of the true church. That is why

he still recognized i^orae to tie of the true Church though corrupt,

ner bapuism 'though shamefully deformed with rotten tradition*
3

was still a true baptism*

archbishop Laud was even raore to the point on this matter.

he also emphasized as did Hall that baptism preserved the Church

of home. Laud really saw the issue at stake. lie stressed, using

augustine's tiaiught, that it was not .Mine's baptism which was

valid but Christ's and the Church of England feared to repudiate

Come' s baptism for fear of calling into question God*s faithf l-
4

ness in Christ.

1* HaLL, Works* op. cit.» J(X* p. 601. dee also Works* op. cit.
aX, p. 24.

2. Hall, Works* op. cit.. IX, pp. 25, 35*

3* Ibid., p. 46.

4. Laud, Works* op. cit.* II, p. 333.
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1

therefor, there could be no rebaptis... This state-

ment b cornea «s&ready Important in Laud's thought especially

in relation to the aefonaed Churches. Laid also admitt ed th tfc

the hurch of iiome was a true Church but he insisted that tide

did not taean aha was therefore a right Church either in doctrine

or i&.nners and hence she was a dishonour to the Church of hriet.

A true church for Laud was a cosapany of men who professed the
2

faith of Christ and who were baptised into His name. In his

controversy with Fisher Laud repeatedly affirmed that baptism

was the only entrance into the Church and hence into salvation.
3

"jO, no b.ptiam, no entrance." In our baptism we are sanctioned
4

by the Holy Spirit. Laud, especially in his discussions with

mam, considered baptism to be the nark and unity of the - hurch.

Pearson based the found tion of the Church's existence
§

upon the promise of Christ in His discourse with ieter. Pearson

largely maintained a direct relation of the church to the person

of christ when he dealt with the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. In

idls discussion of the Jhurch He irariedi tely aoved to the concern

of a concrete historical Church which had a "nature capable of
6

daily exercise." f-earsofi was sost insistent on this point• The

church which was in our history wus one Church in its beginning

1. Laud, orka. oj>. jit., II, p. 324-

2. Ihid.» p. 144* 3* p. 45.

4. Ibid., p. 67.

5» fearson, ojs>. p» 57i*

6. hoc, cit.
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and all those who since had become members of the Church had

become members of that Church. He cited passages of Scripture

which speak of Churches but he declared that these Churches

were always considered as one Church. The local Churches were

those "believing ami baptized persons of each family, with such

as they admitted and received into their house to join in the
1

worship of the same God."

The fulfillment of Christ's promise to build His Church

was consummated in the sending of the Holy dpirit upon the dis¬

ciples. When the Holy Spirit descended Peter began to preach

and those who believed were baptised into the Church. Our belief

in the Holy Catholic Church is grounded in the promise of God
2

in Christ and in nothing else. Pearson cited the second chapter

of Acts to show the continuity of the Church; those who were

baptized in the name of Christ, who continued hearing the word

preached, received the sacrament and joined in the worship of
3

God. This was the Church.

The primary unity of the Church was in the person of

Jesus Christ in Pearson's thought. The foundation upon which the

Church is built is Christ and all who are converted to the true
4

faith are added to this Church. Pearson thought of this as the

unity of origin. It is the Holy Spirit who joins us to Christ

and makes us members of Christ's body which looks to Christ as its

1. Pearson, oj>. cit., p. 594.

2. Ibid., pp. 592, 601. 3. Ibid., p. 592.

^ Ibid., p. 596.
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1
Head. 'l'he union between the members and the Head is a spirit¬

ual union for the union is the Holy Spirit. Pearson, like

Andrewcs, considered that communion with the Father and the Son
3

was wrought by the Spirit who was the unity between them. In
4

the Church, the body of Christ, we are in communion with God.

Pearson dealt at length with the person of the Holy Spirit and

there is much that is commendable in his thought but his doctrine

of the Holy Spirit lacked the depth and breadth that we find in

i*ndrewes' work. Pearson1 s doctrine of the Holy Spirit has a

static quality about it that is reflected in his concept of the

In his discussion of the Church Pearson related our union

with Christ to the atonement; Christ bears our sin and gives us
5

His grace. In our baptism we are baptized into the Church and
6

into the forgiveness of sin. It is the Holy Spirit who baptizes

us into the Church and we have our communion with Christ by the
7

Holy Spirit. Those members who are truly united with Christ re-
8

ceive saving grace and never are separated from Him. Hence they

are never separated from the Church; they are forever united to

the members and to their Head. The final consummation of the

atonement, the fulness of grace consummated, is for those alone

who are untied to Christ by the Holy Spirit who sanctifies them

1. Pearson, oj>. cit., pp. 579, 580.

2

Church.

2. Ibid., p. 530.

4. Ibid., pp. 622, 623.

6. Ibid., p. 632.

8. Ibid., pp. 605, 630.

3. Ibid., pp. 376, 563, 623

5. Ibid., p. 623.

7. Ibid., pp. 376, 563, 623
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1

and adopts theui arid who ia the assurance of resurrection,

doth the backward movement and the future reference of atone¬

ment was related to the Church by Pearson.

The concept of the Holy Spirit, so prominent in Andrewes'

doctrine of the church, is sustained in his consideration of the

Church's ministry of word and sacrament. The word and sacrament

are thought out christologicaily by nndrewes and thus the Spirit

is most vitally related to them.

andrewes stressed the fact that the Holy Spirit added

nothing to the work of Christ rather He is the seal which valid¬

ates and administers to man all that Christ was and did for man-

2
kind. The Holy Spirit is the witness to the grace of Christ.

•oidrewes made much of the way the Holy Spirit appeared to the

Church and in this epiphany of the Spirit he saw the confirmation,

seal and guarantor of the word and sacrament • The Holy Spirit as

the eternal unity of the Trinity conveyed the word ana conceived

Him in the flesh so also it is the same Holy Spirit who still con¬

veys the same word to the Church; the word ana body of the eternal

Son. The Holy Spirit dedicated the word ana sacrament to the Church.

The word given to the Church by the Holy Spirit was dir¬

ectly related to the word that is Christ and also to the Holy
3

Spirit, the Spirit of Christ. The word that is preached by the
4

Church is an.analogia fidei of the ord that is Christ. Andrewes

1. Pearson, og. cit.. pp. 624» 666.

2. andrewes, Ivories. op. cit.. Ill, p. 357.

3. Ibid., p. 201. 4. Ibid., pp. 201, 124.
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used the word abstract rather than analogia fidei but the

intended meaning is essentially the same* The seat of the

tongue is in the Head and the Head of the Church is Christ who
1

is also the »*ord. Christ is the Head of the body and the Church

wliich is the body of Christ speaks the Word which is Christ.

Andrewes grounded the Word which the Church proclaims on the in-

Carnation of the Word of God, Jesus Christ, The Word of the Lord

which cme to the Church is the primary Word. The word which
2

the Church proclaims is thenAos , the echo of God's Word.

Bishop Pearson expressed a similar thought regarding the

preaching of the Prophets and the apostles. The saving word was

spoken by them but the saving word is not the words of men but
3

the Word of God spoken by them. The revelation of the lord of
4

God was the work of the Holy Spirit. Since the proclamation of

the Church's word is the echo of the Word, said andrewes, her

preaching does not come directly from the Church. It is not her

own word. If the Church should so speak, that is speak a word

which is her own, then it is to be suspected. The Church can

only make a sound but cannot speak the Word of God unless she

echoes the Word of God. Therefore true preaching is c Hing on
5

the name of the Lord. The Holy Spirit does not accompany any

1. Andrewes, Works. op. cit.. Ill, p. 124.

2. Ibid., p. 117.

3. Pearson, ojd. cit.. p. 16.

4. Ibid., p. $75.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 323.
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1

word but only one Word, the Word of God. Unless thd Church

echo that one Mord she is not proclaiming the Word of God;

there is no preaching. There can be no preaching; without the

Holy opirit for without Him the Church can only speak the
2

letter that kills. It is the Holy opirit that makes alive the

words that the Church speaks that it might be the Word of God.

Andrewes regarded preaching as the early Church Fathers did; as

3
placing the Spirit upon the ear of the hearers.

The sacraments, like the word, were related to the per-
/
son and work of Christ by the Holy Gpirit in the thought of

andrev/es. He understood the sacraments in relation to the
4

mystery of the inc jnation. Because of the inc rnation, Christ*s

embodiment in our humanity, He uses bodily things to work out our
5

salvation. The sacrament in Andrewes * thought was the /uuurfnp/ ov

by vhich the Church initiates us into the fellowship of the in-
6

Carnate .ord. For Andrewes, both word and sacrament had to do

primarily with participation in Christ. Word and sacrament were

the means of grace because they presented us with Christ. God

conforms Himself to our earthly state in the word arid the sacra¬

ment even as He did when the Word became flesh and in this way
7

conveys His grace unto us. The sacrament was the visible verbum.

1. Andrewes. works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 117.

2. Ibid., p. 172. 3. Ibid., p. 131.

4. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 43.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 92.

6. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 43*
7. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., Ill, pp. 144, 145.
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the word to the eye even as preaching is the word to the ear

and these two aspects of the word were never separated from
1

each other in Andrewes' thought. 'the Holy Spirit makes alive

the flesh of the sacrament and without Him baptism remains only

water and the bread and the wine fleshly elements that do not
2

profit our receiving. The incarnation was the *»is for the

word and sacrament in Andrewes1 thought and they were held in

unity by the same Spirit who carried the Word arid conceived it

in the flesh of Christ's humanity.

The eucharist was very important in andrewes' under¬

standing of the means of grace but the doctrine of the incarn¬

ation, extremely important also, kept andrewes from making a

bifurcation between the word and the sacrament. To divide them

was to divide Christ which cannot be done. The word moves to

the flesh; the preaching of the v.ord to the participation of the

sacrament. This understanding was very prominent in tndrewes•

thought and it is reflected in the structure of his sermons. He

was explicit on the relation of the word and sacrament with

reference to the incarnation. "The word we hear is the abstract of

Verbum; The Sacrament is the antCtype of caro. His flesh. What

better way than where these are actually joined, actually to par-
3

take them both?" To receive the whole ess of Christ we receive

both word and sacrament. The word is not a disembodied word nor

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 14$.

2. p. 172.

3. Andrewes, Works, o£. cit.. I, p. 100.
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can the flesh be thought of apart from the word. It is the

Word made flesh full of grace and truth.

If it be grace and truth vie respect, how may we better
establish our hearts with grace, or settle our minds in
the truth of Hi3 promise, than by partaking those the
conduit-pipes of His grace, and seals of His truth unto
us? Grace and truth now proceeding not from the Word
alone, but even from the flesh thereto united; the fount¬
ain of the Word flowing into the cistern of His flesh, and
from thence deriving down to us this grace and truth, to
them that partake Him aright. -—1

This statement speaks Andrewes' mind exactly on his concept of

the relation of word and sacrament. The two must be held to¬

gether in analogy to the person of Christ, the Word and the

flesh. Bishop Cosin also followed tndrewes in this understand¬

ing of word and sacrament. His preaching of the word pointed

to and was followed by the participation of the eueharist even
2

as the Word became flesh in the incarnation.

There was, however, an other element in the Caroline

tradition that did not come through Andrewes which bifurcated

the unity of word and sacrament and has caused untold harm. YJe

can discern this trend in Archbishop Laud who, partly in reaction

to the Puritan emphasis on preaching, exalted the importance of

the eucharist over the proclamation of the word.

I say the greatest, yea, greater than the pulpit; for there
'tis. Hoc est corpus meum, 'This is ny body,' but in the
pulpit 'tis at the most but, Hoc est verbum meum, 'This is
ny word.' And the greater reverence, no doubt, is due to
the body than to the word of our Lord, —3

1. Andrewes, Works, oj>. ext., I, p. 100.

2. Cosin, Korku, op. cit., I, pp. 235, 262, 305*

3. Laud, works. VI, Ft. 1, p. 57.
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Laud lackect the understanding of the incarnation that

was so important for andrewes. Andrewes would never have made

such a false separation of the word and the sacrament# Gueh a

separation involves the natures of Christ. It was God the Holy

Spirit who united the Word to the flesh and ever remains the

eternal union of them in Jesus Christ. God had in very deed

joined them together and what God had so joined together man

cannot separate, andrewes saw this most clearly. The Lord and

flesh remain joined in an eternal union of the Holy Spirit, the

same Holy Spirit who is the union between the Father and the Son.

Laud in everything was a Puritan in reverse. In reaction to Home
<•

the Puritans emphasized the preaching of the word and tended to

minimize the sacrament. The Puritans recognized something of

the vain pretentions of Home in the sacrificial aspect of the

mass. In turn Laud reacted to this Puritan emphasis and laid the

greater stress on the eucharist. Both reactions were governed

by shallow theological thinking and the voice of Andrewes must

be heard again in this matter in the Church of fingland.

