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The crucial issue of the doctrine of grace in the formative period
of the Church of England's life and thought constitutes the theological

thought and 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 docirine of grace.

The Method by which this atitempt is cearried through is set forth in
the first two chaplters. By & 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 gruce, is an internal freamework indigenous to the thought
forms of the Caroline writers. The atiempt to let the writers speak
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 Englands the everpresent
struggle with the Church of Rome from without, the Puritan conflict
within and the numerous heritical opinions given vent to by & growing
rationalistic spirit. These controversies centred around some of the
fundamental docirines of the Church and the bishops of the Church of
Englend 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 by this means & structure
of Caroline thought has been erected.

A brief examination of the immediate pre Caroline period has been
presented in the third chaplter 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 diflerent
historic situation, was maintained by the Caroline bishops. It is of
course true, as pointed out in the 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 is unmistekeubly 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
with the state so with the Church. "l "The seventeenth century deter-
mined the singular religious constitution of the British people. Then
the two established Churches received their present form, and then,
not less the great Nonconformist denominations took :i;hapc.'“'2

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 n in the enteenth
Century (London: John Murry, l903§ s Po de

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 was 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 comscious of the historical comtinuity

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 Bramhall, 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=k.
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Qur religion is the same as it was, 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-
part.ed.z The reform of the Church was necessary both in England and

3
on the Continent, said Bramhall, Jewel's comment was similar when

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
Catholiecs 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 Reformeds "Their's was an

1. The Works of John Bramhall, D.D., (Oxford: John Henry Parker,
1842 » I, Ee 199.

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

3. Bramhall, Works, op, cit., pe 207, See also The Works of

William Laud, D.D., Conference With Fisher (Oxford: John Henry
Parker, 181;9,, II, pp. 150; 156,

Lo J“.l, Ope _c_&o, Pe 213.

5. N, Sykes, The English Religious Tradition (London: SCM Press Ltd.,
1953), pe bs See also The Works of The ht Reverend Father In God
John Cosin (Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1843), VI, p. 167. See also
Iﬂud’ Pbrks, 22. _CA.’ II’ Pe 323.
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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
ot."l 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
as the 'twin' of the s‘tato.a 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 established 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 both these
concepts had as their source the English Reformation itself. The

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

Lo mm, 2‘2- ﬁo’ Pe 2%.

2. The Works of The Reverend Joseph Hall, D.D., (Oxford: At
The University Press, 3), V, p. 284.
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in the seventeenth century caused great havoc to both Church and
state,

Apart from the Secandinavian 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 IEnglish Reformation is
stressed either as a political molutionl 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 Romsn Church but also against
foreign supremney.'z The Act of Supremacy, by Henry VIII and his
parliament, was the logical conclusion to a process which was begun
by the famous Mortmain Act in Hdward I's rt&sn.a The Act of Suprem—
acy was also the decisive act which marked the commencement of the
Reformation in mgland.k 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, MacColl, The Refcrmation Settlement (london: Longmans, Green
and {b-’ 1899)’ Pe 333.

2. J. Hunt, %MMM (London: Strahan & Co.,
Publishers, 1879), I, p. 45.

3. im., Fitzgerald, Lectures On Ecclesiastical History (London:
John Murray, 1885), 11, p. 161,

4e Je Jo Tayler, Religious.Lifeein England (London: Trubner & Co.,
1876)’ Pe 1‘!-0 &
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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
Christianity dopondod.z The political action taken by Henry VIII
and his Parlisment had definite theological ramifications.

There were many and varied influences at work which helped
to shape and fashion the English Rnfomti.on.j But undoubtedly the
key to the most distinctive features was the assertion of the Royal
Supmmy.h It was this act by king and parliasment that both effected
and affected the Reformation im England, It placed the King in an
unparalleled position in relation to both Church and gtate which
became twin spheres of royal moroignty.5 "The union of Church angd
Monarchy was the most salient feature of the Tudor Reform. "6 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 as their means of implementing their program of reform.

1. Fitzgerald, op. cit., p. 166.

2. The Theological Works of Isaac Barrow, D.D., (Oxford: At The
University Press, 1830), VII, p. <..

3. Fitsgorald, 00, c‘_&o’ Pe 167.

4. He. H, Henson, The Relation of the Church of Ingland to the Other
Reformed Churches (lLondon: Willfam Blackwood and Soms, 1911), pe li.

5. Fitzgerald, .92‘ .9_1_;_.. Pe 170-10

é. H. H, Henson, The Relation of the Church of England to the Other
formed Sy Ope it., pe lk. JSee also Sykes, op. cit.,
Pp. 403 15,
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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 thelir only hope of deliverance
from the supremacy of the Popo.“l
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 Bible translated and
circulated throughout the country was a very important event in this
reign in its influence of the Relormation though it is true that very
little actual change had taken place in the structure of Church life
and thought. The 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 Tayler

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 im BEngland began in real
earnest in the next reign the Reformation was able to take place
within the exisbing ecclesiastical structures of the Church. In
England the Reformation was not placed outside the ancient framework

of the Church because those in authority, both c¢ivil and ecclesiastical,

de Hmlt. 92. 2;!'_-. Pe 6.

2, Tayler, op. cit., p. 39
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were in favour of the Reformation. Her Church orders were preserved
intact because it was the bishops who were pressing for reform. Thus,
standing within the existing Church-structures the Reformers were
able to preserve and make new use of what Rome had often corrupted.
They did not discard things simply because they had been misused by
Rome. This was especially true with regard to Church Orders. Cranmer
rightly insisted on the retention of episcopacy because it was a tried
aad 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 ocuiside the existing ecclesiastical structure
and the Reformers were thus able to use the forms that were at halrld.
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 easpecially true in the reign of Edward VI
when the Reformation made its first great strides, But it was Henry
VIII's action that first remcved the power of the papacy from the
Church in Eagland thus allowing it the freedom to reform itself.,

When this is contrasted with the method of reform that the Comtin-
ental Reformers were forced to use the favourable situation inm which
the Church of England was placed by Henry's action cannot be over-
emphasized. Bishop Hall, prominent in the Caroline period, pointed
this out to the Puritans. He saw with clarity the situation in
which the Reformers on the Continent were placed and how this had

i
affected the Reformation. opn the continent. The difference in

1. Hull, Works, op. ¢it., IX, p. 156.
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historical situations between the Church of Englond 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 fn England, The bitter opposition which they
encountered created in turn severe reactions. England had a short
and bitter taste of this 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 Bnglish Reformation in a
more aggressive mood, The exiles had come into comtact with the
Reformers on the Continent, at Frankfort and Zurich, where they wit-
nessed the advance of the Reformation and the bitter opposition of
Rowe, %hen these exiles returned to England many of them sought to
completely eradicate everyihing that was Roman in appearance.

Three fairly distincet groupe emerged in the Church of England
at the close of Henry VIIi's reign.l A conservative element desired
to go no further than the change of supremacy from the pope to the
king., 4 wmiddle grouvp was bert on referm 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. Ta.yler, OP. ﬁt’ Pe 93.
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claiming that the abuse of forms did not kherefore make them 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 Papisis and of the ultsa
1
Protestants,." The third group was the radical element, I{ wanied
te 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 Rome., This latter group was to emerge as
the more radical Puritan movement., It was very largely the second
group, however, which predominated in the inglish 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
Elizabeth?’s reign the Reformers planned to carry the Reformation of
the Church of Hazland furtiner than they did. In many of Bhe letters
of Bishop Jewel to Peter Martyr, Bullinger and others Jthm are defin-
2
ite signs of impatience at the slow procedure, Jewel revealed that
the measures he had in wind 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 vestizes 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 haie's breadth; for as to the ubiquitarian theory there is no
danger in this country. —-3

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

1. Im-. p. ut

2 Jﬂf.l, mrks' 9op. _c'_i_ta_o, Fourth Portrion, m-
3. Ibid.. p. 12‘07-
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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 history.
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 GQueen 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 nmot admit of that exiensive power
the crown claimed by the supremacy, apprehending it unreason-
able, that the raligion 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
Cueen's injunciion.
He was one of the nost learned men awong the reformers, a
Calvinist 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 his brethren, who were not satisfied to comply. —-3
Freaching at Paul's Cross, Jewel sought te reconcile the people to
the habit saying that "he did nct come to defend them, but to show
L
that they were indifferent and might be complied with." Again, in

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

1. Fit!g.r&ld. Ope 2&0’ Pe 221

Z. Do Neal, History of the Puritans (Lomdon: Robinsom and Son, 1811),
I’ Pe %.

3. N.ﬂ-, 22- 22:!0_.' Pe 153-
k‘ Ihid-’ Pe 111
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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., Harly in Eligabeth's reign these people who serupled to
comply in all things with the ritual and canons of the Church were
called Puritans or Precisions as a term of reproach. The rise of the
Puritan movement has been dated earlier by some historians. Tayler
linked it with Wycliffe's attempted r-efcu':zm.t.i.::»n.2 Many of the
Puritans suffered at the hands of the bishops during Mary's reign
and those who had gone iuto 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 formed 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 Furitans were at the height of their power,
Here, in Elizabeth's reign, were the seeds of later strife and bitter
reaction,

The developrent of the Puritan movement within the BEstablish-—
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 theologlan, had engaged his Roman Catholic ad-

1. Jewel, Works, op. git., Fourth Portionm, pp. 1274, 1275.

2. Tayler, op. cit., p. 5
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versary in 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 bul
little solid arguments of his opponent Ha.rding-"l 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.
Neot 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 ship riding the turbulant storms of the seventeenth cent-
ury for in point of fact the Church was part of 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. Neal complained bitterly that the "vigorous pressing of this
act was the occasion of all the mischief that befell the Church for
above eighty years."z Jewel, as we have already seen, had desired to
go further than he did but settled for the fact that the important
peints 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 nct in matters of
doctrine. Indeed, it could not be since Archbishop Parker, successor

1. Jewel, YWorks, op. ciit., Fourth Portion; Biographical Memoir,
XXVIII

2, Neal, op. cit., I, p. 88,
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to Cranmer, was a thorough Protestant though a strict conformist and
a rigid enforcer of oonfomity.l Whitgiit, who in turn suceeded
Parker, known chiefly as the great enemy of [lizabethan Puritanism,
had in fact always been recognized as gealous in the cause of Pro-
teatant.iu: The Lambeth Articles, which he helped to formlate,
show that Whitgift had embraced the prevailing Calvinism of his day,
though he did not adopt Calvin's cli.:;cipll.'i.ne..3 In his controversy
with Cartwright, Whitgift never treated him as a disciple of Calvin
but rather as a restless and perverse innovator on ancient laws and
customs.h The controversy begur by Whitglft and Cartwright was
carried on by Hooker and Travers but it did rot 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., bBut within 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 Govermment, Travers laid down as a fundemental position, "that,
as the Presbyterian diseipline is necessary for all times and authori-
tetively prascﬂ.beds:l.n Scripture, every other form of Church Govern-

rent was unlawful.” It was the Puritans who pushed the controversy

l. Funt, op. git., I, p. 42

2, Hunt, op. cit., T, p. 52

3. Fitzgerald, op. cit., pe 229
4. Hent, op. cit., I, pp. 52, 53.

5. T&;yler, OD. _C&.Q’ Pe 103.
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into a doctrinal sphere when they insisted that Seripture 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 i% was permissible and not against
Scripture, that it was ancient and allowable.l "In general they re—
garded this as the original and the best, and as necessary to the well,
or better being of a Ghnrch."z Hooker, the great spologist, refused
to make the same claim for episcopacy that the Puritans did for Presby-
terianimj

The ground changed from the previous controversies when it was
alleged that Presbylerianism 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. Rishop Bancroft "proclaimed
the divine right of government by bishops. The Conformists were amazed
at the novelty of the doctrine. The Puritans were confounded with the
boldness of the claim.-“" When both sides raised their claims to ab-
solute heights a compromise of any sort became virtually impessible,
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. Ge. Perry, The History of The Church of imgland (London: Saunders,
Otley, and Ce., 1863}, I, p. 19.

2. Fitzgerald, op. cit., p. 252

3. The Works of Mr. Richard Hooker (Oxford: Thomas Tagg, 1843), II,
pe 306. See also Fitzgerald, op. cit., pe 255. Also Hunt, op. cit.,
I. Pe 86. ilso Pw. OD. SE-E_.. I’ Pl 19’ 2.

o Htmt, 9_2. 5.1-&.’ I’ De 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 ma;ure was one no less severe - the 1662
Aet of Uniformity.

¥mech of our evaluation and inverpretation of the Carolines
depends upon the continual awareness of the tension that existed
throughout this period. From the Reformotion onward, for more than
a century, the Ffngiish Churchmen engaged Rome in fierce controversy
on doctrinal issues, From Elizabeth's reizn throughout the greater
part of the seventeenth centmry the controversy with the Puritans was
carried on with equal vigour. The Roman controversy began with the
most fundamertal question and to a large extent this nature of the
controversy was maintained, The disagrecment with the Puritans st
first concerned itself only with peripheral issues but as the controe
versy enlarged it became more theological,

The thought that at first displaced the Roman theology in the
Church of ingland at the Reformation was that of Cair.ln.l Cranmer
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 ingland. 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. 4. W, H\arrison’ Arninianism (Iﬂnd,on: Ducmrth’ 1937)’ Pe 122.

2 m’ 9_2. '9&.' I’ Pe 5‘#.
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by Bucer, Peter Martyr and Cox, drew up forty two articles deeclara-
tory of the faith of the Reformed Church of E‘ngand.l "The plain
language of the articles themselves, no less than the known prin-
ciples of the parties engaged in forming them, are conclusive evid-
ence of the Calvinistic spirit in which they were fral\ed."z However,
it has also been shown that in formulating the articles of 1552
Cranmer was chiefly indebted to the Lutheran Confessions, especially
the Confession of Augsburg.s This may well have tempered some of
the langusge but the articles were essentially Calvinistic and they
remained so in their revised form in 1562 as the Thirty-Nine irticles
which were presented in convocation by Parker and Jawal.k It is sig-
nificant to note that in Jewel's letter to Peter Martyr, where he
declared, "for as to natiers of doctrine, we have pared everylthing
away to the very quick, and do not differ from your doctrine by a
hair's breadth..." exactly synchronized with the adoption of the
Thirty-liine Articles in 1562-.5 Ve may conclude without any doubbt
that Jewel considered these irticles to be in keeping with the lLest

.of Reformed thought.

1., E. Browne, An lixposition of the Thirty-Nine articles ( London:
Longman, Green Reader, and Dyer, 1874), ppe 6, 7.

Ze TH,Y].GI‘, -22. E_:Ltv_o’ Lo 5‘.
3. Bmwnﬁ’ Spe _O_.i_-.!r_o' PDe 6’ 7-
be Tiiylar. Bpe &o 2 Peo 54

5. H. H, Henson, The Reiation of the Church of England to the Other
Reformed Churches, ope cit., p. 20.
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However great Luther's influence was on the Inglish Reforma=
tion and there is much evidence to helieve it was considerable, his
own views on the eucharist were not a.doptad.l The eucharistic under-
standing was much more in keeping with Calvin®s thought, It was
Bishop Ridley who induced Crammer to remcunce the doctrine of transub-
st.ant.iat.ion.a In separating from the Church of Rome the Church of
Bngland and the Continental Reformed Churches clearly stated that they
were by no means separating from the Catholic Church, At the Reforma=
tion the Fnglish Reformers appealed to the early Church Fathers to
vindicste her action and to show that they were at one in deetrine with
anticuity. Ridley relied heavily upon the Fathers for his understand-
ing of the ouaharﬁ.at.s He quoted at length from their writings to show
that they never undeprtood the bread and wine of the sacrament to he
transubstantiated. Yet Ridley always maintained a i;eal presence of
Christ in the Sacrament and he explained this as a presence by grs,co.k
The bread was the body of Christ and the wine was his blood but since
the eucharist is a sacrament Ridley rightly maintained that it must
be understood mrammy.s 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. Bra'lme, 0P« *olt.. Pe 7 See also La'tﬂ, Works op. m.. II, Pe 331-

3. The Works of Wicholas Ridley (Cambridge: The University Press,
1843), pp. 200, 20i.

Le ij.d-, De 232’ 235’ 237' 233.

5. Ibid., p. 15. See also Calvin, John, The Institutes of the
Christizn Religion (Glasgow: Alexander Irvine, 1762), 4:17:20.
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understood the same presence by grace. It was in this way that
Ridley interpreted the very literal words of St. Clrysostom on the
presence of Christ - always a presence by gra.’:.c-.2 His adversaries
charged that the interpretation of the presence of Christ by grace
destrayed the mdracle of the sacramant. Ridley answered that the
presence of Christ in the sacrament by grace was precisely the
niraclo.s

It is significant Jor us to note at this point a difference
in the pattern of the Reformation im England which distinguished
it from that on the Continent. The establishment of a form of
public serviece in 1549 preceeded the publicalion of the Articles of
Faith in the vhurch of Bngland, a procedure contrary to the practice
of the Continental Rei’ormera.h It was the liturgical form which
distinguished the Church of England from the Reformed Churches on the
Continent bubl nct its doctrinal content for since Crunmer and Ridley
were the chlef compilers of both the Service Book sad the Articles of
Faith there was bound to be a very close relation between them in

5
theological understanding.

l. lﬁdle}’, 22. -c-j.'-t-" pp. 222. 225-

- Ibido. p ﬁl}, 202’ 22&. Jee aliso Hunt’ 22. ‘g_-&_o. I. Pe 27.
See also Laud, Works, op. cit., II, pp. 239, 330.

3. Ridle;?’, Dl S_:Lt_r.v, Pe 223
lye ‘1‘&3’1&1‘, Op. _C_:J.-E.c, Pa 42

5. bBrowiie, Ope. Ciley, pPe 7o
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The nature of the eucharist as articulated by Cranmer and
Ridley in the first Prayer Book is important for our comsideration
because it was the commmunion service which was subgstituted for the
Roman Ha.as.l 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-
tion as the culminating heresy of the Church of Roma.i All too often
the importance of rejecting this Roman doctrine by the Church of
England was minimized in the succeeding generations with drastic re-
sults for the Church. "That the difference between the Reformers and
the Church of Rome was no narrow interval, but a great impassible
gulf, was felt and acknowledged by both sides., It was not a mere
difference in detail. "3 The eucharistic service stands at the heart
of the liturgy and in fact constituted the proper liturgy though the
name has now been extended to every prescribed from of Common Praqrer.k

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 thouglifof Cranmer and Ridley well, having acted as notary

1. Tayler, op. cit., p. 41. See also E. Cardwell, The Two Books of
Common Prayer (Uxford: At the University Press, 1841), p. 266 and
Preface IX. Sce also O. Shipley, Orby, M.A., The Liturgies of 1549
and 1662 (London: Joseph Masters, 1866), p. 2.

2, Humt, op. eit., I, p. 1. See also Cardwell, op. cit.Preface, XXV,
3. M’ op. E&o’ I’ Pe 2e¢

L. Tayler, op. cit., p. 42
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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 his exiled years living in Martyr's house both in
Strasburg and Zurich and on his return to England he carried on a
continual correspondence with him., Jewel knew Martyr's thought and,
as the extract from his letter has shown, he was at one with him in
doctrine.z

The natural affinity between Cranmer, Ridley and Jewel is to
be seen most clearly in their understanding of the eucharist, "Jewel's
doctrine respecting the Sacraments is that of the Articles and the
liturgy, which in this point closely synpa,thize.“3 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-
poused the Calvinisk side of that controversy. "A

The difference in the understanding of the eucharist between

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

1. Jewel, op. git., Fourth Portion, Biographical Memoir, XL. See
also Rid.ley’ 22. c_it.t’ Pe 19‘&.

2. See pp. 10, 17.
3. Ta’ler' op. .F_j_-io’ Pe 56-

4e H. H. Henson, The Relation of the Church of England to the Other
Reformed Churches, op. c¢it. p. 2l.
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the understanding of the nature of grace. Ridley and Cranmer con-
tended, as the Service Book and the Articles show, that the xeal
presence of Christ in the sacrament 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 transubstantiation they
repudiated that understanding of grace which converts the existing
structures of this age into the divine thus destroying the forms of
our history. Rome's understanding of grace tends to reverse the
direction of the incarmation. The great truth that Ridley saw when
he declared that the wsal ppresence 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 coming 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 midst 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 wveal 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®,
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as it were, 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
some of the concepts of the inglish Church even thouzh the Carolines
rejected, almost to a man, that particular understanding of Rome., 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 God. 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 Rome no longer
stands under the cross, sharing in the divisions and the brokenness 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 Carcline period and why alsoc the eucharist, so central
to its content, 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
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with Harding, and indecd with most of the writers of the Anglican
Communion when disputing with Home, a marked sympathy can very often
be noticed with the Greek Church.l The emphasis on Greek Patristiec
thought was, in some ways, quite a natural development in the Church
of England., The Reformers definitely felt an affinity with the East
in its controversy with Rmm.2 The greatest impetus given for the
revival of Greek Patristic thought came from the Reformed theologians,
Calvin, Bucer and Peter Martyr, all of whom had great influence on
the English Reformers. Reformation of the Church meant for Calvin
the restoration of the primitive face of the Church.3 It was this
understanding which greatly contributed to Patristic studies, This
new learning based on Greek Patristic thought found a gealous 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 erroncous 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. Andrewes'

thought definitely stands as a reaction to the dogmatism of the pre-

1. Tayler, gp. git., p. 68.

2' Syk.s, Q. 2&.’ p. 39l

3. T. F, Torrance, The Eschatology of t% %omrs, Scottish Journal
of Theology Occasional Papers lo. 2. pp 3 .
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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 ef Calvin or the other
Continental Reformers but this has to be seen in the light of his vast
knowledge of the Fathers and especially the Greek Fa.thm.l It is
also true that possibly no man did more to influence the study of
Patristics than did Calvin, Bishop Cosin, a close associate of
Andrewes, 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 protestant would wish
to use any othera."z 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 mest vnfortunate 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. gcit., p. 125.
2., Cosin, Works, op. cit., p. 167.
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of Ingland., Refusal by MacColl 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
doctrinal position of the Church of England, "1 MacColl claimed thet
the returned 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 MaeColl, writing as he did in the fervour of the
Tractarian movement, sought to isolate the Caroline movement as much
as possible from the Reformation., Professor Woodhouse, commenting
on such tendencies in his recent book, has wisely suggested that the
Church of England mmst once again examine the rock from which it has
been hmnd.z

The name of Lancelot Andrewes 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-
lated by Bishop Jewel and Hookcres Andrewes was thoroughly Protestant
in his doctrine but his extensive use of Greek Patristic thought forms
have caused great wisunderstanding about him. It was thought that
his language made him appear out of harmony with the principles of
the Rafomation.‘. "In words he agreed with the doctrines of the

1. HacColl. 9B _?ltu, Pe 120.

2. H. P, Woodhouse, The Doctrine of the Church in Anglican Theology,
1547 = 1603, (London: S.P.C.K., 1954), pe 13

3. mm’ 2.2. _c_i_-_ﬁo’ Poe 235.

h. Hunt, op. cit., I, p. 125.
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Church of Rome, in meaning ne was a whole world separate from them.
He made the Church of England to resemble the Church of Home, but
it was only as a shadow, without the subatance."l

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 Roman doctrine of transubstantiation. He has, neverthe-
less, been severely criticized for his view regarding the weal Fré-enco
of Christ in the eucharist, It has beeu claimed thet this view was
at variance with the {irst Reformers who concelved it in the Calvin-
istic spirit.2 In his criticism of Andrewes, Tayler obviously mis-
understoed his concept of the wveal presence which he claimed "differed
by a searcely perceptible shade from the Homan theoz'y.a However,
Tayler elsewhere showed that he was prepared to accept the statement
that ultimately there were only two views of the lord's 3Supper;
Zwinglits and that of Rome's, all others being nice definitions only.
When Tayler asserted that the eucharistic understanding as first formm-
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. Tayler misunderstood Calvin

at this peint. Calvin never equated faith with CRrist, Faith was

l. lbid, p. 126.
2. Tayler, op. cit., p. 126.
3. lec. git.

L Ibid., PPe ks' l&é- See also Lalld, 22. |c_it'o’ II, Pe 329-
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like the emply vessel which received the t.reasure.l Tayler also
misunderstood Andrewes! concept of the weal .'{:resanca. Like Calvin,
Aindrewes believed that the presence of Christ in the sacrament was
not dependent on the believer or the faith of the believer. It is an
objectified presence bul it was for the believer. The presence of
Christ had no meaning apart {rom the purpose for which it was ordained,
The presence of Christ in the eucharist was for Andrewes dependent,
not on the faith of the participant but on the Holy Spir:l.t.z Andrewes!
concept of the sucharist stood within the Reformed tradition,
Hany of the most notable names in the history of the Church of
England arc to be accounted among the Caroline @ivines., They guided
the Church through the bitter storms of the seventesnth ceantury which
almost destroyed the Church of fngland.
No Chiarch ia Christendom, during any period of its history, can
exhibit a finer array of great names, illustrious for intellectual
power, massive learmming, and saintliness of character, than the
Jacobean and Caroline Bishops: Andrewes, Barrow, Bull, Bramhall,
Beveridge, Hall, Jeremy Taylor, Cosin, Overall, Ken, Ussher,
Waterland, Mountague, Wilson, Pearson and the like, ==3

Most of these men and others not nawed here form the basis for ocur in-

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

1. Calvin, op. cit., 3:11:7. See also, R. S. Wallace, Calvin's

Doctrine of the word and Sacrsment (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1953),
Pe 211 ff. See also Lavd, op. cit., II, p. 328, "For the Calvinists,
at least they which follow Calvin h himself, do not oaly believe that th.
true and real Body of Christ is received in the Bucharist, but that it

is there, and that we partake of it, vere et realiter,..."

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

3. !hcﬂoll, ODe _C_.i't-., P 1160
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A word of caution may well be in order at this point. There
is a sense in which we may speak of the Carclines collectively, as
has already beem 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 Macloll laboured under
this false impression. Their writings reveal varied strains of thought
as an examinstion will prove.

In seeking to formulate the understanding of grace in Carcline
thought an attempt will be made to see these men in relation to thelr
time, ever keeping in wind the extremely controversial nature of that
period. The method used to elaborale the thought of the Caroline
Churchmen on this particular doctrine will be to examine those tensis
of the Faith that best eniighten the nature of grace. The greatest
need for cur consideration is to hear once again the very words of
the Carclimnes that they might dispel the false impressions associated
with their names and may teach us correctly concerming thair thought.



CHAPTER 11
THE ESCHATOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF GRACE

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 olwious,
for it emnables us (o have a continual frame of reference by which
we may evaluate their thought, mot only in itself, but alsoc in re-
lation to the other currenis of thought contemporaneous with their
ouni, The task, however, is not as difficult as it may at first
seam for there is a point at which, aluost without exception, the
thoughit of the Carolines converged.

Woenever the nature of grace is under discussion in the
Caroline writers it will be uoticed a very c¢lose relaticn is mgine
tained to the concept of glory. The two doctiines 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 eschatological 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 illuminste cur discussion of their
doctrine of grace,

Antecedent to an eschatological understanding of grace is
the primary necessity of grounding the doctrine of grace Christologic-

- 30 -
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ally. If grace is mot Christologieal it camnol be truly eschatolog-
ieal. All grace, said Bishop Beveridge, one of the important Carcline
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 "Lhere is none but what is
in him, and we can have none, but what comesfromﬂimaadhyﬂin.“l
Grace is so inexorably bound up with the parson of Christ that it
was brought, as it weres, into being by H:'um.2 We cannot go behind
Jesus Christ to receive the grace of God, All 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 Ged. It is ths

grace of the Most High God made man.h This is the essential meaning
of grace; Cod himself coming intc our midst wighty to save. "ind:
it is by Him that grace came inte the world at first, and it is by
Him oniy that it comes to any one mw.g The grace of God is Jesus
Christ Himself,

Though there is a c¢lose relation between grace and glory, in
that they involve one snother, yet there is never a complete identity.
Bishop Andrewes, the father of the Carcoline movement, was very clear

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

1. The Theological Works of William Beveridze, D.D, (Oxford: John
Henry Parker, 1850), 1I, p.

2., lbideg p. 110.
3. Beveridge, lorks, op. git., II, p. 59.
Lo 1bid., p. 224,
5. 1bid., pe 59.
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Andrewes. At the opening of the mystery, the incarnation, the grace
and love of God appeared to man.l The doctrine of the incarnation
played a most significant part in the thought of indrewes. The
incarnation which revealed the grace and love of God did not exhaust
its own mbm.z It pointed ahead to a consumation of the mystery.
"You look to hear of a consummation of it too; and consuwmmate it
shall be, but not yet; not till the days of the voice of the seventh
Angal."3 This reference of Andrewes to Revelation is of course to
the consumnation of time itself. The seventh Angel heralds the end
of the age; 'that there should be time no bngor.'h At that time
the mystery of the incarnation will be consummated., "When He that
was this day 'menifested in the flesh,' shall manifest to the flesh
the fulness of this mystery, His eternity, glory and hliss."s The
veil of the flesh has already been rent at the inecarnation and the
second veil, the veil of heaven, will be rent when we shall be re=-
ceived with Him in glor:r.‘ Jesus Christ, as our forerunner, has
already entered the second veil for us and stands triumphant at the
right hand of %d."

Both the relation and the distinctiveness of grace and glory

1. Andrewes, lorks, op. cit., I, p. 40.
2, Ibid., p. k3.

3. MO. p. a.
L. Rev. 1016,

5 And.ms’ Workﬂ, op. .9.’_-'!0_0. I. Pe 1&3.
6. Andrewes, Workl. 22. ﬂo. I, pp. AB’ ko See also I Tim. 3’16-
7« Hebrews 6: 19, 20.
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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-
ation did not reveal certain things about God but God's own Sal:[‘.l
Not the :zTraé}a[’&pﬂK was revealed "but the very character of His
substance, the very Nature and Person of God. This is a great
WW."Z 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
1170.3 In Jesus 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;
even the glory of God.h The great glory of God is seen in Christ "as
He is the “ord made flesh, God and man in one person, as such, He is
full of grace and 'c.z'u*t.!'l."s We see the glory of God veiled in grace.
God comes to man graciously. "Glory of itself terrifies and makes
stand aloof," sald Andrewes, "grace invites; and His glory is such
uiumllofgrace."6 God comes fully 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, Andrewas, Op. _C_EQ’ I. Pe 36.
2., lbid., See also Heb. 1:3.
3& Mdus, 33' m-

4o Beveridge, lorks, op. cit., II, p. 55, See also Matt. 17:2-5,
2 Pet. 1116, 17,

5. B“eridge’ 22. s-i-go’ Pe 55
6. Andrewes, liorks, op. cit., I, p. 96.
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the appearing of His grace and the other the appearing of His glory.l
"His first coming was with great lowliness and humility; the second
will be with great majesty and glory. "2 This was the grace of our
Lord Jesus Christ, that He impoverished Himself to enrich us; He
came down to earth to advance us to heaven.3 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 of His glory. These are not two distinctly separ=
ate happenings for they are bound together in the person of Christ,.
The Christ of grace is the Christ of glory. There is bubt one Christ
the same forever; "here we put him on in grace, there in glory."k

The second coming, to which we will all be eye witnesses, will
be the coming of Christ full of glory, which is the fuliillueut of
grace, when all things being accomplished and man's redemption finaliszed.
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 eternal
glory.“i The glory of God penetrates the kingdom of grace even now.

By those whom God is pleased to send and empower, Lo publish and make
known His promises to the HD!%d, His glory is set forth and displayed

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

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., IV, p. 271.
2. Loe. cit.

3. Beveridge, Vorks, op. cit., II, p. 260.
4e Hall, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 569.

5. Ibid., p. 136.

6. Beveridge, lWorks, op. cit., II, p. 350.
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and the glory of His truth in fulfilling these promises is in His
Son without whom grace and truth would never a.ppea.r.l 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,
and not only we, but all, both angels and mn."z

The movement of grace is to glory but both grace and glory
proceed from God to God. Bishop Thorndike bound these two concepts
together in this way: "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
attainuth."s This understanding of the mowement of grace was ex-
pressed by Andrewes also, Heavenly grace, he sald, was glory in-
choat.c.h All increase in grace was .a proceeding towards glory. So
said Bishop Tayler also whose works we shall consider in dut.ail.’

The Carolines, in general, thought of the Christian as parti-
cipating in three st;.tos or kingdoms: the kinggon of nature or si.n,6

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

1. Ibid., p. 59
2e Bdreridge, Works, op. c_ito’ IV. Pe mo

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

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

5. The Whole Works of the Right Rev. Jeremy Taylor, D.D. (London:
J. Moyes, 1828), X1, p. 229.

6. mm‘ﬂ’ Horks, op. .é_j-iog V, Pe 1!-03.
7. Ibid-, Pe m‘l. See also Ha.ll’ "brks. Op. _clt__. VII’ Pe 5‘65.
8. m, Works, gp.,_ _CLK’-_., V., Pe w5.
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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 and glory in their proper tension, His tendency was
to make them too distinet 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

l. Taylor' WOI'P-'B' .9_2. "c_ll' V, p. 172.

21’ Ibid.’ p. 192.