In his disputation with Fisher, Laud drew a comparison

between the Church of uome and the Puritans who exalted preaching

over the eucharist. He acknowledged that there was great dis¬

agreement between than but they were at one in this: "That the

sermons and the preachings of the lawfully sent pastors and doctors

of the Church, are able to breed in U3 divine and infallible faith}
1

nay, are the very word of God." Laud saw that the Puritans were

1. Laud, Works, op. cit., II, p. 113.
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in danger of 'transubstantiating* the word in preaching. Laud,

however, was not able to speak critically to this situation be¬

cause he himself had so misunderstood the proper relation of the

word of Christ to His person. Again it was Andrewes* ttolight
✓

that was needed for he saw the proper relation between the Aoyos
and the^A/'«. which was a relation of grace that excluded the

doctrine of transubstantiation. The Puritan bifurcation of the

word and the sacrament can clearly be seen in the writings of

such Puritisns as Tobias Crisp and John Saltmarsh. Though they

were extremely Christocentric in their thinking it was not an

incarnational Uhristocentricity. Hence, in both these men there

was little mention of the Church and no mention of the sacraments

in relation to the atoning work of Christ.

The participation of the sacraments, for andrewes, had to

do with incorporation into Christ. The sacraments of the Church

were the seals that assured us of grace to make us Christ's and
1

the pledge to keep us His.

And by, and with these, there is grace imparted to usj
which grace is the very breadth of this Holy Spirit, the
true and express character of His seal, to the renewing
in us the image of God whereunto we are created. —2

The atoning work of Christ was related to the sacraments by

Andrewes. He acknowledged the Holy Spirit to be the Spirit of

grace because in the word and the sacrament the Holy Spirit pre¬

sented us with Christ.

1. Andrewes, Works, op. ext., II, p. 222.

2. Ibid., p. 223.
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to Christ's baptism by John. He saw Christ's baptism as His

identification with the sin of man. Christ put us on in Hi3
1

baptism and we put Him on in ours. Christ needed no baptism

for Himself but He is baptized for us and this baptism is the
2

whole of His passion; it is baptism into the cross. Our bap¬

tism i3 not into Christ's water-baptism but into His cross-
3

baptism; into His death. In our baptism the Holy Spirit applies
4

Christ's blood to us. We are baptized into His atonejaent. But

Andruwes stressed that we were baptized into the fulness of Christ.

We are baptized into Christ's Sonshipj now to be received of Him

and then, at the consummation of time, to be made like His glorious

in baptism. We are baptized by Him into Christ and born anew of
6

Him and received as Bona of God, If we do not receive grace from
7

the Holy Spirit there is no place for us with Christ. Andrewes'

concept of the Holy Spirit as the eternal union of the Godhead

emphasised the understanding of baptism as incorporation into the

fulness of Christ, the God-man. We come to Christ by the Holy
8

Spirit and we come to God by Christ. The first-fruits of the

X* Andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, p. 2£Q.

5
body.

2. Ibid., p. 251.

4t 9 P* ^^4*

3. Ibid., pp. 250, 251.

5. Loc. cit

6. Ibid., pp. 188, 246, 262. 7. Ibid., p. 399.

8. iindrewes, Works, op. cit.. JII, p. 396.
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i'ulnesri of Christ's atonement are received by us in our baptism
1

in this life. 'the first-fruits of Christ's glorification, the
2

life of grace are given to us now in our baptism, la our bap¬

tism the Holy Spirit seals us to the day of our final rising with
3

Christ. Andrewes thought of baptism as a first resurrection,

a resurrection of the spirit and this is the first-fruit of
4

Christ's resurrection. The blood of Christ by which we are

baptized is the artery of His Holy Spirit, "His blood and His
5

Spirit always go together." The Holy Spirit as the life of

Christ's blood quickens us to thi3 first resurrection and seals
6

us to the final resurrection of our bodies.

In Andrewes* thought baptism had to do not only with

freeing us from the past sin of our lives but it also had the
7

forward significance of the atonement. Baptism meant union

•with Christ for Andrewes and this union was one of grace. The

Fatherhood of God is a tern of nature for Christ who is the Bon
8

by nature and not by grace. Christ does not need gr xe for Him¬

self to be united to the Father for He is filled with the fulness

of the Deity. Christ is filled with the fulness of grace for us

that we might be made by grace what we are not by nature; sons in

His Gonship. "But that the manhood is taken into God, that was

not of nature but of grace. And what is of grace is ever properly

1. Andrewos, Works, op. cit., II, p. 222.

2* Ibid., p. 223. 3. Ibid., p. 222.

4. uidrewes. Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 102.

5. Ibid., pp. 102, 103. 6. Ibid., p. 102.

7. Ibid.. p. 262. 3. Ibid., p. 289.
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ascribed to the Spirit."

Our union by grace was in contrast to Christ' s union by

His own nature to God. In baptism the Holy Spirit udtes us tc

Christ's body which is in eternal union with God the Father.

Baptism changes our nature, our generation. From creatures of
2

our first creation we are made to be new creatures in Christ.

In Christ, we are r generated and translated into the state of
3

grace. Ve are adopted into Christ as sons and made heirs of
4

heaven with Him in a manner as full in every way as Himself.

Baptism is into the fulness of Christ. In Christ we are received
5

to grace and made by adoption what He is in Himself. "By it
6

we are that we are." Christ's identification by the Holy Spirit

in His baptism was for our sakes, said Anclrewes, e en as the

Father's voice was for us. When the Father speaks to Christ in

His baptism and calls Him His Son He also speaks these words to

us wiio are in Christ by baptism. We are sons in the Sonship of

Christ. Christ is the Son of the Father "and for Thy sake, all

that are in Thee, all that by baptism have put Thee on, and

every one of them are to Me, as Thou Thyself art; Filii. dilecti.
7

complacentes."

Baptism for Andrews was baptism into Christ and into

Christ's body, the Church. God had given to man no other means

1. Andrewes, Works, op. eit.. Ill, pp. 289, 290.

2. Ibid., p. 262. 3* Loc. cit.

4« Ibid., pp. 262, 263. 5« Ibid., p. 263.

6. Ibid.. p. 188. 7. Ibid., p. 261.



- 295 -

by which ve may enter into Christ's Church. Henc, from the
1

side of man there was no Church without baptism. To be bap¬

tized into the Church was for Andrewes a baptism into belief
2

itself, into faith. As we are baptized, said Andrewes, so we

believe, lie did not qualify the act of baptism by insisting

that we validate it by our act of belief, he are given that in

baptist,tj it is given ns to balisve in Christ. Andreves usod

Augustine's definition of 'twin sacrament' for baptism and the

eucharist. Andrewes really thought of only one sacraaant with

baptism and the eucharist as two aspects of the one sacrament.
3

The blood, of Christ flowed into baptism and the cup of wine.

Both 3acrument3 involve us in Christ's atonement. We are incor¬

porated into Christ by baptism and by it are invited to continual
k

participation of His body and blood. In Andrewes* thought bap¬

tism moved to the eucharisfc. The seal of baptism could only be

given once but the eucharist continually signed us over again
5

to our Baptism.

Davenant, like Andrewes, related the sacrament to the

person and work of Christ. The substance of the sacrament, i3

Christ Himself, and we receive all from the sacraments of Christ
6

by f dlth which is also God's gift. Baptism for Dav nant was the

ingrafting of the baptized into the body of Christ and he regarded

it as the sole entry into the Church. Baptism had a two-fold

X. oadrewes, Works, op. cit.» III, pp. 194, 257, 25&.

Ibid., pp. 188, 189. 3. Ibid., n. 103.

4. Ibid., p. 203. 5. Ibid.. pp. 222, 223.

6. Davenant, On Colossians. op. cit.. I, pp. 446, 447.



significance for him whieh he related to the two fold aspect

of the Church - grace and glory. In baptism we are dead to sin
1

and our lives are nov; hid with Christ. Hie sentence of death

is already pronounced aginst sin in b-ptism. and the execution
2

is daily worked into us. We die to sin sacrament.ally and we
3

also receive the Spirit of Christ alio works it into our flesh.

Ilie certain expectation of the life of glory is given when Christ
4

returns. This new life is now completed, perfected and glorious

in Christ our Head but it is hidden in Hiia. Our lives ar« now

in the state of grace where they are perfected in Christ but yet
6

imperfect in the ihiithf.il.. This really expressed Davenant ' s

concept of grace in relation to the atonement* hut lie maintained

that the state of grace is the childhood of glory and that grace
7

seals us to the state of glory# The full light of our life in
a

Christ vdll be revealed in the day of Christ*s second coming.

Iii the sacrament of baptism we, even now, sacrament.JLIy partake

of the fulness of Christ. In our baptism we are buried with

Christ which for Covenant roe.-nt the burial of the body of sin or
9

the old Adam. In baptism we are sacr unent Hy buried with Christ

as our Head but even now in our own selves our sins are said to be

1. Davenant, On Colossians. op. cit.. II, p. 16.

5

2. Ibid., pp. 16, 17.

4* Ibid., p. 16.

6. Ibid., pp. 19» 20.

8. Ibid., p. 21,

3. Ibid., p. 17.

7. Ijdd. , p. 20.

5. Ibid., pp. 19, 20j

9. Davenant, On Colossians. op. cit.. I, p. 441.
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buried in b aptism. The resurrection of the body of Christ is

our resurrection now in grace. "k'or, ae by the power of the

Vord he raised from death the humanity united to the Vordj so

also by the same power he quickens us, who are united, and planted
2

in fiim, to a new life of grace.1' Baptism is the death of sin
3

and the renewing of the life by grace. In baptism Christiana

are consecrated to Cod and renewed after the divine image of the
4

invisible Cod; this by the Holy Spirit. Our b ptism is into
5

Christ who is the express image of the invisible God. The grace

o.f Christ in this Life seals U3 to the life of glory in Christ.

Baptism in Bavviant's thought fully embodied the backward and for¬

ward novoraent of the atonement which was so import nt to Andrews1

understanding•

Bishop Downase rel ted both word and sacr raent as means

of grace to the atoning work of Christ in a clear aM definite

way. God, said Downame, had, from His own freedom,given to the

Church the means of grace by which the righteousness of Christ
6

might be communicated to us. Downante rightly saw that the word

and saer jrients did not contain grace inherent in themselves but

that they were continually in motion co.fimtunic.it.ing unto us the

grace of God. They are means of grace, means by which God com-

1. Davenant, On Coloasiana, op. cit.. x, p. 442.

2. p. 444*

3. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., I, p. 75»

4» Davenant, On Colossians. op. cit., II, p. 99.

5. Davenant, On Coloasians, op. cit.. I, pp. 179, 180.

6. Downarae, On Justification, op. cit., p. 9.



1
ifiuaic ites grace to us both word and sacramsnt • It was not the

word and sacrament as st vtic things that contained grace but in

the ministry of them. The means of grace are the ministry of the

word and sacrament. God*3 3string grace had appeared in Christ who

is the deed of our rademption and by the preaching of the word
2

the saving grace appears in word* God, by Ilia Holy Spirit, begets

faith xn us by the iiMbnuvsts of -word and sacrament and by faith

we receive Christ to our justiftcation. The Holy Spirit also con¬

firms our faith as the Snirit of adoption working in us the a3sur-'

3
Hrtce of our justification. In this way the Holy Spirit justifies

us bee .use He works faith in us and applies the merits of Chrits*8
4

justification to us. Our faith must be grounded on the outhor-
5

ity of God. speaking in His Viord. True faith must be understood
6

in respect of the object received by faith which is Christ. The

sacrament was the pledge given to the believer by God and there¬

fore every sacrament was a seal of that righteousness by frdth
7

which was annexed to the proraise of the gospel. This promise if

applied to every f ilthful believer assures hia in particular of
8

his justification and salvation by Christ. Dovname was critic.il

of Home*s concept of ex opere operato which seeks to manipulate
9

God. Dowbaiw rightly groiaxded the operation of the sacr;«nent on

1. bowname, On Justification, op. cit.. p. 9.
2. Downaae, ine covenant 01 orrt.ee. op. cit., pp. 34» 58. bee also
Downame, On Christian Freedom, op. cit., p. 12.
3. Downame, On Justification, op. cit., p. 11.
4. ibid., pp. 9, 12. bee also Pearson, og. cit.. p. 576.
5. Dawn«rae, On Justific-tlon, op. cit., p. 318,
6. Ibid., p. 13. 7. Ibid., p. 12.
8• hoc, cit. 9« hoc. cit.



- 299 -

the promise of God made in the gospel.

Baptism meant incorporation into Christ for Downame and
1

was a sacriiment.il union with Him. Dty b.ptism Downame understood

a sacramental union with the body of Christ and this was related
2

to the church in his thought. Those who are in Christ are those
3

who were elected by the free grace of God. To be in the Church,

meant for Downame, to be in the fulnes3 of Christj not only the
4

Church militant of earth but also the Church triumphant in heaven.

There is only one church and that is the body of Christ. Cowname•s

concept of the church embraced the pre-ascension and the post-

ascension era. *he Old Test oaent Church was therefore embraced
5

in the Church of Christ which was from the beginning of the world.

Downame stressed that our union with Christ had a two-fold

significance which he related to the wholeness of Christ and His

atoning work. In baptism we ut Christ on who is our righteousness

and in this union we have not only remission of sin and justifi¬

cation but also regeneration and sanctification and are conformed
6

to Christ's death and resurrection. Downame emphasized both the

backward and forward movements of atonement in his understanding

of bptism. Ve are baptized into Christ's death and resurrection

so that we die in Him and rise with Himj we die to sin and rise to

1. Ibid., p. See also Downame, On Christian Freedom, op.
ext., pp. 21, 22.
2. Downarae, On Christian Freedom, op. cit., p. 22. See also
Bramhall, Corks. op. cit., II, p. 70.
3. Downame, un Justification, op. cit.. p. 469.