3. mms, Workl, Oop. ﬁo’ III’ Pe 223.
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partaking of the sacraments. The growth and increase in grace "even
to the consummation of it, which is glory - glory being nothing else
but grace consummnate, the figure of this stamp in his full pnrfoction."l
As the Christian was united to Jesus Christ he, even now, entered
into the kingdom of glory. The understanding of the incarnation 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-
sessed by One in our xmtu.r‘.2 "Even now, we sit there in Him, and
shall there sit with Him in the ond."3 In Jesus Christ grace and
glory are one., The baptigzed in Christ are incorporated into this
fullness,

Bishop Barrow followed close to Andrewes om this point Ly
stressing the relation of the Head to the mewbers. Uhere the Head
is there is the body also for they are inseperably connected and the
honour conferred on the Head is also extended to the mbm." e
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
reward which all good Christians shall moive."s The aectual possess=-

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

1. Loc. cit.

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

3. Loc. cit., See also John Calvin, Commentaries on the Epistle of Paul
The Apostle to the Hebrews (Translated and Edited by The Rev. John

Owen, Edinburgh: Printed for the Calvin Translation Society, 1853),
Pe 154,

4. Barrow, Works, op. cit., V, pe 502. See also Heb. 2:7; 1 Cor. 12:26,

5. BarI’OW, 22- _célo_" Pe 5020 See also Rom, 8317; m- 1311.
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1
of His Holy Spirit through the merits of Jesus Christ. Ve 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 state 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 ¢an look for the kingdom of glory. The kingdom of
3

grace is a pledge to us of the kingdom of gleory. All good things,
both in this life and in the next, are of God's grace, said Beveridge.

And as I shall be bound to thank God for the perfection of

glory in heaven, so also for tLhe beginning of grace on earth;

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 etermity., =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, asgainst the day of judgment.” This is the mighty

assurance by which Christians are called to live and die,

1. Barrow, Works, op. cit., V, p. 584. See also Acts, 10342,

2., John Pearson, An sition of the Creed (Oxford: At The
University Press, 1857), p. 48.

3. ms. I«s;ks, 22. _C_i.t;o’ V., Pe ll-lsn
L. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 295.

5. George Downeham (Downame), The Christian Freedom (Oxford:
William Webs, 1635), p. 155. See also Heb. 10:19, 20.
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The movement 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 flesh does not become the
Word.l The movement of the incarnation eannot 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 Savious
said, 'Behold I 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 eéan look God in the face with an awful boldness, said
Bishop lia;l.l.3 The forms and structuwies 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
under the law, but under grace, the grace of Jesus Christ.“h In the
Iago 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 his grace, and invited

5
forward by more glorious prouises, greater than we understand,”

1. Andrewes, lorks, op. cit., I, p. 70

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

3. Hall, Works, op. cit., VII, pp. 144, 145.
L. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, p. 60.

5. Taylor, lorks, op. cit., XIII, p. 229,
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The kingdom of grace is the first-fruits of (hrist's ascen=~
sion which is the life of glery.l The concept of the 'first-fruits!
was directly related to baptism in Caroline thought and ws 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 means of our resurrection;

our raising first, to the life of rightedumness, to the estaie
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 gloriocus liberty of
the sons of God. —=2
Andrewes thought of these two states as alreadly ours in Christ through
baptism.

Bishop Pearson carried through the understanding of regener-
ation as having a twofold aspect in rel:tion to grace and glory. Re~
generation is, as it were, a second croation.j The soul "which after
its nstural being recuires a birth iuto the life of Grace, is also

4
after that born again into a life of Glory." The final act and

1. Andrewes, Works, ep. ecit., Ii, pp 222, 223.
2+ Andrewes, Works, op. cit., 1L, p. 367-8.
3. Pearson, ope. cit., p. 48.

he 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
earth, and entering upon immortality, a nativity into another life. "1
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 is 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 inecarnation.
Beveridge related grace directly to the person and being of Christ.
ihe coming of Christ into our midst has a backward and forward refer-
ence which impinges itself upon us now. It is thoroughly eachgt.ologie&l.
Christ's coming fills up the promises made Ly God in the 0ld Testament.
Grage comes into our flesh when the Word became flesh but this same
grace of Christ was given to the people of the 0ld 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
up the sins of all mankind.z God spoke to the fathers of the @ld
Testament by the ministry of the same second person of the Trinity who
became flesh, said Thormdike, That is why Christ is called the Vord
of God.3 The Carolines were careful to show that the continuity of
God's revelation was in God Himself., In the incarnation the promises

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

i. lLog. cit.
2. DBeveridge, Works, op. git., I1I, p. 153.
3. Tmmdike’ E!‘ks’ 22. ‘Si-t_l’ III, Ptt.l, pp. 208’ m?.
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of God. The promised age of grace is fulfilled by Christ who is full
of grace and 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.l "For the same Christ was promised to them as was given to
us, and they had as mmch cause to believe he would come, as we have
to believe he is oom."z 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 incarmation is seen here for the Christ of glory
still wears our humanity.

You shall not only behold Christ clothed with your own nature,
but you shall likewise behold God Himself unveiling His face and
discovering His glory and perfection to you. For here ws sece as
but through a glass darkiy; 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
face, said Beveridge, we are to understand His essential glory.k

The forward reference of grace is the promise of glory. This
mast be thought of in direct relation to Christ for it is the same
person 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.

i. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VIII, p, 218,
2. lbid., pe 220

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., IV, »n. 279.
ke Beveridge, Works, op. cit., V, p. 96.
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There are three degrees of soaship corresponding to the three
kingdoms, Rishop Pearson explained it in this manner:
There is a degree of sonship founded on ersation, 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 only to the truly faithful in this life: and a third
above the rest fownxed on the resurrection, cellation of the
eternal inheritance, and the simdilitude of God, appertaining to
the saints alone in the world to come, =1
The Christian, living in the age or kingdom of graece participates in
all three degrees of sonship. As Pearson sald, all men belong to the
first simply by their generution 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 1life of grace he still parti-
cipates in the life of nature for in the kingdom of grace sin still
exista., Even those who arec exalted as saints in the life of grace
are still subject to sin and sin still lives in them but even now the
2
Christian is ronsomed from its dominion and sin does not reign in him,
In the age of grace man still stands under the cross., Downame strongly
emphasized in the 'Covenant of Grace! that the redeemed man is fully
involved in the fallen age of Adam. On the other hand the Ghiatian
even now parti#ipates in the life of glory. |
At our new birth, sald 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 him, and becomes the principle

of sternal life in him: by which means he shall not only have it
hereafter, but he already 'hath eternal life'., -3

l. ‘Pla.mn, 22. -g-ii" Pe m-

2, G, Downaue, The Covenant of Grace (Dublin: Society of Stationers,
hﬁ)’ p. 37- S“ dso Rﬂm. :u.

3. Beveridge, lorks, 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 eschatological dimen=
sion, that even now we have what we shall fully have hereafter. Aind
Beveridge was insistent "that this life is to be had in Christ Jesus,
and in Him o::ly.“1 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
us and us for it: and it is He, that after all bestows it upon us."z
The Holy Spirit semt after the ascension of Christ brings

the finished work of the atonement to us. Without the Spirit, said
Andrewes, the work of Christ is of no avail for us.3 The Holy Spirit
works into us the work which Christ did for us. These are Andrewes'
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

Person; and work it in us by the oper:tion 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 sacraments
in Andrewes' thought.

The tendency in Caroline theology was to make a distinction

between the concepts of Justificaotion and Sanctific:tion. When these

doctrines were held in proper tension it aguin emphasized the eschato=-

1. BWGridge’ mrka’ ODe ﬁc. II' FDe 193’ 194.
24 Ihid.. pe 194
3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., III, p. 214,

Ls Andrm., ‘fiorks, 22. c_i;Ea’ I, Pe 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
Justificabion since man is never fully sanctified in this life,
Beveridge was aware of this distinction.

Not 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 distinet 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, ==l
This understanding directly attacked any notion of inhering grace
for even the justified man is continually pointed beyond his justifi-
estion to the full sanctification which 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 righteousnessf - what righteousness, or whose, ours of Christ'ef
Ours, in the inherent graces wrought in us, in the holy works
wrought by us? or im Christ's in his most perfect obedience and
meritorious satisfaction wrought for us applied to us. The Tri-
dentine faction is for the former, we are for the latter. —2

The Seriptures and antiquity showed, said Hall, that the Church of

3
England was right in this claim.

The eschatological dimensiom of grace is in direct opposition

lo Beveridg.. hﬂrka. _0_2. _(ﬁo. VII, Pe 239.
24 Hﬂll' Uﬁl_‘l‘;ﬂ_—’ ODe 2&.’ V, Pe 219.
3. Ibid., pe 220
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to the Roman doctrine of inhering grace. It refuses to allow us to
think of grace as earth-bound and man-possessed. 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 belween Justification and sanctification
continually points 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 nevorthe}gnt"an act
of God in us', one done "in the flesh or nature of man", "in which
'"PHE WORD of God suffered’ for the sin of the world., This is something
that both the ultra-Calvinists and the Arminians often failed to under—
stand. The act of grace is completely God's but at the same time man
is not ignorodf'\;_'a.ther 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 motion
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 ichesion 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

Roman apologist, who asserted that the imputation of Adam's sin was
inherent in man and therefore Christ's righteousness or grace should
also be inhereut-.z In objecting to any notion of inherent grace
Barrow still maintained an onteological reality to grace but he in-
terpreted Scripture to show that our justification by the grace
of Christ was a renewing by the Holy Sptﬂt.s Barrow, interpreting
St. Poul on this issue, related justification to bapt.im.h 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, Works, op. cit., IV, pp. 377, 378.

3. Barrow, Works, op. cit., VII, pp. 383, 384. See also Tit. 3:5,6,7.
4. Ibid., pp. 387, 388, See also Rom. 3:25; 10R10.
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continually asserted itself. He was fond of using such expressions
as the 'principles of Christian life' when referring to the work
of grace.l Hepe he followed in Jeremy 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 Savious, assuwing our nat.ur_a, 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
this act that we are znom.2 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 cquestion 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. DBut 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., Do 505.
2. Ibid., pp. 506, 507.



- 49 =
not
more 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 God; The work of thy justice shall be

our peace, =l
Justified man cun 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 jJustification under the division of grace and

glory.

Now 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 Canaanj) 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 apoeareth; what
we shall be doth not yet appear, but shall at the second ab,ppea.!'j.!lg.."3

The incarnation and passion of Christ tell us that the veil of His

1. Hall, Works, ©p. cit., V, p. 220. See also Isaiah 323 17.
24 m. Horka, 22. ﬁ‘o’ VI, Pe 52.

3. m&"uea’ workﬁ’ 22. c_i_tto’ I’ Pe 1}3.



- 50 =

flesh has ulready been rent and we see what God has done for us in
our flash.l But we also have a certain hope in the sccond coming
for which we mait. The ascension of Christ into heaven veils the
mystery but "our hope hath cast anchor, evem within the veil, mean-
ing Heaven itself, “2 Christ, who wears our humanity in heaven is the
anchor within the veil, There can be no more certain hope than this
for it has already token place and is enfolded in the eschatological
dimension of grace. 1his certainty is brought to us by the Holy Spirit.

Jeremy Taylor, though rejecting the docirine of inherent grace
used thought forms that did not differ essentiully from the Homan
Church's position. He often confused the grace of Christ with graces,
the gifis 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 uot understand the proper esghatological nature
in grace because his thinking was cenired in graces rather than the
fountain of grace, Christ Himself. Perhaps Taylor, more than any of
the other bishops of the Caroline period was in danger of abstracte
ing grace from the person of Christ. This has to be said with ce#tain
qualifications, however, for at times Taylor grasped a far deeper
meaning of grace. The Christian, he said, experienced a liberty of
graee in this life which was freedom from sin,

There is yet another liberty called 'Ythe liberty of glory' or

the 'zlorious liberty of the children of God;' that is, the
'redemption of our bodies' from disease and pain, from death and

1.

L]
o
& [

2.

Bk
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corruption: for what Cheist is by generation and proper inherie
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 Andrewes saw that the true relation of grace and glory
was in the person of Christ and nmot in man. As we have already seen
in this matter the incarnstion and the ascension gave the proper dis—
tinction and union to the concepts of grace and glory: "ihe day
wherein He 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 g:l:'a.ca.“2 Grace came to mankind
in its flesh when Chkrist the Word became flesh., The ascension was
the glorification of Christ still in our humanity and we share in
that glory now in the life of graece. 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 “mngland, the Gamlinea_
utterly refused the ioman doectrine of transubstantiation and they
carried on the controversy which they inherited from the prewious
century, Richard Hooker had insisted that the sacraments were only
for this life and by them we taste of the life to t:=o:mn..3

By baptism we are incorporated in Christ and by the eucharist we,

3. Taﬂ'lﬁr, Works, .921 21-2.’ XIII’ Pe 255.
2. andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, pp. 222, 223.

3. Hooker, Works, op. cit., II, 5:67.




- 52 -
as children of God, feed on the body of Christ and are sustained
in Him,
Whersas 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 Bucharist 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 them, we understand that
the strength of our life begun in Christ is Christ, that his flesh
is mest and his blood drink, not by surmized imagination but truly,
even so truly that through faith we perceive in the body and blood
sacramentally presented the very taste of etermal life, the grace
of the sacrament is here as the food which we eat and drink, —1
Hooker aznd Andrewes, and those who followed in this tradition stressed
the eschatological 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 Andrewes
asserted a yeal 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 glorys 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 showed that the Roman doctrine
is a misunderstanding of the incarnation: Eutyches had confused the
natures of Christ and transubstantiated the humanity of Christ into
3
His divinity, thus reversing the movement of the incarmnation. The

assertion of transubstantiation in all its aspects destroys the

l. &c.. ﬂE.
2. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., IV, pt.l, p. 6.

3. Pearson, op. cit., p. 288,



eschatological understanding of grace and rules cut the work of
the Holy Spirit.

In the sermons of Andrewes and Cosin the movement in the
service of worship is very noticeably to the participation of the
eucharist, the word made flesh, "No fulness there is of our Liturgy

1
or public solemmn Service without the Sacrament,” There can be no
full thanksgiving in our service of worship without the eucharist
2
for it is thanksgiving itself., €The cucharist was a means of grace
and therefore involves the meaning of grace. Bishop Andrewes' con-
cept of the sucharist provides us with a true eschatological under-
standing.
There is a further matter yet behindj; 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 guést, the Angels pronounce
him happy and blessed for ever, =3
Andrewes showed that the sacramental feast was grounded on what had
already been done for us in Christ, 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 points forward to the consumation of
that act. But sacramentally 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 us; 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, Works, op. cit., I, p. 62.

2. loc., cit.
3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, p. 312.
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His Heavenly Kingdom whereto and with Him of bhoth these His
benefits. =1

At the eucharist we drink of the loly Spirit who seals us to the future
2
age.

We receive the eucharist in such a way that it 1lifts our eyes
beyond to His coming again. We grow in C(hrist and we grow in grace
as we partake oif Him in His sacrament,

And so growing from grace to grace, finally from this 'fulness'
we shall come to be partakers of another yet behind, to which
we aspire. For all this is but 'the fulness of time'. But
that, the fulness of eternity, when time shall be run out and
his glass empty, ‘et & non erit ius', which is at His
next sending. For yet once more shall God 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 redempiion of our hkodies, which
we now have by adoption but then we shall have as inheritance.a The
age of grace is that 'fulness of time! in which the work of Christ
is worked into us by the operation of the Holy Spiri’b.s Now we
taste that which we shell thu; have in full fruition; the fulness

of God, the fulness of glory. Theu we shall see face to face.

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 62.
2. loc., cit,
3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 63.
Le locs, cite

S5« loc., cit.
fe Andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, p. 327.
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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
the twofold aspect of cne mality.l The militant Church belongs to
the age of graee.z It is still the Church under the cross sharing
in the divisions and brokemmess of this weorld. The Church trium-
phant belongs to the kingdom of glory.3 It is the Church as the one
glorified body of Christ now ascended over 2ll the divisions of this
ages There is only one Church, however, the body of Jesus Christ,
There is an involvement of the Church militent and triwsphant. The
Church throughout the ages shares in the fulness of Christ. This,
said Downame, is the manner in which the Apostles understood "the
universal company of the Elect: Which is the body of Christ, cone=
taining not only the Militant Church, but slso the Triumphant: and
not only the Church after the ascension of Christ, but also before
from the beginning of the wrld."k 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, DBut though a saint may not live in sin," said
Beveridze, "still sin will live in hin."s Grace allows us to say

both at once; that the Church is the bedy of Christ and also a

1. Fd. W. Benham, The Prose Works of the fight Reverend Thomss Ken,
DeD., London: Griffeth, Farran, O Lenden & welsh, 1889), pe 125.

2e Jbide, pe 1754
3 M.’ E- 1760

Ge Lownane, 4 Treatise of Justification (London: Nicholas Bourne,
1‘7‘39)’ Pe 325. '

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., Vii, p. 267.
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body of simners. This is analogous to our understarding of the
eucharist 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 row 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 ealled glorious
even now because she waits for the coming of Christ in glory.l The
militant Church in its visible form on earth as well as the Church
triumphant in heaven is called the kingdom of God, said Beveaddge.z

Dishop Downame carried his understanding of justification
and sanctificetion into the discussion of the nature of the Church.
Like Barrow, he rejected Bellarmine's identification of the two docte
rines and he went on to show that St. Paul thousht of the Church as
being contimually sanetified in this life by the work of the Spirit
in the ministry of the word and saecrament; that at the marriage of
the Lamb the Church may be presented to Christ, a glorious C!mrch.s
The distinction made by Downame regarding the Church showed that in
this age the Church does not pessess 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 Justifieation, op. eit., p. 93.
2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, pp. 178, 179.

3. m’ & Treatise of Ju'tmeg'm’ 92. Q-_t‘o’ Pe 93-
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The concept of grace expressed by Bishop Andrewes and the
Carolines that followed in his thought stood in opposition beth to
Roman doctrine and to the tendeneies of the radical Puritsn sects,
The Roman Chupeil: transubstantisted the forms of grace into glory
vhile the extreme Puritan sects tended to reject the use of forms
altogether, relying on the immwediate movings of the Spirit. This
tendency in Puritanism was a viclent reaction sgainst the hyper use
of forms in Roman worship. This has been pointed out by Geoffrey
Huttall in 'The Holy Spirit in Puritan Faith and Experiencef,
It is not possible to understund 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 many Puritans believed themselves to be living in a remarke
able age, a new age, perhaps the last age, and that their con=
ception of history was nlte 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 se¢t aside., Nuttall points out that
the assertion of the full liberty of the Spirit in Puritan thougit
2
was accompanied by a powerful eschatological conscliousness. This
concept of eschatology, however, was spiritualised and wnearthiy,
It tried to press beyond this world ignoring the fact that it was
into this worid of fragmentariness and sin that the Word had come
full of grace. The incarnztion bids us use forms but it also reveals
to us that the forms of this world do not become the Word.

Transubstantisztion ol forms and rejection of them violate the

1. G. 7. Nuttall, The Holy Spirit in Puritan Faith and Expepience
(Oxfords Basil mackwﬂ!,!h!ilréﬁ, p. 102,

2, Ibid., p. 108.
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true nature of grace. I1he Carolines, following in the traditionm of
the keformers, repudisted the Roman doctrine bubt they did not cease

to use what had been misused by home, Thelr eucharistic understand=-
ing meintained a weal presence of Christ, Christ was in the midst

of His people full of grace and truth., AlL that Christ had done was
continually given airesh in the Lord's Supper, The euchurist pointed
to that act of atonement accomplished in our history and it alseo
pointed Lo Christ's coming again.

Whenever the (arcolines were m st conscious of the wnity of
grace Lo the person of Christ they meintoined a powerful eschatologe
ical element in their doctrine of grace, Christ had been pronised
as redecusre. He had come full of grace and truth; He is still to coume
in glory. soth these coucepis must be kepl in proper tension., 7The
second advenl keeps the doctrine of grace open to the coming of Christ
in glory. The proper relation of grace and glory in Careline thought,
whenever it was kept, ransomed thelr doctrine from absoluteness. The
forms of grace did not arrogate to theuselves a sell enclosed realily.
Christ was still to come. The age of grace was open to His coming.

It was most unfortunate thu¥ in soms aspects of thelr thought
the Carolines did not always maintain the eschatological element in
their doctrine of grace. fven in thelr writings on the Church one
notices a tendency to rigidity. The point at which their doetrine
of grace verges most from its eschatological undersbanding 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
parson.

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 eschate
ological dimension of grace while at the same time the reaction to
the Puritan 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 extravagent claims which were made
for the Geneva system. When 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
Arminisn theology against the prevailing Calvinistic thought. In
the latter years of the previous century Arminius, a Dutch theologian,
ealled 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 Arminians falled 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 reprobetion 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 determinisn, . .

srminius' concerns were ma.i.n],y 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 had declared in cbernity that every thousandih man born
would be saved and there was absolutely nothing that anybody could do

adout iu; neither the saved nor the daumed. It is obvious that this

-m-
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1
wag nobt Calvin's thought.

Arminius was concerned to show that man was not determined
either to salvstion or dammation. Ie sought to pestore man as a
responsible belng and not Just some 'thing' thal was arbitrarily
acted upon by grace. Arminius used an analogy to illustrate idis
point. The gift thet a rich man gives to a begpar does not 19se
its free nature simply because the beggar reaches out his hand to
receive it. This was Lllke God's free grace; it still remained free
even though man's hand reached for 11;.2 What Arminius wanbted to
make clear was that God's grace 1s not irresistible as the analogy
shows, It was wost unfortunate that Armminius choose to rectify
the extremes of the Calvinists by such an analogy. It introduced
a fruitless controversy of graee and works which could never answer
those issues which it first brought into cquestion. The best attack
against the Calvinists would have been the thought of Calvin himself,
Had Arminius known Calvin's thouzht belter he could have stressed
even more than Calvin that predestination is essentially Christology.

As it was, the Arminian controversy raged in extremes and
split the Protestant ranks nmch to the joy of Rome. Because Arminius
had declared that God had not yet divorced the Church of Rome his
enemies were quick to charge him with popery. The Arminians reacted

1. Calvin, Inst., op. cit., 3:21:1 = 7. In this chapter Calvin shows
that in the matter of elecction 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, Aes 4. Harrison, The Bez
of London Press, lLtd., 1926¢

a3 of sruinisnism (Lomdon: University

.pt m.

3o Calv‘in, Im., '9.2. ﬁa’ 3322'1.
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against the dangepous antinomianism of the ultra-Calvinists. 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 Arminiens and Roman
doctrine on this issuo.l 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 Arminians was given
added ground when Peter Bertius, a close friend of Arminius who preached
his funeral sermon, went over to an:: The accusation of Romanism
was continually made against the Carolines by the Puritans,

The association that did more harm to the Arminian cause was
its relation to the Socinian heresy. These two movements arose quite
independent 'Iand from different sources but there was an attraction
between these two groups that drew them together. When Socinius left
Italy he was warmly received by the Arminians and it was a further
affirmation of the Socinian influence in Arminianism when Vorsitius,

a follower of Arminius, was called to the Academy of Lublin in Poland
which was noted as a stronghold of Socinianim.s

The Arminians were co_nt.inua.i.‘l; charged with heresy on the sub=
ject of the Trinity. maoopfps, another follower of Arminius, stressed

N
a subordination in the Trinity. It was on the subject of the atone-

1. Harrison, The Beginnings of Arminianism, op. cit., p. 318,
2e Ibid.' Pe 139-

3. M-, Pe l66.

4o H. Watkin-Jones, The Holy Spirit From Arminius To Wesley (London:
the Epworth Press, 1929), pp. 58, 59.
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ment in its relation to the divinity of Christ that the Arminians
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 incurnate and
became the God-man. "He felt that it was possible for Ged 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
the dogma that it was a divinely appointed sacrifice duly carried out.“l
Bishop Cosin attacked the Socinians for questioning the atoning work
of Christ, Vhat Christ did, said Cosin, had to be done., "For neither
we nor all the world besides, were able to do thatj so that done it
must. be, or we must have been all undone, one of these two.'z 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

the divine necessity of the atonement troubled the Socinians.h

It is important for our consideration to keep in mind the
nature of the Arminian 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 Ingland with all their fury.

Bngland officially entered the Arminian controversy whem King

James I attacked Vorsitius for holding heretical opinions, The King

l. Harrison, The Beginnings of Arminianism, op. cit., p. 185.
2. Uosin, Works, op. cit., I, p. 258.

3. legc., git.

he loc., cit.
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took his title, 'Defender of the Faith', with all seriousness. It
would seem quite natural at first to expect the King to side with
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.
James revealed that he had a dread fear of Presbyterianism., The
beardless boys, as he termed the Scottish preachers, did not hold
James in the same awe and reverence as did the English bishops. Not
the least surprising fact relating to the English participation at
Dort was that the English divines, sent by the personal command of the
King never signed the Dort documt.l

It is quite clear that James' relation to the Puritans was
governed by poelitical rather than theological motives., The high cone
cept of kingship such as prevailed among the bishops, Andrewes for
example, appealed to James. It is also cuite 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
as followers of Calvin., Speaking to the separatist element in the
Puritan fold in relation to the Continental Churches he said: "I
touch nothing common to them with you."z It is noteworthy how often
the Carolines differentiated between the Puritans and the Reformed
Church on the Continent.

s H&rriﬂon’ The ws of maﬂim. 22. E_&l’ Pe 378.
2. Hﬂ-ll’ ‘#orks, 9.20 22.3‘.' IJL, Pe w-
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Bishop Hall who had been one of the English Divines at Dort
was among the first to discern that the fire they had hoped to quench
on the Continent was spreading into England. "len, brethren, fathers,
help. Who sees not a dangereus firekindli.nginourehumh by these
five fatal bondsj which if it be not speedily quanched, threatens a
furious eruption, and shall too late die in our ashu."l Hall felt
a revulsion against bitter disputes and feared extremes., lie stood
with the Calvinists at Dort but he showed little sympathy for the
Puritan sects which he termed "a miserable misguided aoal."z It is
important to note Hall's attitude to the Arminian controversy. It is
obvious that he took his stand against the Remonstrants while in
Holland and against Arminianism when it spread into fngland. But
Bishop Hall, true to Caroline tradition did mot really stand with the
prevailing Calvinist thought. He pleaded for a middle way, the way
of the Church of BEngland. In presenting the Via Media Articles to
King James in 1622, Hall expressed the hope that they might bridge
the differences between the Arminian and Calvinistic t,lrxot:gh‘l:.3 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 storm couwing 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 heur 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. —i

ll M.’ p. }'597'
2e Hﬂll’ Works, Sp. -c_goﬁn » I’ Pref.LI1V.
3.. Hﬂll’ Worka, .9.20 Cit.’ IX, p. ABB. )

e lbid., pe 489.
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Hall's reference was to the dreadful Thiry Years War which raged at
that time on the Comtinent. Hall saw the devastation that was to
come to ZHnglond and James would have been wise had he listened more
attentively and made better preparation in Church and state against
the coming storms of the future. James died a few years later bub
Hall lived to see and feel the horrors of the Civil War,

In discussing the Arminian controversy in England a distinct-
jon mast be made between the influx of Arminian thought from the Con-
tinent and the prevailing thought of Andrewes which came through Jewel,
We have already noted the reaction to the prevailing Calvinistic
thought in England but this reaction was quite distinet from the Con-
tinentel Arminianism, 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 BEngland before the Arminisns began to
lecture at Lcydan."l 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 repudiztion 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 Arminian was repudiated by all of them but there
were very definite lapses into an Arminian or semi-Arminian position,
At the same time, however, from Andrewes through the entire Caroline
period we can see a strong current of HReform thought manifesting it—
self., Though the Caroline tradition became infected with Arminianism

the real expcnents of this thought were not the Caroline Churchmen but

l. Harrison, Arminianism, op. cit., p. 123.
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but the Cambridge Platonists who in fact emerged as a reaction to
the ceaseless theological inquiries and distinctions that were made
by 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 Calvine
istic tradition the Arminian principles and their accompaning 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 ranks 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 Nolinism 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 Arminiasn question, In his controversial
- writings against the Roman Church he set out to prove that the Church
of Englend 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 th; Puritan theologians. Mountague 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

l. R. Mountague, Acts and Monuments of the Church, pp. 18, 19,
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asserted in strong terms that the Church of Rome was a true Church
though corrupt. A&t the sawe time he atbacked 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 Thomist,
"I never yet read in Antiquity of any prime, previous dotsrﬂng Decree,
by which men were IRRESPECTFULLY denied grace, excluded glory, or
enforced to salvation; as they must be that canmot perish if they
would, nor ¢an be saved though mostly they desire. "1 This was the
core of Fountague objections., He interpreled the Calvirists to mean
that the eternal decree of Cod regarding predestination had nothing
to do with the person of man., On the other hand Mountague insisted
that Judas was damned because of his sin and not because he had been
decreed to damnation. Mountague rightly held that first there is &
predsstination by God unto 11£3.2

In seeking to rectify the exireme Calvinism of the Puritans
that secmed to ignore the person of msn in predestination and repro-
bation, Mountague stressed that God had regard for man's faith, obed-
ienece and regemame.s 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 Arminians 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

"le R, lMountague, Just From Two ust
Informers (London: Mather Lowes, 33255, Pe g.
2 Ibid.' Pe 51'

3. Ibid., p. 58.
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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
Mountague's interpretation of predestination was not that of (}al'vj.n.2
Carleton also realigzed that what had happened in the history of this
particular doctrine was that extremes had ruled; some had gone too
far to the left while others, in their zeal to correct the extreme,
had gone too far to the right.3 He saw the weakness of those Calvine
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
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 consciocusly and directly related to the incarnation
for the will of God is Jesus Christ, the Word made flesh., Unless
predestination is worked out Christologically it tends to exclude the
person of man and there was something of this in Carleton's thought.
This was most noticeable when he interpreted Paul on Romans concern-

5
ing this point., He maintained, and rightly, that there was absolutely

1. Ibid., p. 84.

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 land (Londons
Wiliiam Turner, mj, Pe 1he

3. ibid., p. 15.
L. Ibid., See also Eph. 1314,5,11. See also Calvin, Inst., op.git.,3:22:1

5. Carl.ton. 220 E}é_o, Pe 13.
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nothing in man which deserved the grase of God. He pointed out te
Mountague that faith, obedience and repentance were the effects of a
men's ealling and not the cause of 1t.l 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 ia Christ or even
the possibility of it to the certain few who had S0 been decreed from
eternity, almost as if Christ was never really offered to all 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
Mountague who saw this tendency in the Calvinists and he pointed out
*that all mankind have interest in Christ, more or less.'z Carleton,
on the other hand, tended to keep the same stress on the will of Cod
in both predestination and reprobation, The predestined are taken
out of the corrupted state of mankind but

the rest are left in their sinnes; and in the end jJustly condemned

for sin. But why some are left in their simmes, others delivered

from thelir sinnes by Predestination, Voeation, Justification, of

this no cause can bee given, but the will of God, =3

Though Carleton did acknowledgze that the reprobate was damned

for his sin he did not vitally relate the will of God in the concern
of predestination to the incarnastion and thewderstannibble though un-
fortunate impression that he 1¢ft with the anti-Calvinists was that

the reprobate is never really confronted with the will of God in the

1. lec., dit.
2. Mountague, Acts and Momuments of the Church, op. Cit., pe 7L.

3. Carleton, gp. cit., p. 18,
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incarnate Christ,

It is apparvrent, however, that Carleton was desperately trying
to avoid any surrender whatsoever to the teucts of Pelagianism or
arminianism of which he accused Mountague. Nor did he succumb to
them. Bub finally 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 Jesus
Christ salvation is offered to all men. The reason that Carlieton
and others wers unable to do this was partly the presence of the
Arminian danger which allowed them to ge oniy up to a point in arti-
culabing their doctrine, Carfeton feared that to mainbtain that Cod
wills the salvation of all men would by necessity violate the sover-
eignty of God's will, sincematGodwiu.BMaomtopun He
reasoned that since it was all too eobvious 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 redeam the whole world which,
however, does nut necessarily mean a universalism in salvation,rather
ik 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 His wille. The terrible judg-
ment of Cod 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 ;}ud@ant. is precisely because God is sovereign over the No
of the reprobate. The fact that all men are not saved shows at once

the terribleuess 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 dammnation.

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 Christologieally, e
continued to define grace almost entirely as the power of God without
closely relating it to the person of Ghrist.l That is, he did not
relate God's eternal decree to God's eternzl Word -« made flesh, The
incarnation and its relation to 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 Vord made flesh that his
understanding of grace and predestination seemed to exclude the total
involvement of man,

Bishop Cesin, 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 manmer; they were
pronounced guilty by God because they had sinned against God.z

J. Carleton, op. git., p. 53, and especially pp. 102 ff,

2e Coain, Worka,_gg. E_i&o‘ I’ Pe 224, See also Hall, Worka, op. _C_i_t_o’
IX, pe 491 —
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48 he did here at first, so He will be sure to do even after; to

be no aecepter or condemner of persons, as they are persons,

but as they are persons well or ill disposed, and cualified by

well or ill using the grace that He has given them, =1
This statement is indicative of Cosin's position; 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 VWord 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,

Bvery son of Adam, he insisted, was included in the promise of
salva.tion.z Bvery living soul is invited to share in Christ's for-
giveness of sina.3 This must always be said first of all in a con-
sideraticn of predestination and too often the Calvinists never said
it, This omission led to grave misunderstunding 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, @p. cit., IX, p. 490.
3+ Ibid., p. 492.
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1.
dammation and stood wpon thelr own deserts in the state of demnation,

Hall placed the stress of man's rejection of God uponm man but he saw
that even the sin of man was subject to the sovereignty of God. Those

who persovere 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 re jected as Pelagianism the concept that God

gave faith to those whom e foresaw would receive it by ths exercise

3
of their own free wills and so improve the powers of thelr nature,

Hall refused to consider salvation as in any way determined by the
sction of man., He equally repudiated the understanding which held
that

faith is so the gift of Cod, as it is therefore only not given to
all, because all will not receive it, for that God calleth all and
gives unto all men sufficlent helps to believe if they vill and
goes no further; and therefore that according to the prevision of
our free cow-working with this sufficient grace his decrce 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 graee is so the gift of God, as that He doth not
only give common and suffielent 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 acturally believe
and conceive the true faith in their soul - this is fair and
orthodox, =5

1. Hall, Works, op. cit., IX, p. 496.

2. loc., cit.

e ZAbic., p. 502. See also Calvin, Inst., op. cit., 3:122:1, 2.
Lo Hall, Works, op. cit., IX, p. 502,

5. Lec. cit.
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There can be no doubt whatsoever where Hall stood in the irminian
controversy; he stood in the contimuity of the reformation,
Joseph Hall made it clear that Calvin thought of the elect
as those chosen in pespect to Christ and falth in Him., This is ex=
tremely important to ncte for it was on this issue that so mmch
vdsunderstending arose concerning predestination, beoth with the
Calvinists and those who opposed them, Bubt Hall understood Calvin
clearly on this point and as part of the Via Medla Articles they
reprosent the reformed thought of the Church of England., Election
had to de with those in Christ for God wills and says all thrcugh
Him.l
Bishop Beveridge conveyed the same Lhought. The grace of
Ged and the person and work of Christ could not be separated.
I say, the grace of Cod doth not so bring salvation as to exclude
the satisfaction of Christ for our sins, and not so as if our
galvation was to be aseribed 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 wes to show that the
free grace of God is incarnate in Christ and that grace includes the
whole Christeevent, The infinite grace of CGod is in Jesus Christ
and thus ocur szalvation is still ultimately resolved into God's gracc.a
The wiser counsel of Hzll did not prevail in the controversy
wlideh marked the first years of our period. Andrewes tock no active

part in this controversy and he was to live only another year. The

; Hﬂ]—l’ Wol‘ka, 220 2_&0. Ix' PDe 5‘0‘6. 505.
24 Bﬂ'eridgn, Worka, 920 _c_jl.:_t..’ IV, Pe 229-

3. Ibid., ppe 231, 233, 264.
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controversy 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 mno
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. When Laud was made primate the Church
became identified with a monarchical system that was &;up]:ef.e:ly out of
sympathy with the feelings of the people.

The doctrinal and political Puritans became united in a common
cause; the reformstion 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 eriticized in Laud; they used the power of the civil arm
to enforce religious issues even as Laud had used royal prerogatives
in cerrying 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
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King's Roman subjects. They heard Churchmen like Manwaring preache
ing the King's prerogatives in an outlandish fashion, Mountague's
books openly acknowledged the Church of Rome to be a2 true Church to
the horror of the Puritans while at the same time they abttacked
certain tenets of Calvinism which the Puritans espoused., To their
great consternation the Puritans saw such men advanced in the Church,
They felt the heavy hand of both Church and state secking 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 Land showed lack of discretion and adeguate theclog=
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 this union Laud raised the claims of both Church and state
to dizzy heights, Bishop Andrewes had a high conecept of kingship;
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
to enforce his plans for conformity. Again, ;.drwes held a very
high doctrine of the ministry but nowhere did he make such absolute
claims for the episcopacy as Laud,

Bishop Andrewes, we know, placed the commmnion table alter-
wise and the eucharist was very central in his thinking., His sermons

1
contimmally pointed to the participation of the Word made flesh.

1. See especially his sermons on the Nativity, Works, op. cit., III.
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This movement in the service 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 indrewes' spirit.
In rejecting the formalized structure 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 withoul it; but the external
worship of Cod in His Church is the great witness to the world,
that our heart stands right in the service of Gede =i
His concerns were certainly right on this point. lie sought to Justify
his insistence on uniformity of worship by claiwming that worship was
an act which pointed men who were outside the Church to God.z Laud
was also greatly concerned with the decency of public worship. He
persuaded Charies to enter the royal chapel al 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 cusiom to begin the sermon when
dJames 1 entered the chapel., Laud maintained that externzl actions
were necessary and hence forms were needcd to give direction and uni-
formity to worsiip. These thoughts, he said, informed his actions in
the demani for coniormity
and no other, which have made we 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 inward there can be no wituess

among men, nOr no example for men, =-3

He criticized those in the Reformed Churches who rejected the use of

is Laud, Works, op. cit., 1I, preface XVI,
2. loc., git.

3. loc., cit.
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forims simply because Rome had abused Lhem by her superstition.

Laud's position here can be substantiated. Too oflen the
Puritans rejected the service of the Church of England for negative
reasons rathcr than progecding from s well formed theological under-
standing. ZLaud, however, must come under his oun criticism aiso be-
cause his use of forms were not always governed by a theological
foundation., His bifurcation of the vord and sacrameal ghows this Ve
be true. Ve shall deal with tids fully in a later chapter. The ten~
dency on tie part of some ol the Caroline bishops to place & grester
aenphasls on the euchorist Lhan on the preacidng of the word cime not
through indrewes but Laud.

Notwithstanding the Puritan cries ol popery st Lavd and the
High Churclmen there was never any deliberate :btempt on the paxrt of
the Carolines to meke the pilgrimage over to Rome. In fact their
writings, including Lawl's, reveal an intense stfuggle with Rome
throughout. Their action also beur this out. If there had been any
desire to rsturn to Rome there were ample opportuaities in the reigns
of Charles IT and James II but history records precisely the opprosite.
Laud refused the cardinal's cap from Rome and his controversy with
Tisher the Jesuil shows Laud's position in this matter. It must be
admitted, however, thol there were some tendencies im Laud that made
nany Prolestunts uneasy,

In conjunction with Laud's absolutizing of the king's power
was his insistance of an equally absolute claim for episcopacy. These
two went together in i.aud's mind, DBut this did not mean that there
vas 2 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 sbow that there was uno wove on the part of Laud or his
followers toward theological exclusiveness. Even in Pishop Hall's
works there is a marked difference from Laud's thought on the vital
subjeet of episcopacy. And this notwithstanding the fagt that Laud
was sost influential on Hall in this matter. Jeremy Taylor, selected
icr preferucat by Laud, showed he agreed in very little with Laud.
oy could Pearson, Beveridge or andrewes be pub in the seme cabtegory
with Laud and Taylor. "The High Church party never exhibited intoler=
atice of theological differences in the Istablishment, or showed an
inclination to regiment the elergy into acceptance of a particular
doctrinal sjstem."l

It 1is clear that Laud was determined to have Yone' national
Shupeh under ‘one' king with Yone' form of Church goverrmont with tone!
unifled form of liturgy. lllis‘ insistence that those Reformed Churches
wideh had sought refu‘ge; fmm nergecution on the Continent ba insore
porated into Lhe istablishwent exhibits the same tendency of mind,
The uniortunate incident of forcing a liturgy on the Scots is yet
another example of the mania that Laund had for conformity. Hed such
conformily been reached by theological discussion and prayer Laud's
desire would have hesn more comnendable.

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 as the ultimste

2
success of the Laudian movement, as MacColl claimed, but rather as

i. L. S. Bosher, The Making of the Restoration Settlement (London:
D&Gl‘e PNSS’ 1951). p. 271.

Z. lHacCell, Op. &&.' pe 120,
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an wcknowledgemsnt of its defeat. The last great opportunity of
restoring the wholeness to the Church of Fngland failed 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
mesgured by thelr effect on the Prayer Book. Posher points out that
in the wholz of the Prayer Pook, as finally revised, the Laudian in-
fluence is barely apparent .2

The fallure of the Savey Confersnce was followed by another
one when the alliance between the king and bhishops was broken in 1689,
It refuted the axdom of Jamea I "No bishop no king.* While a
Shristian prince of the Protestant Catholic Faith sat on the throne
the bishops pressed for a high doelrine of kingship and upheld the
royal prerogatives but when the king was a suspectod member of the
Roman Church the bishops hesitated and when in the person of James II
an open affirmation of the crown's allegiance to the Church of Eome
was made the zraid alliance was broken., "The Church, like the Cormons,
came al last to remember that her liberties might be endangered not
only by a Papal but a Royal 'i'-,m-ezrzt.."3 The king 'de jure' was rejected
but the bishop stayed. The NoneJurors, those bishops who felt thay
could rot zive their sllegiance to the king 'de facto! showed the
danger of absolutizing nomeabsclute forms, Their departure must be
regretted., The Church again was divided on non=theological issues,

The exelusive cleims that were made for episcopacy imst always

). H. H. Heason, Studies in the Relatio Religion in the Seventeenth
Cmg s ODe ﬁl, Phe 2&3, 33’ 3&0

:.'o .Rcsher‘ EH. ma’ p. %6;

Je Fitmer:ld, 2D _0_5_-3_;-' Pe 171,.
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be seen in the light of the Puritan controversy. There is no evid-
ence whalsoever thel the Reformers retained episcopacy because it
was necessary te the constiiution of the Churchs The Reformers
never made the vaJidiiy of the sacraments dependent on episcopal
ortiirm.iou.z At fiest all that was contended was thet <piscopacy
wes permdssible and not agsinst Seripture; that it was ancient and
allowslle. Jewel chided Rome for putting her faith in on external
succesaion, "It is not sufficient to claim succession of place: it
Lehiovethh us reiher to have regard to the succession of doctrine.”
It is interesting to read what laud had to say in this matter. In
e contyoversy with Fisher, Laud rejected the Roman claim of a
personal; walnterrupted succession in a particular Church, Roman or
otheprwise, nor could Home prove that such a succession was necessaxry
in any one particulsar pl;sce.‘k For a visible, contimied succession
as conceived hy Rome lLaud had this to say:

It is a great happiness vwhere it may be had 'visible' and

‘continued', and a great conquest over the mutability of

this present world, But X do not find any one of the gncient

Fathers, that makes 'local, personal, visible! and *continued
succession' a 'necessuzry signt?, or Ywork?! of the *rue Church?

in any ons place, =5
Bishop Cosin, during his long jears of exile on the Continent, was in
full communion with the French Reformed Church and he was not slow in

6
recoumending the same procedure to others. Cosin did not maintain

l- Hm' E-E‘ E_i_t_c, I, De lh-

o& _
2, C. W, Bromiley, Thouas Cumr,‘l'heolngggg (London: Lutterworth

Press, 1956), pp. 49=52.
3. dJewel, Works, op, cit., Fourth Portion, p. 349.
L Law:i, Woriis, ODe Eé_t.c’ II, De L2l.

5. Im-, Po Mz'.
6. Cosin, Works, op. cit., IV, pp. 4LOL £f.
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toat withoul episcopal ordingtion Lherc could be no sacramantal
gm.ca.l Jewsl did not venturs to urge the exclusive claims of
episcopacy or relate it to the validity of the :ms:::t'fmen't-...2 Neither
did Hooker assert that episcopacy was indispensable to a Church, or
taat without it there could be mo sacramentzl grace.s

This is not to say that the question of the ministry was nod
en issue with the Carolines., TL was and we shall examine this cuest-
icn in its relstion to their doctrine of grace. A few things should
be kept belore us ob this stage, however, As the claims for episco-
pecy were pressed Lo their extremes, we find the ordination of the
wreepiscopul miristers being brought into cuestion and the validity
of their sacrauent:z) mindstrations doubted. But here o distinetion
wust over be Lept in wind. Iven when the Carolines spoke of nonw
@piscopal ministers they were almost always carsistent in making a
distinction belween the Muritons who separated from the Church of
England cnd the olher Reformed Churches., They usually confessed that
a problewm did exist with the non-apiscopal ministers but their open
repudiation was reserved for the former.

The rezson for this distinction was quite obvious. The Re=
formed Church on the Continent and the Church of Bngland had separ~
ated from the corruptions of Rome; it was a just separation. But the
Carolines maintained that the Puritans had separated themselves fron
a Church already reformed and therefore the separation was unjust.

e

1- Ebidl’ Pe 1!08

2e Perry, on. E&o’ I’ Pe 19.
2, Ivid., pr. 19, 20.



Bishop Hall was very ceritical of those Puritans who separated from
the Church on non-essentisl, non~theological issmes,
Alas my bretheen, while we do fully agree in all these, and 211
other doctrinal and practical points of religion, why will ye
he so uncharitable as by these frivolous and causeless divisions
to rend the seamless coat of Christ? Is it a title,. or retinue,
or a cersmony, a gorment, or a colour, or an organ-pipe, that
can make a different Church, while we preach and profess the same
truth? —-1
The necd for the Puritans and the bishops to carry on a conversation
was wnfortunately not fortheoming,

Tt rust be kept in mind also that the exclusive claims for
the minlstry were not o1l made hy the Churchmen. Tt was in fact the
Puritans who first brought into cuestion the lawfulness of episco~
::.-L;;,‘r. Calvin never exalted the disciple to the impertonce of a merk
of the Church in the same way that the word 2nd sacraments were navks
of the Church, /\guin it was Rishop Hall whe pointed this out to the
Puritans,

I blush to sce so wilful a slander fi11 from the pen of a Christian,
that all reformed churches renounce cur prelacy as antichristiang
what one has done it? Yen, what one foreisn divine of note hath
not giwen to our clergy the right hand of fellowshlp? —=2
He named Bucer, Martyr, Calvin, Besa and Bullinger as substantial proof
3
that the Puritan charge was false, Bishop Bramhall was of the same
4
epinion as Joseph Hall, Hall showed that he understoed that the
method of the Continental Reformation had to be diffecent from that
in England becsuse the Continental Reformers were forced outside the
structure of the Roman Church by the superstiticus and unsympgthetie

5
papal tyranny, We have already noted something of this in our intro-

1. Hail, vorks, op. cib., IX, pp. 295, 292.

2, Ibid., p. 61 3. ibid.
k. Bramhall, Works, op. cit., ILi, p. 243

5. Hall, Works, op. cit., IX, p. 156.
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duetion,

The controversial nature of the Caroline period determines
the framework in which we seek to understand the doctrine of grane
in the Caroline Divines, The Arminian controversy, with its Secinian
accompaniment raised those issues which make it vitally important for
us to eonsider the meanineg of grace in relation to the Trinity wiihout
which doctrine we can have no sdecuate wnderstanding of the nature of
grace, The whole meanine of crace and its relation to the atonement
was also involved and so we must likewise conaider this aspect, Ths
meaning of grace itself raised the cuestion of sin, as it Jways must,
for it ¢'n only be understood in the lisht of grace., The doctrine of
sin is sgain important for our consideration of Caroline thouwht. The
enntinmied controversy with Rome nrimarily over the iseve of frensibe
stantiafion and the aspeet of sacrifice makes it imperative for us
to concern ourselves with the sacraments., The sacranents could not
possibly be left out of our consideration of the Careline doctrine of
grace, The Puritan controversy forced the issune of the nature of the
Chupch and its ministry continually into the foreground., These, there-
fore, must be our main conecerns.

In their writings the Carolines contimually referred te the
trilogy of Seripture, Fathers and Resson. In keeping with the othepr
Reformed Chnrches they took their stand against Rome on the Seriptures
as the fzithful witness to the ¥Word of God. layd was assured that
salvation could be had in the Church of Ingland because she was true
to the Seriptures and the voice of the primitive Church.

and sure I had reason of this confidence; for to believe the

veripture and the Ureeds, 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 dectrine, generaldy received we fundawental in the Vhurch
of Christ, is a faith in which %o live and die cannot but give

sadvablon, ~-l
The extrase Purituns tended to make Lhe iuberpretabion ol Scripture
an individusiistic one. Laud releired Lo Liis particulur phase of
the Purdtan struggle in nis uplstle Dedic-tory of ads dispute with
I‘isht;f .
4md wiidle the one factionm cries up vhe vhurch above bhe scripture
and the ether the Scripture to the neglect and contempt of the
Church, which the Scripture ltsell teaclies wen both to homnour
and obey; they have so far endangered the belief of the one and
Lthe aulhority of the cller, as Lhat nelller hata its due from a
great part of men; whereas, according to Christ's institution,
the Jeripture, where i:¢ is pladn sbould gulde the Caurch; and
the Church, where there is doubt or difficulty, should expound
the Seripbure; yel so, as thabt 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 Lo 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
Bnglish Reformers had shown great reverence for the Church Fathers,
3
"They be lnterpreters of the word of GodY, said Jewel. But he warneds
"fel way Lhey not be compared with the word of God. We may not build
upon theuw: we may not put our trust in them, Our trust is in the
FA
name oi the lord.," The Puritan sects tended to disregard all tradition,
including the early Fathers. The Carolines, pressed by the Romans om

one side and the Puritans on the other were inclined to interpret

h 99 L&ﬂd, mrks’ _020 &j'-'_t'v_o. II‘ Preface.

2y Zbicd., Profece ¥V, alse p. 117. OGee also his reference to Irenaeus
ard his concopt of Church and doctrine, p. 205.

2e dJeuel, Ycrks, op. cit., Fourth Portion, p. 1173.

h-. I;.;c. Cit-
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Seriptures throush the Fathers rather than with their help. Jewel's
aowud'advi;'ka was not heeded as carefully as it might have bheen and a
subtle criterion was introduced by which Seripture became secondary
in the matter of interpretation., This produced drastiec results in the
Church of England., By the latter half of the seventeenth century a
stutic concept of Seripture was prevalent in the Church, The bishops
of the later Caroline peried were content to nile quotation upon quo=
tation from the Fathers without engaging in a restless struggle with
Seripture., VWhen the tension between the Seriptures and the Fathers
was so resolved the emphasis was shifted to reason as the criterion for
interpretation.

With some exceptions the Carolines did not mean natural reason
when they appealed to reason. The concept of reason in their trilegy
was the reason of faith, or as Pishop Cosin said, reason thet had been
haptized., To the natural man the truth of God would be unreasonable,
"thoush it would not be se with us, who are already baptiged, instructed,
and believe the Seriptures to be the revealed word of God."l The man
who is regenerate hy grace “hath also a new faculty and a new light of
reason given him, whereby he believeti the mysteries of religion out
of another reason than as a mere natural man he believed natural and
moral things bofon."z The mystery of the faith is to be found and
heard only in the schools of the Prophets and Apostles, said Cosin.

He limited this to Holy Scripture and "therefore the masters of nabural
reason, that had served their apprenticeship onliy in the philosophical

L. Loslin, ‘v..’orka, Ope _C_i;go’ I’ Pe 285.

Ze lbido’ Fe 2‘37.
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schoolg, =nd welked no further for their sanctuary than to Aristotle's
gallery, can never be brought to apprehend it.“l Cosin's staotenent
represented a repudiation of the patlonalistle spirit vhich becare
predominant in seventeenth century theological thought and deeply
penetrated the l:ter Carolines., Cosin was always carefuvl te add that
the mysterd sz of faith, while above the grasp of natural reascn Wg VoM |
not contrary te x'eaa.ﬁon.z Archbishop Laud was of the same opiniom as
Cosin in this mabter: the reason is illwrinated by grace and "when
it hath made reason sulmit itself, clears the eye of reason, it nevop
puts It ot:dﬂ."'3

The rationalistic tendency of the sge did make its appearpnece
in Caroline theology unfortunately and by the end of the seventesarth
century the theology of the Church of Pngland was almost conpletely
dominated by the ration distie spirit of the age. The great Trinitare
ion controversy of thut period clearly shows the effects of rationsle
istic thought by those who defended and those whe oprosed the Trinitar-
ian coneept, DNoth sides had accepted the rationalistic premise.

Bishop Jeremy Tayler steod firmly in the rationelistic spirit
of the period. For reasons that we shall exa:ﬂ.n; later, Taylor was
inclined to retain the free-wdll of man after the fall, This is basie
to the rationalistic wnderstanding., However, Taylor had certain qualie
fications to muke at t.his' point. He never attributed to the reason of

natural man the capability of disceraing the things of the Spirit.

1. COSiH, 7«"-‘01'1(8,‘22. Bitc. I’ p. 309.
2. log. cit.

3. Laud, Works, op. cit., 1T, pp. 87, 88, 89, 280.
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Those things he sald are taught and perceived by the alds of God's
Spirit, that is reason is aided by revelatlon and gmce.l In Taylor's
thourht grace was something added to nature rather than a rehirth
that involved naburs. Tarlorts thought at this point stood in the
continuity of Roman Medievsl thought formulited v-.r:’:.th Aristotelian
concerts. Taylor vemcﬂq[';;\cted in his position regarding the capabliite
jes of naturil reason regarding the mysteries of the fauith., Me mudne
t-ined thot only reason that had heen illuminuted could discern the
things of C-od.z Matural reason of itaself could not inform us ¢f the
w1l of Cod until Cod !tmself had declared that '.a'i:'.l.j flowevor, in
order to assert munts responsibility Taylor belleved that no man
could pretend lgnorance of the will of Cod becauss he had m
pb into his heart by which the will of Cod could ve read. Tlds
latter statement is 1most indiestive of Taylor's position and shows
clesrly o break with Cosin's thought and an affinity with the spirit
of ration=lism,

Though Dishop Thommdike disagreed with Taylor on many issucs
we find thelr thought on thils matier rather similar. s position is
not rmch more than thist reasou is gided in its understandiug. lithe
out the use of reason, said Thorndike, the evidence of Christianity
is not made "though not by that which the light of nature diascovereth,

5
vot by thoss helps vhich resson employeth."  Frobably Thoradike,

J. Taylor, Works, op. cit., XI, pp. 459, 460.
2« Taylor, Works, op. cili«, XI, pe 460,

2. Taylor, Works, op. ¢ite, XIII, p. 91.

L. Tsylor, Wovrks, ope cit., XIV, pe 364.

5. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., 1I, pt. 1, p. 18.
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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
otherwise, may thank himself, if he pcrish by believing that, which
he cannot oblidge another man to beliwe."l e can see Thorndike re-
acting strongly against those Puritan sects which claimed a knowledge
of truth dependent only on the Spirit apart {rom 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 bcliezve. were introduced,
"Therefore neither the truth of Christianity, nor the Scripture is
admitted upon the dictates of God's Spirit, but supposing the reasons
which convick us that they are to be bcliwod."z The rational grounds
for belief in Thorndike were not attributed to the individual reason
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 Thormn-
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, pte. 1, pp. 52, 53.
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faith, but in this particular question it was the Estsblished Church
which alone had the authority.

Thorandike's interpretation of authority subtly removed the
judgment of Seripture upon the Church so that the creative tension
of the Church ever struggling with the faithful witness of Holy Serip-
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 Thorndike but the creative conversation with Seripture and
the Fathers degenerated into a monologue. The Church of England
W#B 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 purism; standing
as the guardian of the faith against the assaults of schism and heresy.
For the Carolines the Church of England was the staunch advocate of
unity amid division; the Homans and the Puritans were the enemies who
were trying to destroy the true fa.ith.2 "Did the primitive Christians
suffer martyrdom from Rome?" asked Bishop Beveridge,

So did our first Reformers. Hath the Catholic Church been all
along pestered with heretics and schismatiecs? 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

which the Church was engaged explains much of the misunderstanding of

lt Tmmdike’ Works, _92. _c-i_-!:l_t’ II, pt. II’ Pe m'
2. Hall’ WOI‘!CS, 9_&. cit-.’ ‘II’J.’. m.
3. Bﬂveridgﬂ, horka’ 92. C_iia’_ VII’ Pe 126,
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wider between the different commmions that comversation for unity

might again take plase.



CHAPTER IV
THE MOVEMENT OF GRACE: THE TRINITY AND THE INCARNATION

In sttempting to understand the doctrine of grace in Caro-
line thought we are involved in rcla.ting 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 peorson of Christ we are able to discern the move-
ment of grace.

John Biddle, like Socinius 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 mesning. In their thinking the Woxd did
not so much become flesh, rather the flesh became the Word. It was
through the humanity of Jesus Christ that He became the Son, Essen=
tial to the biblical understanding of grace is the confession tha:t.
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 Biddle
and his Socinian retainers more than met their match in the famous

) 3
expositor of the creed." Bishop Pearson's 'Exposition of the Creed!'

l. Wat»kin-‘-Jones, op. E_Lt‘t’ Pe m.
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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 blind obedience; the Romanists therefore
go away with peace without truth; ours, under pretence of striving
for some truth, abandon peaco.'z In order to combat the heretical
thought Hall advocated that the Church catechise its people; '"when
the souls of the Christian people are so hard laid at, not only
Popery, Anabaptism, Antinomianism, Pelagianism, but the confounding
and hellish heresies of Socinianism, Antitrinitarianism, Ne-arianism;"
which not only threaten the peace of the Church but threaten the com—
plete destruction of Chriatianity.s 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 doetrinelof

grace but is absolutely essential to it. The Trinity is the source

lo Hall’ “;orks’ op. citva’ VI’ p. 612.
2’ Ibid., Pe 622.

g H&ll, Works, op. _c__jéh_a’ VI' Pe 653.



and essence of grace.

Against those heresies which threatened the biblical under-
standing of the Trinity the Carolines articulated their doctrine in
mach 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, "But it would be the height of impudence and

presumption, to offer at explaining the incomprehensible mystery of

the most glorious Trinity; how Three distinct Persons subsist in
b §
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 difficuldiy which prevents people from properly under-

standing the doctrine of the Trinity arises chieily 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 fuil 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 distinect from one another, and
do not any way depend upon each other as to their essme,s
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
iliustrate it to be found in the whole creation. —=3

l. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 210.
26 mll' glg]_j.&h @whﬂcal wo&’ Pe 37‘#.
3. Bull’ Op. ﬁt;-’ Pe L13.




Bishop Pearson used the same 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 cun be no human analogy, no counterpart in all erea-
tion of the Trinity, any understanding that we can have of the Trinity
involves revelation. Revelation spesks 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 aughl 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 Himself in the creation drama. He considered it signifi-
cant that the Hebrew word [1'jl'}N appears in the plural but is joined
3 - iy
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 C(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, op. cit., pp. 244, 250.

2. Deveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 211,
3. Ibid., p. 212,

he 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 this 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 oppesition
to any rationalistic understanding can be felt at every point in his
discussion, Pearson insisted that no one person in the Trinity could
be thought ef as greatest, The Father cannot be so conceived that
He is thought of as first in the Trinity in opposition to the Son
nor is He first in the Trinity in the sense that he comprehends the
whole Trinity.l There is distinction of psrsons 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 maintaindng
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 fuct that we could attribute to
each person the name and essence of God: God the Father, God the Son
and God the Holy Ghost.

Having emphasized the unity in Trinity Pearson proceeded to

l. Pearson, op. cit., p. 212,

2, Beveridge, Works, op. cit., III, p. 164.
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show the distinction involved with the Trinity. Here we begin to
sense the movement within the Trinity in his thought. The Father's
identity is unique to Himself as Father never having been a .Eilm.l
So also, the Son's identity is unique to Himself, never becoming
Father in reference to the same kind of ganeration.z Within the
distinction Pearson stressed the consubstantial unity of the Father
and the Son.3 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 this; "that the Father hath that
essence of himself, the Son by commmication from the Fat.hur.“h The
Son is God of God the Father. The whole Self of God is given in this
eternal relstion., The mode and being in the Trinity reveals the unity
and the distinction of the persons 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 ane Baing, one Jehovah, one God: that
the Father is of Himself, the Son of the Father, the loly Ghost of the
Father and the Son," but this relation is always co-eternal and co-ecnlﬂf
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. 58.
2. loc. cit.
3. loc. cit.
ke Pearson, op. cit., p. 5%

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 210.
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one from God to God; %So the Son of God, and the Spirit of God, do
1

from God: God of God either.”

If the movement within the ¥rinity 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 Hime
self and no lesser being than the eternal God. This is precisely
what Beveridge stressed in his understanding of the unity in Trinity.

For that 'One' and the 'same God' made, redeemed, and sanctified
us: for whatsoever is said in the Holy Seriptures to be done by
any of these Divine Persons, the samne, in other places, is said
to be done by God. But there is oniy 'One' living and true Godj
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 divisible, would 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 psrson 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 Une 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

L
High God made man, This is the primary understanding of the nature

l. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., 1II, p. 191. See also Thorndike, lorks,
-?-B. .(i%._t_., III' phl 1,-p-. m.

2. Be"e!‘idgﬂ, NOI‘kB, m. m.’ I’ p. “34.

3. Be?eridge, Horkﬂ’ 22. 22-&0. I’ Pe l}36. h. Ibido' Pe m.
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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-
cated above. It was this understanding of the Trinity which informed
his comment, that revelation of God inthe persom of Christ was not the
revelation of a part of God but the very nature of God.l
Beveridge's sermon on the Pauline Benediction in the name of

the Trinity clearly shows how 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 invelves completely the One
Almighty God. The being and essénce of each person in the Trinity
cannot be separated one from the other., "They being all one and the
same God, in whom all preperties also are one and the same property;
and therefore cannot be divided, nor belong to one more than another,
as they are in Rim.'a There can be no division made in the essence
or God-ness of Cod 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
the Son who became incarnate and took upon Himself the nature of man.h
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.

a5 m"’ Works, 220 ﬂ»&a’ I. Pe ‘}3.
2. DBeveridge, Works, Op. E&-’ I, pe 219.
3. -Iﬁ- g_i;b_.' See also Bl’ome, op. E-i_t'." PDe L9 £f,

4. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 219.
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Therefore grace belongs peculiarly to the Person 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 motive for our
salvat.ion.l
BDeveridge noted the importance of the change in the order of
the Trinity made by St. Paul 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 love of God the Father or the communion of
God the Holy Spirit except by the grace of God the Son.2 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 New Testament, Beverldge conecluded,
that grace is %o 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
communion of the Holy Ghost,
and whenever the grace of Christ is mentioned it is to be understood
Ak Ky alon s p;osuft:s The thought in Beveridge's sermon moved
to the incarnation whepeGod's redeeming activity, His love and His
commnion 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 his discussion on the consubstantial unity of the

Father and the Son,

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, pp. 220, 221,
2e Ibi.do. Pe 221,
3e Mo’ Pe 222,



-l02 -

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 Son of the Father, as to be of the same substince

with him, of glory equal, of majesty co~eternal. —1
Pearson saw tim axtreme 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 Falher the greater is the love
shown to us for whosc sakes He was sent., Pearson left no doubt as
to the nearness of this relation. The sending of the etermal Som by
the Father is the self-giving of God; God coming to man and no lesser
being. The love of Cod in Jesus Christ is the complete self-giving
of God., This is the grace of our Lord Jesus (hrist,

In the writings of the Carolines there is a continual refuta=-
tion of any form of Socinianism., DBPishop Bull recognized that the
Unitarian doctrine of Christ acknowledged Him to be God "but & made
God, such as is a mere creature, such as had no existence before His
birth of the Virgin."a Any such concept of Christ means that grace
also originated in time and is not the gift of Ged 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, dees
not imply subordination of the Son, as God. Both Pearson and Bull were
of one mind in this matter. Pearson grounded the congruity of the dive

ine mission upon the pre-eminence of God the Father as God of Himself,

1. Pearson, 3p, cit., p. 255.
2e &311, SPe mo, Pe 421,

3- Pmson’ 22. _Ej_-!r_.. Pe 62.
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None of the Churchmen who stood in the tradition of Andrewes
ever cuestioned the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity even though they
did not always understand the implic:tions 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 msy have
had a being before the Son. For the mind's conceiving and the mind
carnot be sewered a moment; if one be eternal, both are. So then
as the Son He is consubstantial, as the VWord He is oo-et-enml."l 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
away and our redemption falls to the gmund.z 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-
tial Fatherhood must be seen in relation to the eternal Son.3 The
Father begets the ep— eternity and He is the beloved Cne, being

loved of the Father eternally and loving Him eternally. Pearson cuoted

from Origen where the 1atttr_ referred to Christ as the Son of His Fathep's

love. The very essence of grace, said Andrewes, the greatest grace that
4

can be, is the acknowledging of the Som by the Father to be the Son,

Thus grace is grounded on the hypostatic union of Christ and comes not

l. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 274.

2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., III, p. 274.

3« Pearson, op. cit., p. 73.

4o Andrewes, Works, op. Eii., I, p. 298. See also Ps. 2:7.
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from man but {rom God as men. Bramhail pointed out that the hypo=-
sbatic union of the two natures of Christ was fundamental to the
.t‘aith.l Andrewes showed that the foumtain of grace could not sbtand
outside the union of God.