Ibid.. p. 325. 5. Doc, cit.

6. Ibid., p. 38.
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newness of life. This new life was not simply the cutting away

of past sin* rather it is related to the fulness of Christ in

whom we now live} to Christ on the other side of the cross, the

resurrected and ascended Christ. In our sacramental union with

Christ the new life of grace is given to us in this life but

this is the seal to the life of glory. In our union with Christ

He dwells with us by His Holy Spirit; "that he© which raised up

from the dead, shall also by the same dpirit quicken, that is,
2

raise up into eternal life our mortal bodies." Downame dis¬

missed the iioman concept of grace for it conceived of grace as
3

the gifts of grace inherent in us. Baptism for Downame meant

sacramental union with the fulness of Christ and not infused

grace.

Isaac Barrow followed fairly closely to the dominant

thought of Caroline theology concerning baptism as incorporation

into the body of Christ, the Church. However, Barrow*8 thought in

tids concern cannot be compared to Andrewes* for it lacked the

depth and ricimess in theological understanding. The same phrases

are often used but Barrow's thought did not have the livingness

and creativity that makes andrewes* works a thrill to read, *he

form that andrewes used, of Scripture illtuiainated by the Fathers

had already begun to harden in the Caroline tradition.

Barrow regarded both sacraments as union with Christ,

1. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit,, p. 37.

2. Downame, On Justification, op. cit.. p. 121.

3. Ibid., p. 97.
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acknowledging baptism as the primary union. In baptism the

holy Spirit is given wiio unites all Christians into one body, the
1

Catholic Church. The holy Spirit in harrow's thought was the

union between Christ and His Church and also the union between
2

each member of the body of Christ. The eucharist declares and

signifies the union which exists among the meKibers of Christ and
3

also seals that union. it proclaims the giveness of baptism.

Union with Christ has a two-fold significance in Barrow's thought.

The union with Christ was the primary union among Christians and
4

the partaking of the one food also translates them into one body.

The eueharist therefore not only proclaims the unity but it also

unifies the body. The euchariat was for those v/ho had been united

to Christ in baptism and it was also a uniting sacrament.

Barrow rejected emphatically Rome's doctrine of transub-
5

stantiation of the eucharist. He maintained with the Reformers

that we do not receive Christ corporally in the sacrament but at

the same time he did not spiritualize our union with Christ. By

his understanding of the Holy spirit's work Barrow rightly main¬

tained that vie receive Christ's humanity spiritually in faith in

the sacrament.

1. Barrow, Works, op. cit., IV, pp. 165, 166.

2. Ibid., pp. 163, 164.

3. darrow. Works, op. cit., VI, p. 561,

4* hoc, cit., See also Barrow, op. cit., VII, p. 641.

5. Barrow, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 505.



- 302 -

Barrow related baptism to Justification and sanctifi-
1

cation. He attached the power of remission of s n to baptism

and declared that the ministry of the Church opened and shut
2

the door of the kingdom when it determined who should be baptized.
3

In baptism the grace of justification was given. Through bap¬

tism Barrow secured the backward movement of the atonement but

there was a tendency in Barrow's thought to regard the grace
4

given in baptism as an ontological essence. Baptism, he thought,

gave us those things by which we could live the life of new crea¬

tures. This concept took away from his understanding of union

with Christ though Barrow insisted on baptism as incorporation

into the fulness of Christ. Through the Holy Spirit we are

united with Christ and His salvation. As we are adopted into

His Church and renewed by His grace we are destined to a partici-
5

pation of Hi3 glory. This was the forward movement. The effects
6

of renewing gr.ce reach to the kingdom of glory. Baptism bound

the body and its members inseparably together, therefore, where

the Head of the body was there also was the body and all the
7

honour conferred on the Head belongs to the body also. Christ's

1. Barrow, Corks, op. cit.. IV, p. 375.

2. Barrow, o£. cit.. VI, pp. 53, 56, 547.

3. Barrow, Corks, op. cit.. IV, pp. 387» 388.

4* Barrow, Corks, op. cit.. VI, p. 550.

5. Barrow, V-orks, op. cit., VI, p. 167.

6. Ibid., p. 52.

7. Barrow, Corks, op. cit. V, p. 502.
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glorification was a certain pledge and earnest of our glorifi-
1

Cation. As the baptized we are adopted into Christ's heavenly

family, born of His grace and destined to a participation in

His eternal glory. The forward movement was sealed to the right

hand of God.

In his concept of the Church Farrow could include the

Old Testament Church, claiming as Downame had, th it Christ's

Church was the whole body of God's people from the beginning of
2

the world to its consummation. The unity of the Church lay in

Christ and those who were separated from the Head were separated
3

from the body. The sacraments are the seals that bind us to-
4

gether. Under the unity of the Church Barrow listed the unity

of doctrine and while he also considered the unity to be maintained

through the Church*3 discipline he did not make it a mark of the

Church.

Gome of Bishop Taylor's best thought regarding his doc¬

trine of grace is to be found in his understanding of the sacra¬

ments as the means of grace. However, his thinking here as else¬

where lacked real consistency. Often passages reoresanting his

best thoughts were so qualified that they tended to nullify the

good which he had said.

Portions of Taylor's doctrine of baptism placed, him closer

to the stream of Reformed thought than the rest of his understaid-

1. Barrow, Forks, op. cit., V, p. 502.

2. Barrow, Works, op. cit., VII, pp. 627, 62d.

3* Xbi-i.. p. 641. 4. Ibi(i., p. 647.
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ing on the nature of grace. The relation between grace and

glory is perhaps best articulated by Taylor in his doctrine of

baptism. He also 3aw that baptism was primarily incorporation

into the fulness of Christ and our adoption as sons in thi3 act

entitles us to the promises of Clod whereby we are made heirs of
1

heaven by grace and faith in Jesus Christ. In the act of bap¬

tism God, who is the author of grace, adopts us and incorporates
2

us into Christ by His grace. God also gives us His Spirit in

baptism as a seal and testimony of God that He will give U3 His
3

glory. The presence of the Holy Spirit in the water of baptism

is a presence by grace and not by nature; the nature of the water
4

remains the same. The sacraments of the gospel are means of

grace, channels of grace, and in the doctrine of inf nt baptism
5

Taylor expressed the absolute initiative of God's grace. The

sacrament of baptism is an act of utter grace on the part of God
6

to which we can add nothing. Taylor acknowledged that infant

baptism supplies all the wants of human acts and equires nothing
7

on loan's part for the sacrament is an act of God.

1. Taylor, works, op. ext., IV, p. 306. See also storks, op.
cit., VIII, p. 201.

2. Taylor, Works, op. cit., XI, p. 287. See also Works, op.
cit., IX, p. 346.

3» Taylor, Works, op. cit.. XI, p. 287.

4. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. IX, p. 424. See also Works, op.
cit., XV, p. 308.

5. Taylor, Works, op. cit., XV, p. 506.

6. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. XIV, p. 359. See al30 Works, op.
cit.. VIII, p. 207.

7. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. VIII, p. 152.
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In relating baptism to the atonement Taylor included

both the backward and forward movements of grace far more than

we have noted hitherto but even here the stress was on the back¬

ward mov merit of redemption. The continually recurring theme
1

was baptism as the remission of past sin. Of course this forms

a most necessary understartding of baptism but the stress in

Taylor's thought tended to remain here. The forward movement of

the atonement, however, can definitely be seen here in his under¬

standing of baptism; the whole effect of Christ's death is reached
2

to us by the Holy Spirit. Had Taylor continued in this theme a

profound understanding of atonement could have been developed

but ag in Taylor's concept of baptism finally was governed by a

doctrine of grace which would not allow for such a development;

it qualified and limited his understanding of the sacrament of

baptism. Taylor's doctrine of grace always tended towards a

strengthening aid given to nature. In baptism man was initiated

into a state of grace by the grace of God who cancelled all past

sins and gave- man the strength of grace to continue in this new
to

life. Man, by the strength of grace, is called/persevere and so
3

preserve the new state of holiness into which he was baptized.

It is true that the new life in Christ expresses itself in

relation to this newness; th t must always be but Taylor saw this

expression as a guarantee from the side of man to remain in the

1. Taylor, uorks. op. cit., II, p. 247. See also Works, op. cit.
IX, p. 346. See also Works, op. cit.. XIII, p. 27.

2. Taylor, 'dorks, pp. cit.. XV, pp. 418, 419. See also Ivories.
0£. cit., VIII, p. 171.

3. Taylor, lories, op. cit.. II, p. 401.
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state of grace and he attached qualities of salvation to this

life of grace. Taylor sought to secure the forward movement

of grace in baptism to man's act of repentance. Baptism is a

state of repentance where we may receive not only remission of

past sins but wher we may, by repentance, continue to receive
1

remission of our sins. It was in this manner that Taylor sought

to secure the forward movement of the atonement and it is not un¬

like the Church of dome's attempt through the doctrine of pei^iance.
Like Home's attempt Taylor's understanding, though moving for¬

ward in the sense that it dealt with post baptismal sins does so

by a continual backward reference. Thus Taylor failed to relate

the forward movement vitally to Christ and this aspect of his

thought appears as an addendum to baptism; it remains man's act

which completes God's act. Taylor's understanding of grace lacked

a real understanding of the forward movement because he did not

sufficiently develop his concept of baptism as Incorporation into

the fulness of Christ.

Taylor continually brought qualifications to his doctrine

of baptism. It is apparent that what he had said about the sheer

act of God's grace in infant baptism was toned down somewhat in

his comments on adult baptism. Taylor's insistence on the retent¬

ion of free-will in fallen man placed great emphasis on roan's act
2

in his doctrine of baptism. This can be clearly seen in his

understanding of confirmation. Taylor's concept of this doctrine

definitely limited the fulness of baptism since he claimed that

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. VIII, p.317.

2. ibid., Pref. cclv.
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confirmation was an enlargement of baptismal grace. He also

tended to separate the giving of the Holy Spirit from baptism
2

and transfer it to tne act of confirmation. Confirmation is

the strength and perfection of baptism and baptismal grace for

in baptism we undertake for ourselves to do our duty but in con-
3

fixation we receive strength to do it. but the emphasis in

adult baptism was put on the free-will of man by Taylor, dan,

by the act of his free-will ratified the act of baptism. In

infant baptism others proad.se for us but in confirmation we under-
4

take to perform the promise. It is true that in confirmation we

affirm our baptism, we affirm what God has already done for us

and in gratitude we accept the new life given to us in Christ but

in Taylor* s thought confir mation became an act, not of God con¬

firming to us His own work but an act whereby man confirmed by

his free-will what in reality God alone could do and did at our
5

baptism.

In Taylor's discussion of the meaning of baptism we notice

his eoneept of a limited fall determining his views on this sacra¬

ment. The nature of infants is not spoiled, he claimed, because
6

they have not, by their own reason, sinned as adults do. As we

pursue Taylor's thought on baptisra we come again to a full circle

1. Taylor, forks, ©£. cit.. XI, pp. 245» 26V.

2. $ JP* 24G. 3* .iisiiSL*' P* 231.

4* Xo.i-v . j p. 231.

5. Taylor, forks, op. cit., V, p. 493.

6, Taylor, forks, op. cit.. VIII, praf. cclv.
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and see once more his concept of graoe to be ari addition to

nature* By the addition of grace at baptism nan is given a clean

sheet of life, so to speak, and by the strength of grace he

strives to keep within this new state of innocence. The understand¬

ing of baptism as that act of Sod by which we are incorporated into

the fulness of Christ by grace and thus continually stand as new

creatures in Him is weak in Taylor's thought. The significance of

baptism as that act of grace in Jesus Christ which penetrates to

the very source of sin and overcomes it and at the same time an

act which reaches to the consummation of the glorified Christ who

is exalted at the right hand of the Father formed no integral

part in Taylor's concept of baptism.

Bishop Thomdike reiterated the Choline view of baptism

as the gate into the Church. Tkorodike also regarded baptism as

incorporation into the fulness of the Church, both the visible
1

and the invisible Church. Like Taylor he closely associated

remission of sin with b ptism and he saw it as the first exercise
2

of the power of the keys. He likened baptism to the Old Test em¬

inent Red. Sea crossing of the Israelites where sins are unowned
3

in the waters of baptism. In Thorndike1s thought the stress in

baptism was on the remission of sins and in the case of inf art

baptism it was the remission of •rigi.nal sin. The Church received

no power to forgive sins immediately; the act of forgiveness oust

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., I, Ph. 11, p. 474.

2. Thoraetike, Works, op. cit., V, p. 434. See also Works, op.
cit., IV, Pt. 1, p. 192. * ~~™~

3. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. Ill, Pt. 1, p. 32.
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be seen in relation to the gospel and not as an act of the Church
1

itself.