For seeing in the humanity of Christ, there was 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
Not 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 Christ'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 Downame
expressed when commenting on 2 Tim, 1:9. By grace he understood the
gracious love and favour of God in (hrist, given to us in Him before
time :i.t,sall..'l’..3 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 VWord made flesh is absolutely de-
pendent on the eternal relation of the Father and the Son, As the
incarnate Som is God, He is said to be full of grace. This was
Andrewes' 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. 8¢.
o Andrms, 'ﬂbl‘kﬂ, 9_2. 2&-, II’ Pe 33?-

3. Dowmame, i Ireatise of Justification, p. 9.
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with the fulness of all grace. It is the Spirit which anointed
fGod the Son made man' and by thus ancinting Him the eternal unica
is sustained in Him. Andrewes bound the grace of Christ and the Holy
Spirit together. ©“All then of grace, proceeding from the Spirit:
accordingly, the conception of Christ's fliesh, and the sending it
with the fulness of grace, or anocinting it, is ascribed to the
opirit. "2 The concept of the Spirit, as the Spirit of grace, finds
validity in the thought of Andrewes because il is the Spirit which
bears the eternal Son into union with our mmanmity. This will be
elaborated on in Lhe latter part of this chapter.

Beveridge related his sermon on grace and its meaning to the
Trinity, to the acts of c¢reation and recreation. In both acts the
infinite glory of the eternzl Godhead is revealed. In the creation
of the world, sald Beveridge, we find three distinct persons specifi-
cally unamed by God Himself as concurring in this drama and each in a
way pecullar to H:l.malf.s Hot only at the creation of the world but
at the two most cruclal times of our redemption, the incarnation and
baptism of Christ, the Trinity is particularly mentioned as concerned
with :I.t.h 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 zrace,

1., Andrewes, Works, op. cit., III, p. 289.
2, 1bid., pe 290,

3. Beveridge, Vorks, op. cit., I, p. 212.
4. DBeveridge, Works, ep. cik., I, p. 215.
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We first should carefully study and duly be affected with that
gracious consent, and, as it were, confederacy of that glorious
Three in designing and prosecubting our good; thelr unanimous
agreement in uttering those three mighty words of favour to
mankind, ‘'Faciasus, Redimamus, Salvemus®; Lel us make man out
of nothing, Let us recover him from sin and perdition, Let us
crovnn him with joy ana salvationj...—1
Barrow rightly stressed that we could not kuow the Trinity as it is
2 .
in itself but only as it has revealed itself to us. ‘“he way that
the Triune Cod has revealed Himself to us Darvow called the "wonder=
3
ful methods of grace towards us.” (reation, as Barrvow has said in
reference to man, is out of nothing and he sustained the movement in
L .
the redemption of man as being always an act of God. After every
man's actions have been tried and weiglied, o man shall appear guilie
less or deserve to be acquitted, "bul shail stand in need of mercy,
5
or can in no otherwise be justilied 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 deiivered by Christ and
is also true that tne Father delivers us but we are résot delivered
twice "because the Father delivereth us by the Son." At this poind
in Pearson's 'lixposition' we begin to appreciste his elaborate treate
ment of the concept of the Trinity., The Trinily reveals that God
does not do anything apart from the Son; Christ is the incarnste God,

He has no secret will which works outside of Christ; God wills all

1. Barrow, lWorks, op. cit., IV, p. 207.
2, Ibid., p. 187.

2. ILoec. cit.

ke Ibid., pe 37k.

5« Ibid., pe 276,

6. Pearson, gp. cit., p. 229. See also Col. 1:13.
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things in Christ, Pearson was amkious to make this emphasis in the
face of existing misunderstandings on this very important issue, It
was most unfortunate that some of the most amdent Calvinists, placing
as they did their whole theological thought on the doetrine of pre-
destination, tended to separate God's eternal decrse from God's ster-
nal Word made flesh, The Arminians on the othar hand did not relate
the incarnate Word to the eternal will of God. The Socinians coim
pletely cut the relation and destroyed any understanding of the Trine-
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 revealecd to us
the will of God; yet it is not true that the FPather revealed it by
Himself to us; but that the Son did so, it is.“l The entire ack of
our salvation is wrought by CGod but it is through the blood of the
incarnate Scmm.2 Pearson's understanding of the Trinity eliminsted
any danger of a double line of salvation, Cod's eternal decree is
identical with Jesus Christ.

It is the One God who decrees our salvation but it ie neces-
sary for us always to see the movement of redemption in a f.rhﬂ.taria.n
relation., Our salvation is decreed in eternity by the Triune Cod "that
the whole Trinity might be equally interested in the accomplishment of
the work of our salvation, and it pass through all Their hsnds."3 It
ie God the Father who sends His only-begotten Son into the world by the

act of the Hely-8pirit. The act of redemption is the act of God through=

1. Pm. 2p. _c}l"_" P ma

2. Igd-’ p. 229.
3. Andrewes, lWorks, op. cit., III, p. 358.
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out, Bishop Downame bound the action of the Trinity togethsr in

this way:

The infinite and unspeakable love of God the Father, in giving
his only begotten Sonne, and of God the Sonne in giving himself
for ws; 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 Tod that impinges upon
Jesus Christ for our salvation., The body of Christ, said Andrewes,

is the Temple in whom the fulness of the Godhead dwells cso::::'p::u:'all,;r..2
Andrewes stressed the fact that Cod dwells in this human Temple in

a unicue manner from the way in which He dwells in us. It ic by
personasl union and not as in us by gm.ce..3 There is a radical cole
cept of incarnation in the thought of Andrewes, It is God the Son

who comes to redeem but it is fod who comes. As it wam in creation

so it is likewise in the redemption of mankind; the world was made

by the Word of CGod and it was redeemed by the same wori, said Bweridge‘:
It was God who created the world but He made all things by His Word.
Beveridge explained that the Wexrd of God wgs nol some outward spoken
word but by spesking %in Himself' which isé'H:ls essential ‘;.‘ord'.s This
Word is His eternal and only begotten Son. Keeping in mind the Secin-
ian presence, Therndike also emphasized that the incarnstion meamt that

7
the Word had become man which it was not before.

1. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit., pe 43.

2. Andrewes, Works, ope. cit., II, p. 252.

3. 1bdd., p. 253.

Lo Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 215. See also Vol. 11, p. 124.
5« Beveridge, Werks, op. cit., I, p. 213. See also John 1:1,2,3.

6s Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 213.
7. Tmmaike’ WorkS, _0.20 C_iﬁn’ II' Pt, 1. Pe %2-
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The act of redemption is a thoroughly trinitarian act. Only
when we think #n this way can we underst nd the real import of Mount-
ague's statement that God becomes man but remains God: "For God be-
coming Man, runs upon no hazard of imparing his original st.a:be."l
Therefore in the person of Christ it is God and no lesser being that
comes to save. (od cannot be divided, that certainly is the meaning

_of the Trinity. It is Christ who comes in the fulness of God so that
we must also say that the Holy Spirit also redecms ml.2 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
and applied them to ua.3 "The Father redeemeth, as the gracious author
and Donour; the Son, as the meritorious worker, the Holy Ghost, as the
effectual appli.er.“h It must be noted that the whole movement from
beginning to end involves @od fully. And 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 Downame used to express this:
The goodwill and love of God the Father is the...antecedent 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 arc 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. lec. eit.
L. Downame, The Covenent of Grace, ope. cit., p. 42.

5. lec. cit.
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Beveridge's understanding of this was similar to Dowvnamds,
The fulness of Cod acts in man's redemption but it is through the
incarnate God. It is God as man who has redeemed and who 1s said
to be full of grace. The love which God the Fsther has for us is
only in His Son and for His saka.l We are loved with an absclute
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 uncoaditionsal and from all eternity and it is a person~
al love for the Father and the Son are truly persons, This relation=
ship of love is within the Trinity. Bishop Bull showed that it was
the opinion of the ecarly Fathers to consider the Holy Spirit as the
relation of the Father and the Scm.2 He gave an example of such
thinking by quoting an ancient doxology: 'Glory be to the Father -nd
the Son in the uhity of the Holy G.‘rnat.'j He also made reference to
svgustine and the later Fathers in stressing this same thought for
they held the Holy Spirit to be the love of the Father and the Son.h
God the Father loves CGod the Son with the fulness of Ilimself and ths
Son Joves the Father in the same elernal measure for the Holy Spirit
who is the holy eternal umity 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, sho;ud that

the Holy Spirit preceeds from both the Father and the Son.

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, pe 221.
2. Bull, op. cit., pe 376.

3. loc. git.

4e Iec. cit.

5. Pearson, op. cit., p. 568,
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Bishop Andrewes' articulation on the subject of the Hely
Spirit affords us with the finest understanding in the Carcline
writings. iis words are of exmtreme importauce Lo us. "Now thea
take the loly Ghost, the Spirii of spirits, the third Person in
Trinity; He is the very esseabial unity, love, and love-fwt. of the
two Persons, the Falher and the Son; even God with God." That is,
the interior union of the Trimity is ihe Holy Spirit who is the love
between the Father and the Son and also Lue love-knot widch glern=
ally binds thal relation together. Andrewes coutinued: "and He is
sent o be tihe union, love, love-knot of Lhe two nabupes unived in
Christ; eveu God with man, "3 in the person of Jesus Christ tae iu=
terior relaiion of the Father and the Son is Larusi into the humanity
of man and sustained in Him. Ia the incarsation the Holy Spirit bears
the eternal relation of the Father and the Jon and briags it into our
time and flesh. The elernal relation of love tLhat bhe Father has for
the Son and the Son for Lhe Fabiner is sustuined in our hmmanity in
Jesus dJhrist, God the Faluer loves Jesus (hrist wio wears our husan—
ity, who is a man, with the same holy, absolute and eternal love. That
is how God loves man, Andrewes' understanding showed great depth at
this point. It reveals Lhat 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 seif-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 fundanental understanding of the origin and essential nature of
grace is given to us here by Andrewes.

1, Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I1I, p. 113.

2 loc. Cit. See also WarkineJones, op. cit., p. 8l.
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indrewes also carried this understandiug of the Holy Spirit,
as the union between the Fatlier and Lhe Son, into his discussion of
the Church. lhe same Holy Spirit who is ihe union, love and love-knot
between the Father and the Soun, between God and man in the person of
Jesus Christ, was also relabed to Christ and fis Vhwrcl. The Heoly
Spirit is the l"u'mstatzj :ﬁ?oﬁ tfli?.,r u:t.her and the Seg, of God and
mwan in Jesus Christ and ef Jesus Christ and His Churche  Barrow
thought of the Spirit's relation to the Church in a siwdlar wuy. He
declared that the Holy Spirit bears the office of a soul to God's
Church, informing, enlivening and actuating the whole bacw.z This
understanding of the Holy Spirit and the Church fills the concept of
the Church as the body of Christ with the presence of the eternal God.
" indrewes® coneept of the Holy Spirii was thorough. It was
continually related to the person of Christ, The Holy Spirit makes
alive for us the person of Christ. It is only by the Holy Spirit that
we ¢an say that Jesus is Iard-j This certainly foliowed irow his un-
derstanding thus far. Therefore, where the name of Jesus is there is
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 tne cucharist. "Where His name is I an
sure, and more than His name, even the body anc blood of our Lord
Jesus Cirist; and those, not without inestimable high benefits of

A
grace attending on thema It is through the work of the Holy Spirit

i. Andrewes, Works, ops cit., III, p. 148,
2. DBarrow, Works, OP. .l_l-j‘._t_o’ VI. Pe 360
3. Andrewes, Works, op., cit., II, pp. 345, 346.

4. Ibid.’ p. 331.0.
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that the fulness of Christ is present and manifested to us and where
He is present there is also His grace,

The same understonding of the Holy Spirit can also be dis-
cerned in Pearson's thousht though it is by no means as thorough for
Pearson did not relate the Holy Spirit to the Church as vitally as
did Andrewes, 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 brouzht to us by the
communication of the Holy Spirit.l Bishop Thorndike expressed aimilap
thoughts in this regard. The Godhead is conceived and sustained in
the hunanity of Jesus CThrist;

The Holy Chost, overshadowing the hlessed Virgin, not only works
the conception of a Son, 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 ecalled the 'Yimase of God's glory and the express character
of His essence.'s The Holy Spirit is the hypostatic union and upon
this union Thorndike grounded the expiation of our sin and the glori-
fication of Christ to the throne of God to be worshipped as God.a

Our discussion has led us to a consideration of the incamation:

Cod coming to men as man in the person of Jesus Christ full of grace

and truth. Relying upon what we have seid thue far about the Trinity

I Pﬂmon’ Ope. ‘s-i}_.’ Pe 6230
Ze Thomdik‘. Worits, OP. Gita' III, ﬁo 1' Pe 253.

3 Ibid.’ Pe 26l. See also m 1:1’2’3-
k* thomdike. WOI"kS, 22. ‘g-jé-.’ III’ Pt. 1. p. 261.
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we can sec that the incamation, the sending of the only begotten
Son by the Father in the unity of the Holy Spirit is nothing less
than the utter self-giving of Cod in the mighty act of greces. The
wvords of Beveridge on this issune are most inspiring:
It is the grace, the free undeserved favowr and rercy; it is the
grace of the lord, the Almighty God, the Eternal and Only-begotten
Son, of the same substance and glory with ihe Falker; it is the
grace of the lord Jesus, the most high God made Man, and so be-
comes Jesus, a Saviour, to save His pecple from their sins; it is
the grace of the Lord Jesus Ghrist, of God our Saviour, ancinted
to be 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 Beveridge's thought as ex-
pressed here. Urace is the grace of the most high God made man; it is
free and undeserved, mighty to save.
There is no trace of that Arminianism 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 Christology. The Word

of God which redeemed the world is the same Word which ereated all
2

thj-ﬁgs.

He who made all things at first was Himself now made of a woman;
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 Son of God from all
eternity, then became the Son of Man too; and from that time
forvard, always was, and ever will be, 'Immanuel', Cod and man
in one Person, =-3

1. Beveridi.e, Works, op. gite, I, pe 224,
2. Beverid e, Works, ©p. cite.s; I, pe 215,

3¢ Ibide, pe 250.
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1

Pearson as we have already sesn was of the same opinion. Thorndike
also referred to Jesus Christ as Lhe Word of God which became man,
signifying a definite incarnation for the Word was not man before this
particular t.j.me.2 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
Word thus to be made .‘L‘laesh?"'3 Andrewes stressed that the answer could
only be found in God Himself since nothing outside of God could de-
serve His love. "Love only did it-."h This graciocus 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
man it could be only his sin.s God gives Himself out of Himself; the
Father sends the Son conceived by the Holy Spirit. The gift of Christ
is a gift of Cod, from God and by God. Y"igain, it hath been observed",
said Pearson noting Augustine at this point, "that by the manner of
Christ's conception is declared the freedom of the grace of God."6
This surely is the essential meaning of free grace; it is given to
man unconditionally in Jesus Christ. God does not give grace to man

because he deserves it or in any way merits it. The very manner in

1. Pearson, op. cit., p. 224.

2. Thorndike, Works, op. ¢it., III, Pt. 1, p. 242.
3. Andrewes, lorks, op. cit., I, p. 92.

Lo Ibid., pp. 92, 93.

5. Cosin, Works, op. git., I, p. 2l4.

6. Pearson, op. cit., p. 298.
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which grace comes to man shows this to be true. Pearson elaborated
this further:

For as the Holy Ghost is God, so is he 2lso 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 saactification united to the

word; so that the grace was comoxistent, and in a manner con-

natural with it., =1
By placing the greund and nature of grace within the Trinity and
hence before creation itself, Pearson ruled out complevely any
possibility of grace being merited by creations. YThe incarnation
brought into our historic midst that grace which was eternally in
tne word that was with God and was God before the foundation of the
wordd, ‘he incarnation directly excluded the merits of men in general
and it also rejected the possibility of merit in Christ's humanity.z

Pearson's great insistence that there is nothing outside

God that merits or deserves lis 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 Mary au the Faiti. Dishop Bull stated that the Church of
ingland honoured her because she had been elected and chosen by God
to be the instrument of bringing the long promiged Messiah into the
wor1d.3 We honour the blessed Virgin, said Bull, "as a most singular
elect vessel ol God; as one in the highest degree of all mere mortals
honoured by God: but therefore, we will not ykeld her any of that

A
honour that is peculiar to Gods He stated that the Church of England

l. Loc. git.
2. Loc. eib.
2 Pull, op. gib., pe 69.

L. Zbidc, Pe 75.
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would not go beyond the Scriptures and the early Fathers in thelp
1
praise of her, He charged Fome with downright treason agninst the
2

person of Christ.
Ve 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 hadjy that she was born without original sin, and never
committed any the least actusl sin, and consequently never
needed a Saviour, ==3

Even the blessed Virgin is to pass through the fire on the day of

b4

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 becsuse she was worthy of such an honour. The Virgin Mary
was of the fallen race of Adam, a simner, who herself needed to be
saved by Christ. Beveridge and Thorndike were critical of the Couneil

of Basel for declaring that the Virgin Mary was free from original
5
sin, lountague cited Augustine in this matter, agreeing with him

that Mary was freed from actual sin after the birth of Christ and
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 Carclines but he expressed surprise that Bome had not made
the blasphemous claim for Mary that she was equal with Christ. Long

1. Ibid., ppe 77, 73.

2. Xbid., pp. 77, 78.

3. Bull, op. cite., pe 77.

L, Taylor, VWorks, op. eit., X, p. 149.

%, Thorndike, VWerks, op. cit., V, p. 609.

€. lountague, Act and Monuments of the Church, op. cit., p. 530.
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before Mountsgue's time Bishop Jewel saw thal uvhis was precisely
what Rome did in her exuggerated clulms for Mary. '"Here you lulrude
upen Christ's office, and make the holy virgin a mediator, uot only
of inbercession, as you say, but ulso of salv;-;tion.“l Barrow aiso
saw the same implication and utterly rsjected it: "They ascribe to
her the most sublime aliributes of God, togelher with his most pecul=
jar action of providence and protection over us, ysa of redemption
it self, “2

The Caroline Bishops were correct when they saw that Dome's
insistance on the siniessness of Mary had opened the deor foir all
evil to enter., What is implied in these cluims is the assertion of
inhering grace and the doctrine of merit, Pelagius also held that
the Virgin Mary was .sx:'mlesss..3 This concept wus a requisite to the
slaboration of his heretical doctrines. It was on this false basis
aleo that John Duns Scotus advoested the dogua of the lmmaculste
Conception.‘ Ve connot forget the influence that Sectus had on the
Church of England and there is a lingering of his thought in thab
Church but in this particular period and on this issue the Caroliaes
turned thelr backs on him, The Roman Church's understanding of the
nature of grace is again seen in her doctrine on the Virzin Birth.
Her understanding hers is not at all unlike her view of the eucharist.
Hary, who partakes of the fragmentariness of mankind is 'irausubstan-

tiated', that is, the Church of Home has aituributed to her divine

1. Jewel, Horks, op. git., Third Portion, p. 573.

2e Barrow, Vol. V. ER. .g.i_tr_t' Pe 333.

3. Browue, op. cile, pe 346.

Lo Ibig.



malities and perfection — a sort of commmicatio idiomatvm, The

sinful structures of this age venish, Thus the grace of God does

not coma through the sinful flesh of man but through the pure snote
lesz being who hy her nature deserves or merits the grace of Cod,

The miracle of grace is the oppositsa of this, CGod nsea the wealk,
sinful things of onr age to reveal His wnspeakable glory; God in the
person of Christ, wearinz our *flash of sin' reveals to us the fulness
of GGod, The Carolines were of this mind. The influence of At.harr&sius
on the Carolines e'n be notad in the absence of Mariology from their
writings,

It is at this »noint that we mwst emamine the issue of free
grace which the Arminian controversy raised, The Virgin Birth reveals
two things to ust 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 slrcady 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 Cenesis 3:,
referred to Christ, The seed of the waman, said Beveridge, "is plainly
meant one, who should be born of a woman without the help of man: which
none ever was, but only Jesus chrlst."l Man as the active participant
is set aside in the person of Jeseph, szid Pearson, and Jesus Christ
is begotten of the Virgin Hary.a But, he said, "we must not imsgine
that it was in the poewer of woman to conceive Hi.m."B By her own words

4
tkhe Virgin Vary excludes herseclf and all man, Barrow pressed the

1, Beveridge, Works, op. ecit., 111, p. 320.
2, Pearson, gp. zit., p. 293.
30 Ibid. ‘}. ;bid., p.1920 See also Luke 133‘[..



pogitive content of this thousht., It was the Holy Spirlt who colie
1
ceived the Word in Mary Ywithout any active influence of man',
This of course was Pearson's concern aliso; Jod was the sols worker
of our salvation,
God then it was vho immediastely and mlraculously enabled the
blessed Virgin to conceive our Savicuw; and while Mary, Joseph,
and 21l men are denied, no person which is that Cod can be
excluded from that operation, =2
1Ihis being said, however, Pearson insisted that Mary was truly and
3
properly the mother of cur Saviour, Though she herself confesses
that she eun do nothing yet her election does not violate her nature,
She is the handmalden of the Lord, a willing instrument of God in
His purpose of salvation,

The election of Mary out of Israel followed the same pattern
that is evidenced at the choosing of Isreel itself. Bishop Hall elabor-
ated this in relation to the election of Judahs

1 find not many of Jacob's sous more faully than Judah; who yet
is singled ovt from all the rest to be the royal projenitor of
Christ, and to be honcured with the dignity of the birthright,
that God's electicn micht not be of merit, but of gracej...=-L
The fact that we see ourselves =23 unworthy of our calling shows us
5
that graoce 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. Barrow, Work, op. cit., V, p. 297.

2. Pearson, op. cit., Pe 293. See also Luke 1337,

3« Pearson, gp. cite, po 317,

o Hall, Horiis, on. cit., i, pe 55. See also Gen. 38:

5. Hall, dorks, ope ¢il., I, pe 87. 5See also ixodus chapter 3.
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Nothing shows more forcibly, the fact, that zrace comes from
God and is essentially the coming of God for our ealvation than does
the incarnation, We have already noted something of its importanecs
in Caroline thought. For Beveridge, grace was all that Christ was
and did for us in reconciling us to God.l The incarmation was for
Beveridge, as for Andrewes, all-important. It stated clearly thab
God had come into our history to accompnlish our redemption. Beverw
idge viewed the incarnation as the first actual sct done by God for
our salv;;tion.z But Beveridge saw that the inearnation was no isol-
ated event in the history of salvation. From the very beginning of
the world the Word of God undertook the redemntion of fallen man and
in all the ages of our history He has inspired men by His Spirit to
speaktominﬂisnmu.a The grace of Christ had been given to
the people of the 0ld Testament and Reveridge interpreted the Hebrew
79'1- mercy = to mean that gmo.h Mountague wme alse of like
opinion; grace had been given to the Patriarche and holy wen who
lived and died before the Word became flesh.s Taylor 2lso stressed
this: the loly Spirit had justified some wen whe lived before the
time of Charist's days in the flesh under Lhe law but it was not the
law thab justified, it was rather the Holy Spirit by way of Jesus
Christ who was the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world.'é

1. Beveridge, lorks, op. cit., I, n.223,

2. Beverldge, lorks, ep. git., I, p. 215.
3. Beveridge, Works, OPs-cils, IV, pesditTe
4. DBeveridge, Works, npg. Site, 1, pPs 222,

5. Mountague, Acts and Monuments of the Church, op. cit., pe 4h.

6. T-j&'lﬁl‘, }‘mrkﬂ, oD E-jg’;" L’{. Pe 138,
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This Quutif.‘-.cg.-.ticn vas not Ly the works of the law but "“by the sume
instruments and grace, by wiich Abrabam, and ol they who are his
children by proudse, were justified.® The incarnation had a baek-
waxrd refercnce, gathering up and NALilling the propises of God that
He made hefore Lhe Word becawe flesh,. God seanl Hls Son, sald Downame,
that hee might keope his prouise, and performe lis oath; woee
observe the immal.able truth and fidelitie of God in performing
his promises: '"Wor sll the prowises of God in bhim are yea,
and in him Amen, unto the glory of God by use.'" =2
The faithfulness of God is shown tc us in the inearnation, said
Beveridge, as he considered the meaning of 'grace and truth came by
desus Christ.' He suggested that "truth', since it was the truth of
God, cvould also mean faithfulness; thal the grace of God came by His
3
own faitihiulness.
So that we nave more ground to believe in Christ for grace, and
pardon, and eternal salvation, than we have to believe what we
see, or hear, or understand; for our senses may deceive us, and
50 may our reason toos but CGod is of thal infinite wiedom, that
He cannot decelve Himself; and of that infinite goodness, that
lle vill not ceceive us. =-i4
The grace of Jesus Christ, understood frem this inberpretation
of the incamaltion, not only stands in the continuity of the history
of salvation but is itself the comtimuity since grace is the act of
God Himself for our salvation. The Word that created the heavens
end the earth is the same Word of promise given to the prophets of
cld and it is the same Word that was with God and was God that became

flesh in Jesus Christ.

1. Loe. git.

2. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit., p. 6. See also 2 Cor.1:20.
See also Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I1I, p. 258.

3¢ DBeveridge, Yoiks, op. cite., II, pe 52. See also Johmn 1:17,,Rom.3:3,
See also BNWn., op. _?_j.-.t_u._ Pe 300,

be chridgo, mrka’ op. m-, III, Pe 266,
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The incarnation of God in our human flesh was of great signi-
ficance for Beveridge's thought. He interpreted the phrase from
John 131k Kac toxwvweev &v imv  to mean that God dwelt in our humanity
and that is why Christ is called Immanuel, for He is the incarnate God.l

So 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 cherubims over the ark, keeping, as

it were, His residence there; which was therefore called

Shekinah, His habitation, His Divine presence, and His glory, —2
Thorndike also compared the incarnation with the presence of God in
the Temple of the Uld Testament, There the presence of God dwelt in
the midst of His people by promise but in Christ, the fulfillment of
that promise, God dwells among us bodily.s The Shekinah 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 gur 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 Ged
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?

4L
That God should become man?" The incarnation is the mystery of God's

1. B"eridge, m._ﬂ- ﬁ., II’ Pe 250

2. lec. git.
3. Thorndike, Vorks, op. cit., III, Pt. 1, p. 251,
b deeridga, Worka, oSp. 22'-1;'-" II, pe 24
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coming to man and this movement is the mystery of grace; God who
is God and not man becomes man that he might gracicusly save man,
The mystery of the incarnation is the person who came, "Who was able
and who was willing to do itj" said Cosin in refering to our redempt-
ion, "and That was Christ, in the mterylof His incarnation, which
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
by graca.z Our 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 Andrewes 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

the rest is nanctified.h

Pearson rejected in absolute terms any suggestion that in the
incarnation our humanity was 'transubstantiated' into the divine nor
would it be in any other timo.S 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,
b i Coain, Woz'ks, Spe 2;30’ I’ Pe m.
25 m’ workﬂ’ 9_2- .?i_to’ III’ Pe 289.
3. Pemon’ _?2. E}E.’ Pe mo a. Ibido’ Pe ‘IB“- See also Hﬁb.mm

5. Pemon, Ope c_itlo’ Pe 288,
6. Bm’ WOI‘kS, 22. EE" V, PPe wl’ 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 persocnal 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 hilt.erié' existence is yet not a
temporary union but an eternal oneoz The Son of God who became the
Son of Man is Jesus Christ and from the incarnation onward always
was and ever will be God and wman in one .parson.j "The Word was ine
deed without either soul or body;" said Pearson, "but after it was
made flesh, it was never parted either from the one or from the othor."a
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 Arminian 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! To divide the act of
grace into what God does 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, lorks, op. cit., II, pp. 25, 26,

2. Ibid., ps 26.
3. B"Bridg’, 'io_!;ki, op. C_it'o. I’ Pe 253.
be Pmn’ 22: 2&., PPe m. 380.
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in an eternal embrace of holy love. This is the essential meaning
of perseverance in grace so that we 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 mystery of godliness! 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 Oniy-begotten Son to be made flesh, and all that who=-
soever believeth in Him should not perish, but have everlasting
life! 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, =i
In tﬁe 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 dome all this for us?" Nor did the answer
Beveridge gave differ from the Psalmist's: "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.

l. Beveridge, liorks, op. cit., II, p. 29.

2 lec. git.
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In the face of such free grace freely given teo man how 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 Thorndike or Taylor as we shall see
in a later chapter and the tendency in others was to subtly qualify
this thought expressed by Beveridge.

e have already noted, to some extent, the import:nce of the
Holy Spirit to the thought of Lanceclot 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
testify. "1 The Hely Spirit is Christ's witness in gr&ce.z The
Spirit speaks of Christ, He bears witness to the fact that Christ
has come and has done 21l things necessary for our salvation.3 There
is no variance between Christ and the Spirit. The Spirit and Jesus
Christ agm.h The chief requisite of a witness, said Andrewes, is '
that he be true and "the Spirit is so true, as He is the Truth :I.‘t.sal.‘t’.f
Both the Spirit and Christ are the one Truth; God the Holy Spirit and
God the Son, one upholding the other. "The Spirit, Christ's Proof;
Christ, the Spirit's.“6 The Spirit, said Jeremy Taylor, speaks what-—
soever He has heard from Ghria‘b.7 Laud spoke similar words. The
limitation that is put upon the Holy Spirit is placed there by Christ.

The Spirit comes to testify only teo the persen of Christ, what He was,

1. Andrewes, Works, op. git., III, p. 357.

2. M., pp. 357, 359. 3. Mo’ Ppe. 357, 358,
Le ij-do, Pe 358, 5. Ibid., p. 3&0
6. lLoc. git.

7. TWlOP, %rks’ 2&. 'c_iE.’ xv’ p. 26.
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what He sald and what He did. Therefore, said I.at}d, the Holy Spirit
leads us in all truth, that Truth which is Christ, He brings te
remembrance all things concerning Him.l

Andrewes always associated the Holy Spirit and the person of
Christ closely together; a holy union, and he sustzined this relation
with regzard to the Church, As the Holy Spirit had anointed Christ so
He also anoints 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 mdy.“z The Head of the Church is Christ and the
heart of the Church is the Holy Spirit who makes the body to 1110.3
Andrewes continually referred to the Spirit as the Spirit of life,
The Holy Spirit as well as the Word partiéipates 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
life, the life of nat.uro.”k Andrewes never separated the Holy Spirit
from the psrson 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
the flesh to give life, "even the life of grace to the 'new ma:tm'.'ﬁ
The Holy Spirit makes alive the body of Christ and the work of Christ
in us.6 The Holy Spirit who is the union and the love of the Father
and the Son within the Trinity is extended to the flesh in the i.neam—
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. Lm. WOI‘kB, op. _c_;j.'ﬁ_.’ II’ Pe 183.
26 m’ Works, Op. 'c_jio' III’ Pe 116. 3. M.’ Poe m.

be Im.’ Pe 171. 5. ;ﬁ-ﬂn, see also Gal. 6'15.
6- MNIBI, &rks, 22. C tt’ III, Pe 1710
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of the Holy Spirit is nowhere duplicated in the rest of the Carolines,

The act of Christ for our redemption is done once and for all
but without a seal or as a testator without an emut.or.l Christ's
coming is no coming and His work is no work without the Holy Spirit:
®If the Holy Ghost come not, Christ's comingz can do us no good; when
all is done, nothing is done. "2 The Holy Spirit who brings the lord
and conceives it in the flesh of Mary and mskes 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 by the Hely 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 Word has done
for our redemption. Andrewes used this analogy: "A word is of mo
force though written, which we call a deed, till the seal be added:
that maketh it authentiecal. "3 Andrewes insisted, however, that this
was no mere guman analogy. "“God hath borrowed those very terms from
us:" Christ is the Word and the Holy Spirit is the seal, "if the
Seal come not too, nothing is done."“ 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 m 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 flesh; the trinitarian relation is not
broken in the incarnaiion of the Sonj the hypostatic union is sustained

by the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit identifies the Word to be the only

lo Ibid., p. 21“' 2. Ihido’ po 1710
3. ms’ Works, 22. ﬁo’ III’ Pe 1?1.

he loc. cit.
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beloved of the Father. A4t the buptism of Jesus it is the Spirit
who identifies the Son and the Father speaks $o the Une on whom
the Spirit descm.l The identification of Christ by the Holy
Spirit is not so much for His benefit as it is for ours. "Indeed,
His whole baptism is not so much His as ourai."2 Bishop Jewel,
quoting from Chrysostom, spoke of Christ's baptism as the passion
of Chu.--i.s.d;.3 This was Andrewes' ufiderstanding also.

ihe Holy 3pirit makes Christ known at His baptism; He rested
upon Him and sbided with Him.k This same Spirit is given st Pente~-
coste The Holy Spirit is poured without measure into the humanity
of Christ at His conceplion and the ascended Christ is the cistermn
out of which the Holy Spirit is poured at Penteooat.s We receive
out, of the fulness of Christ grace for grace. All that Christ is
and all that He has done for us is commitied 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 trﬂ.w@hant6essﬂttial love of the Father for the Son
is poured upon the Church. "ind this day", Ced by 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. Ibid., p. 261, 2. loc. cit.

3., Jewel, lVorks, op. cit., Second Portion, p. 1101,

L, #ndrewes, Works, op. ¢it., III, p. 173. See also John 13132.
5« Andrewes, Works, op. cit., III, p. 31l.