Thorndike acknowledged that b ptism was into the full

coxtBiunion of the whole Church. It was incorporation into the

death of Christ and the Holy Spirit which raised Christ from the

dead is given to us in our baptism to dwell with us, raising us

from sin to lifej a life of grace in this world and a life of
2

glory in the world to come. Baptism is the assurance of the

resurrection of the flesh to glory and since it is only the Holy

Spirit who can raise our bodies, baptism also assures us of the
3

Holy Spirit. In Thorndike•s understanding the grace of God's

Spirit was the gift of the Holy Spirit at baptism and the contin¬

ual dwelling of that Spirit with man. Baptism was related, to the

ascension by Thorndike for he saw that the Holy Spirit given in
4

baptism was the Spirit of the ascended Lord. The unity of the

Church was the same Spirit so that in Thorndike'3 understanding

of baptism we 3ee the Spirit as both forming the Church and re-
5

maining as its unity.

Such of what Thorndike had to say about baptism was in¬

deed well thought out to a point but he like Taylor brought such

Qualifications to bear on his concept of baptism that he unsaid

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. IV, Ft. 1, p. 202.

2. Thorndike, dorks, op. cit.. Ill, Ft. 1, pp. 20, 21.

3. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. II, It. 1, p. 36.

4. Thorndike, dorks, op. ext., Ill, Pt. 1, p. 22.

5. Ibid., pp. 21, 22.
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much of the good. His continual reference to the Puritan sects

reveals part of the reason why Thorndike's doctrine of grace

became rigid and finally detached from the person of Christ.

Thorndike maintained that the sacrament of baptism brings us into
1

the Church and the true faith of the Church. Though he termed

this as saving grace it is obvious that iliorndike regarded this

saving grace as certain beliefs or truths that the Catholic Church
2

taught. This of course was a direct attack on the sect3. This

become even more apparent when he related baptism to the covenant

of grace. The vow of baptism was the enactment of our entry into
3

the new covenant. His denial that the covenant of grace rested
4

on promise alone was motivated by the fear of Aritinomianism.

Thorndike claimed that the concept which bred the sects of the

Church was the denial that the covenant of grace had conditions
5

attached to it. T'he covenant presupposed terms which a man is

called upon to accept and perform. He interpreted justific tion

by faith as the acceptance by a baptized person of the faith
6

taught Ly the Catholic church. In the case of infant baptism

T'homdike declared that the Church was responsible for the child

but he insisted that man ty a deliberate act of his own will must

1. Thorndike, works, op. ext., V, p. 351. See also Works, op.
ext.. IV, Pt. 1, p. 153*

2. Thorndike, forks, op. ext., II, Pt. 11, p. 411.

3. Thomdike, Works, op. cit., V, p. 363.

4» ibid., p. 4C0. See also Wo irks, op. cit.. Ill, Pt. 1, p. 16.

5. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 491.

6. Ibid.. p. 5^8.
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make a profession of acceptance of the conditions of the covenant
1

of grace. It is true that this act of man will require tne

grace of God in Thorndike's understanding but even admitting this

he could not rescue his doctrine of oaptiam from making its final

appeal for validity to man's confirmation of it by his own free¬

will. Man, he insisted, must have the freedom of the will in
2

accepting tne conditions of his release from sin. The covenant

of grace assures us that God, by the sacrifice of Christ, has

declared to mankind the terms of peace by the gospel and has

promised the help of His grace to perform the conditions which
3
I

Justifying faith signifies. hornlike unconsciously slipped

into an anthropological sphere when he spoke of justifying faith

for the stress was placed upon man's act. Thus man was justified

by his own faithj by his acceptance of and obedience to the con¬

ditions of the covenant, Christ secures the conditions of release

but man by grace fulfills these conditions. Guch an understanding

rejects any concept of substitutionary atonement and in fact limits

the entire work of Ghrist because, as Hall said in his objection

to home, it denies the words of uhrist - *lt is finished*.

The presence of the strong Antinomian tendencies among the

Furitan sects made Thorndike qualify his doctrine of baptism in

moral terras. If a Christian, said Xnorndike, is justified by the

obedience of Christ, imputed from everlasting to them whom He came

to save it would nullify the covenant of grace. It would convert

1. Thorndike, Kcrka, og. cit.. V, p. 528.

2. Ibid., p. 528.

3. Ibid., pp. 400, 528.
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it to a mere promise on God1 a part requiring no conditions to
1

be performed by man to qualify him for it. Though Thorndike

objected to Rome's doctrine of works he was nevertheless im¬

plicated in an understanding that was essentially the same.

Thorndike objected to the doctrine of predestination

to glory because it secured the believer in Christ to the ful¬

fillment of grace without man fulfilling any condition at all.

It tied Ood to fulfilling the conditions without any consider-
2

ation to Man's will. His criticism of predestination to glory

can be taken seriously when it was directed at the distortions

of the doctrine but it is obvious that Thorndike failed to under¬

stand the Pauline doctrine and unfortunately rejected it almost

completely. In Thorndike's understanding it by-passed the con¬

ditions that the covenant imposed on man. Of course that is

preci sely what it does and rightly soj it refuses to allow man

to qualify CJod's gracej His complete and completed act of redemp¬

tion in Christ. Both Thorndike and Taylor saw the works of man

as fulfilling the conditions of salvation, it was not salvation

that was free but rather the conditions of salvation and the helps

of grace to perform these conditions that were free. This tend¬

ency in the Carolines after hndrewes c arte about largely because

of the Puritan sects which seemed to dismiss the ethical life of

the regenerated maun. This was coupled with the rationalistic

3pirit which placed its emphasis on the will in matters of salva¬

tion. Hence there developed a strand of thought in the Carolines

1. Thorndike, works, o£. oil.. Ill, Bt» 1, p. 16.

2. Thorndike, v.orks, op. ext., V, p. 331*
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that was at variance with Reformed thought.

However, even while this tendency was developing Bishop

Beveridge retained the main concerns of Andrewes. The concept

of baptism as incorporation into the body of Christ was not only

affirmed by him but he carried the implications of this under¬

standing into his doctrine of grace. Thorndike and Taylor of

course affirmed it but it formed no integral part of their

doctrine of grace. The sacrament of baptism, said Beveridge, is

appointed by Christ as the means by which the Holy Spirit inserts
1

us into the body of Christ. Baptism into Christ is baptism
2

into the Church as the body of Christ. Christ and His Church,

which for Beveridge meant the congregation of all Christian people,

are one bodyj Christ is the Head and all believers are members of
3

that one body. The unity of the Church for Beveridge was the

unity of the one body into which we are baptized by the Holy Spirit.

Baptism implies the use of water and the gift of the Holy

Spirit for those who are in Christ; "members of His body, nrust needs
4

partake of the Spirit th it is in them their Head." In the very

act of baptism the Spirit unites us to Christ and makes us members

of His body. To be a member of the body of Christ means member¬

ship in the Church and also in the kingdom, "that being all His
5

body." Beveridge emphasised that both the militant Church upon

1. Beveridge, Works, op. ext., I, p. 443. See also Works, op.
ext., VIII, p. 441.
2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 62.
3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. VIII, p. 21.
4. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 133.
5. Lpc. cit.
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earth arid the triumphant Church in heaven is called the king-
1

dom of God* i'his distinction within the one church was the

Church visible and invisible. When peveridge spoke of the Church

he referred to the two aspects of the one Churcn. We can only

see the Church as it exists on earth under the forms of grace

for tne Church crowned with glory in heaven is not for the eyes of
2

earthly man. Nevertheless, Beveridge conceived of baptism as

entry into the one body of Chri3t, the Church. He thought of

the gift of the Holy Gpirit in baptism as uniting us to Christ

and also as forming the Church itself. In this act Christ sets

His seal upon us and so makes us out for His own and distin-
3

guishes us from the rest of the world.

The very act of baptism had great significance for Bever-

idge but he emphasized that the act must rest firmly on the promise
4

of God. It is God who promises to send the Holy Gpirit and only
5

God can give Him and not man. Tnose who are born of water, that

is, b.ptized according to the institution of Christ are made moia-
6

bers of the holy Catholic Church. Beveridge here thought of the

external communion of the Church to which all the baptized belong.

He went on to make the distinction between those who went through

1. lev.ridge, Works, op. cit., XI, pp. 178, 179.

2. Beveridge, v.orks. op. cit.* VII, p. 357.

3. Geveridge, works* op. cit., I, p. 442.

4. Ibid., p. 68.

5. Bevoridge, works* op. cit., Ill, pp. 230, 231.

6. Beveridge, Works, o£. cit., II, p. 384.
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the form of baptism and those who were truly born of the Spirit.

This distinctxcn was the Church as visible and invisible, i'he

baptized who were born of the water and the Spirit received the
1

Holy Spirit from the Head of the Church. Be-, eridge thought

that the Hoiy Spirit is communicated only to those who truly

believe but he did not separate this from the act of baptism it¬

self. He rebuked Rome, however, for attributing all to the act

alone. Beveridge saw that it was the gr iCe of God and the Spirit
2

of God which allowed us to use water as the wans of grace. It

is the grace of God and the Spirit of God that makes the means of
3

grace efficacious for us.

The word and sacraments are called means of grace because
4

by them Christ grants His grace arid Holy Spirit to us. By His
5

Holy Spirit Christ is presented to us. be must pray for God's
6

presence in the sacrament. The means of grace did not allow us

to concentrate our gaze on them, rather they lifted our eyes to
7

Christ. We are called to use the means of grace but they point

us to Him. We should aim at receiving grace that by His grace
8

we might glorify Him.

1. Beveridge, Works, op. ext., II, p. 384.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 453.

3» beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, pp. 296, 263, 264.

4. Beveridge, Corks, op. cit.. II, p. 121.

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 8.

6. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. VII, p. 459»

7. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 188.

8. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 111.
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Inco into the body of Christ by the Holy Spirit

at baptism was directly associated with new birth by Beveridge.

In baptism we are incorporated into the kingdom of God and only
1

those who are born of the Spirit can enter It. The sphere of
2

the redemptive act of Christ was the body of Christ, the Church.

&o truly receive the righteousness of Christ we must therefore

be in Christ. Beveridge pointed out that St. Paul in Horn. 8:1

emphasized this. Not those who are in the Church, that is the

external communication with form, but those who are in His per-
3

son are free from condemnation. Beveridge did not separate

Christ1s Church from His person but he felt the need to stress

forcibly the reality of incorporation into Christ, Christ saves
4

only those who are His and those who are His belong to His body.

Thus for Beveridge the insertion into the redemptive act of God

in Christ was by baptism. He related grace to the whole activity
5

of uoa iu tues redemption of xau-en man. Beverid^e associated

baptism with the person of the Trinity} God the Father God the

Bon and God the Holy Spirit are active in our redeiaption and

therefore we are baptized in the name of all three} into the ful¬

ness of redemption. be are baptized into the fulness of God.

To receive the grace of God in Christ is to receive the love of
7

God and the communion of the Holy Spirit.

1. fleveridge, works, op. cit., II, p. 180.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. ext., I, p. 444.

3. Ibid.. p. 345

5. Ibid.. p. 456

7# Ibid.. p. 220

4. Ibid., p. 444.

6. Ibid.. p. 217
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The eschitological dimension of grace cm be seen in

Bevyridge' s doctrine of baptism. It is by the grace of Christ
1

that we are brought to Him in glory. As we have already seen

Beveridge did not separate the two concepts - grace and glory.

He saw that the age of glory impinges upon us in our baptism. He

emphasized this in his interpretation of John 5:40. In our new
2

birth by b ptism we are made sons of God by adoption and grace.

In baptism we do come to Christ and we do have life in Him. This

new life is the breath of the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of life,

and He is given to us for eternal life, not only for hereafter
3

but even now.

Beveridge did not condition the act of God's grace in

baptism as did Taylor and Thorndike, Man was not required to ful¬

fill certain conditions to complete the circle of grace. Beveridge

realized and stressed the need for man's acceptance of Christ and

his obedience to Him but this in no way added to the redemptive

grace of God in Christ, all was complete in Christ, He is the

full atonement and mm is baptized into this fulness of grace.

Andrews' doctrine of the eucharist, as we have already

noted, was a doctrine of the real presence. Again we must con¬

sider his concept of the Holy opirit if we are to understand his

thought aright on this subject. In the incarnation it was the

Holy Spirit who communicated the Word into our flesh and this

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 66.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. ext., II, p. 192.

3. Loe. cit.
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Spirit continually communicates to us the real presence of Christ

in the eucharist. The Holy Spirit makes alive the flesh of Christ

and He makes alive the body and blood of Christ to us in the euch-

arist. Without the Holy Spirit the body and blood of Christ are
1

dead. In baptism we are baptized with the Spirit and in the
2

eucharist we drink the Spirit again and again. The eucharist

continually extends to us in sacramental form the atonement of

Christ. It is the Holy Spirit that comraurxic tea to us the saving
3

grace of Jesus Christ. it is the Holy Spirit who annointed the

flesh of Christ at His conception and sent it to us with the ful-
4

ness of grace. The pouring out of the same Spirit at Pentecost

was the coimnunie .ting of Christ to man spiritually. Andrewes

ctiled this the second Epiphany of Chri3t because the fulness of
5

Christ was given to the Church. The Holy Spirit communicates to

us the eternal union of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, of C5od and

man, of Christ and His body. Thus through the Holy Spirit we have a

holy communion; Holy because the Spirit of God is Holy; Communion,

because the Holy Spirit is the unity of the Trinity. In the euch¬

arist, which Andrewes c-lied the artery of the Holy Spirit, we

receive the Father and the Son in the unity of the Holy Spirit.
6

To receive the Holy Spirit is indeed to receive gr ce. The real

presence for Andrewes meant the reality of the eternal union be-

1. andrewes, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 172.

2. Ibid., p. 128. 3. Ibid., pp. 133, 289.

4. Ibid., p. 290. 5* Loc. cit.

6. Ibid., p. 293.
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tweun God and man in Jeeua Christ and this was the Holy Spirit.

The real presence was a spiritual presence. It was the presence

of Christ by His Holy Spirit.

The eucharist as a mans of grace me Jit for andrewes our

participation of Christ. It wa3 a participation of Christ once

we had been incorporated into Christ by b ptisan The euehprist,

like baptism, was the seal of Christ's atonement upon us. The

two-fold aspect of the atonement in hndrev/es' thought can be 3een

in the eucharist. There is both freedom from the law and adoption
1

into Christ as sons in the eucharist. In the euchariat the Holy
2

Spirit works into us the fulness of Christ - grace upon grace.

Not only the redemption from the law but the fulness of redemption;

the redemption of our bodies from tne corruption to which they are

still subjected and the fbuition of the inheritance to which we are
3

now adopted. The eucharist seals us to the 'perfect, complete,
4

absolute fulness' when we shall be filled with the fulness of Cod.

The eucharist sets our mind where our bodies will be set, even at
5

the right hand of God. God is gracious "in offering to us the

is ns by His mysteries and grace with them, as will rise us also
6

and set our minds, where true rest and glory are to be seen."

The eucharist was a sacrifice for andrewes, a sacrifice of

1. andrewes, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 62.

2. /oidrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 63.

Loc. cit. 4*

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 327#

6. Log, cit.
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thanksgiving. That is why he emphatically stated that the

service was not complete without the eucharist. "Hut our

thanks are surely not full without the Holy Hucharist, which is
1

by interpretation thanksgiving itself." Our thanksgiving is

to Gods

To the Father for His mission, the Son for His redemption,
the Holy Ghost for His adoptionj for by Him it3s wrought.
He that made Him the Son of man, doth likewise regenerate
us to the state of the sons of God. And this for our
thanksgiving. —2

Our thanksgiving to God i3 by the cup of salvation "and with it

in our hands give thanks to Him, render Him our true eucharist,
3

or re 1 thanksgiving indeed.

Bishop Hall stated that the sacraments of grace were

given before the law; the manna and the water from the rock pre-
4

figured Christ in the gospel. The means of grace were not div¬

orced by Hall from the Old Testament. The atoning work of Christ

is represented to us in both sacraments. Ahe water is His blood
5

in baptism and the wine is His blood in the eucharist. Hall

also related the redemptive work of Christ to the preaching of
6

the word; the word of reconciliation. In the eucharist the same
7

word is present; Christ is sensibly crucified before our eyes.

There was, however, no concept of transubstantiat ion in Hall's
a

thought. He repudiated it with vigour. Hall contended that it

1. undrewes, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 62.

2. Loct cxt* 3* Hoc. ci t.

4. Hall, Works, op. cit., I, p. 117.

5. Hall, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 607.

6. Ibid., p. 616. 7» Ibid.. p. 607.

8. Ibid.. p. 418.
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was not the means in itself that gives life but that which it
1

represents. Hail stressed that the humanity of Christ was

not corporally present in the sacrament but it was present

spiritually and thus we do receive Christ in His fulness spirit-
2

ually and not corporally. The sacrament has to be understood

sacramentally and thus we receive Christ spiritually. These two

terms, sacramentally and spiritually, are closely related in

Hall's thought. He thought of the grace of the euehurist as a
3

spiritual or sacramental union with Christ. Hall lacked as

adequate an understanding of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit as

we find in Andrewes' writings so that Halite concept of union

with Christ by faith was too closely related to faith as an act

of man and therefore his tendency at times was to make the real

presence of Christ in the euchorist dependent on main's faith, his
4

believing. At other times, however, he understood union by faith

more correctly, acknowledging that by the grace of faith we
5

appropriate that which is given to us in the means of grace.

Andrewes dismissed the concept of ax opere operato. lie

placed the emphasis of the sacramental validity not on the elements

or on the powers of man as priest but rather on the presence of

the Holy Spirit. The presence of the Holy Spirit was related by

1. Hall, Works, op. cit., I, p. 106.

2. Hall, Works, 0£. cat., VIII, pp. 769, 770.

3. Hall, Works, op. cit., VII, pp. 122, 123. dee also Works,
0£. cat., VIII, p. 771.

4. Hall, Works. o£. cit., VIII, p. 775.

5. Loc. cit.
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andrewes to Christ's promise; to His prayer, that He would sand

the Holy Spirit to the Church. In Andrewes1 thought the reality

of Christ's presence was always thought out in the structure of

his doctrine of the Holy Spirit. In ids controversy with Bellar-

mirie, andrewes stated that no man was head of Christ's Church on

earth. The Holy Spirit and not the pope was the vicar of Christ
1

in the Church.

Though archbishop Laud placed the eucharist oentremost

in his thought he failed to understand it properly in relation to

the incarnation and hence failed to see its relation to the ful¬

ness of Christ - word and sacrament. However, Laud explicitly

denied the doctrine of transubstantiation in every shape and form

maintaining that there was a real and vital difference between

transubstinitiation and the real presence of Christ in the euchar-
2

ist. Laud set forth Calvin's understanding of the re;tl presence

in the eucharist as the true Protestant position "And the church
3

of anglund is Protestant too." Laud's lack of discretion in the

use of form and his bifurcation of word and sacrament made Idm

appear close to dome in the eyes of many of the Puritans and they

feared his elaborate rituals in the eucharistic celebration as a

return to Home. Laud's doctrine of the eucharist, though unfor¬

tunately separated from the word, stands far closer to Reform

thought than it does to that of the Church of Rome.

In his lengthy refutation of the Roman doctrine of trans-

1. Watkin-Jones, ££. cit.. pp. 20, 223, 224.

2. Laud, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 329.

3. Ibid., pp. 327, 328.
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substantiation Bishop Cosin showed that the early Church never

accepted that viev. of the eucharist. Cosin, standing in the

Reformed tradition advocated by Andrewes, reiterated that the

real presence of Christ in the eucharist is by the Holy bpirit.

The elements of the eucharist "are neither changed as to their

substance, nor vanished, nor reduced to nothing; but are solemnly

consecrated by the words of Christ, that by them His blessed
1

Body and Blood nay be communicated to us." In the eucharist the
2

body and blood of Christ are present sacramentally. ihe body

and blood of Christ is received by faith but Cosin rightly under¬

stood faith as the receiving and apprehending what the eucharist
3

communicated but faith itself did not perform. H is not faith

itself, therefore, that makes present what is promised. The

presence is performed by the word and promise of Cod upon which
4

faith is grounded. Cosin objectified the real presence in the

eucharist and did not make it dependent upon man's faith while

at the same time he denied that the presence of Christ was in

the sacrament apart from its communication to the faithful, God

is faithful to His promise and comes to His people by the means

ordained by Him. I'hose wi*> receive the eucharist with faithful

hearts receive the Lord's body as torn and His blood shed for
5

the redemption of the world. But those who receive the eucharist

1. Cosin, Works, op. cit., IV, p. 155.

2. Ibid., p. 204. 3. Ibid., p. 162.

5. Ibid., p. 174.
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unworthily eat and drink damnation to theraselves.

In Bishop Bowname's discussion on the eueharist he eon-

tinued to stress the concept of union with Christ even as he did

in his doctrine of baptism, The Lord's Supper meant a holy com¬

munion with Christj being united to Him as tone of our bone end
2

flesh of our flesh. in this union we receive grace from Christ
3

as our Head and His merits by imputation. By the ministry of

the word and sacraments we are continually sanctified in this

life by the iioiy Spirit so that He may present us to Christ as
4

a glorious ^hurch at the marriage of the Lamb.

Taylor joined the long line of Anglican divines in re¬

futing Home's doctrine of transubstmtiation. In this particular

understanding Taylor was at one with the Reformed heritage. He

maintained as hidley had done that the red presence of Christ in

the sacrament was one of grace. The concept of grace as an addi¬

tion and heightening of nature, prevalent in his thought elsewhere,

is surprisingly absent at this point. The bread and the wine, by

grace/present us with the body and blood of Christ but the elements
5

Tremain the same in nature. Ahe doctrine of the Protestants, de¬

clared Taylor, affirmed that the bread is bread and it is also
6

Christ's body. The consecration of the elements by prayer sacra¬

ment Ily or spiritually presents us with Christ really and

1. Cosin, borks. op. eit.. IV, p. 174.

2. bowname, On Justification, op. clt.. p. 38.

3. toe, clt. 4. Ibid., p. 93»

5. Taylor, l.orks, op. cit., II, p. 424.
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effectually. Christ is really given to the faithful as the

symbols are really given arid Christ really nourishes and satis-
2

lies the soul as the elements do the body. Taylor maintained

that the real presence of Christ in the eucharist is a spirit-
3

ual presence for Christ is present by His Holy Jpirit * The

body that is sacramentally presented to us in the eucharist is

the body of Christ that was bom, crucified, dead, buried and

glorified. Christ. has only one body, a natural and glorified
4 5

body. The body of Christ is the sacrament. The 3ame body of

Christ in heaven is given to us at the eucharist but sacfament-
6

a I ly and not corporally. The words sacramentHy and spirit¬

ually were interchangeable in Taylor's thought. The bony of
7

Christ was eaten Ly faith maintained Taylor. h« objectified

the real presence so that it was not dependent on faith but re-
8

ceived by faith. However, the moralistic connotation of faith

in Taylor's thought made the distinction between the faithful
9

and the unworthy one bused on moral perfection.

The relation of the eucharist to the atoning work of

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., IX, pp. 474, 424.

2. Ibid., p. 424. 3. Ibid., p. 425.

P* 43^*

5. Taylor, Works, op. cit., X, p. 27.

6. Ibid., p. 27. See also Works, op. cit.. XV, pp. 433, 435.

7. Taylor, Works, op. cit., IX, p. 454.

8. Ibid., p. 424. See also Works, op. cit., XV, p. 433,

9. Taylor, Work3, op. cit., XV, pp. 434, 436, 516.
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Christ was more closely related in Taylor's thought than it was

in baptism. He stated that the eucharist, by the operation of

the holy spirit, is designed for our reconciliation and was an
1

atonement in the hand of God. By our sacramental participation

of the body of Christ in the sacrament we are united, to that body
2

which is His Church. In scripture both the sacramental bread

and the Church are called by the name of Jesus Christ for they
3

are both His body. By the participation of this brsad, His

body, the faithful are united into one body, the body of Christ -
4

the Church. The union between Christ and His body, the Church,

is a spiritual union and Taylor insisted that this union is the

most real event in the world. By this union with Christ ws

receive .111 the blessings of His grice, the fruits of His passion.

Those who worthily receive the eucharist receive the fruits of

it also which is the continual union with Christ in ills Church
7

triumphant in heaven. Hero, more than anywhere else- in Taylor's

thought the grace of Christ meant a complete involvement in the

fulness of Christ.

sacramental participation of liis body and blood offered in atone-
a

meat for us. dy our sacramental participation of Christ's body

1, Taylor, Works,oo. cit., X7, p. 433,

5

6

The eucharist is a declaration of Christ's death and a

2. Ibid., pp. 433, 434.

4. Loc. cit.

6. Ibid., p. 434.

3. Ibid., pp. 435, 439.

3. Boc. ext.

7• loct cit.

5. Loc. cit
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our bodies are joined to Christ and made capable of resurrection
1

to eternal life. being joined to the Head who died and rose

again is our assurance that the members shall not see eternal

corruption forever but will rise again as did Christ and enter
2

into glory. The backward and the forward movement of the entire

drama of redemption; the remission of sin and the sacramental

participation of the ascended Christ stands out quite clearly in

this part of Taylor's thought and shows a good understanding of

the eschatological dimension of grace. However, in the light of

what we hav already seen of Taylor's thought it must be added

that this did not form an integral part of his thought. And even

at this point Taylor continued to associate grace with the new

principle of life by which we worked out our redemption thus limit¬

ing the concept of union with Christ. The confutation of repent¬

ance as the good work that man does in order to receive pardon of

his sins and participation in Christ greatly conditioned Taylor's

doctrine of grace.

Most of the Carolines made baptism the criterion for par¬

ticipation in the eucharist and Thorndike followed in this under-

stending. At the eucharist the faithful feast on the flesh and

blood of Christ spiritually. The real presence which Thorndike

advocated was worked out in relation to the ascension of Christ

in our humanity and the sending of the Holy Spirit who inhabits
4

the flesh of Christ. The Holy Spirit who first dwelt in the

1. Taylor, Works. op. cit.. XV, pp. 440, 441.

2. Ibid., p. 441. 3* Ibid.. pp. 400, 434, 436.

4. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. IV. Pt. I., p. 32.
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humanity of Christ is sent to the Church that Christ may dwell

in the hearts of His people and by the gift of the Holy Spirit

the flesh and blood of Christ is present spiritually in the
1

eucharist and also spiritually eaten. iiy the Holy Spirit we

receive the Lord's body and blood and by receiving the eucharist
2

we also receive the Holy Spirit. The real presence as a spirit¬

ual presence did not mean for Thorndike a spiritualized presence.