6. Andrewes, Works, op. git., III, p. 148,

7. Ibide, pe 149.
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Christ is sealed to our possession by the Spirit of Ged. That is
why Andrewes rightly referred to the Holy Spirit as the Spirit of
grace, given to us.l This is why the word and the sacrament are de-
pendent on the Holy Spirit in Andrewes' thought. There is no baptism,
no preaching, no eucharist and no prayer without the coming of the
Holy Spirit.2 Unless the Spirit quickens the word it remains but a
dead letter that kills and the eucharist without the Spirit is but
flesh that can profit us nothing.3 The sending of the Holy Spirit
by God emphasized, said Andrewes, Lhal grace is from without.h With-
out the Spirit we cannot live the life of grace, that is, a life in
Christ and so consequently we can never come to the life of glory.s
The Holy Spirit is active in us from our baptism $0 our resurrection,
In Andrewes' thought baptism can be seen as a sacramental union with
Christ,

Though Andrewes abtributed such a prominent part to the acti-
vity of the Holy Spirit he never abstraicted it from the trinitarian
relation. The whole Trinity was involved in the giving of the Holy
Spirit; it was the act of the one eternal God and this of course
followed naturally in Andrewes' thought., .As the union of the Father
and the Son the Holy Spirit is seen by .indrewes 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 exten-

1. ;I_:bid.’ Pe 210, 2e &. Pe 172.
3. loc. git. 4 Ibid., p. 313.

5. Itﬁ-do, FPRe 193’ 194. 6. Ibido. Pe 195.
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sion of the internal, sternsl union of love into our flesh. .Andrewes
thought of the gift of the Spirit in His fulness as the free gift of
God; the free gift of grace. %A free zift from the free Spirit; a

1 .
gift of grace {rom the Spirit of grace." The gift of grace from the
2
Spirit is union with Christ. Grace, as uniou with Christ, is the
extension of the interior relation of love of the Trinity to man in
faith, Andrewes brought his discussion on the Holy Spirit to a close
by relating it once again to the Trinity. The eternal relationship
of love within the Trinily is the ground and fountain of all grace.
The movenment 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 irom 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 we
the profit, They the praise: the rather, for that even the praise
shall redound to our profil also, the highest profit of all, the
gaining of our souls, and the gaining of them a rest in the
Heavenly kingdom with all Three FPersons!' ==3
The origin snd essentisl meaning oi the nature of grace is to be seen
in the Trinity while the fulness and completion of grace is man's ine
corporation into the Trinitys This understanding of grace is the
vltimste meaning of atonement and will be dealt with in a later chapter.
The main contention of indrewes' 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 nore than an emergy but

l. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., JII, pj 390. See alse 2 Cor. 12:4-7.
2. Andrewes, Works, gv. git., III, p. 399.

3. Ibid., p. 406.



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 per-
son in the Trinity; who claimed that the Spirit was simply an at-
tribute of {,':'rod.‘2

Pearson related salvation by grace to the Spirit; The gift
of the Spirit was His working within us an assent to the Word of God
which was dealared to us.3 Sanctification belongs also to the office
of the Spirit who gives us all things necessary for our salvntion.k
It was upon' this understanding of the Holy Spirit as sanctifier that
Downame made his distinction between justification and sanctification;
the one a deed done for us by Christ and the other the deed worked
continually in us.s The Holy Spirit, sald Downame, makes us to be
partakers of redemption which is the grace of Christ wrought for us.6

The Holy Spirit anointed Jesus Christ both at His birth and
at His baptism into the office of redeemer. As the Messiah He was
confirmed in His office as Prophet, Priest and Ki.ng.7 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

de Pmson, op. &., Pe 51.-3. 2e Mo’ PBe 5“-9. 551’ 552.
3. M-’ Pe 576, 4. 'Mc, pe 575.
5. Downame, A Treatise of Justification, op. cit., pp. 3, 4.

6. Downame; A Covenant of Grace, op. cit., ppe 42, 43.
7. Pearson, op., cit., pp. 178, 85.
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into the office of Redeemer, The Father declared that Jesus was
lHiis Son and the Holy Spirit anointed Him "to be a Priest, a Prophet,
and a King; whe is therefore most properly called the Messiah, or
Christ, the Anointed of God, and every way qualified io be our ledia=
tor and T.lodaemer.“l The Hely Spirit, sald Beveridge, is united to
and always accompanies the flesh of Christ...2 The hypostatic union
is eternally maintained. It was the Holy Spirit, said Barmw, who
not only conducted God our Saviour into His f{leshly tabernacle bub
remained with Him in His entire ministry on ct.=.1.r"l'.l:l.3 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 Son is now inseparably united to the person of
Christ who is the Son of God and the Son of ma.n.h The eternal unity
now completely involves mun eternally in the person of Christ.
Though Taylor dealt at some length with the sending of the

Holy Spirit his thought did not follow closely to that 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 understanding of
the Spirit's coming and his concept of grace informed one another,

It is one of the privileges of the Cospel, and the benefits of

Christ's ascension, that the Holy Ghost is given unto the church,
and is become to us the fountain of gifts and graces. But these

1. Be‘veridge, Works, She ﬂz.’ I’ De 216.
2e BWar:‘.dge, Works. SBe. E_j_-:;t, II.{.’ Poe 166.

3. Barrow, Works, op. cit., IV, p. 1l6l, See also Matt. 12:28,
Acts 10:38, Rom. l3lk.

e Pm’ op. 2&.’ Pe 535. See also John mln‘ 22.
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gifts and graces sre improvements and helps of our natursl

faculties, of our art and industry, not extraordinary, mirac-

ulous, and imrediate infusions of habits and gifts., -1
Taylor was correct in saying what grace was not but the positive
understanding of grace falls far short of the essential meaning of
grace that ¢an bs discerned in the writings of Andrewes. We do
not find in Taylor's understanding of the gift of the Holy Spirit
the complete selfegiving 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 Taylors understanding of the
third peorson of the Triuity was to regard the Holy Spirit as that
principle which enables us to live a holy .'Li.t'e..2 The stress on holy
living was central to Taylor's concerns but this was largely inter—
preted in moralistic terms., His doctrine of grace was a corollary to
this concern. 7This will be especially moted in relation to baptism
and the atonement.,
In this chepter we have stressed that the doctrine of the

Trinity in relation to the nighty act of redemption determines to a
l:irge extent our understanding of the essential nature and movement
of grace. Bub simply to assent to an orthodox or biblical view of
the Trinity does not afford us with a biblical doctrine of grace.
The doetrines must radically interpenetrate one another., A4 continual
conversation has to take place within our theological understanding
in order that this interpenetrating action might take place., The im=
plileations of an mdarét-.mding of the Trinily, continually informed

l- TWIOI" 92. S-i_IT-)... “’It’ p. 35’.
2, Taylor, Works, op. git., V, p. 422,
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by hHoly Scripture, musit be relentlessly thought through in the logie
of faith., Something of this systematic articulation cun definitely
be noted in aAndrewes’ 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 privary coucern was for the holy
life, a noble concern, but in his conslderation of the meaning of
grace this was precisely his criterion and the mevement. of grace was

snbt.lyy reverseds



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 shawp relief the questions relating to sin and
free grice., The doctrine of the Church of Home respecting the re~
tention of man's free.will after the fall was repudiated by the main
Caroline tradition as Arminian, It egqually rejected the docirine
held by the most radical of the Calvinists who applied the sanme
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 keepiug
even man's sin within the sovereignty of God, was largely lost by
the Caroline Bishops. |

Tho' sl ‘ARl mus vas savsod Hor sin o shesdibely e
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 creation:

- 137 -
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1l
a spiritual life vhich was a life with Gode Im Lie act of creation
Adam had or was the first life, the life ol nalure or Lae living
soul and when he fell, he fell from this staxe.z but Adam was also
created for a purpose and this was an essential part of lis creation,
He was created for a spiritual life which would have Leen Iis had he
lived according to the will of God. This life of purpvse Adau also
had not Ly way of possession as the {irsl, bul ouly as pessibility
and by promise though Andrewes regarded iLhis as part of essential
man.3 Adam's fall, therefore, was a total fall., He fell from both
states; "llot only that he had in reversion, by not fulfilling the
conditions, but even that he had in esse too.“k Andrewes did not
seek to preserve the wholeness of man's nature after the fall; all
that was man was affected and infected with sin, including his wﬂl.s
Perhaps Blshop Taylor, more than any of the other Carolines
differed from Andrewes on this point. Taylor wrote at considerable
length attempting to articulate the position of the Church of Zngland
on this subject. <t is clear from Taylor's extremely varied dis-
courses on the nature of sin that he thought of sia 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 toc say
that he conceived of sin as a violation of a moral law. Iis doctrine
of sin was fundamentally thought out from this concept of sx;z. lhe
grace of Christ, said Taylor, was the assistance that God gave to man
that bhe might keep Lhe new law of grace inaugurated by Christ. Though

1. mea’ W. op. .c_é-il_.’ II, Poe 220,

2. lec. git. 3. lec. eit.
he Los. cit.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. ¢it., V, p. 57.
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Taylor camnot be completely circumgcribed by this definition it was,
nevertheless, the formative element in his thinking,

Taylor believed thut men was first created in a natural whole-
ness and to his natural being God added supernatural gra.ce.l By this
grace Adam was able to do things above nature.z Thus when man fell
he fell from this supernatural grace but he did not fall from the
vholeness of his n_ature.s The discourses that God had with Adam after
his disobedience reveals that God did not take away from idam, or from
us, any of the natural perfections of man but only His supernatural
g;ra.ce.h The nature of man is not corrupted by the fall of Adam though
it is imperfect as far as supernaturzl efforts are conco:med.’ Taylor
admitted that by Adam's fall this imperfect nature tends to sin and
dea.t,h.‘ But he maintained thut Adam's nature was not spoiled by the
fall end was not wholly inclined to avil.? lis 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 st.te of being. The
concept of Christ reforming our eﬁtire nature did not play a formative
part in his 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 nsturszl determinism, To say that our natures were corrupted by

8
the fall was to make sin determinism. Since there was no ahsolute

1. T&ylﬂr' }brks’ op. it_.. IK. Pe L1,

- ;_QE.' Eé._t_c 3. Ibid.. Pe mo
he loc. eit. 5. Lec. git.

6. Taylor, Works, op. cit., VIII, p. 184,
7+ Taylor, Works, op. eit., IX, p. 325.
8. Tvlﬂr. "brk" op. ﬁ.. II’ Poe 209. See also Vol. II, Pe 50,
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cure for nature we used the notion of a fallen nature as an excuse
to sin, claiming that sin was » necessity of ma:l;t:u's:..1 Taylor was
anxious to méintain the complete responsibility of sin ;n 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
we ain.z "path i= we intend, by laying load upon him, to excuse
ourselves, and which is worse, to entertain our sins infallibly,
and never to part with them, upon the pretence that they are natural,
and irresistible," The fear of making sin a determined and neces=
sary act partially explains why Taylor insisted on the retention of
man's free.will after the faJl.‘ |

For Andrewes Lhe incarnation revealed the rsdemption of the
whole being of m:m.s 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 imformed by the radical nature of grace.
Andrewes believed that man fell totally; all that he was and all that
he was meant to be, Tn Christ as the second Adam the total being of
man is gathered uwp in H_i:m.s All men have an interest in Christ bee-

cause in His incarnation He restores to the sons of Adam their whole

7
nature, that is, all that Adam had at the time of his sin. As we

1. Ibid., p. 207.

2. Taylor, Vorks, op. cit., IX, p. &2,

3. Ibid., p. 50. Lo Ibid., p. 87.
5. Androwes, Works, op. gcit., I, p. 1Lil.

6. Andrewes, lWorks, op. cit., II, p. 220.

7. Loc. 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
ereated for and this he had by promise; only as he walked according
to the will of God. UNot all men are restored to this second state
said mdrms.l All men participate in the former because the in-
carnation involves our common humanity but only those partake of the
second who are in Glau'illt.2 Atonement is no mechanical act; Christ's
act involves all men and all men are confronted with this act and
¢ lled to accept it in faith, Those whom Christ calls as His child-
ren, who are incorporated into Christ, have a full interest in Hin.s
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

'
and that in him we are all simners. But he rejected the thought

that sin was therefore inherent in u.e.s Adam's sin was not formally
ours it was so only by imputation but not inherent in ua.6 Original
sin is only ours by imputation which leaves us still in our natural
liberty though it has stripped us of our supernatural git‘t-s.7 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. loc. eit, 2. Ibid., p. 221.
3. Loc. cit.

Lo Taylor, Works, gop. cit., IX, p. 84e

5. Log. gcit., 6. Ibid., p. 85.

7. Ibido’ Pe 330.
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not inherent in us., Adam's sin was reckoned to all but this does
not make us guilty in the same smouAdam.l Adam's sin brought
sin and death into the world and the salamity of his sin passed upon
us but it is for our own sin that we die.z Taylor thought of Adam's
sin as the principle of evil that came into the world by his :Ii.n.3
Adam's sin is the occasion for our sin.h 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 Rom, 5:12-14, Taylor endeavoured to show that

St. Paul consciously limited the effects of Adam's fall:

By which discourse it appears, that 5t. Paul does not speak of

all mankind, as if the evil occasioned by Adam's sin did descend

for ever upon that account; but it had a limited effect, and

reached only to those who were in the intervsl between Adam and

Moses, ==5 :
Taylor's reasoning behind this interpretation was related to the give
ing of the law. Until this time the full force had fallen upen man-
kind but once the law had been given Taylar believed that each man was
Jjudged 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 becsuse he felt that this would make all sin de-

terministic., Thus he limited the radical nature of sin but in so

L. tavlor, Yompggeeaiisy B v 1.
2. L_QS_. ﬂo 3. Ibid., p. 11.

‘i-c Ibido, Pe 85. 5. Ibido, Pe 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 we 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 overeome 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 wafs an assiste
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—oper.tes with God's grace. The following
quotation is to the point:

But remember, that when Israel fought against Amalek, 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, aand observing prudently, and labouring with dili-
gence and assiduity., =3

1- TW]DI', ‘%rkﬁ’ _0.20 E_iio’ II’ Pe 26‘&-
2. Taylor, Works, op. eit., III, p. 352. See also Works, op. cit.V,,n.15.

3. Taylor, Works, op. cit., II, p. 233. See also Works, op. cit.V,
PP 109’ m.
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Taylor sought to preserve the natural integrity of man from the
fall and therefore stressed grace in its secondary sense; 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 man 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., When Bishop Andrewes comsidered the
. above passage, Exodus 17:11, 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
upholds hin.l 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 normstive when the rationale
istic spirit of the seventeenth century penetrated the Church of
Bngland, 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
Andreves 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 birth; wherein He purified

2
and sanctified, by His holy Nativity, the original uncleanness of oursY

1. Andm“. Horks’ 22. ﬂ-‘_h_o. V, PPe m, ‘15-

2. Andrewes, lorks, op. cit., I, p. 1l4.
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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,

Bishop Hall did not qualify the nature of sin by limiting it
to part of man or semething outside man's essential being. The whole

being of man is infected by =in 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. 41l
'
mankind was in Adam in such a way that his sin is truly our sin,

Qur natures are derived from the first Adam and as we sinned in him

5
s0 he lives in us, Beveridge affirmed this also. "is a zolt begets

wolves not lambs; 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 sin; he is a simner, he is sin.

The old man of sin lies in the whole of our natures and therefore it
8
is the whole man that must be cricified. 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, Vorks, op. cit., V, p. 316. 2. Ibid., pe 314
3. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 386. 4. Ibid., p. 607.
5. Hall, Works, op. eit., VII, p. 133.

Ce Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 270.

7. Hall, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 140,

8. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 386.

9. Hall, Works, op. cit., I, p. k.
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Qur own natures cannot reveal the presence of sin in us because
nature which is sinful only agrees with it.self.l Grace reveals sin
and it is in the depths of our sin that the grace of God is scen most
clearly; Jjust as light is best seen in darlmass.z The grace of God
finds all men sinful, All men are equally without the possibility of
God's grace by nat.ure.3 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. HMan's state of sin is made different 'only by
God's grace and calling.k

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 natural perfection and in himself represented the likeness and
image of God.s The natural perfection of man consisted in man's in-
tellectual powers, in his liberty of will and in his dominion mﬁr
the created order.6 This natural foundation of man represented for
Bull, as it did for Taylor, the essence of mammess which was intrin-
sic to the make up of all men, Man in this natural state of perfect-
ion was mot 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 naturol perfections such as free-will, could on the strength
of his natural pewsrs:.reach the ultimate goal for which he was created,
Bull's iatention in articulating this particular doctrine of creation

was, like Taylor's, an effort to show that their doctrine was free

1. Lec. git. 2. Loc. gite
30 ij-dc, Pe 1610 i‘lm }_22_- S!-ir_o

5. .Ehlll’ _220 E_i_t'.t, Pe 559- 66 Ibid--’ Pe wau
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from Pelagisnism but it had the exactly oppesite effect.

In order that Adam might attain to the goal for which he
was created Bull believed that God endowed naturally perfected man
with supernatural gifts; gifte of grace infused by the Spirit of
Godol That part of the divine image which was related to the spiri-
tual gifts of man was conceived by Bull to be lLummortality, grace,
holiness and righteousmas.z These gifts related man more closely
to the likeness of God and the divine image was prineipally re-
flected in these graeoa.s Therefore, it was in these gifts that
the spiritual perfection of man cons:l.st.ed.h In granting these gifts
to Adam God ushered him into the covenanit of grace in which he was
able by his supernatur:l grace to attain his heavenly goal. Before
Adam fell he possessed a natural innocense 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 comvenant,
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 inte the state of grace
whereby he could abttaia to his heavenly reward. Adam perfectly re-
presented in himself the Divine Image of God and to this natural per-
fection of his nature were zdded the perfections of gmo.s The
implications of this doctrine of creation and the fall have massive

ramifications in the doctrine of atonement and change the nature of

F Ml, op. _{4-2_1'-_0' Fe hséo 2. Ibido. P ‘}38.
3. EC_. ‘9&0 Le Ibid., Pe 1}56.

51 Blﬂl, 22. m-’ Pe w-
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grace in its biblical understanding when these implications are
theologically thought through. The fact 1s that they were not so
thought out, but thers were enough vibrations from such thinking
which did in effect shift the ground of grace from its 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 framc-
work of a dual perfection of creation., When Adam disobeyed the com=
mand of God he violsted the covenant of grace and his fall was a
fall from grace, Adam lost the supernatural gifts which God had
beotowed upon hiwm; he lost the hope of atlaining the end for which
he was created, the possession of heaven and the covenaut of grace by
which he could have reached his goal. When “dam fell, said Bull, he
lost the vhole complexion of supernatural grace. In the state of
his integrity Adam had the grace of divine kmowledge and this he lost
through his sin. Like Taylor, Bull maintained that man was stripped
only of extrinsic gifts, supernatursl grace. Man lost his original
righteousness which consisted of such grace but his natural perfectien
remained intact. That dimension of the divine image which was con=
stituted by grace superadded to nature was defaced and blotted out
by man's transgression.l

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 wan was not lost by Adam when he fell; Adam

1. Mc, Pe 488,
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ne¥er lost that part of the divine image wiich was essential to his
nmness.l Fallen man still remained man; he never lost his iutel-
lectual power or liberty of will, Though one part of the divine
image is totally defaced the natural part of the divine image is
never wholly blotted out or extinguished but remains even in fallen
m.2 Bull maintained that man never ceases to be man even though
he is fallen man., It musl be added, however, that the retention of
man's natural perfection by Bull was a static state; an inherent
part of man rather thau a continuation of God's absclute grace. In
asserting the divine image ol man after the fall Bull loocked to man
rather than to God's sustaining love.

Though Bull maintained the natural integrity of man after the
£.11 he asserted in the strongest terms that the natural man could
not possibly redeem himseli, The relention of man's nebural integrity
was not looked upon by Bull as worlhy of God's redemptive grace., “he
only worthiness that man had of heaveuly glory was a deep and pro-
found sense of his utter unworthiness of 11:.3 In Adam's complste
integrity, both natural perfection and supemmatural grace, he had
union with God and the bond oi that union was the Divine Spiri‘b-.h
The essence of man's restoration to union with God necessitated that
the divine grace and the operation of the Holy Spirit be given te
fallen man.s The act of redemption was simply an addition to the
natural perfection of mane Dy God's grace aud the gift of the Holy
Spiriz wan was able to perform those things which pertain to etemmal

iife, 5Euil's concept of the crsation and fall of man very definitely

1. Bull’ 22. ﬁ-’ Pe 4880 2. _I-o_g. ﬂo
30 M-. Pe 173. ‘I.o Lbido. Pe ‘095.

5. Ihid-, Fe 503. 6. Ihid.. Pe 502.
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conditioned his doctrine of graces grace is an assisting and enabling
aid. The emphasis on the grage of God was bused on the understanding
of grice as a co-opercting ald which was added to nature rather than
the creation of & new creature in Christ.

Thie pattern of thought wes quite prevalent among the Caroline
theologiuns and its mest forceful exporent was probably Bishop Taylor.
Without a radical understanding of the fall a radical doctrine of
grace is impossible. The movement of course should be the other way;
& radical concept of grece reveals the depths of man's depravity.
However, when Bull and Taylor articulated their doctrine of the fall
in s form which modified the radicslness of sin the doctrine of grace
was in twn modified, making it an zid added to the natural man by
which he is strengthened to do those things sbove his natural abilite
ies. Fallen man, who still retains his free-will is called upon to
aecept the grace of Cod that by co-operzting with grace he might be
enabled to perform the conditions of the new covenant. The emphasis
en this understonding of grace is concerned with man's activity rather
than the activity of God in Jesus Christ. The tenacious retention
of the free-wlll of man by Teylor and Bull was partislly a resection
to the hyper-Calvinists and their claim of irresistible grace inter-
preted as a rigid arbltrary decree imposed on man,

The perversion of Calvin's doctrine of reprobation by the ex=-
tremists in the Calvinist school had its effect on many of the Carocline
bishops. By placing the same stress on the sovereignty of God's will
in reprobatlon that Calvia had placed on predestination some Calvinists
tended to make Cod appear as the suthor of sin. This is what Peter
Haylin objected to in the Calvinist's position but he mistakenly
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attributed this perversion to Calvin himself., He interpreted the
Calvinists to mean that man was forced to sin by the will of God
thus making sin an inevitable determinism forced upon m.l Heylin's
quote fmm the Iliad reveals that he thought of Calvin's doctrine of
sin as determinism from th_e side of God: "It was not I that did it
but the Gods and Dostin:y."a The implication of this cuote could have
been directed against many of the Calvinists but Heylin certainly mis-
understood Calvin on this issue. Calvin definitely placed the re-
sponsibility for man's sin on man h:ln:mlf,3 though keeping it within
the bounds of the sovereignty of God's will., The fiery Bishop
Mountague also took issue with the Calvinists on the question of sin
in its relation to the sovereignty of God., He maintained that man
was not determined to sin against his H:L'l.l.k 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., This 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 Miscellaneous Tracts (Londons:
Printed by M, Clark, for Charles Harper at the Flower-d-lace over
against St. Dunstan's Church in Fleststreet, 1681), pp. 520,521,522,

2. Eeylin, op. cit., p. 507.
3. Celvin, op. cit., 2:16:3. "For howmoever we be simners by our own

fault, yet ve may remain his creatures. Howsoever we have purchased
death to curselves, yet he made us unto life,"

k. Moumbague, ippello Caesarem, op. cit., p. 68.
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his actions by the use of nis iree-will, iie claimed at such woments
1
that it was as easy for maa to cease Irom sinning as it was to sin,

in certain sections of his works he Vigorousiy denied that man's
nature was sinfui, 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 thems ‘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 respensibility for sin. He elaborated his posi-
tion furthers:
Natural corruption can make us a criminal, but not innocent;
for though by him that willingly abide in the state of mere
nature, sin cannot be avoided, yet no man is in that state
longer than he loves to be soj; for the grace of God came to
rescue us from this evil position, and is always present to
give us a new nature, and create us over ggain: and, there-
fore, though sin is made necessary to the natural man by his
impotency and fond loves, that is by his unregenerate nature;
yet in the whole constitulion of affairs, God hath more than
made it up by his grace, if we make use of it, —i
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 unregeneracy 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. Taylox’, Horka, Op. Qf{_o, IX, Pe 88,

24 Taa'lor’ "bl‘ks’ 92. Eé-}_o’ VI, Pe 249,
3. Taﬂ'lnr’ Works, op. _‘a-;h_.’ VI’ Poe 2‘&9.

‘i-‘ Ibid.l' p. 2}91
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necessity involved in the will of fallen man. The tension implied
in Beveridge's wnderstanding of a 'Willing Necessity' with regard to
the will was decidedly missing im Taylor's thought. The will for
Taylor was equally ready to will evil or good and it was Just as much
in the power of man to 1lifh his hands in prayer as it was to 1ifh them
against his hwother in quarrel} In fact Taylor thought there was a
greater affinity between the will aad a virtuous objeet than an evil

2
act. There was littls to suggest im such remarks any indie.tion

anything of an isternal willinz necessity to evil Imposed by the 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 contimuation of
sin, GCmnerally Taylor placed the entire emphasis of both on man's
free=will,

This statement is abundantly substantiated by Taylor's writings
and must be pointed oul as a dominant stress in his thought. However,
once we have sald this, it must be added that Taylor made qualific.tions
to this understanding in some of his other works. %There is, in fact,
an inciplent dectrine 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 part of our pardon, even without any disposition of our

oun 1o receive it, we covld not desire a pardon, nor hope for
it nor work towards it, nor ask it, nor receive it. —3

l. Taylor, Works, op. cit., V3 p. 303.
2. lec. git.
3. Tﬂyler, "brks, op. .Ei_tt’ VI' Pe “l.
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when Taylor spoke of grace in this manner he placed ths complebe
stress on God as the gracisus giver. He called this movament of grace
ty great forwardness of forgiving' because it is God's mercy that
zives the pardon, the way to find it, the hand to receive it, the
eye to search it aad the heart to desire it.l At such times Taylor
kept his concern cantred on God and nol man; the movement of grace
and the 'first work' is completely from God. Taylor was nol consist-
ent in this formulation of grace, however, for after the '{firsl work?
of grace his concern wais centrad on man. This becoues most obrious
in his doctrine of the atonenent,

Tsylor also noted that ol every man was given the grace of

God and he contrasted the two states that men were placed in by the
gift of grace on the cne hand and the stale of reprobation on the
other,

This giving of preventing grace is a mercy of forgiveness cone

trary to that severity, by which scme desperate persons are given

over Lo a reprobate sense; that is a leaving of msn to themselves,

s0 that they cannot pray effectually, not desire holily, nor

repent truly, nor receive any of those mercies which Cod designed

so plentecusly, and the Son of God purchased so dearly for us., ——2
In his coacept of reprobation Taylor moved the stress from God to
man but he retained the sovereignty of God'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 retained in tlﬁs concept of repro=-

bation but the stress was correctly placed on the 'desperate persons'.

1, Jbid., p. 212,

2. Taylor, Works, op. git., V, p. 212. G5ee also Carleton, op. cit.,
p« 18. Carléton upheld Calvin's doctiine of veprobation at the Dort
Synod and Taylor's understanding on thie 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 Curoline thought,

The particular doctrine of the fall that Macfoll 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
eritical of the Reformers who maintained that man's whole nature was
corrupted. "They taught," said MacColl, speaking of the Reformers,
#that the Fall vitiated human nature at the very core, making it al-
together corrupt, so that Ged could find nothing in it but what was
abominable and hatoﬁﬂ.."l It is most regrettable that MacColl should
have continually stressed that the Caroline doctrine stood in oprosition
to Reformed thought; unfortunate because it was not true., Lven Bull and
Taylor never held that there was anything in man that was worthy of
God's grace.

MacColl had failed to understand that Calvin's doctrine of a
radical full was thought out from the doctrine of graoe.2 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. H&cColl, _O_Ba ﬁ-’ Pe 116.

2, T, F. Torrance, Calvin's Doctrine of Man (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1949), pp. 83, a5,

3. Torrance, Calvin's Doctrine of Man, op. cit., pp. 83, 85.
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man for he saw that Ged 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-
eth yet somewhat that he of his goodness may love."l 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 Seriptural 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
Adam as a two-fold total fall.z Andrewes did not retain the free-
will in man after the fall.3 Nothing that is good grows in the
flesh of man, grace comes from outside of man.h Man's fall is
away from God and there is no ability in fallen man to turn teo Godf
If God should say to us, "Turn to Me, and I will turn to you, uz

must pray, Convert Thou us, O Lord, and we shall be converted,"

1. Calvin, op. cit., 2: 163 3. 2. See pages 108, 110, 111,
3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 57.
he Andrewes, Works, op. cit., III, p. 313.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 318,
6. _I_oO_C. gi_to
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Andrewes kept the stress of our conversion and salvation om God.
We must pray to God for our conversion but even here the emphasis
was on God's initiative: no man can pray without the Spirit of
God.l God's love comes to man not in his goodness but in his sin,
Geod reaches to the very depths of sin to redeem man for God fore
gives the very worst that man can do - the murdering of Chrilt».z
Sin reached it s utter bounds in the crucifixion of Christ and
this act showed the superabounding of God's grace. Andrewes 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,
turneth not away from them that turn to Him, is ready to receive
to grace them, even them that rebelled against H:Lm."3 It is only
vwhen 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-
gaﬁ sin as a deficiency of grace and this concept gave sin an
appearance of a negative state. Theyerr, said Bishop Davenant,

a Dort participant, who say that original sin is nothing more than
a defect of grace.h Davenant affirmed that the essence of sin was

5
sin ag inst the majesty of God; a positive act. Downame also

1. Mms’ w;&.:ﬁd_;_t..’,v’ Pe 351.
2. Ihid., p. 99. 30 Ibid.’ po 318

L. John Davenant, An Exposition of the Epistle of St, Paul to the
Colossians (London: Hamilton, Adams & Co., 1831), 1, De 455.

5. Ibide, pe 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
manner of sin.l Thus sin is not simply an absence of good but a
positive attack upon God., "For by our sinnes we nayled CHRIST
upon the CROSSE; by our sinnes we pierced the presious body of
JESUS CHRIST: we are the men that crucified our blessed Sa:viour."z
Bishop Beveridge was also of this mind., Man's nature is now averse
from good and inclined to evil as it was before averse to evil and
inclined to good.3 The entire nature of man and his destiny is
inverted by sin.

When Adam lived in original righteousness, said Davenant,
the rectitude of the whole man was to God.h The original righteous-
ness of Adam comprehended the spiritual life of the mind.5 The
mind of man before the fall had perfect illumination and man's
whole being was in harmony with the knewledge and will of God.6
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 mind 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, lLog. cit.
3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 266.

4. John Davenant, A Treatise on Justificotion (london: Hamilton,
Adams, and Co., 1844), I, p. 100,

5. Ibido’ Pe 101. 6. Ibid.’ Pe 100,
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blind fwulty.l The terribleness and in fact the reality of
sin is seen in God's judgment against sinj death is pronounced
upon man by G&i. The sentence of death is by divine ordination
and it is spiritual, actual and etermal d.uaa.i'.h.2

Though Taylor came under much criticism from his contem-
poraries for his concept of sin and we must centinue to be eritical
of some aspects of his writings, nevertheless, Taylor came very
close to seeing the true nature of man's f£all when he pointed out
that the sin of Adam dammed him to the eternal loss of the sight
of God's glorious face.3 But unfortunately Taylor did not press
this understanding in a positive manner, He said that original
sin damned us only to this loss. Taylor did not see as clearly
the significance 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 loss of the sight of God's face. Davenant
saw the implications of this very clearly but Taylor did not. Une
doubtedly Taylor's doctirine of sin would have been 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 Christologiecali.

I Ibidd.., Pe 100.
26 DaVenant, _(_J_n (blo'sj.m’ 22- _c.!-j:'_., I’ Pe 1}51.

3. TWJ-DZ" Works, gP. Cita-’ I.x’ Pe 12,
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Taylor believed that man, though not really deprawved 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 grice. Something had to be done for
man e

I deny not, but all persons naturally are so, that they

cunnot arrive at heaven; but unless some other principle

be put into them, or some great grace done for them, nust

stand forever separate from seeing the face of Gods, =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
cross was accidentally occasioned by the sin of Mam, Bat 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
nature by the Spirit of Gods 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 fall of Adam mankind was

plunged into a state of spiritual death, having lost the image of
God in which he was creatod.h The divine grace which was the soul

the very life of life itself, was withdrawn from man and its place

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., IX, p. 13.

2e _I._Q_g. g&. 3. Ibidc’ PPe 33' ‘llc

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 ef grace which
dissolved the m:l.on.z In the fall of man all the faculties of
the soul suffered the loss of the perfect rectitude to GOd.B When
man turned himself away from the light of his life and life of his -
life it was as if, said Davenant, man had twrned away from the sun.
The mind lost its light when Adam fell and it became burdied in thick
darknua.k Man's will can no longer turn itself to the light of
CGod's glorious face because it is blind., Man lost the original
rectitude and his will is no longer conformable to God's wil}..s
In fallen man the will was no longer deprived of its original
rectitude but now it was filled with pervmity.6 The mind there-
fore does not reflect the will of God but in its place it wills
evil, Original sin is not onJ,Y a privation of truth but a posi-
tive hatred of truth as weJ.l.7

Davenant's concept of the fall clearly indicates that
he thought of the fall in radiecal terms; man was totally involved
in sin. 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. &. mo 2- Imc. De J&sln

3. Davenant, A Treatise on Justification, op. cit., I, p. 100,
4. Davenant, Colossians, op. cit., I, pp. 453, 451.
5. Davenant, A Treatise on Justification, op. cit., I, pp. 118, 126,

é. Davenant, Colossians, op. cit., I, p. 453.