In the euch rist the faithful receive nothing less than the body

and blood of Christ who is in their midst by the presence of

the Holy Spirit. There is some similarity between Thorndike's

thought here on the Holy Spirit and Andrewes but a close com¬

parison shows Thomdike's understanding meagre in relation to

Andrewes'•

Thorndike showed a willingness to acknowled e any point

of agreement between the Church of dome and the Church of Sngland,

regarding the doctrine of the euchurist. He pointed out that

the Council of Trent had said that the flesh and blood of Christ
3

were sacramentally present in the euch rist. However, much as

he desired to show the resemblance he was quick to see the differ¬

ence. He denied that the dimensions of the elements became the

dimensions of Christ's body and blood; there could be no identity

between the elements and the thing signified for that would de-
4

stroy the very nature of the sacr merit. At the same time he

1. Thorndike, fcorks, op. cit., IV, Pt. 1, p. 32.

2. Loc. cit. 3* p. 33*

4. Loc. cit.
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insisted that the sacramental presence of Christ's body and blood

in the eucharist could not be properly raaint-dned without acknow-
1

lodging the true being and presence of the thing signified.

Thorndlke thought it best not to say that the eucharist was the

body and blood of Christ by Tirtue of a hypostatic union for it
2

suggested an extension of the incarnation. andrewes, however,

could and did say it because ae understood the hypostatic union

in this regard as one of grace which was the gift of the Holy

Spirit. Nevertheless, Thorndike rightly insisted on the real

presence as a parallel to a hypostatic union which was based on

the promise of Christ's presence in the eucharist.

The union between the elements and the body of Christ

had to be seen in the s;ime light as the union between Christ and
3

His Church. It was a spiritual union. Unfortunately Thorndike

did not elaborate this vital understanding of the eucharist nor

did he understand, as Andrewes did, that the Holy Spirit, as the

union between God and man in the God-man Jesus Christ, was the

given linity of the Church. Thorndike suggested this but it was

never an integral part of his thought. Unity in the Church for
4

the sake of unity alone seemed to be sufficient for T'horndike.

The Puritan presence was always in his thought. The highest law
5

of the Church was unity. Thorndike saw with cl _rity that unity

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. IV. Pt. 1, p. 35.

2. Ibid., pp. 43, 46, 47. 3* Ibid., p. 27.

4* Thorndike, Corks, op. cit., II, Pt. 1, Pref.

5. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. I, Pt. II, p. 574.
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was a conmtand to the Church from God, but he singularly failed

to relate this to the unity given in Christ.

The meaning of the eucharist must finally rest on Christ's

institution of it and the promise of His presence whenever we do

this in remembrance of Him. Thorndike quoted St. Chysostom to allow

that the consecration of the elements depends upon the words of our
1

Lord. The Church prays to God in the act of consecration to send

the Holy Spirit upon than that by His presence they may be the body
2

and blood of Christ. It is not faith that makes the body and blood

to be sacramentally present, rather faith receives by relying on the
3

promise of God.

The sacraments, by the promise of Christ's presence, have
4

also the premise of grace of which the gospel speaks. In the

eucharist the sacrifice of the cross is communicated to those who
5

faithfully receive. Thorndike rejected the sacrificial aspect

of the mass as elaborated by the Church of dome and declared that

the hew Testament witnesses to the believer's participation in the
6

one sacrifice which Christ carried into the holy of holies. There

is also a sacrifice in the sacrament v.'hich involves the sacrifice
7

of our bodies in obedience.

The uttering of the words of consecration by the priest

do not make them his words; they do not belong to man. ^'here is

1. Xhorndike, works. op. cit.. IV, p. 63.
2. Ibid., p. 60 3. Ibid., p. 37.

4> Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. IV, Ft. II, p. 737.
5. Thorndike, works, og. cit.. I, Ft. II, p. 476.
6. Ibid., p. 477#
7. Thorndike, Works, 0£. cit.. IV, Pt. I, p. 118.
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no identity between the priest and the words he utters even as

there is no identity between the elements and the body of Christ.

The priest does not take upon himself the character of Christ
1

whose words he recites. "Christ's priesthood and the Church's

priesthood carnot be spoken of in univocal terms any more than
2

Christ's sacrifice and the eucharistic sacrifice." The re¬

citing of Christ's words is not an act done in the person of
3

Christ though it is in the name of Christ. Thorndike made such

a distinction to show that the Church's priesthood ministered

to the Church the redemptive act of Christ and thus the cele¬

bration of the eucharist cannot be termed a sacrifice in itself.

In Thomdike's understanding of b ptism man was initiated

into the covenant of grace and the euch irist which co memorates

and represents the propitiation for the sins of mankind is a
4

continual renewal of that covenant. It is at this point that

Thorndike must be criticized for his concept of the eucharist*.

His understanding of the covenant of grace was not so much incor¬

poration into Christ, into His death ami resurrection, but an

entry into a state of enabling grace. The Church was entrusted

with the grace that Christ had purchased to save mankind and He
5

also gave to the Church the sufficient means to do it.

1. Thorndike, Works, og. cit., IV, Pt. I, p. 114.

2. T. F. Torrance, "Eschatology and the Kucharist", Inter¬
communion. ed. by D. Baillie & J. Marsh, New York: Harper &
Brothers Publishers, 1952. 303-350. p. 343.

3. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. IV, Pt. I, p. 114.

4. Ibid., p. 105.

5. Thorndike, Works, og. cit.. Ill, Pt.II, p. 440.
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of the life of gr-tce and glory both to the soul and body but

nevertheless it was the 'seed of grace' and not sacramental in¬

corporation into the fulness of Christ. The concept of the 'seed

of grace* is essentially the same as the aids of grace by which

the baptised keep the conditions of the covenant of grace; some¬

thing is given but man must then nourish it or in some way com¬

plete the act of redemption by what he does. At the eucharist

the participant was given that grace by which he could fulfill

the terms of the covenant. The covenant was between God and man;

"God on His part granteth them power to perform that which they
1

on their part profess to undertake." This was ^horndike's inter¬

pretation of Horn. 6:3. It camot be denied that Thorndike made

baptism into the covenant of grace the institution of a new law

and his euch ristic understanding was a continuation of this

thought.

There was greater emphasis on the proclamation of the word

in Beveridge's concept of the Church's ministry than can be found

in either Taylor or Thorndike though the latter maint.d-ned that

the preaching of the word was the most important part of the

ministry. Thorndike's doctrine of the word was never fully re¬

lated to the task of the Church as were the sacraments. Beveridge

did not formulate his concept of the word and sacraments in as

thorough a manner as Andrewes but he was conscious that both, as

the divine means of grace, convoyed the divine presence unto us.

1. Thorndike, works, III, Pt. I, p. 123.
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Beveridge related the ta3k of the preaching of the word

as a weans of grace to the purpose of grace as expressed in

bph. 4sl3« 1*he word of God builds us up in grace 'till we come

in the unity of the faith, and the knowledge of the Bon of God,

unto a perfect iron, unto the measure of the stature of the fulness

of Christ' and this said Beveridge is the task of the ministry of
1

the word. He emphasized that the word had to be received in

faith, that is, it must be received not as the word of man but
2

as the word of God. To underst nd the word as means of grace

so as to really obtain grace by it we must look to God whose word
3

it is.

Beveridge applied this underst nding to the eucharist

also, The bread and wine pointed beyond themselves. We must

look higher than the bread and wine and trust upon God according
4

to the promise which He made concerning it. Though Beveridge

did not elaborate the understanding of the eucharist an communion

with God he definitely noted it. The bread and the wine is the
5

communion of the body of Christ to the faithful communicant. We
6

must pray for God's presence in the sacrament. As we partake of

the body and blood of Christ in the sacrament we are made one body
7

and blood with Christ.

1. Ueveriage, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. 169.

2. loc. cit. 3. Ibid., p. IBS.

4. Beveridge. Works, op. cit.. I, p. 6£.

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 171.

6. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. VII, p. 459.

7. Ibid., p. 46B.
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Bishop andrewes considered Pentecost as the confirm¬

ation of the Church and its ministry of word and sacrament. The

Holy Spirit was the confirmation of Christ's words before His

ascension - 'receive Ye the Holy Ghost'• Andrewes made a dis¬

tinction between the saving grace which the Holy Spirit brought

and the grace of office or holy orders.

There is gratum facien3. the saving grace of the Spirit,
for one to save himself by, received by each without
respect to others; and there is gratis data, whatever
become of us, serving to save others by, without respect
to ourselves. —1

The calling of one to be Christ's ministers was by Christ liiin-
2

self and without Christ's call no man can be sent. The primary

form of the call to the ministry came from Christ Himself. The

Church could send those who had been thus called but he contrasted

this grace to the saving grace which the Church could not give;
3

"none but God caa give that." This meant for Andrewes that in

the ministration of the means of saving gr .ce the power did not

lie in man or things but in God Himself. The power of remitting

sins is God's power. It is sovereign in God and in Jesus Christ
4

in whom the Godhead and manhood are united. God's power is

absolute in this regard while the power that He gives to His noni-
5

sters is dependent and ministerial.

This power being thus solely invested in God He might without
wrong to any have retained and kept to Himself, and without
means of word or Sacrament, and without Ministers either
Apostles or others, have exercised immediately by Himself
from heaven. —-6

1. andrewes, ^orks. op. cit.. Ill, pp. 281, 121, 122.

2. Ibid., p. 281 3. hoc, cit.

4* Andrewes, Works, op. cit.. V, p. 92.

5. hoc, cit. 6. Loc. cit.
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.yndrewes believed in the originality of the three-fold

order of the ministry: "1. Fresbyteri, to teachj 2. Liaconi.
1

to helpj 3. Lpiseopi. to govern. iUad never any other." This
2

ministry was prescribed by God for His people. But the inter¬

pret ition of this ministry set Andrwes apart from the later

claims made for episcopacy. The essence of this three-fold minis¬

try is derived from the lowest - that of the Diaconi. witiah was

1 and Anrirewes rightly interpreted this to me,a ministry

or service, Lpiscopi no less than Biaconi distinguished them¬

selves in service. Andrews had sharp words for those who exalted

the order of the opiscopi to me^n lordship.

an ill word of pride, who had rather hear of word3 sounding
of dominion than service, specially this service; for it be
but the order of Deaconship, and pride would be at least
more than a Deacon. let so we are styled here, and no other
name for any, The very highest are but so. The king himself
twice made 'a Deacon,' God's Deacon; - no other title. The
best king that was, David, is said to have served his time.
'Served,' that was all. The glorious lights of Heaven are
said to be created In ironisteriurn. but 'for our service.'
The Angels of Heaven are but 'ministering Spirits;' nay,
Christ Himself is styled no otherwise, but that 'He was a
Minister of the circumcision.' He that is Lord of all, and
gives all the offices, calls His own but so. -—3

Andrewes* interpretation of episcopacy Clearly reflected the con¬

cept held by the early Church and rejected the hierarchical struc¬

ture of the medieval understanding.

Andrewes' high concept of the ministry was derived from

the fact that God had chosen this means to communicate the saving

1. Andrewes, 'Works, op. cit., III, p. 393.

Loc. cit.

3. Loc. cit.
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1

grace of Christ- to men. But Andrew©s always kept the stress

on the essential nature of the Church*s ministry which, as he

so rightjy put it, was Oiaconaa. This understanding prevented

•Indrewes from raaking absolute claims for episcopacy which others

made. There is no doubt that Aodrewes believed episcopacy to be

the original order instituted for the Church but he denied that

it therefore followed th it tiithout it there could be no Church

or salvation. A man must be stone blind, said -hidrewes, if he
2

does not see Churches standing without it.

There are two opposing views in Hail*a writings concern¬

ing the meaning of the Church's ministry. Under Laud*s influence

Hall made sor>ie absolute claims for bpiseopacy but Hull also shared

in those sentiments of Laud which acknowledged that episcopacy,

though desirable, was nevertheless not a necessary mark of the

Church. he have already noted this latter emphasis in Laud's

controversy with Fisher where he explicitly denid that a visible
3

continual succession was a necessary mark of the Church. He

also repudiated dome's claim that apostolic succession meant a
4

divine, infallible power. The criticism, that such statements

represent Lam's earlier thoughts on the subject has to be set

aside when we remember that Laud republished this work only a

few years before his death and it therefore represents both his

1. Andrewes, Korks. op. cit.. V, p. 92.

2. Watkin-Jones, op. cit., p. 224.

3. Laud, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 109.

4. Ibid., pp. 109, 112.
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earlier and last thought on the subject. The emphasis on

episcopacy in Laud's thought must be seen in the light of the

Puritan controversy.

Naturally, as the Puritan revolt gathered impetus, it
became necessary to insist more strongly upon this ex¬
ternal succession, for episcopal ordination was the
anglican rule, and disaffected extremists could not be
allowed to defy it with impunity. —1

Hall's thought can best be understood in this regard

when we consider his attitude to the Puritans on the one hand

and his concern for the Reformed Churches on the Continent on

the other. Against the Puritans, Hull made some extreme claims

for the necessity of episcopacy. In his work 'Episcopacy by

Divine Right', which was revised, by Laud who introduced more ex¬

treme elements into it, Hall declared that episcopacy was nothing
2

less than a divine institution. Hall also attached to episco¬

pacy alone the power of sacramental ministration thus strongly

suggesting that sacramental grace could only be administered by

one so ordained.

Let rae instance in that power, which we that are evangelical
ministers have by virtue of our sacred orders given to us
done for the consecration and distribution of the holy
euch.ixist} a point not more highly than justly stood upon
by all «rthodox divines, yea Christians. -—3

This statement was for the Puritans but even for them Hall made

great qualific tions. He admitted that by divine right he did not

mean there could be no Church without episcopacy, dome indeed

1. G. W. Bromley, "Anglic Jxism and the Ministry", Scottish
Journal of Theology; Vol. 7, Ho. 1, March 1954. p. 76.

2. Hall, Works, op. cit., IX, pp. 149, 133.

3. Ibid., p. 203.
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had stated this but it was an error of a few, said Hall*

% defence is, that no such consequence con be drawn from
our opinion: forasmuch as the divine or apostolic right
which we hold goes not so high as if there were an express
coi-unand, that upon an absolute necessity there must be
either episcopacy or no Church; but so far only, that it
both «iay and ought to be. -—1

Hall made the distinction between the being and the well-being
2

of the Church and he placed episcopacy in the latter category,

home of the Puritans hold their discipline to be "altogether

essential to the very being of a church; we dare not be so zeal-
3

ous."

Hail's great concern for the Reformed Churches on the

Continent continually held him from making exclusive claims for

episcopacy. There was no difference in any essential matter
4

between the Church of Jaigiand and her sisters of the Reformation.

These Churches were in accord in every point of doctrine without

the least variation and their confession witnessed to the world
5

of their full and absolute agreement. The only difference was

in the form of outward administration but even here there was

agreement insofar as all professed that this form was not essen-
6

tial to the being of the Church. hall iaade the plea that the

two Churches could come closer to one another by resolving to

meet in

that primitive government, whereby it is meet we should
both be regulated, universally agreed upon by antiquity;

1. Hall. Works, op. ciu.. 11, p. 356.

2. Ibid., pp. 356, 291. 3. Ibid., p. 356.

4. Hall, works, op. clt.. VI, p. 610.

$. hoc, cit. 6. Ibid.. pp. 357, 610.
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■wherein all things were ordered and transacted by consent
of the presbytery moderated by one constant president
thereof. —1

These words may be regarded, as hall's last message to the Church

and they indicate that he accepted the concept of a corporate

episcopate elaborated by Cyprian which concept could very well

bring all the Reformed Churches into a greater harmony and this

was Hall's desire.

Bishop Bramhall followed fairly closely in Hall's under¬

standing of the Church's ministry in relation to the question

of validity of orders. Bramhall did, not claim that episcopacy

was instituted by Christ Himself but he asserted that it was of
2

Apostolic initiation and that it had been approved by Christ.

It was a form of government ordained in the early Church aa a
3

safeguard against schism. Bramhall was convinced that episcopal

ordination was preferred but he did not question the validity of

the non-episcopal Protest nt Churches. He termed episcopaey-•£

ordination as the ordinary means of the jninistry but he said that
4

he dared, not limit the extraordinary grace of God. There was

a sense in which Branhad! thought of crd nation as a sacr merit

but he did not place it on the same level as baptism and the
5

eueh rist which he said were generally necessary to salvation.

1. Hall, Corks. op. cit.« VI, pp. 610, 611.

2. Bramhall, W^rks. op. cit., I, p. 271.

loc. ext.

4- Branhall, Works, op. cit.. IT., p. 26. Bee also Works, op. cit.
Ill, p. 476.
3. Bromhall, Works, op. cit.. Ill, p. 51.
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Bremaiwll explicitly denied, that episcopal divines had

unchurched most of the Protestant Churches by their interpret¬

ation of episcopacyj "They unchurch none at all, but leave them
1

to stand or full to their own Master." tor, he added, do they

deny those Churches to be true Churches in -which salvation may
2

^
be had. The Church of England neither rebaptisesftor reordidns

those/who have been baptized admitted into holy orders in
3

their Church. That there was but one foim or precise manner of

ordination in the whole Catholic Church was altogether deiiied by
4

Bramhall. He believed that there was a great latitude given to

particular Churches in the constitution of their ecclesiastical
5

organization. Episcopal ordination was not divorced from right

doctrine by Brarahail. Holy orders were ordained by God for the

conversion of man and they were an excellent grace but if those

who were ordained preached error rather than truth and therefore

adulterated the faith by addition of new articles they were no
6

longer true pastors but wolves and. 'worse than laymen'. This

judgment was for the oenefit of lioae and. the Puritans. The refers

ence to t e laymen showed Bramhall's disgust for the Puritan sects

who adhered to lay preachera.

1. Braiahall, Works, op. cit., Ill, p. $17.

2. Ibid., p. $18.

3. Brarahali, tktrks, op. ext., II, p. 3$.

4. Bramhall, Works. op. cit., V, p. 187.

$. Bramhall, porks, op. cit.. Ill, p. 476.

6* Ibid'* P* 136.
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Bramhall, like andrewes, stressed the ministering aspect

of ordination. Christ*s power was sovereign while the priest's
1

was derivative, delegated and ministerial. Bramhall claimed

that the original power of holy orders as well as all authorita-
2

tive mission was from Christ, He further stated that Christ had

committed a .ministerial power to the Church to ordain and there¬

fore the grace given in holy orders is derived from Christ and
3

given to these ordained by a line of perpetual succession. This

he claimed should be interpreted as the act of Christ Himself.

This meant thai the succession was always directly related to

Christ but he stressed that holy orders meant precisely ministers
4

of Christ and not successors of Christ.

Bramhall held the opinion that ordination was necessary

for sacramental grace since divine grace given by ordination is
5

required for the institution of a sacrament. However, Bramhall

did not think of this with regard to a particular form of ordin¬

ation but rather to an ordination; one which conformed to the
6

minimum limits of ecclesiastical discipline. He undoubtedly

thought that episcopal ordination filled the maximum require¬

ments of holy orders but he based this on the historical signi¬

ficance; that episcopacy was instituted by the ipostles and hence

1. Bramtall, Works, op. cit.. II, p. U55»

2. Bramhall, dorks, op. cit.. V, p. 262.

3. Loc. cit. 4. Ibid., p. 225.

5. Bramhall, Works, op. cit.. II, p. 71.
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was most conformable to the will of God but not on directly

doctrinal considerations.

Pearson shared in the concern for the continuity and

unity of the Church, "The Church is not of such a nature as
1

would necessarily once begun, preserve itself for ever."

Pearson grounded the continued existence of the Church upon the
2

sustaining promise of God which brought the Church into being.

The life of the Church cannot be arrogated to the Church itself.

The promise of Christ's assurance that He would be with Hi3 Church
3

is the assurance of the continued existence of the Church. The

primary unity of the Church is given in Jesus Christ. Pearson

recognized this. In this connection he spoke of the external

and internal communion of the Church} Christ was the Church and

His presence was the continuity of the Church. Union with Christ
4

by His Holy Spirit was the basic unity of the Church. Besides

this unity Pearson listed six other forms of unity built upon

this one foundation. (1) The promise of Christ to the disciples

was given to all the disciples but in giving it to Peter it showed
5

the unity of the Church. (2) There was also the unity of the

faith and Pearson thought of this in relation to doctrine. (3) The

third form of unity was the sacraments} we are baptized into one

lord and one faith by one baptism and we are continued in this

one unity of the Church by the partaking of the one food in the

1. Pearson, og. cit.. p. 601.

2. cat. 3* , p. 602.

4. Ibid., p. 596. 5. Ibid., pp. 596, 599.
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Lord's Supper. (4) Pearson also listed charity as a form of

unity of the Church and be thought of this as the manifestation

of our given unity in relation to the members of the same body.

(5) Hope: xve are united by the same expectation of eternal

life. (6) Pearson's last sign of unity was the discipline and

government of the Hhurch. The ministry, said Pearson, by God's

appointment is authorized, sanctified and set aside by the dir¬

ection of the Holy Spirit to lead God's people in the same way

of eternal salvation, 'therefore, he concluded that there is' no

Church where there is no order or ministry and where there was
1

the s uae order and ministry there is the same Church.

The essential mirk of unity for Pearson was the union

with Christ by the Holy Spirit and this was the saving grace by

which the Church on earth being perfectly sanctified shall be
2

eternally glorified. Pearson deliberately set the unity of the

Church in its Head before the other marks of unity in the Church.

He also distinguished between the external communion and the in¬

ternal communion of the Church and he regarded the six forms of

unity, even word and sacrament, as belonging to the external
3

coceraunion of the Church. Pearson did this because he felt that

many were baptized and partook of the eucharist but could not be

considered part of the body of Christ if the essential unity was

not present, Pearson stressed the internal communion with Christ

as that living relation which the members have through the Holy

1. Pearson, o£. cit., pp. 596 - 599.

2. Ibid., pp. 605, 606.

3. Ibid., p. 630.



- 344 -
1

Spirit with their Head. In Pearson*s thought baptism was
2

essentially related to the Holy Spirit. Though he considered

the word and sacraments to be of the external coniiflunion Pearson

also thought of then in a particular way related to the internal

communism of the Church for he repeatedly stated that through

the sending of the Holy 'Spirit upon the disciples the Church was

constituted and by the preaching of the word and the administra-
3

tion of the sacraments the Church was added to and sustained.

V,hat this Church was is easily determined, for it was a
certain number of men, of which some were apostles, some
the former disciples, others were persons which repented,
and believed and were baptized in the name of Jesus Christ,
and continued hearing the word preached, receiving the
sacraments administered, joining in the public prayers pre¬
sented unto God. —4

This leads us to conclude that Pearson recognized the

word and the sacraments as most clearly related to the primary

unity of the Church in Christ its Head. His insistence that the

ministry was also a mark of the Church must also be fully acknow¬

ledged but it must be seen always in relation to the doctrine of
5

the Apostles.

Taylor considered the ministry as the ordinary means or

channel of grace. God conveyed grace either immediately as the
6

author and fountain of grace or by the minister. Taylor*s ccn>-

cept of the ministry was related to the office of the apostles and

1. Pearson, op. cit., p$ 623.

2. Ibid., p. 562. 3. Ibid., pp. 597, 622.

4* P* 592» 5* • PP* 46, 8.

6. Taylor, Vbrks, 0£. cit.. XIV, p. 480.
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was the power to govern the Churches as a successive and per~
1

fected ministry. It was a comprehensive commission for they

also received power to give the Holy Ghost in confirmation and
2

to perpetuate holy orders. Taylor's early views on the minis¬

try as expressed in 'The Liberty of Prophesying' were not con¬

sistently held by Taylor after the restoration. After this

period Taylor made some exclusive claims for the episcopal minis¬

try and he made saerareental grace dependent on such an ordination:

1 will not receive cc : union from the hands of him, who was
ordained by presbytery without a bishop; because his hand
is a dead hand, and it reaches me nothing: but bee use he
is my brother, I will not refuse to give him the communion,
if he will receive it by ay hand, which was made sacred by
the Holy Ghost, invocated by the prayer and the lifting up
of the bishop's hand. —3

The concept of grace in Taylor's thought as an addition to and

a heigh ening of nature opened the way for a hierarchical under¬

standing of orders which the Reformers had feared and repudiated

in Rome's position.

Ry episcopal ordination the ordained are made ministers

of the gospel but Taylor went on to say that the priest is separ¬

ated by God in this act and made to be the gracious person who
4

stood between God and His people. A'he concept of the priest a3

mediator is not absent in Taylor's t ought. There is no greater

power in the world than to remit and retain sin or to consecrate

the sacramental symbols into the body and falood of Christ; nor a

1. Taylor, Works, op. ext.. VII, pp. 35, 36.

2. Ibid., pp. 35, 36.

3. Taylor, friorks, op. cit., XIII, p. 606.

4. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. XIV, pp. 466, 467.
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greater honour than that God in hearen should ratify what the

priest does on earth "and should admit him to handle the sacri¬

fice of the uorid, and tc present the same, which, in heaven, is
1

presented by the ete rial Jesus."

The numerous qualifications that Taylor made regarding

his understanding of the ministry showed very clearly that Taylor

v.as not prepared to fully stand by the above statements. He

pointed out that the validity of the pri-st*s ministr itioas were
2

dependent on Christ's continual intervention before God. He

also maintained the gift of the Holy Spirit had been first given

to the whole Church in general, then to particular Churches and

single persons, therefore, those who were members of the Church
3

were entitled to the promises of the Holy opxrlt. Taylor, as

we have noted, affirmed that the ministry was the ordinary means

of grace but he stated also that Christ was Lord over the eans
4

of His grace and God could not be bound to the means by man.