7. Davenant, A Treatise on Justification, op. cit., I, p. 101.
80 Ibido, Pe 102.
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knowledge of God and the human mind is out of harmony with the
divine will.l 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,
bound reason and lead the will eapt:l!e.z All of man is involved
in the state of sin and in this state he is utterly helpless.
It was useless to talk of free-will toward salvation because the
will has lost its rectitude and can no longer turn teo God.3 Sin
has filled the understanding of the mind with darkness so that
msn can not know the things of God. The will is deprmved and
does not will the mind of God but rather its own will which is
filled with darkness and perversity. Unless the mind is again
formed to the life of grace by God it continuslly turns from Geod
to evil.‘

Bishop Pearson's understanding on this issue was similar
to Davenant's though it lacked adecuate formmlation. At no time
did Pearson seek to retain the wholemess 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 naturzl corruption con-
s:i.st.ihg in an aversion of our wills, and a depravation of our
affections, an inclinstiocn of thegl to the will of God is wrought
within vs by the Spirit of God."  Pearson very foreibly stressed

the utter seriousness of sin by showing the position that man was

p 1 Ibid.. Pe 116 b 5 Ibid., Pe 102,

3. Davenant, Colossians, op. cit., I, ppe 453, 454
he loce cit. 5. Pearson, op. cite, pe 577
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in had Christ come only to reveal and judge our sin. S5in placed
maen 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

vieight of glory; and therefore in a Jjudgment, as such, there

can be nothing but a fearful expectation of eternal misery,

and an absolute despair of everlasting happiness, =l
A1l men are defiled by the corruvption of their nature and tae

2
pollution of their sin, Pearson stressed the incarnation te show
that God incarnate fulfilled the relaticnship of obedience to the
will of God which the first Adam hed viclated., The incarmation
was the unfolding of the drama of the atonement in which man's whole
being was reformed after the imsge 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 elaborsted 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 wind is the law of nature
and right reason

wiich had been so rased and obliterate, and we, by some means

or other, so disabled irom observing it exactly, that until

it was turned into the law of grace, (which is the law of par-

doning infirmities, and assisting us in our choices and elect-

ions,) we were in a state of deficiency from the perfect state
of man, to which God intended us, =3

1. Ibi'd.' p. 538. 2‘ Ibid.’ pl 577l
3. Taylor, Works, op. cit., II, Preface, XIVIII,



- 164 -
Taylor conceived of the law of the mind as the perfect law of
God which Adam knew before the fall but which was defaced when
he fell. 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
now reduced into a law of holy living.l Man, by the assistance
of grace is now able to keep this renewed law of the mind, Taylor
azain 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
even in the regcnon:te.z 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 Bellarmine
the Roman apologist; while holding that baptism perfectly remits
original sin Davenant did not conceive of baptismal grace as simply

3
a cubting away of original sin, Davenant thought of buptismal

1. lec. cit.
2., Davenant, A Treatise on Justification, op. cit. I, pp.104,111,ff,
3. ij.g, Pe 10?.
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grace as a saving and sanctifying grace rather than simply onto-
logical grace.l Perfect rectitude is never completely restored;
the will of the regener:te is not exactly corformable to the divine
1;4:1.1..'1..2 However, man though a sinner is by grace recognized by Cod
as righteous. This was the tension between sin and grace; it was
a state in which the redeemed lived. From the side of God man
stands as righteous in the sight of God in Jesus Christ, bul this
rightecusness can never be arrogated to man's own being. The
eschatological dimension of grace is minimized in an ontological
doctrine of grace which tends to relegate grace to essence. There
were two aspects in G aroline thought 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 claborated in the following chapter. The
second, which of course cannot be separated from the first, wiil
be considered now,

In maintaining the tension between sin and grace Davenant,
while stressing the completed act of salvation, insisted that there
is always a lack of perfect love in the regenerate for God.3 He
quoted Augustine on this matter and agreed with him that perfect
love in the will is not actualized in the regenerate while on
oarth.‘. Davenant, with Augustine, refe;red to this state of grace

for the regenerate as the militant one, The eschatological

1. Ibid., pe 108. 2. M.. PPe 118, 122’ 126,
5. Ibd., p. 120, he Ioc. sit.

5. loc. git.
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character of groce is to be secen at once in the fulmess: of this
life, still under the shadow of the cross, and as Uriumphant in
heaven as the fulness of glory. Bub both the militant and triume
phant forms are but dimensions of the one grace of our Lord.
Davenant rejected Eellarmine's concept of regeneraticn which
stated that in the rezenerate sin is utterly cut away and that
now there is proneness or tendency to sin bul that ihis is not
really sin.l Davenant mainbained that since the will lacked
perfect rectitude to God's will there wer: contraby motlons :hzl
our wiil so that it does not reflsct the perfect will of God,.
The will in this worldd continues to strive against itstl.f.a
Davenant did not limit the completeness of the grace of Christ
but his doctrine of grace allowed him to say gt once thal man
was already Justified in Chadist bubt that in the mdilitant stats
of grace he walled for the consumabion of his redemption., Eishops
Downame and Beveridge were exactly of this mind,

The tension between sin and gruace which Davenant was able
to maintain gave Taylor considerable difficulty. On this issue
Taylor stood closer to Rome than he did to the Caroline tradition,
le, like Bellarmire, considered concupisence to mean only a ten-
dency to sin bLut not sin itself, Taylor was brought under severe
criticism for his interpretation of the Ninth Article of Faith,
Even in answering his critics he coatiaued to perpetuate his errer.

He decluared "that it is one thing to say a thing in its own nature

1. Ibid., FPe 105’ 109. 26 Ihido, Pe 12.1.
3. Loc. cit.
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deserves damnation; and another to say, it is dammable to all
those persons, in whom, it is subjocted."l Taylor was prepared
to affirm the former, that is, the perpetual lusting of the flesh
against the Spirit deserves dammation 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
English Micle.z Part of Taylor's failure to understand this
article properly arose from the fact that whereas the article
spoke of the nature of sin ibself, Taylor always thought of sins
= actual moral lapses, "He that says, every sin is dammable,
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
innocent persona."3 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

l. Tﬂy].or, works’ &c—it—'" VIII’ Prefac‘, CCI'IV'
2e Brmme, op. -ci._to’ Pe 2524

3. Taylor, Works, op, cit., VIII, Preface, CCLV.
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subtlety of sin but he did not affirm it to be really true.

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 fights not against, but ylelds
to his 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 thelr prayers but they cofimit 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, ==l

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 Rom, 7:19.
This particular passage was a reference by the Apostle to the time
before he was in a state of gracc.z Arminius had placed the same
interpretation:on this m..i’r Bishop Carleton had retained the

tension between sin and grace, affirming that this was a reference

1. Taylor, jorks, op. cit., VI, p. 257.
2. Tﬂ’lor, Worka' -O_Eo -e.i_‘_t_.’ II. Poe m.

3. Harrison, Beginuings of Arminianism, op. g¢it., p. 29.
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1
to the regenerate Paul, There was a difference of opinion in
this matter within the Careline 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 simmer; righteous before

God but waiting the redemption to which he has been sealed hy the
2

Holy Spirit.
There was a difference of opinion also on the question of
free-will in fallen man among the Carelines. Hall, like Andrewes,

rejected the doctrine of free-will and asserted that the Church of

3
ingland was flatly opposed to it. Hall maintained that there was

4
no power in the will of natural man to work his own conversion.

Hall saw that such a doctrine divided the work of atonement betwen
God's grace and man's free-will and it was this false doctrine
which Rome uphold.s Since the fall of Adam the will of natural
man had no ability of itself for any act toward salvation. i.ike
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. cit., p. 113.

2, BEphe 1313, 1l4.

3« Hall, Works, ep. e¢it., IX, p. 68. Lo Ibid., pe 494.
5. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 318,

6. H&ll’ WOI‘k’, 9.2. QI'J_.' Ix, Pe ‘lr92.
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aware of the misunderstanding that the question of grace and free-
will had caused. Though he maintained that the will was nature
ally inclined to evil he did not hold that grace forced or vio-
lated the will of nan.l God makes no covenant with the urawilling
for the covenant of grace is founded on love which involves free-
ltlt:ml.2 God does not force man nor does he overthrow the nature
of the will but by His grace makes it work aecording to its essen—
tially created nature; freely and wil.‘l.:'mgly.3 Hall saw, as Andrewes.
did, that our turning to God was an act. of God.h The good that is
willed by the will of man does not come from its own freedom,
which is slavery to itself, but rather from gra.co.s

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
will consists in a freedom to a:i.n.6 The will of fallen man is
in voluntary service to evil and it was free to will evil though
it could not will anything toward :m;l\ra.'c.:I.on.7 Until the will was
freed by grace it could only be free to sin.s 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:

1. m. pit_. 2 Hﬂ]—l’ Horka, 22. ﬁ.’ I’ Pe m.

3. Hall, Works, op. cit., IX, p.495. See also, lorks, op.cit.I., p.118

Lo H&ll. Worka, 22. citv.’ I. Pe 118,

5. Hall. Works. P_Eo E&&o’ Ix’ Pe h%t

6. Downame, The Christian Freedom, Op. git., pe 4l.
7. Loc. git. 8. loc. cit.




Then it was free to choose the good as well as the evil;

now it is free to choose the evil but not the goods then

it was free from sin to holiness; now it was firee 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 as 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. This was
stressed by Beveridge at a time when the spirit of rationalism
was making inroads into the Church of England at the latter part
of the seventeenth century. The Reformed doctrine was sustained
thercfore in the midst of Arminian acceptance,

Bishop Beveridge, perhaps more than any other BEishop,
spoke most clearly on the tension between willing and necessity
of the will, He saw that fallen man was placed in this state
and képt 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 nd 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 sin, 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 twrn to it., -2

Beveridge upheld both the depravity of the will and also the re-

l. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 232.
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
pertaining to eternal salvation.l 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
crﬂ.z Luther acknowledged that man had a free-will, said Cosin,
but it was abused by the devil and man no longer used it comctl:.s
By sinning man had fallen out of God's service which is perfect
freedom and had taken the devil's freedom which is perfect t.lavery.k
In sinning against God man sided with the devil, the professed
eneny of {Zn'odu5 In the face of a denial of meformed thought Cosin,
standing in the Curoline tradition of Andrewes, affirmed it,

The sin of the world which plunged the whole world into
sin was not the breaking natn.mm'aallamrox'|=c:mmamium:t.6 The eat-
ing of the fruit was not good or bad in itself but only as it was

an act against the person of Gode By their disobedience, declared

L. H.ym. _O.B. c_itl, Pe 353.
2e Cﬂm’ ml‘ks’ Op. E&.' I’ Pe 2hlye
5. lLec. elt. be Loc. cit.

5. Ibid., Pe 222, 6. Ibido’ PPe m’ 215.
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Cosin, "they did as much as make an open profession that they
would be none of His subjects, but rencunce His power and lord-
ship over t.hen.'l This was their sin and it is our sin also
because we are all branches of the infected stock of Aﬂan.z All
mankind is poisoned with sinj the sin of disobedience against
God's will which undid and disordered the warld.j God revealed
the heinousness of sin and our contempt against Him by coming
into our midst and becoming affected with our sin.h Cosin saw
the radical nature of sin in the witness of the gospel; that it
would force God to come into our disordered wrld.s The coming
of the Vord unto us full of grace and truth makes it possible for
us to come to Him, Before His coming there was only wrath and men
hid themselves as children who had sinned; until Christ came
Adam must hidehimself in the bushu.‘ Ve remain children of sin
and wrath until we are engrafted into Christ..?

Andrewes elaborsted 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
penal law it showed we were living under the spirit of this m:ori!.ti..8
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

lc oom’ Works, 22' E-j-go Io. Pe 215.

2 Ibido’ Pe 209. 3. Igdu’ Poe 210,
4. Ibid., p. 2lk. 5. Ibid., p. 214.

6. Ibid., p. 4. See also, D. Bonhoeffer, fthies, (London: SCM
Press LEd.’ 1955)’ Pe l&s.

7. Ibidn, Pe 209.
80 Mdmm’ ‘fa‘orKS, 220 E_i}_o’ III, Pe 1.980 9. Ibi.d., pp.198,199.



- 174 -

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
the spirit which blew from Aristotle's 'Z.'%aﬂ.lel'.‘r.3 These motives
do not reveal the true nature of sin for they are but moral and
philosophical motives and not thoological.z 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 =o 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 Sgnctus indeed, -3

Bishop Hall's remarks on this subject were even more
to the point. Crace takes the legal aspect out of the law, said
Hall: "The grace of God preventeth our obedience: therefore
should we keep the law of God, because we have a Sav'ionr.“# Hall
was surely right, the new creature in Christ lives the life of a
new creature because he is a new ereature in Christ, one who is
loved snd 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 ebhical cone
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

de Lbidg’ PP 198. 199- b 1 Ibidc, Pe 199-
3. lecs gite

‘00 Hﬂl’ Norkﬂ' EB. ﬁ.’ I, Pe 1-17.
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£all without making him a determined creature who is simply
acted upon by God's grace? This was certainly Taylor's prob-
lem and partislly explains why he retained free-will in fallen
man., 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 added to the will so that it
could mrk.l The ground and the primary wovement of salvation
is not to be found in the will of the flesh but in the will of
God. Andrewes refused to di€tract from God's grace by giving
something to man.
It is dangereus to ascribe too little to the grace of God,
for then we rob Him of His glery, but if we ascribe too
little to ourselves there is no danger, for whatever we
take from ourselves it camnot 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 and 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. Andms’ Wcrks, op. E_i_t;o, V, Pe 56‘&.
2e Ihld., Pe 316. See also Cdlm’ Op. E-iﬁo’ 2:2:10.

3. m&n. Worka, 9.2. 2&.’ V, Pe 11&3.
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the divine image sin entered and corrupted both the body and the
soul of man.l 3in was a hereditary infection, a splritual lep-
rosy which couid not be cured by anything in nature; there was
0o natursl cure for sin.z Redemption comes only from Christ,
He overcomes our sin and this redemption is ours by ropcnt.amc.a
His vivid description of fallen man shows that Bramhall held a
radical view of Adam's fall, But Bramhall, 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 Chrisi had declded
for man very definitely bul he was insistent in maintaining at
the same time man's need to decide for Christ. Bramhall re-
peatedly affirmed that man was an aclive 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 man a will freely to re-
ceive it frsdy.“h But Bramhall did not seek to preserve the
frecdom of man's will after the fall as Taylor often claimed in
much of his writings. The freedom of the will for Bramiall was
not something retained by man after the fall but was given anew
by Gode. "As all grace is from God so the elective power teo assent

5
to the motions of grace is from God likewise." There was no

1. loc. cit. 2. Loc. git.
3. Loc. cit.

4« Bramhall, Woris, op. e¢it., IV, p. 233.
5. Lec. eit.
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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 ackuowledged
that the will of man had no power to determine itsslif aright withe
out the grace of God. Man was "not presesved from all sin 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
salvation, "1

What we see in Bramhall abt this point is a determination
to show that the salvation of man by God is not a monologue
carried on by God Himself. Dramhall did not question the fact
that the entire redemptive act was God's in Jesus Christ. How=
ever, in the face of the extreme peosition of some of the Calvinists
who stressed the atoning work of God to the point of man's ex-
clusion, Brawhall raised the question as ‘o man's participation
in the redemptive act in Christ. "Is it God ulone," 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
alone then it is His repentance, not man's repentance.“z Bramhalil's
guestion was a needed one where the hyper-Calvinists failed to
properly \relate [the atonement to the incarnation; that in Jesus
Christ God and man were totally inveolved in the salvation of mane
kind. The weakness of the Calvinists was 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. Ibido, Pe 231. 2. Ibido, Pe 106.



- 178 -
Cod as a singular man who made the atoning sacrifice for the
sin of the whole world but in Christ as the second Adam all
mankind was aleo involveds Decause Andrewes saw this and
vitally related our participation to the atoning work threugh
baptism the guestion that troubled Bramhall was not a concern
for Andrewes.

Bramhall never suggested that man mizht in any conceiv-
able way be saved by his free-will but he wanted man's decision
for Christ to be really man's decision. lowevar, he took serious-
1y the fact that man's decision for God was grounded on God's
decision for man in Jesus Christ. Bramhall was explicit about
this: "The coming unto Christ is a supermmatural action, and re~
quireth the preventing and preparing grace of God, which is called
His 'Father's drawing.'“l Though Bramball conceived of this as
the primary motion he was nevertheless anxiouns also to stress
man's comnidtiment 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 conmsent to the calling
of Cod, that is, te determine itself by the power of graaa."z 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 Ged.
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
saving grace they do not nsist.B Hall's emphasis was on the will

1. Bramhall, Works, op. cit., IV, p. 231. 2. Ibid., pp.231, 232,

3. Hail, Works, op. cit., IX, pp.Bls, 515, 502, 506. See also
m. d: l&,’,zo
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of God rather than om man's will but Hlall never spoke of grace
as a deterministic force.

The concept of grace as an assisting power can be seen
in Bramhall's thought though he also understood grace to be much
more than Just a strength by which the will operated for goode
GBven though he rightly stressed the need for a decision by wan
he still saw at times that grace ilself was Lhe decision. "o
man ezn have the actual will to believe and to be converted bub
by the preventing grace of God."l Stidl it was only when Bramhall
vitally relabed grace to the person and work of Christ thal he
best articulated his concept of grace. DBramhall sghowed that by
grace he understood that gracious act of God ia Christ which
brings us out of the nothingness into which our sim had thrown
us, This was Bramhall ab his best: "Ged's culling, and illuse
ination, and imspiration, is not in our power, and we are brouzht
by His grace as it were from mobhing to a new being in Christ,
in whdch respech a regenerute Christlan is called 'a new cmatm'."z
The act of grace was here seen by Bramhall to be wholly God's but
still an act which complelely concerned man. The act of grace ia
Christ was here likened to ereation ex nihilo and a new creation
in Jesus Christ which is the biblical doctidine of grace.

Bishop 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

l. Bl‘aﬁ'la.ll. %rks’ 92. ﬁo’ N. pl 232.

2 Le_c_t citu
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clear on this issue said Beveridge for they plainly show "Lhut
Adam's sin is our guilt as well as his, and that e did as really
aininhinasuoproceedrmhim."l God creoated Adam in such a
way that the whole of mankind was in him.z Thercfore, Adam's
fail is our fall and his sin owr sine. Uy reason of our sin in
Adam the whole man is disordered and out ofi ha.mmv.3 Beveridge
waw Lhat the entire struclure of man's lile was deranged. HMan's
nature is corrupted and the devil has set euuity between wman and
God and man and m.h Man's nature was distorted by the fail,
Before the fall of Adam man's nature was opposed to evil aud ine
clined to good but sin had so deformed the nature of man that
now he was in the state of rejecting the good and inclining to
evil.s dverything that man does partakes of his corrupted nature
so that there is na'bh:zng we do which is acceptable or well pleas-
ing Lo Cod in itself.

Peveridge stressed, as did Davenant, that sin was not a
negative state; not siumply not loving God but in fact hating Godj
not only not hating our sin but loving our w:il.? Though Beveridge
saw the terribleness of sin in man he saw the real depth of sin
by seeing the price God had to pay for our zin., So grest is sin
that mo sacrifice less than the Lamb of God Himself could make

8
atonement for us., It was in the atouement that grace revealed

1. Bwu’ldga. WorkS, Sp. c_it.c’ VII, Pe 2670
2. BOV.ridge, mm’ Sp. -c!-:!'a_.’ I, Pe %7. 3. ;bid-, Pe m.

‘. B“Qﬂds@. Worka, op. &.. Il. Pe 344e See ‘1”’ mrka. Sp.
gite IIi, pe 413, T

5. Bﬂﬂﬂdgﬂ. ‘n‘orks, Ope &o. VII. Pe 266. 6. m. Q&.
7. Bﬂvaridge, wom’ op. _ci_to. I. Pe 1’2. 8, lhid., Pe 279
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the nature of sin and Beveridge saw this clearly. He continued
to hold sin and grasce in temnsion, The second idsm is the corel-
lary to the first, said Beveridge. All mankind was brought inte
a curgsed state by the fall of the first Adam but Cod to show His
mercy snd truth raised up a second Adam for our salvatior—x.l It
was only in Christ, the second Adam, that God hus promised us
grace? He saw the act of Adam's sin met by the act of Ged's
grace. The promise of cur redemption was mide te us ™he same
day that Adam fell, Christ was locked upon as oxlsting st the
same time becsuse what God saith shall be, is as certain a3 Af
it already m."3 The promise of grace was therefors 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 Vord and
God's prowdse is as good as His Word Christ is referred to as
the Lamb slain from the foundations cf the mrld.a In this way
Beveridge saw that it was the same grace of Jesus Christ which
was given to the people of the 0ld Testament,

The goodness of Cod Lc Adam was seen by Beveridge as
consisting in the whole creation and men in particular. The in-
finite gullt of Adem's sin arose from the fact that it was against
CGod; the infinite Gﬂd.s The judgment proncunced by Cod against
sin was death, Thisg judgmert was of an infinite nsture because
it was pronounced by the infinite God., Put Beweridge discerned in

God's wrath the infinite love of God who of His own infinite grace

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, pe 3hke 2. Ibid., pe349.
3. Beveridge, VWorks, op. g¢it., III, p. 258. 4o Ibid., pe259.
sc Mo’ Pe m.
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promised another Adam to redeem. Beveridge held God's grace and
judgment together. Pearson also held these two 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
offended with him when he loveth hin."l

The doctrine of the second Adam is extremely important
in Pauline thought and 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
sanctified the nature of mn.z In so assuming our nature Christ
reaches back fully to the first Adam and gathers up all the yecars
that the locusts have eaten, Beveridge's understanding of the
incarnation at this point closely resembles 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 rewealed to him also the
lengths that God went in order to overcome our sin. It was to

1. P‘mn. 22. 21_2-, Pe 639- See also Gﬂlm' 22-_3&.’ 2’163‘0.

2. Bﬂ‘!‘id&l, Wﬂl'ks, 22. 2.!-3‘0_.’ III' ppt m’ m.
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the cwoss, 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 tsken to guote this lengthy and moving
passages

Behold and see what your sins have done, what they have
done to Me the Etermal Son of Geod, the Oniy~begotten of the
Father! See what scorn and contempt they have brought upon
lie, what spittle they have thrown in iy 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 feelj I
feel the wrath of God, the wrath of My Father, and all that
fury and vengence which is due to your sinsj it all now cen=
tres in Me. Oh, the fire now kindied in My heartl enough
to burn up ten thousand such as you to nothing. How doth
it flame and spread itselif over iiy whole manl My throat is
dry My heart is faint, 'my soul is sorrowful unto death.!
What a lead is now upon Mel What a burden do I now bear!

No less than the sin of the whole world] A burden so great,
so heavy, sogreveous to be borne, that I Myself should sink
under it, but that I am supported by My Almighty Power and
Godhead. Oh but that you coula look into Hy heart, that you
did know what pain and anguish, what horror and confusion,

I there sufier for your sinsl liow 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 My Fataer for
your sins: so that either T must die now, or else you must
die for ever, And therefore behold My love; ratner than that
you should die sternally, I lMyself for your sakes give up the
gmst’ and d-ie. -"‘1

In this passage Beveridge painted a mwost vivid picture of
the absolutely appalling character of cur sin, He showed cleariy
the direction of sin; sin is directed against the neart of God.
In the drama of salvation Beveridge saw that the eternal Carist
had placed Himself at the very centre of our life that He might
take the full judgment of Ged against sin upon Himself, lhis
was God's mighty act of grace. This was God acting graeciously
to sinful man. This was Jesus Christ, the incarnate God, full of

i. Bavel'idge. hbl‘ks, op. s_i-_t.o' I’ Pe 186,
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grace {rom whom we receive, God, sgainst whom we have sinned
bears our sin; the full guilt ond punishment of our sin in ali
its terribleness f£alls upoa Him. Yhe offended takes the place
of the offender. Here is real substitution. As we have seen
Beveridge's dectrine of the Trinity reveals that God's grace
in the zending of lis beloved Son is a complete self-giving of
God. God accepts the judgment that He hus made ﬁpon sin and
Himself pays the penalty of man's sin., Beveridge's deseription
of the cross showed the sbhsolute limits that sin had gone but
the cross also revealed that God'¥s grace went beyond the bounds
of sin; grace superabouwnded., It was precisely because he saw so
clearly this relation Letween sin and grace that he could speak
of sin in such radical terms,

Deveridge saw in the person of Christ such grace that
meant a eomplete self-giving on the part of God and his doctrine
of sin was formulated from this absolute character of grace,
BDeveridge did not fear to uphold a docirine of sin which showed
its utter terribleness because he saw it through the grace of
Christ which wes more than sufficient.

As a general rule, however, we find in the Caroline tra-
dition thot those who held a linited fall of man, such as Tayler,
matched that view with an ecuaily limited concept of grace.

The rationalistie spirit of the seventeenth century made
its inroeds on Caroline thought. The stress on the rational capa-
eity of man and hence aa assertion of the freedom of the will, en~
hanced that understeading of the fall proumdnent in the writings of
Tayler, Bull and Thorndike. The mainstream of Caroline thought was

maintained in this period also., Deveridge, whoze life reached into
the first decade of the eighteenth century upheld this tradition,



CHAPTER VI
THE ATONEMENT AND GRACE

There were three main currents of thought in the
Caroline period which attacked the orthodox doctrine of the
atonement., All three of them were in faet rebirths of thought
which had infected the early Church's life., osocinianiswm, like
the Arian view of old, denied the consubstantial unity betwean
Jesus Christ and God the Father and thus made the atoneument of
Christ less than the complete work of God. ALl anti-irinitarian
concepts do the same thing, In such an understanding gruce can=
not be viewed as the complete self-giving of God to man in Jesus
Christ.

John Biddie, the father of Unitarianisa in Bagland, held
the same view of the atonement as did Socinfus. He acknowledged
that the atonement made by Christ the Son of God was God's atone-
ment but he insisted that Christ was the Son of God by birth in
time; of Mary by the power of the Holy Spirit. But Biddle denied
the eternal generation of the Son; that He was co-equal and co=
eternsl. 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 ruled out any understanding ol
substitutionary atonement., Without the biblical nderstanding
of the incaranation the grace of f.:od is something that God nas
done for man by man bubl it is not what Uod is and hws done fer
man a8 man. Adoptionism undercuts the whole biblical doctrine
of salvation by Goa as the incarnate OUne. The giory of Israel,
said bishop Pearson, was not that Cherist wes a mun made (oa but
rather that He was ch.l

The Manichesan view oi deterdnism was reasserted by a
perverted Calvinism which made of predestination a rigid and
static necessity contrary to the thought of Calviu himself, It
proclaimed the eternal decrees of God im such a manmer as o
make predestinution appear as an arblirary acli of God wihlch did
violence to both God and man. The tendency in this thought wus
to separate the eternal decrees of Uod from the lncarnate God
thus making a double line of elsction wiich Calvin specifically
dcm'.od.z Failure to relate the eternal decrees of God to God
who became incarnate iandirectly guestioned the atoning work of
Christ for the whole welght of salvation placed upon the decrecs
uttered in eternily reduced the significaunce of the wbonsment
wrought out by the incarnaste Gode It is Lrue that cur slection
is borm of the will ¢I God before the foundaticns of the world
were laid but Christ the incarnate God is identical to the will
of God. The Puritan t radition of the Carpline period became

1. Pearson, Op. Cit., pe 236.

e Cal?in. The EEEitutE' %c 2_1_1-_.. 3.21!-'16.
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corrupted to a large extent by thls perverted Calvinism,

The powerful Arsdinian movement cun be traced as a reac-
tion to a hyper-Czlvinism, Again there was much that was similar
between Arsdndanism and the aneieant herssy of Pelagins; beth
stressed the necessity of freewwill. The Pelagians, said indrewes,
ascribed to the freeuwill of man the ability to keep the Jaw of
God and therchy made void the grace of Jesus Ghr.’:.at.l He referred
to beth Manicheeism and Pelagieniam as 'two bastard slips of phil-
osophy?. Hall alse renovneed both these hereticel tendencies, He
included the Church of Rome in the Pelaglan caip saying, "our
Semipelagian pepists go not much less, save that they suppose some
help given to the will, whick it ecan tlus improve, "2 Thereas the
extreme Calvirdsts had 211 but eliminated man from the drama of
salvation the Arminiars raised the question of man's participetion
and sngvered Lhe question with an -overwhelmiryg stress on the will
of man, H.11 dismissed the irminian and hyper-Ceolvinistic thought
and contimmally pleaded for & middle way which he claimed was the
orthodox position. All must be ascribed to grace but so as it
does not destroy nature, Hall was always conscious of the ew=
treme Calvinislts whose conecept of grace tended to iguore and vio=
late the nature of man. St. Bernard, said Hall, tauvght that man
could will and that was Trom pature but to will good and will was

'
not from nature but from grace.

l. Andrewes, Works, op. cits, Vey, pe 57,
2. Ha.ll' '.'bl‘ks, 22. -cit'-'. v’ p. 5&0
3. Ib:.ldo' p‘- mo ‘.‘. mo &0
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It was not man's Tree=will that makes the difference in
man, continued Hailj; it is not free-will that makes man capable
of grace. It is the culling of God thal makes the differenee.l
When God c¢illed Gideon valiant He made him te be ?.hat.z He
stressed, as 9id Calvin, that it was in God's calling that we
mast, understand man's vesponse, Man's deciszion had to be seen
in God?s decision for hime God who calls us

doth, together with his invivation, enabls us to do what

he requires; his spirit, working with his word, effects

what, he commands; as a wother or wusse bids the child

come to her, but reaches forth a finger to uphold it in

walke —=3
Bisihop Downame also related the activity of the will toward God
to the work of the Holy Spiwrit; the Sriril knocks at the door of
our hearts and does Himself open the heart to assant to and Frigmm
lieve the gospel, even as He did the heart of L:,rdia..#

lot all. the Carolines, howvever, were free from ths ine
fection of the heretlic:l epinions of their day, Some, in a con=-
scious attempt to keep free from one extreme steppad wwittingly
into another. Thelr 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 wain stream
of Caroline thought.,

Thera is no salvation possible, sald Andrewes unless the

5
Saviour is truly lord., Any doctrine which limited the complete

1. Hall, Works, op. cit., I, p. 16l1. 2, lbid., p. 231.
3. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 564. See also Czlvin, 33122:1.
he Downame, The Lovenant of (race, op. cit., p. 200.

5e Andrewes, Works, 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 Savioup., 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 Andrewes, because lie is
lord. Chyeist as Lord not only works out our salvation but as
Christ the lLord He is Himself our salvat.ton.l

To mowagruiomm; to be salvation can agree to none
but to Chrdst the Lomi. To begin wid Lo eud; to save scul
a.ndtndyfmhod.ﬂyandghe‘!tl;onuﬁu; from sin the root,
and wisery Lbe Lranches; for a tiwe and for ever; 4o be a
Saviour and to be salvation itself; Christ the Lord is all
thils, and cun do all tiis, <
JAdreves sbresced here that what Christ dld wd whalt He was are
one bocause He is the inecurnate Gode Jesus Qludst does mot oply
uske propiltiatioa for the sin of the world but He is the propii-
i;.tion.s
The whole uct of Cod's grace and glory, sald Davenwd, is
clhumalf:od through Jegus Ghr:‘..sa'b.ﬁ Bub Cod does not do this by

man but as mane The fulness of Geod, the [ulness of grace and the

fulness of redemption ure in Hlu. chiist is oupr alonemsnt because

p Ibiﬁ.. Do 79. 2e Ce 2;"_-.?1_.

10
3. Hom. 33250 Also 1 John 232; 4330,
‘1-. D.:i.‘renhfit’ 2& Cou'&iu&s. Voli. 1’ .21).. nitt’ p. 61.

li)iﬁo. Pfre 229, 230’ 23]4'

L%}
-



- 190 -

He is the incarnate God. Pearson was also of this mind, Christ
does more than reveal salvation to usj Christ has wrought it out
for us inﬂimlf.} No man as man could redeem man since the whole
human race was under the same captivity of u:i.n.z Only Jesus Christ
who is brother to mankind; who is Son of man and Son of God; who
is like unto us in all things, sin excluded, could work redemption
for us, Christ could and freely did redeem us, Thus said Pearson
it is only by the blood of Christ that remission of sin is obtaimd?
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
itself.h

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 was anointed into that office, performing every function by
way of oblation, intercession and bmdiction.s As our Priest
Christ makes atonement for us said li’csarat:uh6 Christ as Priest
gives Himself as a propitiatory sacrifice for our s.’m.7 Pearson's
great stress on the doctrine of the Trinity has shown us that he
grounded his understanding of the atonement of Jesus Christ as the
self=giving of God., To be the Saviour Christ was so the Son of

God that He was God, It is God who atones for us exclaimed Pearson

1. Pearson, op. E_i_.&o, Pe 132, 24 Lbid., Pe 133.
3. IMdo’ Pe 13". k- _Igg. _c&.

5. 1bid., p. 169. See also Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 406.

6. Pearson, op. cit. p. 185. 7. 1bid., p. 170.
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but it is God the s:m.l Deliverance comes from God 8s man.

The act of salvation is the act of God in Jesus Christ.
The Godhead of Christ, said Andrewes, alone fits Him to be
Saviour; "none but God is Saviour."z Bishop Davenant was of
exactly the same opinion., Christ the God-man is our redeemer
because only God can overcome death and this He overcame for lnn?
The man Jesus Christ is not only a man sanctified and upheld by
the Holy Spirit but He is God dwelling in our midst; the God-man
by hypostatic mion.h Thus Jesus Christ is not simply a man
appointed by God to be a Saviour, as the Socinians and Unitar-
ians held; the hypostatic union tells us that the Saviour of the
world is God Himself and no lesser being. Andrewes, having
clearly stated that only God can save, stressed the incarmation
for it is man who must be saved and must be saved as man, Peareon
was also of this mind, We are, said he, men of flesh and blood
and cannot be saved except as the Redeemer takes our nature upon
Himself fully and is our bloed brothor.s If Christ is not man
He cannot redeem m.6 The incarnation tells us two things: God
alone can save and He saves man as man. The doctrine of the in-

carnation leaves no room whatsoever for any theory of adopt.ioim.

l. lbid., p. 229.
2. Andrms’ Hork" op. 2}&., I. Pe 80,
3. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., I, p. 163.

L. Ibid., p. 415,

5. Pearson, op. tit., p. 320.
6. _Im.’ po m.
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It is man that has sinned aguinst God and therefore it
is man that nust make satisfoction for sin; man in the fullest
mse.l But that is precisely what sinful man camnot doj he
cannot make atonement. Only God cun make satisfaction to {:‘rcni..2
This is the divine necessity for the incarnation; God became man
that He, as man, might make satisfaction to God.3 The entire
movement of the incarnation and our salvation is from God to man -
the VWord made flesh, Thus the fulness of Christ is the fulness
of salvation and it is from this fulness that we receive from
H’:la.h The act of salvation by God in Jesus Christ was for Andrewes
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 meant precisely this
for Andrewes: 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 real concern of soteriology. Flesh had sinned
against God by rejecting the Word of God.s This was man's sin,
God's answer to man's sin was judgment; divine judgment against
sin, The jnszico of God demands fulfillment = flesh must make

satisfaction. That is why the Word became flesh that as flesh

1. m’ “orkﬂ. 22. ‘iiic. I' Pe 8l.

2. Lec. git. 3. Lee. git.
4. Ibid., p. 79. 5. Ibid., p. 90.

6. loc. git.
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the Word might make satisfaction for the flesh which first re-
Jected the Piord.l God Himself, as man, fulfills all righteous-
ma.z The incarnation shows in fleshly form the eternal depth
of love: this is God's grace to man in Jesus Christ - Himselfl

The incarnation was a terrible rezlity for Andrewes. The
fact that God had become man had the significsnce 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 2
lesser extent than Andrewes held a similar view. He also regarded
the whole earthly life of Christ as a perpetual pl.lsioa.3 The
dishonour of Christ, said Andrewes, was the incarnmation and this
humiliation of the Son of God is our homnr.h The entire life of
Christ from the cradle to the tomb was a continual cmss.5 Andreves
believed that there could be no atonement unless there was a real
incarnation., He rejected the heresy which asserted that God did
not become fleshly mn.6 God became man, was the continual asser-
tion of Andrewes and it was God who suffered as a man, not simply
a man who sufferedﬂﬁlathowomlookedonuamotator:’ God
had completely inveolved Himself in our sin - He suffered. The VWord

that becaume flesh and suffered, sald Pearson, was the same Vord

1. lec. cit. 2. lee. cit.
3. Hall, Works, op, cit., V, p. 33.

L. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 14l

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, pp. 167, 168,
é. Aandrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 90.

7. Lec. git.
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which was in the beginning with Ged and was (lod. The suffer-

ingg 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, 7The presence of (God which is the nearest
b
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, Tl;e presence of Christ is the grace by which we are united

to Christ, For God to grace His elect meant for Hall God's in-
7
habitation in them 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 Sen
of Gc:d."8 Hall stressed that this union with Christ was really
existent and spiritual but he opposed the view whicn held Christ
veal as separate from Christ zq:d.r:i.isual.9 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, op. cit., p. 332. 2. Ibid., pp. 336, 337.
3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., III, p. 289,

‘ic Hﬂll, "brks' 9_2. .ﬁo, V’ Pe 563.

5. Hal], wom' 22. 2}_&.. VII, Pe 122. 6. 1_92. -?l!'-'
' Ibid.’ Pe m. 8. Ibido’ Pe 122. 9e Ibid-’ pp0123’1290

10. Ibid.’ Pe 129.
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showed Hall that the new man, Christ, is incorporated into us
and we have bwnmomuithm.u.l In this union Christ is as
truly ours by grace as our own nature is mu'-s..2 This union was
an eternal union and we can no more be severed from Christ than
He can from !!innu'.s Hall spoke of grace as union with Christ
through faith in vivid language though he did not see as clearly
as Andrewes the full significance of the incarnation in this re-
gard, Hence Hall did not involve the whole person of man as com=
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
ereature of grace. Andrewes! 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 every sense God the Son is God and
it is He who comes to save man as man. It is from Jesus Christ as
the Son, therefore, that we receive grace, said Andrma.h

Hall's interpretation of Christ as the second Adam 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, op. cit., VII, p. 128.
2. lec. cit. 3. Lec. eit.,

L. Andrewes, Works, op. ecit., I, p. 110.
5. H.-ll’ Workﬂ. 9'2. ﬁ-’ V’ p. 392-



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.
Gvery believer is a limb of that body: how cun he therefore
but die with him and in hin? The real union then, which is
betwixt Christ and us, makes the cross and passion of Christ
ours; sc 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 Rome 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 us we must look up and behold the infinite holi-
ness of Christ to whanwe 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 does
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 Cor.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 Lamb by whose blood atonement

1, leoec, cit. 2. Loc. cit.
3. Hall, Works, op. git., VII, pp. 142, 143.
he 1Ibid., p. lhk.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 1l5.
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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
nothing else, will serve to do this."l This then is God's grace;
that He 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 Davenant, 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
that deht..z All the life of Christ enters into this act but in
the pouring out of His blood there was a completion of satis-
taction.3 By the death of Christ satisfaction is made to God
and the power of Satan is dcst.mrld.‘ But like Andrewes, Davenant
was emphatic in his declaration that it was God who made the satis-
faction. The death of Christ was the death of God; the blood of
“hrist was the blood of God.;s The fulness of grace in Jesus Christ
was the fulness of God in Him.6

Andrewes pushed his underst.anding ef 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, ms; precious, His heart-blood, which bringeth certain death

with it," By the death of the Lamb who is God, who freely gives

l. Andrewes, Works, op. eit., I, p. 113,
2. Davenant, On Colossiams, op. cit., I, p. 167,

3. lec. cit. be lec. cit.
5. Mo. Pe 168, 6- Igdo' Pe 230

7. mr.m’ Work, 9.2. _c_i_.It_.’ I. Pe m.
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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 Christ in
the thought of Andrewes. Fven the dealh of Christ was seen by
Andrewes to be included in God's act on man's behalf.

By Himself, His Ownself, and by Himself slain; by His death,

and by His Blood-shedding, and by no other means, guis

audivit talia? The Physician slain, and of His Flesh and

Hlood a receipt 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 sin;
Christ is perfect righteousness. He is made our sin, that we
might be made his right..ousnesa."z There is nothing about us or
in us that deserves God's grace for we are not only sinful but
sin itanl.f.s Hall emphasiged, as did Andrewes, thut 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-
nass.h This is only accomplished by Christ being made sin for
us, God's grace finds us sinful but it does not leave us in
that conditian.s The grace of Christ is atonement. Hall thought
of God's mighty act of grace in Jesus Christ to be one of saving

Egrace,

1. Loc. git.

2, Hall, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 140.

3. loc. git. he Ibid., p. 14l.
5. Loc. git.
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In his consideration of the incarnation Andrewes strenu-
ously maintained that God and no lesser being than God became
man and that He became man in every concelvable sense. Christ
like all men was conceived, was in fact an embryo. UGod showed
His great love towards us that He not only condescended to take
our natures upon Himself "but to take it by the same w;y and
after the same mamner that we do, by being conceived." This
was most important for Andrewes even as it had been for Irenaeus
because it meant that Christ as the second Adam 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 nature; that Hemight go to the root and repair
our nature from the very foundation, thither He went; that
what had been there defiled and decayed by the first Adam,
might by the Second be cleansed and set right again, =2
Thus Andrewes saw that from the very instant of His conception
Christ was Redeemer and redeeming. fiven in embryonic form, 'all
the nine months He was in the womb', the Word of God was reforming
our corrupt natnras.3 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-
pleasing object in the sight of God."k Pearson also thought of
this aspect in similar terms: Christ's sanctific tion in the womb

5
is ours in our regeneration.

1. Mldm., mrks’ 9.2. E&o’ I’ P. m.
2., Ibid., p. 141, 3. Loc. git.
be muea, Workl, op. m.’ I, Pe .

5- P.amn. 9op. ﬁu’ Pe 2”.
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In the incarnate Christ God stands in Man's nsture.

God wears our flesh, said Andrewes; he is flesh of our flesh
and as suck we camnot think that God hates us for He has become
one with us.l Every time God looks upon Christ He thinks of us.
As the Father loves His etermal 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
The very eangels adore Christ in our ﬂeah.s The eternal love of
God was thrust into our flesh in the incarnation, As God the
Father loves God the Son so God lgves man., In Jesus Christ this
love is returned to the Father from the side of man., This was a
very importunt aspect in Andrewes' thought. He saw the beginning
of the atonement initiated in God Himself and moving to man in
Jesus Christ. The completicn of the atoning work was seen by
Andrewes in the ascension of man's humanity to the right hand of
God. This was the completed act 9f grace.

In certain passages Taylor affirmed very forcibly that
sinful man could not be redeemed from the slavery and tyranny of
sin but by the grace of Chr.‘..st..h Though Taylor sought to attribute
all to grace he continually qualified this concept by his under-
st nding of grace itself. The notion of Christ renewing the entire

nature of man which was very importunt in Andrewes' thought formed

1. ms’ Vbrks. op. cit.. I. Pe 97.
24 Ibidt’ Pe 990 3. Iw-d.’ PPe 98. 117.
‘.-. TWlor’ Worka, 22. s.i_}_o' Ix’ Pe mo
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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
no repentance in so far as it is a conversion of the whole man.l
There is an evil principle in infants which operates when the
child can choose but this is overcome by placing a new principle
ofgra.co:l.nthm.z Rather than thinking of the atonement as a
new creation in the second Adam, as was Andrewes' understanding,
Taylor saw grace as a principle or power added to man's na.turo.3
The new principle of grace was related to baptism by 'I'aa'll.la::'.‘b

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
and intirmitiu.s The new creature was one who had a new nature
put into him but Taylor interpreted this as the principle of better
purposes and holy a.ctions.6 The new principle of this new life
was referred to by Taylor as the Holy Spirit who brought to us the
grace of Christ.7 Taylor regarded faith as the first great in-

strument of changing our nature into a state of grace but aguin he

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., II, p. 259.
2, Jlbid., p. 283.

3. Taylor, Works, op. cit., X, p. 93.
L. Taylor, liorks, op. cit., II, p. 275.
5. Taylor, Works, op. cit., V, p. 155.
6. 1bid., p. 156.

7. 1bid., p. 158, See also Works, op. cit., VII, p. 325. Also
WOrkl, Ope. Eﬁ., II, Pe 33.
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geared his understanding of faith into the orbit of his main
concern and referred to faith as a primciple productive of a
holy 11!0.1 Man was not justified Ly faith only said 1.'.9,1'101-.2
We are Justified "by CGod's truth and by ours, by his grace and
our obedience. "3

It was precisely this tendency that Bishop Barlow had
repudiated completely. In his consideration of justification
by fuith only he pointed out that faith whelher it be an act,
work or instrument from wman does not jnsti:l‘y.h He acknowledged
that faith was the hand which received God's gift of grace but
he insisted that faith itself was a gift of God and in no sense
a work on the part of man which forms his contribution to the
act of redemtion.s God gives us His Son and He also gives us
faith by which we may receive Hi.lf It is not the hand that re-
ceives which makes for righteousness bul the righteousness re-
ceived which is Christ Himuli‘.7 Barlow rightly kept his eyes
on God the giver and stressed this aspect rother than man who
received., Taylor's tendency was definitely the latter. Barlow H
insisted that man contributed nothing to the atoning work of
Christ and that the gift of fuith needed no supplementation on the

part of man., Faith is not victorious in overcoming the world

l. Taylor, Works, op. cit., V, p. 159. See also lorks, op. cit.
HI’ Pe ‘“—20

2. Taylor, Vorks, op. cit., VI, p. 272.
3. Ibido. Ps 279« See also Works, Op« ﬁc. ?II, Pe 327.

4. Barlow, T., Iwo Letiters Conc Justifieation By Faith Only
(Iﬂndon’ L. B. S‘elﬂy and 3008, 1828 s Ps 54.
5. Ibido’ po 480 6. &o ﬂ-_t--

7. lee. git.
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i
rather i‘k is viectory itself.
Taylor maintained that the promises of Christ are all
2
made to us upon condition of obedience. Man 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 wmust not magnify the free grace of God to the
extent that we exclude the conditions which the free grace places
3
upon us, Taylor, at this point, was very consclous of the
Antinomian heresy which seemed to suggest that free grace might
be interpreted as a freedom to sin, Taylor elaborated his posi-
tions
Christ freely died for us, God pardons us freely in our first
access to himj we could never deserve pardon, because when
we need pardon we are enemies, and have no good thing in usj;
and he freely gives us of his Spirit, and freely he enables
us to obey him; and for our little imperfect services he
freely and bountifully will give us eternal life; here 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 terms
saying that the gift of grace was dependent only on God's own
5
goodness. But the movement of his thought is always the same;
the suggestion that God's grace is conditioned by the 'little im=
perfect services! is alwost 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

i. Ibid., Pe 59.
2. Taylor, Works, _0.20 3&0’ VI. Poe 279. )
3. Loe. cit. k. Ibid., pp. 279, 280.

5. Taylor, Works, op. gcit., VIII, p. 207. See also Vorks, op.
oit., 1X, pe 80, E—
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that Taylor's understanding of grace lacked real forward sig-
nificance.

Bishop Thorndike, though very eritical of Tavlor's doce
trine and indeed of the /ruinians in general, did not differ
essentially from Taylor's concept of grace in its relation to the
atonement. In articulsting his covenmant of grace Thorndike placed
the whole emphasis on God's initiative declaring that only God's
own goodness moved Him to give us the covenant of grace.l However,
like Taylor, he then proceeded to give this a moral twist when he
spoke of the forward signifieance of this covenant. He denied
that the covenant of grace was simply a free pmuiu.z God's
grace was free in the giving, he said, but there were conditions
attached to it. These conditions required by the covenant of
grace must be some act of man's choice.j The fulfilling of the
conditions of the covenant of grace at God's demand qualifies us
for those promises which it gites.h Thorndike, like Taylor, con=-
sidered baptism as the door of eatry into the covenant of grace.
The writings of Thorndike reveal that he was also very conscious
of the Antinomian presence and he continually attempted to guard
against this heresy, He intended to mske 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 - latter

position Thorndike stated that the benefits of the covenant of

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., III, Pt.l, p. 39. Also Works,
op. cit., III, pt. 2, Pe bAS.

2e Tmmﬂ’ Works, op. 'c_iio’ HI’ ptv. 1’ De 39.
3. ;Li_glp PP. 55’ 560 k- lbid.’ p. 56.
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grace were not given to a man until he accepted the terms of
the covenant. Though the resulis 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-
doadnant mtigf in his understanding of grace. lo one but God
can 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 fiesh of our
flesh. God, said Andrewes, hallowed our flesh by becoming man.
He filled it full of Himself, full of God. The manner in wnich
Godmmftomuan?n andyetoneuhois still God is the
basis for Androwes' ;tﬂ:'auent of affimation 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. Crace
and truth both have to do with God; grace refers to the Som and
truth to the Word and both are in Jesus Christ..l The consub-
stantial union of the Father and the Son is ever maintained in
t.hepersmnoi.’l’-ihr':ls‘l‘m‘2 The Word that was with God and was (od is

the same Word that becume flesh and was Jesus Christ. The nearness

i. Aindrewes, Works, op. cit., I, pp. 96, 83.
2. Ibid., p. €8.
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of God to man is the presence of grace in our midst. In
Christ there is the fulness of grace for there is the fulness
of God and the fulness of man., 7The same thought was expressed
by Pearson; the nearer the relation of Christ to God the greater
His love to us for whose sakes He sent Christ to su:l'far.l
Andrewes dismissed any concept of a spiritualized incarnation,
It implied a contradiction. The Word of God had flesh on 1t.2
He thought of grace analogus to this fleshly inearnstion; grace
is clothed with ile:u.‘u.3 The truth of Cod which is Christ is, as
it were, the flesh of His graee.a Andreves 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 im Jesus Christ. As sinners we

5
stand out of grace and without grace., This is the state in

which the Word finds us when it became 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 Him; 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., pe 245.
2e Andmsa, h‘orks. op. _?_j;t'_-’ I’ Pe 96.

3. Leg. cit. he Jog. git.
5. Loc. git. 6. Log. git.

7. lLoc. git. 8. Ibid., pe 97.
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abonement and il is worked out in the eullre birth, life, death,
resurvectlon and asceusion of Christ,

Androwes placed a greab stress on the luportance of the
incornation in the atoning work of Christ aud regarded it as the
beginning of the cross; it was part of ilhe passion. andrewes
s0 grasped the uller hovror of God Hiusell coming into ocur hist-
ory that the passion of Christ was al every stuge of lils ecarlhly
life. Of course Andrewes did not lessen the importance of the
deut!: of Christ., He saw clearly that atonement involved death
for the atoning One. In Andrewes' thought, the incurnation was
the Atonement in so fur as it was the mamner in which Ghrist was
to be the atoueuncnt; where God and man meet in eternal union.
indrewes saw in the incarnation CGod giving Himself, His very self,
to man.l 4s such Christ is the sacrifice which is God. In send-
ing liis Son for our redemptlion "lie sent the greatest, the best,
thefullesttbingﬂehad."z God had in facl come Himself to re-
deem man and this is what Andrewes called the grace of God.

The manner of Christ's concepticn revealed the freedom
of the gruce of God, said Pearson. God's grace or motivation of
grace does not lie cutside the P.rsoxsl of Gode The grace of CGod

is co=existent with the Word of God. [Davenant also affirmed that

L
nofiing outside of Ced deserved His coming to us. The movement

ln Davmt’ A Tm’.“ 01 Jmtificution. n. QE.' II’ p. 2%.

Z. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 115.

30 r'indms, Norka. m. Eén.go’ I' Pe 51.

be Pﬂm. op. Ss_j-'_tv_o’ Ps 298.
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of the incarnation from God to man was founded on the love of
L
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
men are ecually devoid of the possibility of gz‘a.cce«2 The choos=
ing of Aaron's rod was compared by iHall to man's election.
There was no difference in the wood nor was Aaron's character
better than the rest. It was Cod's choice that made the differ-
ence. S0 it is with CGod's election of man. (mly the grace and
effectual cazlling of God makes the difference in mau.J The pur=
pose of love, of Christ's coming, was the redemption of man. The
work thet Christ did once and for all is continually being done
into us Ly way of application. We are continually being sanctie-
fied by the grace of Christ until that day when Christ delivers
up His mediatory kingdom into the hands of His Fa:t.her.h 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
grewa.s Chriatisalltouluzda]lisomin}ﬁnoé

Christ, in becoming man becomes man's surety and under-
takes the debt which is agsinst man for his ain.7 God's judgment

8
against sin is death., Thus Christ as surety must die. Christ

1. Ibid., p. 291.

2., Hall, Works, op. eit., I, p. 161,

3. Loc. cit.

kLo Hall, Yorks, op. git., ViI, p. lik.

5. Ibides pe k5. 6. Ibid., p. 146,
7+ Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 54.

8. Los. cit.
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accepts the curse of the law upon Himself as one *born under
the lew!, "Therefore He bec:me bond for us also, entersd bond
anew, tock on Him not only ouwr nature but our debt, owr niture and
condition bnth."l Agodnst this background ‘ndrewes set Christ,

1l of grace, as fMlfillment of the law. "The law full of rige
our, many threats, and curses in it -« Christ bringeth the word of
grace, oppeoseth to tl'lat."z The law was not made void, however,
for the word of grace was the Ward made flesh which stood under
the curse of the 3.&!.3 The word of grace which Christ brings
was for Andrewes the Word of grace which Christ is and dozs for
us in our flesh,

The concept of the fulness of time meant for indrewes the
filling full, or filling up of time with the fulness of God.k
ihe fulness of God in time was the emptying of Himself for our
sakes.s i the conception of the VWord and His birth into the
world God identifled Himself with our estate and nature. This
identific tion of God with man presses forward to baptism and the
eross. At the circumecision of Christ the identification begins to
move in this direction. The few drops of blood which Christ shed
thenmzasuntxmdmat that he would shed all His blood
for us. Andrewes saw that the cross was implied for Christ at

His circumeision and the name of Jesus, a Saviour, was given to

1. _1_.9_?_. 2_3.5-.0 2e ij-du, De 96o
30 Ihid., DYe 55, h?. ‘[vac e Ihid.’ DPa w. ‘&9.

5. Ihid.. p. m.
60 Ibid., Le 55.
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1
te Him, At the baptism of Jesus also there was a heightening
2
of the identificotion., At His baptism Christ put us on.

Bishop Thorndike also understood Christ's boptism as an identi-
fichtion of Himself with our sin, claiming that Christ®s baptism
was His c:ﬂosa.3 At the cross Jesus Christ stood completely where
sinful man should stand, The identification with man is pressed
to the fullest., Vhat Christ had undertaken at His incarnation
and circumcision He paid to the full at His passion.h Not only
4id 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
death of the cmss.“s

The atoning act of Christ is made through His life and
death. Unlike all the rest of mankind Christ alone lived the
perfect life under the law without breaking so much as one jot
or tittle of the lau.6 Christ fulfilled the law in His own life,
therefore, He above all men should not die beecause there is no
curse of t.h_e law against Him.‘? At the incarnation Christ offered
Himself to be accounted and handled as a sinmer and to endure all
that the law could inflict upen Hin.s The death of a sinful man

can make no atonement for himself or for others. The cross of

1,. loc. sit.
2. Andrewes, lorks, op. cit., I1I, p. 250.

3. Thorndike, “orks, op. cit., IiI, pt. 1, p. 20.
he Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 55.

5. Loc. cit. 6. Ibid., p. 56.

7. lec. git. 8. Lec. git.
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any man would simply be the just death of a simmner., But Christ
did not need His death as an atonement because He had fulfilled
the law.l In the incarnation th.;ist 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 alse we are adopted
into a heavenly iuheritance.z This is the fulness of grace which
came by Jesus Christ.

Pearson's understanding at this point was similar to
Andrewes'. By Christ's death on the cross the full curse of
the law is taken upon Himself and removed fmnua.j 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 rightecus-

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 isét.hc right-

eousness which is imputed to us for our Justification., Ve do

7
not possess the righteousnessy it is in no way inherent in us,

By dying the worst kind of death we are assured that Christ has
8
in faect overcome every kind of death, Christ descended to the

i -@. E_j.‘.t_o See also B&rlow. 220 _c_é_-_t..’ Pe 127. m Bﬂr‘r’.dg.‘
Norka, 22. 2&.. I. Pe 270.

2e Anﬂrswos, wﬂrks. 22. E_iﬁ.. I, PDhe 56'57.

3. Pearson, Sp. _c-!.-!:_o. Pe 369. &. Ibid., p. 370.
5. Barm’ 22. _c_j_»io' Poe 120. 60 _IQ_Q. 21-2'-
7. lec. sit.

8. Pearson, op. cit., p. 371.
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very depths for us that by a servile death he might release
andradeemusuhﬂewwrollaruandinbondagetoﬁn.l
Christ's death is a complete death. As a man He died utterly
andceasodtobemasuerymndoeswbmhedies.z But even
in this complete death of man the hypostatic union remained; the
incarnation, Word and flesh, is an eternal union. The union of
the natures continues even in doa.t.h.3

There were two aspects to the atonement for Andrewes,
lMan had sold himself under sin and was imprisoned by the law,

L
bound with the cords of sin. In order to redeem man from this

state Christ had to buy back that which had been aold.s The
price that Christ had to pay for this purchase was the price of
His l:il.md.6 Barlow was also of this opinion.7 Christ, baptized
into our sins, is baptized with the water of the Jordon but it is
no water baptism that takes away the sin of the world but baptismus
w.s 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
expiation, atonement and propitiation for all our sins.9 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,

l. Pearson, op. cit., pp. 371, 372.

2, 1ibid., p. 380. 3. 1bid., pp. 381, 382.

L. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, pe 57. See also Forks, op.cit.V, p.87.
5. Andrewes, “orks, op. cit., I, p. 57. 6. 1bid., p. 58.

7. Bﬂrlﬁ"’ 22. El.t.'." PPe 1.16’ 117.
8. Andrewes, Works, op. cit. III, p. 251.

9. Pearm, 224 Eé.;t_., Pe 341. 10, E_. ﬁn
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as the price paid for our release from sin, "Let the price I
pay be their redemption, and it was lt:h."1 The release from sin
represented the backward movement of the atonement in Andrewes'
thought..

Bishop Sanderson's understanding of this aspect of the
atonement was in keeping with the dominant trend of thought in
the Carolines, By selling ourselves to sin and satan we had put
ourselves under their dominion and they have become our lm'da.2
Our sin is an injustice and ingratitude: selling ourselves from

God our true lord and Master into the hands of satan, a rebel and
3

enemy of God, While we live in the dominion of sin we are completely

under the lordship of satan., "Your lips and your tongues are hisj

your hearts and hands are his; your bodies and your souls hiss all
L
you have, all vou are, wholly and entirely his! Sin makes man

void of grace and glory and washes out of the heart of man the
>
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, cleiming that even satan exercised all his power éwer
us within the sovereignty of God's w:‘.l..'l..,6 We have sold ourselves
to sin which was our doing and God sells us also to the punishment
of our sin; that is his Judglont.? But even in our sin Sanderson

stressed the sovereignty of God; it is only by God's grace that

1. Andrewes, Works, op. git., I, p. 58.

2. Sanderson, Works,(Oxford: At the University Press, 1854), I, p.175.

30 Ibidt’ BPe 178’ - 180,
l}. Ibid., Pe 1760 5- Ibi.d-’ Pe 178¢

6. Ibid.’ pc 176. 7. Ibid.’ Poe 186.
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1

we are redeemed from this state of sin. ‘he sin and baseness
of wan is revealea in the sale of man's sell to salan and in the
redeiption of man the power and grace of God is made wxifest.z
ihe power of God shows the efiecllivencss of God as Hedeemer; Cod
was able Lo do it aud did it. Christ entered into the slronghold
of satan aud tuok away lds armour; the law, sin and death and
liberated his slives — man. JLhe grace of God shows how freely
our redemplion has been umug,ht..h Iu baptism, Sanderson saw
Lhial the sade of curselves to salan was amnlled.,

A price had Lo be paid for our relcase; the grestest ran=
soln price ever puid, sald Sanderson. -+he l?" was the whole
riclies of God's grace; Lhe gift of llimself. Sanderson related
the grace of Uod in the aloniing work of Chrdst to the very person
of Gode urace was Lhe sedf=giving of God for cur salvetion in
vhirist, Ubishop Downame held ke same view. God, he suid, caue
i the persoa of Chrisl to redeem mun. Christ did not Justify
the elect simply by pronouncing Lhew free from sin after Lhe maaner
of a judge. vhrist is Redeswer; atonemenl was the self=giving of
God. Such an atonement rules out all forcmsic notiecns., Christ
gave Himself Ior us by accepling our debls and bearing our inicui-

ties and as Redeemer pald our reisom for us aad freed us from

7
bondage; Lhe person and work of Christ always go together.
1. Ibid., Pe 176 . 2. Ibid.’ Pe 188.

3. Ibii-i-, Pe 1890 Jl-o Lbid"l PPe 189 - 192.

5. ©Sanderson, Works, op. cit., I, p. 186,
6. Ibid.’ DPe 193.

7. Downame, A Treatise of Justific tion, op. cit., p. 72.
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Senderson, like Andrewes, rel:=ted the sacrifice for sins directly
to the person of Cod in Christ; The Lamb that is sacrificed on
the cross is provided by Cod and in fact is God.l Redemption is
only free for the simmer but not for God; it costs God His IL:’LI'«.2
The grace of Cod is the life of God in Christ given for man. In
no way does man share in the giving of theAotpov. "This work then
is merely an act of groce, not a fruit of merit: grace abundant
grace on His part, no merit, not the least merit at 21l on ours,
Aind well it is for us that we have to do with so gracious a (lod,. "3
The rospel of rademption belongs to those who know their own pov-
ertys; who accept the act of Glod as one of graco.“ Only the shame
of the cross is owrs, said Sanderson. The glory of God's grace
and the power in our rademption belongz to God.s

indrewes saw that man was not only redeemed from the power
of sin but he also saw that the atonement had a future reference.
e 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,
We are bought from sin and bought for adoption alao.6 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, lWiorks, op. cit., I, p. 195,

2. lee. git. 3. lLee. eit.
‘I-. I—‘_’E_c _c_i;_t_t 5. Ihid., Poe 196.

€. Andrewes, lWorks, op. cit., I, p. 60.

Te .Lbld.' Pe 63.
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distinrulshed the Sonship of Christ from our adoption as sons.
Christ is the Son of God as ithe beloved One, the first born and
only begotten while our sonship is dependent on His.l Christ
is the 3on of God by nature, by His own esseantlal nuture. ‘e
are not sons by having the essence of Gode. Our sonship is an
adoption by grace, complelely dependent on Ghrist.z This was
Sanderson's wnderstanding alao.3 Andrewes rel:ted the fulness
of Christ to Word and $sacrament, to the fulness of worship and we
shall concern ourselves with this aspect of his thought in ocur
next chapter,

We notice a similar stress in Bishop Hall's writings in
the matter of a twin aspect of the stonement. In Andrewes' thought
the atonement begins and ends in the heart of God. The backward
and forward movements of Lhe a@onement rove oul from the incarn-
ation. Christ as the second Adam reaches backward and gathers
211 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, posscsses etermal life and glory for us and sends
the Holy Spirit to unite us in a holy union with Him. In Hall
the bockward and forward references are seen most clearly in his
doctrine of predestination; beginning in God and ending in God.
Onlyhthe almighty power of Cod's grace san make us to be sons of

God, There was a dual aspect to grace in this change; the grace

X Pearson, Spe 2}&.. Pe 53. 2, loc. ﬂo
3. Sandersoun, liorks, op. cit., I, pp. 342, 366.

ho Hall' wﬂm’ 22. ﬂo, V, Pe 615.
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of regeneration which signified the backward movement of the
atonement and the grace of adoption which secured the forward
mwmnt.l For Andrewes and Hall both these movements are one
in the act of grace itself. As a son of God by adoption, said
Hall, we are made co-heirs with Gh.‘l-i.st...2 Our union with Christ
is by faith which is the grace that Jjustifies and sanctifies.
Atonement means in its essential nature union with Christ and
this is the act of grace, This saving grace was related to the
Holy Spirit even as it was by Andrewlsoh

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 grice so righteousness was also re-
lated in a living way to God, God is more than our Justifier
or One who makes us righbeous; God Himself is our Justification,
He is our rightaouanus.s 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 righteouanzas but He gives us His very own right-
eousness; His very Self. This is what Taylor had failed to see

clearly. Andrewes stated that God always acted in this very

1. Loc. git.

2., Hall, Works, op. git., VII, pp. 147, 558, 557.

3. 1bid., pp. 148, 149. 4. Ibid., pp. 553, 558, 559.
5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 1ll4.

6. Ibid., pp. 121, 122, 115.
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personal way with us; His person or being is involved in His
act. God and His act were incarnate in the person of Christ.
Andrewes emphasized this in relation to Christ's identification
with man; He is not made a sinner but very sin itself, not only
cursed for us but made a curse itsnl.f.l Thus man is not made
righteous by God apart from the person of Christ and in Andrcewes’
thought righteousness had to do with union in Jesus Christ., This
union, as we have seen, was the Holy Spirit.

It is God who justifies and it is grace which is our
Jjustification even as sin is our eendmation.z Whereas Andrewes
thought of justification as having a backward and forward movement
he saw that the Church of Rome acknowledged only the backward rove=-
ment; that part of righteousness which is satisfaction for punishe
unt.j But he explained that Rome relied on a righteousness which
was inherent in man by which man is justified and accepted before
Gode "So by this means shrink they up their Name, and though they
leave the full sound, yet take they half the sense from 1t.."A
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 atoriement; the putting away of sin and then relying on man's
merits, which at best are finite, to merit an infinite reward,

Why, he asked Rome, will the oblation of Christ "free us from

ds Ibid., P 1.15. 2. Ibid.' Pe 118,
3. Ibid., p. 121. 4. Ibid., pp. 121, 122.

5. Ibido’ PPe 122, 1230
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eternal death, and a great deal less will serve to entitle us
1

to eternal life." Andrewes saw rightly that Rome limited the
atoning work of Christ to past sins and placed on man's shoulders
the unbearable burden of meriting etermal salvation, Andreves
stressed the totality of Christ's work, atonement from sin and
atonement to the right hand of God, and he asked Bellarmine how
this could in fact be divided.