In this reg^axl Taylor cited cases illustrative of this point:

Christ had given ^manias a special coimaission to baptise and

confirm Paul; He had given Cornelius the Holy Spirit before he

was baptized and St. Paul was ordained an apostle without the
5

ministry of man. In the question of lay baptism Taylor frankly

1. Taylor, "oAs, op. ext., XIV, p. 453.

2. Taylor, works, op. cit.« IX, p. 182.

2. Taylor, b'orks, c&. cit., VII, pp. 352, 353.

4. Taylor, Works, op. cit.. XI, p. 273.

2* ext •
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admitted that he was not certain about his position but he

pointed out that in the first Prayer Book of Edward VI lay bap-
1

tisiii was permitted. He went on to say that baptism, in view

of lay baptism existing in the Hhurch, made it very difficult

to uphold that ordination placed an inherent and indelible
2

character on the ordained person.

Taylor also vigorously denied that the Church ever did

or ever could delegate the Holy Spirit to any representative or
3

pass the power of infallibility by commission. Christ gave all

the privileges and gifts of grace to His Church and not a part of

it and therefore no part of the Church could make pretentions to
4

be the Church. Scripture would not allow us to make such a

judgment. Even though Taylor claimed that ordination was in the

power of the bishop alone he nevertheless related this power to

the Church. In the consecration of the elements not only the

priest but the people also declare the Lord's death. He related

tids power of declaration to ordination where "the consecrator

does declare power to descend from God upon the person to be or-
5

dained." He stressed that the whole action is 'but a ministry';
6

a declaration of the effect and grace of God's gift. The con¬

secrator is the external means which makes visible what God does

1. Taylor, Works, op. ext., XIV, p. 450.

2. Ibid., p. 448.

3. Taylor, Works, op. cit., X, p. 353*

4. Ibid., p. 353.

5. Taylor,_Works, op. cit., XIV, pp. 464, 465»
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and what man of himself cannot do.

The inconsistencies and confusion in Taylor's thought

in this connection arose from his failure adequately to distin¬

guish between grace and the gifts of grace. The criticism that

Downame made against Home for confounding the meaning of

andXey>/s must be sustained against Taylor. Though Taylor's

views on the Church's ministry varies greatly much of his mis¬

understanding c ji be traced to his doctrine of grace. Taylor

wrongly interpreted the gift of the ministry to the church as
2

y*p/s-as grace itself. This grace is left as a 'despositum' to
3

the Church until the second coming of Christ. Taylor related
4

this despositum to the doctrine and discipline of Christ. The

consistent underst aiding of grace as a quantum, an object, appears

in Taylor's thought; it is a thing that the Church c n have in

itself and Can give it to others. Of course we have seen how

this was qualified time and again by a more true understanding of

grace ut it still represents the dominant note in Taylor's doctrine.

The doctrine of the ministry in bishop Cosin's thought was

akin to Andrewes'. He stood in the tradition which regarded the

episcopal order as the lawful government of the Church. Cosin,

like 'Tidrewes, did not maintain that episcopal ordination was

necessary for sacramental grace. Cosin's action speaks for itself,

"e would never have entered into full communion with the French

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit.« XIV, pp. 464, 465.

2. Ibid., p. 481. 3. Ibid., pp. 481, 482.

4* Ibid.. p. 481.
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Reformed Church during his exile had he questioned the valid¬

ity of that Church's sacrament 1 ministration, Cosin revealed

that he was fully aware of the difficulty but he recommended to

those who had sought his advice on this matter to follow the

same course he had taken - to communic ate with the French Re¬

formed Church, a non-episcopal Church.

The concept that controlled Thorndike's discussion on

the Church's ministry was his concern for the visible unity of

the Church. His affirmations concerning episcopacy can generally

be seen as effecting this interest in unity. He maintained that

the commission to Peter was in reality given to the rest of the

Apostles also but the conmiission itself was to rest in the Church
1

though not all the congregation shared in the office. The minis-
2

try was given to the Church. Ahis is important to note for

Thornlike did not separate the ministry from the Church or make

the ministry itself the Church as Rome tends to do, ihorndike

saw the place of the bishop in the realm of unity for the visible
3

Church. The fear of the Puritan division sounded a strong note

of authority in Thorndike's works and he placed the power of the

visible unity into the hand3 of the bishops.

Thoradike sounded the voice of the early Church citing

Ambrose who had stated that laymen had the ri ht to preach the

gospel and baptize. Such procedure in preaching was retracted

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. IV, Pt. 1, p. 402.

2. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. I, Pt. 1, p. 17.

3. Thorndike, Work3, op. cit.. IV, Pt. 1, p. 466.
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because lay preacidng gave rise to schism. Only the Church

can license a man to preach and Thorndike placed the authority
2

in the hands of the bishop. The celebration of the sacrament

of the Lord's Supper was also included in the sphere of the

bishop's prerogative by Thorndike and for the same reason, agree¬

ing with Ignatius he claimed it vias celebrated under the bishop
3

for the protection of unity.

When the primacy of the bishop's powers were exalted

Thorndike, like Hall, used the works of Ignatius extensively.

St. Jerome, whose interpretation of the bishop's powers did not

enhance episcopal claims, proved a source of difficulty for both.

Hall dismissed Jerome as one who had a peevish nature but Thorndike

took Jerome's position more seriously. Thorndike noted that Jerome

had maintained that bishops and priests were both the same thing

under the apostles and that the difference between them is a
4

human distinction made by the custom of the Church. Thorndike

said he would allow the name of bishop in the New Testament to

include priests also because their function is coramon to both
5

though with the chief power in the bishop. Thorndike thought of

this power as delegated to the bishops and there is no indication

that he attributed to it any direct theological significance. His

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. IV, Pt . 1, pp. 390, 391.

2. Thorndike, Korks, op. cit.. IV, Pt. II, p. 593.

3. Thomdike, Marks, op. cit.. I, Pt. 1, p. 221.

4. Thorndike, Worka, op. cit.. IV, Pt. 1, p. 375.

5. Ibid., p. 378.
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primary concern at this point was the question of maintaining

unity against the threat of schism. Thomdike also affirmed

that sometimes the Fathers held that presbyters had succeeded
1

the apostle. fhorndike could well accept this without it

proving a source of trouble for his understanding of episco¬

pacy bee .-/use first and foremost his concern was for the unity

of the Church under the authority of the bishop. If the bishop

could ordain and license to preach and if the eucharist could

be celebrated in the unity of this ministry it would mean that

the strength and life of the sects - the Puritans - could be

undercut.

Thorruiike saw that it was useless to contend for personal

succession without also maintaining succession of the true faith.

To ensure the latter he advocated that Holy Scripture be inter¬

preted through the early Church but he unfortunately reversed

this order and alleged in fact that an ordered ministry preserved
2

the faith from corruption. However, when Thorndike spoke of the

essential marks of the Church he did not include the orders of

the Church. The ministry was included only as it did what it

was called to do.

The preaching of the word and the ministering of the sacra¬
ments which the tradition of the whole Church confirmeth
the sense of the Scriptures to contend; is the only mark
of the Church, that can be visible. —3

Of course the concept of the ministry was very important in

Thorndike's thought but he never made the ministry essential to

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. IV, Pt. 1, p. 397 •
2. Thorndike, Works, op. cit.. IV, Pt. II, p. 905.
3. Ibid., p. 8V5.
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the being of the Church insofar as it was limited to one par¬

ticular form.

In his discussion concerning the French Reformed Church

Thorndike said he would not take it upon himself either to justify

or condemn the holy orders of that Church since his superiors had
1

recognized them to be valid. He added that he had very great

reason to hope and presume that God accepted their ordination

even though it was not according to rule, which for Thorndike

meant episcopacy. However, he made this plea which really informed

his thought this matter; that the Reformed Church of France

establish episcopacy in its government in order that unity might
2

be restored and preserved. Episcopal government seemed to be

the touchstone of unity for Thorndike and he seemed convinced

that unity could be maintained and division overcome if episco¬

pacy was enforced. Of course it ean do much to preserve order

but i'horndike seemed oblivious to the fact that the Puritans came

precisely from a Church which had episcopacy as its form of overn-

rnent. In discussing the French Reformed Church Thorndike never

raised the question of reordination. It was no issue for him.

There is a disturoing element in Beveridg's thought when

we consider his views on the Church's ministry. At almost every

point in our discussion thus far we have noted that 3everidge's

thought was consistently Reformed, Regarding the question of the

ministry there is a decided break in his thought at times.

1, Thorndike, Works, op. ext., V, p. 430.

2. Loct cit.
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In a sermon of Matt. 23:20 Beveridge interpret :d the

promise of Christ to the Apostles to be uniquely related to
1

the Apostle's office and not to the Church as a whole. He

limited Jhrist*s words to an office of the Church and not to

the Church itself - the body. The Holy Spirit is promised to

the office apostolical and He accompanies and assists those in
2

the office to discharge their office. Of course we must really

affirm with Beveridge that without the gift of the Holy Spirit

there can be no ministry but Beveridge's contention went further

than this. The Holy Spirit at this point of his thinking tended

to become some thing parceled out and enclosed in a function.

Beveridge expressed this unfortunate concept in reference to

Deacons and Presbyters. The Holy Spirit is lodged in the office

of the Apostles but to the Deacons and Presbyters there was trans¬

ferred only "30 much of the Spirit upon them as was necessary to
3

that office." Tn this particular discussion Beveridge tended to

make the gift of the Holy Spirit quantitative.

This aspect of his thought appears only in this particular

sermon which was directed at both the Puritans arid Rome. It is

evident throughout that Beveridge was anxious to make clear to

the Puritans that in the matter of the ministry the Holy bpirit

was given to the office of the bishop arid that the deacons and

presbyters had only a measure of the Ho3y Spirit. Beveridge, in

this sermon even identified the Church with the office of the

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 4.

2. Ibid., p. 8. 3» Ibid.. p. 10.
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bishops the Church, that is, the governors. However, the

position that Beveridge upheld in the face of the ncn-conform-
2

ists was entirely denied by what he said to Rome.

The same sermon as veil as his other writings reveal

that the particular opinion of the Church's ministry as given

above was not an integrl part of Beverid e's thou ht concern¬

ing his doctrine of grace. We cannot deny that it is there nor

would we want to for it goes a long way to show that in the face

of the Puritan threat the bishops took a stand regarding their

orders which had no real theological significance to it.

At one point Beverid e spoke of the Apostles as supply¬

ing the place of Christ on earth until He comes again but his

severe criticism of the pope on thi3 same matter reveals that
on

Beveridge had qualifications to make/his own statement. There

is a very real sense in which the ministers of Christ speak and

act in His name, as if Christ Himself spoke and acted but we

must always see this as an act by grace rind not something that

is man's right. The grace of Christ which allows sinful man to

be m5.de in the image of His righteousness allows man of flesh to

speak and act in His name. His name is signed, to their words and

acts. But it is another thing to claim this a3 a possession, as

a right. It is not strange to note that Beveridge was aware of

this distinction.

lie emphasized that the power of the Apostles was only

ministerial. Whatever power they had was still Christ's power

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit.. I, p. 10.

2. Loc. cit.
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arid they received it continually from Him, i'he concept of

the iioronic priesthood, as passing from one to another, did

not apply to the Christian, ministry, said Beveridge. The

Christian ministry is sustained by Christ Himself in His own
2

person. Beveridge also claimed that there was nothing "mors

necessary to the right administration of the means of grace than

that they who administered then be 'rightly ordained' and auth¬

orised to do it, according to the institute and command of Him
3

that did establish them." His interpretation of bets 1313

was that an episcopal ordination was involved. Others rr-ay

speak the same words, deliver the same truths, press the
same duties, as they do who are re Uy God's ministers;
but tills is not preaching, properly so called; they do not
publish and proclaim the will of God with any power or
authority over their hearers, for they have received none
from God, as not being called and sent by Him. —4

Having said this on the one hand Beveridge altogether denied it

in his consideration of the Church of Borne, *irst of a11 he

admitted that the apostolic Succession had been continued in
5

the Church of Home. But simply because they had preserved a

historic continuity in their ministry was no guarantee that she

would be faithful; her doctrine had corrupted the faith and

quenched the Spirit and therefore Christ's promise was not f'ul-
6

filled in them. Though Beveridge had maintained that right

ordination, which he interpreted to be episcopal ordination,

1. Beveridge, Corks, op. cit.« I, p. 14.

2. Ibid., p. 330. 3. ibid., p. 158.

Ibid.. p. 27. 5» » P* 21*

6. Ibid., p. 21.
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was the most important element in administering the sacraments

and hiving admitted that home had maintained the Apostolic

succession he denied the sacramental ministrations of home.

The great means of grace, tne word and sacraments as administered
1

by itoiue is of no use at all to the people. it is obvious from

sucii statements as this that deveridge had more to say about

the Validity of ordination ano his doctrine of grace as we have

seen thus far does not support theologically an episcopal ex-

clusiveness.

In ins extremexy critical attitude to aome denrerldge was

blind to the mightiness of Goa's grace xor in spite of Home's

sin, in spite of her prostitution of the iaith God's grace was

mightier than tne sin of -^me. neveridge's criticism of home

snowed most clearly that he was not finally prepared to claim

sacramental validity on the basis of a particular interpretation

of orders within tne christian Church, he further criticized

home on her departure from the faith and her inovations and

claimed tnat tne only standard of truth for the Holy Catholic

Chorea was Holy dcripture. The mark of the Church, said Beveridge,

is where the word of God is truly preached and the sacraments of
2

Christ duly administered.

1. Beveridge, V'orks, op. cit., I, p. 23.

2. Beveridge, Works, 0£. cit.. VII, p. 363.
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