Is 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 egual, both

alike infinite? Why 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
Andrewes completely dismissed Rome's doctrine of merit. He re-
Jected any concept which limited the fulness of atonement in
Christ, Christ is our atonement and cannot be divided, %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 what Rome 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 called upon the Fathers, St.|Chrysostom,

1. Ihid., Pe 123. 24 -I.e-‘::. Q&.

3. loc. cit. be Loc. cit.
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St. Augustine, St. Bernard and others to show that they too
repudiated any concept of inherent 1".’13111,oi:nnsmasal..‘TL There were
also many in the Church of “ome, said Andrewes, who had grave
doubts about its doctrine of merit. Hall also claimed that the
Seriptures, antiqg ity and even some of the contemporary Roman
doctors agr-ed with the Church of ingland's doctrine regarding

the guestion of righteousness and grace.z Rome believed 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
wrought for us and applied to ua.3 Inherent righteousness, said
Hall, was our sanctification which is Christ's grace applied to

us in this nre.k The thought that man is fully justified though
not fully sanctified in this life is prominent in Hall's under— ‘
standing. However, sanctification was not an uncertainty for Hall,.
He bound justification and sanctification together in his doctrine

of predestination: Only those who knew the fulness of grace -
5
glory = knew the beginning of grace now. In other words; only

those who shall sit with Christ at the right hand of God now sit
there in Christ. Only those who know the end of grace really
know the beginning of grace. Hall, like “ndrewes, secured the
backward and forward movement of atonement.

1. ibid., pp. 123, 12i.

2. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 220.

3. 1ibid., p. 219. he lbid., p. 220.
5. 1bid., p. 88.
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Bishop Downame objected strenuously to Rome's docirine

1
of merit because it attacked the atoning work-of Christ. Hs,

like the Reformers, had high praise for good works but he, like =7
thef{fmw them as fruits of a redeemed life while Rome on the
other hand pressed them as meritorius of sanctification and justi-
fic:tion., This latter understanding of good works he dismissed

as odious and abominable in the sight of Gi:rd.2 He quoted Luther
on this point showing that Luther believed that by faith we were
not free from good work but from the opinion of these works.3

The atoning work of Christ frees us from that recuisite #hich
requires the exaction by the law of perfect righteousness inherent
in us and perfect vbedience Lo be performed by us to our jJustifi-
cation.h The new obedience of the Christian was the fruit of re-
demption and not the cause of it-.s Downame stressed that our
Justification was in Christ who had performed perfect righteous—
nese in His own person for !.m.6 Downame was emphatic, that our
justification is made for us in Christ; that without any respect
of inherent righteousness in us or obedience performed by us we
are Justified before God in Christ.7 God accepts us in Christ not
because of innerent gmeiﬁus but by the grace which He has in

Himself, Downame's concept of grace was most definitely one of

1. Downame, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit., p; 66.

2. Loc. cit.

3. Downame, The Christian Freedow, op. sit., p. 148.
4, Dovname, The Covenant of Grace, op. cit., p. 4F.
5. Ibid., p. 59. 6. Ibid., p. 49.
7. Ibid., p. 49.
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saving grace and it was this saving grace which had appeared in
Jesus Ghrist.l

In no sense could we hold that justific:tion was our act
said Downame. It was not inherent righteousness nor any act that
man ean do.2 Our justification is by Christ's righteousness alone
andinmwcanmimremithvamthinghcdou.j The right-

eousness of Christ our Saviour is the essential righteousness of
the Godhead.h How con 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=
eousness for u.a.s By the free grace of Christ Downame saw that

His righteousnecss is commiba:t.zd to us by the Holy Spirit in the
mwinistry of word and sacrament., Andrewes saw precisely the saue
thing. 7The sacrament, said Downame, is Cod's pledge and assurance
of owr justification and salvation by Jesus Ghria't-.7 The rightecus-
ness of Christ is apprehended by faith only and Downame understood
by faith not the work of man but the Work of God the Holy Spirit.s
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 Jjustifie
cation and sanctiricatinn.9

Bishop Hall joined in the criticism of Yome's doctrine of

lo 1bi-d.' p. 590

2. Downame, A Treztise of Justification, op. cit., pp. 7, 17.

3. Igdo. Po 7- b Ibidc’ Pe 17’ 22,
5. lbid,. 2 P 18. 6- Ibido’ PP. 9’ 13.
70 Ibido’ Pe 12. 8. Ibid., Pe 15.

9. Ibido’ Pe ?lo
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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'. OSpezking of the once and for all
event, of the cross, he affirmed that since Christ's sufferings
were finished so also was man's sa.‘hration.l Hall accused the
Doctors of Rome to be enemies of the cruss of Christ because they
held Christ's satisfaction upon the cross to be imperfect without
the addition of man's utiafaction.z all related the atoning
act of God to what Christ was and did,

Now in this word and act our sins are discharged, death en~-
dured, and therefore we cleareds 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 Home's doctrine of merit placed a

b
lie upon Christ and His cross. Uhrist says, 'It is finished',

but “ome 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 “hurch of Rome;
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

p Hall, 'n‘orks, 22. .ci_te' V. P L2,

2e Ibid.o’ Pe 2130 3. Ibid.. Pe L2.
h. ij-dc’ Pe 1&3. 5. lgd.’ Pe ‘.30

6. Davenant, On Justifichtion, op. cit., II, p. 4OL.
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complete redemption for man: full atonement had been made,

i
All the fulness of the Godhead and of saving grace are in Christ.

We receive His fulness as we are in Christ.z ‘here is no place
whatsoever for human additlions if our redemption is complete in
Uhriat.3 dall dismissed Rome's preteations as absurd for what
was actually inferred by her doclrine was that God's grace was
not sufficient to strike out the farthing debts = the teuwporal =
but was sufficient to cancel the pounds - the etemal.k

Rome's doctrine sets the grace of God on the same level
as man's works. Jbtrange, said Hall, that God would retain what
men could discharge. Yhe whole system of merits was attacked by
Hall because winile demying the sufficiency of Christ's grace it
afiirmed the sufficiency of maa. Home says that Christ's work
is not yet findished; "there wants yet much; the satisfaction of
saints applied by this vicar; add men's sufferings unto Christ's;
then the treasure is full; till then, It is not fini shod."s This
was precisely the charge that Luther had made against the Homan
curia and ner vicar whes 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 Rome's doctrine of merits |

Hereof it cometh, that Paul above the rest, doth so sharply
inveigh against Antichrist, for that he taketh away grace

s D“m’ Un Eh“m. ?2_% ﬁo’ I, Pe wo
2. Ibidul' ppl m. ml 30 Ihid.p p. "DBI
h.- Hﬂn. Works, Op. E_&.’ \', Pe Mo

5. leg. git.
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and denlieth the benefit of Christ our High Priest, who
offered up himself a sacrifice for our sins., MNow, thus
to deny Christ, what is it else but to spit in his face,
to tred him under foot, to set himself in his place, and
to say: I will justify thee and I will save thee? 3y
what means? By masses, pilgrimages, pardons, merit and
such like, ==l

Bishop Bevoridge's sentiment on this subject was the same as
Halls and Luther's.z

Hall saw the terrible uncertainty that man was placed
in by Rome's doctrine., Man never really knew whether he was
actually forgiven, Luther had lived through this dreadful un-
certainty in his pilgrimage. To such men of uncertainty Hall
spoke words of great assurance: "Hear this, thou languishing
and affected soul: there is not one of thy sins but is paid forj
not one of thy deblts in the seroll of God but it is crossed; mot
one farthing of all thy infinite ransom meaid."s L5 the man
that asked, what shall I do? Hall replied, "turn and believe!.
Hle stressed the utter sufficiency of the crucified Christ whose
arms were outstretched %o embrace; His side open to receive and
whose words interpreted the fulness of His cross when He said,
tit is tin.‘.shed'.h "lhere is no more accusation, judgment, death,
hell for thee: all these are no more to thee than if they were
nots Yo shall condesm? It is Christ which is desd.® The abon-

ing work of Christ was the fulness of grace for Hall to which

l. #artin Luther, A on St, Paul's le to the
Galatians (London: James Clarke & Co, Lbtd. 1953;. pe 180,

2. BCVel‘idge, “brks, OpP« Eé-_t_.’ Vll’ Do 371.

3. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 45.
lg. Ibidc’ Pe “60 Sn %. ﬁ.
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nothing couid be added.

Taylor's doctrine of atonement did not differ essemiially
from the position of the Church of Hém. Like i'mo. Yaylor
fadled to lutegrate the forward movement of the atonemeni into
his thought in any serious manner, Wo do not find in the writings
of Taylor the concept of grace as the selfi-giving of God to man
in Christ. Nor was Taylor's comceplt of adoption such as alilowed
for an waderstanding of intimale corporute union with Christ
which is the essential m of atousment, Hemce Christ's
grace and righteousness had to be inhioreut for Taylor if they
were to be mm'a.l

The foiward movement was made too dependent on the efforts
of wan's mor:l behavier im Tsyler's thought. Home made it depend=—
eut on her sacradotal system. The backward movement was related
to baptism by Taylor which was primarily a doing away with past
sins and not essentlally incovporation into Christ., Omde man had
made a breach in this first grace he was in a state of uncortainty
because man camnot be certain of his restitution and innoemce.z
We do not know, said Taylor, whether we have done all that is neces-
sary to repair the bremh.s Grace was an impetus that propelled
man forvward 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 God who justified and it was He who was the judge but

b
again Taylor directed God's eyes to dwell on what man did. Taylor

1. Tayler, Works, op. eit., VI, p. 4R6,
- 48 Tay:lor. Hﬁl‘ka. 22. .c_j.._t_-..’ II' Poe u?-
3. loc. git. ke Ibld., pe 179.
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thought of the atonement primarily as the forgiveness of past
sins and this he related to bapt.ism.l At the time of our bap-
tism we are initiated into the covenant of grace.z But the
confidence of our election which the Holy Spirit creates in us is
built on dut.y.3 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
the laws of Chri.st.k Taylor termed this a covenant of grace be-
cause grace was givep to us which enabled us to keep the covenant;
the laws of Christ.b When man sins after baptism the covenant is
broken and Taylor stated that man must either make amends for his
sin or stand outside the mm.é The lack of stress on the
forward movement of the atonement in Taylor's thought was partly
motivited by the fear of Autinéﬁanian which made a men indiffer-
ent to a holy life but he could have affirmed this movement with-
out any such fear had his dochtrine of the grace of Christ been
more adequately thought out. The doctrine was not Christologi-
eally based. The only way in which Taylor could affirm the for-
ward significance of the atonement was by the forgiveness of single
sins as separate acts.? This was not unlike Rome's doctrine of
confession which like Taylor's misunderstanding is actually a back-

ward movement.

1. Ibid., p. 177. 2. Loc. git.
3. loc. cit., See also Works, op. cit., XV, p. l4.

he Loc. gcit., See also Works, op. cit., V, p. 486.

5. Taylor, Works, op. cit., I, p. i57. See also lorks, eop. cit.,
V, ppe 103, 431, kﬁz? -

€. Taylor, Vorks, op. cit., V, p. L93.

7. Taylor, Works, op. cit., VI, p. 207.
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The thought of Blshop Davenant stands in marked contrast
to Tayler's, Davenant stressed the certainty of our eternal sal-
votion and was extremely critical of Rome's pesition which made
faith rest on conditional propositions, When Davenant spoke of_
thie certainty he always had in mind the position of bhe believer,
one who had received the grace of Christ. Davenant admitted that
the state of grace was no static s}af.’e or rigid condition but one
in which the elect, by a true living faith wrought in his heart
by the Holy Spirit, lays hold of the nromises of God.l The Holy
Spirit sets the seal of confidence upon our hearts and gssures us
that Christ has alresdy paid the NGtPoV and that we sre fully wee
conciled by Christ.z Davenant clearly related the redemptive act
to the Church and he affirmed that to deny the certainty of sal~
vation to the true believer was to deny that Christ has a Church

3
on earth, Tn denving this eertainty Rome denied to the believer

the fact that eternal life was laid up for him in Chriat.‘. The
forvard movement was directly related to the person of Christ Ly
Davenant for he saw that the ground of our certainty of eternsl
salvation was our life in Chrd.st.s

Davenant observed that Rome allowed only forétho backward

movement of the astonement in its concept of baptism, He acknow-

1. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., 1I, pp. 227, 228.

2. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., op. ¢it., I, p. 239. See
also Downame, A Treatise of Justification, op. cit., p. 16.

3+ Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., pe 227.

he Davenant, On Justificatiom, op. git., II, p. 226.
5. Davonant. On Coiossians, op. Cite, fl, p. 16.

6. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., I, p. 20.
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ledged thit Rome affirmed a concept of grace in this life and
glory in the life to come but he pointed out that Rome hifur-
cated these two estabes by not assenting to the reality of an
assur:nce of salvation for the believer.l He saw with Andrewes
that Rome ussertad that man was freed from past sins and upon
the backward movement man had to build human merits and there~
fore attach to himsalf the role of Redermar.z "is if Christ had
come into the world, not that he ahould himself fulfill the chare
acter of a Redeemar in evary part, but to qualify men, so that
thaey mdght become Redeomers thmalvea."s The assurance of faith,
said Davenant, was not the assurance of man but of God theoush
the Mbly Spirit. Davenant stood im agresment with 3t. Chrysostonm,
affirming that where the Spirit of God had testified to the trth
of the thing itself Lthere could he ne doubt as to the raali.ty.k
Christ by His Holy Spirit works in us both our holiness and our
f.d.th.s The Holy Spirit, by Iaitz, testifics to man that he is
in grace and is the child of God, And there is no uncertainty
about salvation for even now the Holy Spirit has given us certain
signs of our adomion.7

Hishop Davenant was careful to stress that faith was an

1. Davenant, Cn Justification, op. cit., II, p. 230.

20 Ibid.’ p. m. 3. Ihid.. ppo m. wst
he Ibide, pe 231.

5. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., I, pe 27,

6, iblde, p. 49, Ses aiso Downame, Ou Uhristian & reedom, op. cit.
pl 37.

7. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., II, p. 229,
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instrument of justific-tion and not the formal cause. He denied
Bellarmine's charge that Luther and Calvin had made faith the
formal cause of just.ificat.ion.l Davenant saw faith as that which
contemplates the promise of forgiveness of sin and relies upon
Christ as the object of this pmnd.se.z The formal content of
faith which justifies is Cod's promise made in Jesus Christ, The
act of faith lays hold of the free love of God and the inheri-
tance destined for us in the kingdom of @g].ar:gr..3 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 every point in the drama of salva=
tion it was God and not man who wrought our redemotion; that it
was grace and not works which was Paul's thought exactly im Rom.4:16.
We partake of God's righteousness when we rely on Christ in whom
the promises of God have their foundation and offaea.e;r.s Faith
exalts God and not man and that is why Davenant stressed justi~
fication by faith against Rome's doctrine., True faith always
looks to Jesus Christ and acknowledzes Him as the only Medistor
andSa;vinm‘ofm!dnd.é The glory of a gift promised and given
does not belong to the beggar that receives but to Him who gives:

80 we assign the whole “lory of man's justification and

l. D&'M, On Jmifiedtion. 9_2. citc, I’ Phe 161’ 176.

2. Davenant, On Justific.tion, op. ecit., II, p. 409.

3. Ibid., p. 23. 4o Ibid., p. 410.

5. loec. cit.

6. Davenant, On Golessians, op. cit., I, p. 27. See also Downame,

bn uhristian Freedom, op. cit., p. 37. +lso Downame, On Justifi-
c«"ition’ QEO _fzj_._!:o.l’ Pe 13.
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salvation, not to faith tending towards Christ and attach-

ing it o itself, but Lo God limself gratuitously Justify-

ing the believer, =l
Unlike the Arminians who placed the stress of faith on man'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. HMan 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 peinted out that Rome held back the honour due
to Christ and gave it to man when she made the forward movement
of atonement dependent on man's merit, Bellarmine, said Andrewes,
admitted that Rome was not content with the title of adoption
but meant to claim it and merit i.t.2 It is clear said Andrewes,
that rsther than lose their honour in meriting @doption Rome robs
Christ of His atoning work. "Christ must part with a piece of
His name, and be named jstitia nostra only in the latter smsa.“3
The latter sense was Andrewes' reference to Rome'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 terms than Andrewes,
rejected Rome's doctrine of inherent grace, He dismissed the con-

¢apl of grace as an infusion of qualities as utterly false. Grace

1. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., II, p. 410.
2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, pp. 126, 127.

3. Ibidn’ Pe 127-
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1

for Davenant was the whole act of God in Jesus Christ, And
grace was given to man by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit .2
The doctrine of the Holy Spirit for the doctrine of grace was
important in Davenant's thought even as it was in Andrewes'.
The justific:tion of man is essentially union with Christ: the
ingraftusit into Christ the Redeemer "through whom he is re-
stored to the fa.:mur of God, preserved in the same, and accepted
to life etoma}.".’ Davenaat denied Bellarmine's accusation of
the Reformers which ailesed that they believed justifieation to
mean simply a covering of sins when Lhey denied Rome's doctrine
of inuerent grace. Davenant quoted from the writings of the
Reformers: Calvin, Bucer, Melancbhon, Martyr and othews to
show Lhe falseness of the chargc.“ Davenaant stressed that the
believer did ilandecd receive grace for he was in union with Christ
and he rejected the concept of inherent righteousness which a man
could have in himself apart from union with Christ.s Davenant
maintained that by grace a man was made righteous and by the loly
Spirit was built up into righteousness but he insisted that man
did not possess righteousness in himsalr.é

The main doctrine of the gospel, exclaimed Dovmame, is the
assurance of our justification, not by inleeraub grace in ourselves

but by the righteousness of Christ alone. Sanctification was the

1. Davenant, On Justificition, op. cit., I, pp. 2, 167.

2. Ibid.. Po 168. 3. lb’-do’ Pe 2
bia .:!:_132".‘1" Pe 74 5. Ibid-' Pe l‘;o

6. Ibid l, p. 15.

7. UDovname, On Justific:tion, op. cit., p. €l.



righteousness of our justification worked into us by the Holy
1
Spirit. But even here, Downame was eareful to point out thab

the righteousness of sanctification was the fruil of our justi-

fieation and in no way could be thousht of as inherent righteous-
2
ness which saves us. Downame ohserved that Rome had misunder-

stood the trve nature of grace and had in fact attributed to the
7ifts of grace the nature of grace iilself; in other words she

looked on the fruiis of righteousness as the righteousness by

3
which we are justified. This was precisely Taylor's error also.

Thus Home concelived of grace as supernabturzl habit inherent in
4
us. Rome had acknowledged the fruils of grace to be grace it-

>
self and had confused Xdpis and Xdp/oma o The grace by which

we are justified is mot the gift of grace inmherent in us but

rather we are justified by the eternal grace of God granted to ‘
us ii Jesus Chriat before the foundatlions of the world were laid.

By this gruce we are eleched, eilled, redeemed, reconcilad,
7
adopted, saved and justiflied. Downame grounded grace in God

Himsalf from all eternily 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 rigut to his kKiugdome; it was also of his free grace, that
to them, whome hee redeemeth and justifieth, hee hath promised
to bestow his grace upon Lhews, whereby they are enabled to

1. Ibid., PPe 3’ ‘lv' 95 2. Ibido’ Pe 79
3. Ib&do’ Pe 97. lye 1_02. c_it_.
5- Elﬁ.d., pp. "8, 99- 6- Ibid.’ PPe 1\:}1, h69.

7- Ibid.' Fo iﬂ.l..



gerve him in boliness and righteousness and are fitted for

nis owne kingdome., =l
This understanding of grace, formulated on St. Paul's doct.rimz
shows the absoluteness of grace and its absolute freecness, al-
together unconditioned by man. It incorporates predestination
and postdestination in Christ in whom God willed our election
and salvation., The fulness of gruce, the fulness of our redempt-—
ion, appeared in the person of Vhrist and by incorporation into
Christ by the Holy Spirit we are partaokers 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 tetally eradicated out
3

-

of us, In our buptism we are buried with Christ and the Holy
Spirit 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

L

-our bodies. In the regenerate sin still cleaves bul its power
5

is shattered. The relation between grace and glory was continually
maint ined by Davemant. The age of grace in which the Christian
now lives is the militant state of grace; it is the pev life and

it is in 0hriat..6 He pointed out that the Reformed Churches

effirmed in the strongest terms the biblical doetrine of salvation.

1. 1bid. » Po 169. 2. h;}ho 1:1=-10,
3. Dﬂvmt’ E Justific '_tlon. .92. E:l...t»’.. I, PPe 16. 2].’ 22,
‘}. ID:LQ.’ PDe 25. 26. 5. }-bido’ p. 30.

6. Ibid..’ BDe 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-
ally and wholly live in a new lifc.l The life of glory was for
Dgvenant the state of triumphant grace. The militant and trium-
phant concepts of grace, however, were not separated in his thought,
They were united in the person of Christ; one grace even as one
Christ. The concepts of grace as militant and triumphant must

be seem in an analogy of faith to Christ who in His earthly life
lived under the shadew of fhe cross a life of humiliation but

He was the same Christ who now stands triumphant at the right

hand of God. Ve 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, Davenant did not

mean that man was only partially Jjustified 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 AJUTpov which Christ offered
to the Father for the complete relecase of the sinner was a genuine
solid remission of s;i.n.z The AJtpov was Christ Himloli‘.j The
love of God towards the regenerate is not founded on their perfect-

I
ion but on Christ the redeemer, the beloved Son. Therefore the

d. Ibid-’ PPe 28’ 33. 2 Ibid.’ Pe 62.
3. Dﬂvmt, On Cﬁl@laianﬂ. m- 2&" I’ Pe 239.

L. Davenant, n Justific tion, op. cit., I, p. 29.
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man justified by grace does not, cannot merit glory for and in
himself, Grace and glory are his by right of adoption and not
by inherent grase.l Eternal glory is not what man merits by
his works of grace. Iternal life is itself a gift of grace.2
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 righeousness = 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
we to call Him by it, Jehova justitia nol‘l'.ra."s The entire act
of atonement to which nothing can 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
have heaven itself by inheritanco.h The benefits of Christ's
ascension are also given to the believer in Christ. It was in
the ascension that Andrewes 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 Himself since it was His place by right
even before the foundations of the oarth.s “Even::ow we sit there

in Him, and shall sit there with Him in the end." Andrewes saw

1. Davenant, On Justific.tion, op. cit., pp. 37, 55. See also
Downame, On Justific.tion, op. cit., p. 71.

2. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., I, pe 38.

3. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 125. 4. Ibid., pe 126.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 1l4. 6. Ibid., p. 115,
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that it was the same Holy Spirit who conceived the Som in Mary
that also adopts us and unites us with Ch.t-:lst..l The whole pur-
pose of the atonement was not that we should only be purged from
our sin but that we might be brought to glory in Chri_.at.z 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
us at the right hand of God where God the Son dwells from et.emi.ty?
What Christ does for us in heaven the Holy Spirit does for us on
ea.rt.h.k The Spirit brings to us the fulness of the atonement, We
have therefore in heaven and on earth a comforter and the Holy
Spirit is the anchor of bot.h.s Pentecost "seals up all by giving
us seisen of all that He hath done for us, by His Holy Spirit
sent down upon aas.'t't.lx."6 The Holy Spirit is therefore the pledge
of glory and eternal life bringing to us all thast Christ is and
has done for us. In Jesus Christ, who is flesh of our flesh and
bone of our bone, our flesh and blood inherit the kingdom of God.7
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 by

l. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 1l4.
26 _1_@_0.- e_itrl See Also Horks, Ope _g_i_t;c, III. Pe 149,
3. mrm‘, HorRS. -92. cit-, II-[’ Pe 1590

‘0. lbidt' Pe 160. 5. Ihid., DPe 159-
6. Ihid.., Poe 149.
7o w, workﬂ. Op. _c.i_E_o’ I, Pe 98.
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the Son of God 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
partake of al]..2 We are delivered by Christ from the kingdom of
sin and na&m“mtranalatedintoﬁiskingdon.3 This two=-
fold movement is but one act.k There is but one kingdom of Christ
whether it be understood either as grace or glory.s Through union
with Christ we enter into His kingdom and focaive all the benefits
of graco.é We enter into the fulness of Christ's kingdom of grace
and glory when we are engrafted into Hi.m.7 For Davenant, ingraft-
ing into Christ was through faith and by the Holy Spirit.s There
is nothing th.t we need for our eternal salvation which has not

been done for us by Christ; even the redemption of our bodies is
included in the a.t.onement.g 41l the fulness of Christ is ours
as we are in Him,

Davenant, 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 fule

10
ness of Christ by His Holy Spirit. Our participation in Christ,

1. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., I, p. 163.

2. Ibid., pp. 153, 458. 3. Ibid., pp. 156, 157.
4. Ibid., p. 158. 5. Ibid., p. 161.
6. 1bid., p. 160. 7. ibid., p. 161,
8, Ibid., p. 164. 9. Ibid., p. 165.

10. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., II, pp. 16, 17.
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in the whole redemptive act is real bul keeping within the
structures of this age this participation was seen by Davenant
as a sacramental part.icipation.l But this did not mean for
Davenant nor for Andrewes that our participation in the fulness
of Vhrist was less than real. The reality of our participation
was analogous to the reality of Christ's presence in the eucharist.
ihe whole redemption of man does not appear perfectly in us in
this life but it is perfectly completed in Christ in whom our
lives are even now hid.z

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
the wholeness of Christ; His death and His rcmrrection.s In
baptism we are sacramentally united to the body of Christ which
is His Uhmh.k The Church is an essential part of the atonement.
Dowvname stressed the certainty of salvation for the redeemed in
Christ by showing the relation between justification and sancti-
fication. Sanctification is an inseparable companion of justifi-
cation and is a confirmation of 1t.5 Yet in the certsinty of our
redemption Downame did not negate the sinful formes of this sge.
Themanwhomredanwmmlongerzndorthamror sin but

sin still remains even in the faithful, Through the actual union

1. Ibid., pp. 18, 19. 2, 1ibid., pp. 19, 20.
3. Downame, The Covenant of Grice, op. cit., p. 36.

4o Downame , The Christian Freedom, op. cit., pp. 21, 22.
5. Dowmame, ‘he Covenant of Grace, op. Cit., p. 35.

Ce Ibid., p. 37.
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with Christ we know now the liberty of grace in this J.ifa.l The
liberty of grace is to us the pledie of the liberty of glory;
triumphant ya.ce.z Dovname 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 part:kers of the grace
wrought for us by Christ, which is the redemptive act, by the
commmication of the Holy 3pirit.3 The Holy Spirit was the Spirit
of grace for Downame because He communic:ted unto us all that
Christ was and did for ua.h

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
triumphant state of grace, our life is with God.s It is Christ
who is our bond of union with God and in Him we are reconciled
to God.6 The life of grace was like the childhood of glory in
which we were being built up day by day by the Holy Spirit.7 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 these are hidden

8
in Christ who is the fulness of our redemption. The absolute

1. Downame, The Christian Freedom, op. cit., pp. 30, 33.
2. 1bid., pp. 149, 155.

3. Downame, 'he Covenant of Grace, op. cit., p. 42.

he Ibide, pe 43.

5. Davenant, On Colessians, op. cit., II, p. 20,

6. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., I, p. 240.

7. Davenant, On Colossians, op. eit., II, p. 20.
80 IbE.’ w. 21, 22.
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certainty of our life of glory is given to us now because even
now our lives are in Christ who is gloriﬁed.l The life of
glory will be given to us fully when the glorified Christ re-
turns to us to claim us as His cmn..2 Christ has purchased the
life of glory for us. Ilie 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
the doa.d,.& The life of grace is thercfore anchored to the Parou-
sia. At that time those whose lives have been hid in Christ will
be revealed and made glorious like the body of Ghrist..s

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
holy of holiea.6 Thorndike saw this alao.7 Christ's atonement
fulfills this concept said Pearson for He has ascended upon high
and entered the holy of holies not made with handa.s Christ
appears before God as the atonemert for our sins.9 Before God,

Jesus Christ, to whom all power is given both in heaven and earth,

1. Ibid., p. 16. 2. Ibid., ppe 16, 2k.
3. Lbido’ P 2. Le Ibido. Pe z5.
5. -1’;2. .(Eé.&. 6. Pgamn. 22. 2&2.. Pe 1}77.

g mme’ ml‘ks. op. EE'-.’ I.II’ Pt. l’ Pe 2‘03.
8. Pearson, op. cit., p. 170.

9. lLoc. cit.
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continually makes an efficacious and gloricus intercession for
1
us, Pearson saw this intercession as the continuation of
2
Christ's own oblation 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 gucharist as the means of grace and the
&L
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 Fearson. 6
Man'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-iruits of our nature are

ascended and the rest is sanctified by the Holy Spirit but this
could not have been given to us had Christ not first ascandod.9

It is the Holy Spirit who makes us members of thab body of which

1. loc. egit. 2. Ibid., p. 503.
3. Taylor, Works, op. cit., III, p. 296.

4. Ibid., p. 299.

5. Peawson, op. cit., ppe. 447, 4T4.

6. Ibid., p. 482 7. leoc. cit.

8. lbid., pp. 482, 493, 494.

9. Ibid., pp. 4B, 485, 486, 575, 577.
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Christ is the hoad.l The Holy Spirit assured us that we are
now adopted as sons and He is the earnest of our everlasting in-
heritame.z Christ signified vnion and dimension "and therefore
while we look upon Him at the right hand of God we see ourselves
in heanrcn.““3 The ascension of Christ was also important for
Pearson because it mesnt 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
i‘losh.h The believer's confidence in the day of judgment is in
Christ wiio is Brother, Redeemer, High Priest and Advocate and the
One who has already absolved ns.s Christ will come to judze 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.

Hall, as we have seen, attacked Rome's doctrine of grace
which made oleet.ion‘m uncertainty. All Protestantism refutes
Home on this issue. There was a certainty of salvation for those
whom Christ had called and who by a lively faith had effectually
laid hold of Christ.7 Hall also pointed out to Bellarmine that
the testimony of our election is by the Spirit of ndoption.a The

Spirit is the witness so that we do not simply appear to be sons

1. Ihido’ FDe 579’ mo 2. lbido, Pe 580,
3+ 1bid., pp. 502, 503. 4. Ibid., pp. 438, 439.
50 ‘_1920 S_i.-_go 6’. Hall, w@rk-. 92.2&. V, p.666.

7- I-bido, Pe 665. 8. Ibidu, Pe 6700



- 2h4 -
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 can give us nothing in the way of pride because the grace
is not ours but God's and the glory belongs to Him also.l

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 Lhere 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 mrk_of Christ.

The Spirit of God was the Spirit of life by which the Christian

is born anew.z 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 and the atonement by limiting the
significance of the gift of the Spirit at Pentecost., This had
drastic effects on his concept of the atonement., Taylor like

Rome 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 missing 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 mptodsby the Spirit to be sons of God and members of

Ghrist's body. This new principle, if cherished, grows up to

e Hﬂll. ml‘ka’ 92. .EE., V, Pe 675.
2 'l'aylor, Horks, Ope _c-i_to’ II, Pe 252,

3- 1_££. E.j_-'?..' S“ 3180 WOI‘kB’ 92. c_itl., VI, p' 117.
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eternal life. The Holy Spirit as a principle was a perfecting
constitution which produced actions of holy living.2 In this
way Taylor considered the Spirit as the principle of grace to
be the earnest of glory.s 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
act toward his mstit.ution.k 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 repemtance ag:in in woral terms and
this was cle.rly secen in his concept of a death bed repentance.
The day of repentance for 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
there was no time left for him to live a worthy lifo.s 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

& Ta.y‘lor, Works. 22- ‘c&o’ II’ Pe 2520

2. Taylor, Works, op. cit., V, p. 28, See also lorks, op. cit.,
VI’ Pe 266,

3. Taylor’ work” 92. ﬂ&.’ v’ pt m.
b Tvlor’ l\brks’ op. 2}&., II’ Pe 26‘}.

5. Taylor, Works, op. git., IV, p. 262. See also Works, op. cit.
Vs pp. Mb' 468, Also Wo, !‘kB' Gp. ﬁc, II’ Pe 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 livinz of a holy life was very im-
portant in his concept of salvation.

Taylor called repentance a great volume of duty though
the first grace is given by Godu.2 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 r(e;mf%;m to be in so precarious a pesition with regard to
his eternal salvation. The life of repentance in Taylor's thought
was a continual overcoming of sin by the strength of God's grace
"And little by little to return to health and strength; unless
we have grace and time to do all this, our sins will lie down
with us in our gravoa."h There is always a definite sug:estion
in all of Taylor's thought that man 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 things which Ged, through Jesus Christ, accepts to
aahation.s What a man did was of no value in itself because
Taylor grounded the work of man on the work of Christ but ag:in

Taylor conditioned the atoning work of Christ by stressing the work

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., III, p. 358.
24 Taa'lor. Works, op. 2&0’ V. PPe k67. 594.
30 Ibid.. Pe ‘l»?zl Ilr. Ibid.. De h?SO

5. Taylor, Works, op. git., VI, p. 204.
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that man had to deo.
As we have noted, Andrewes thought of the significance
of the incarnation; 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 teils us that the incarn-
alikans ot s reuniniiigs: e o ik Babichind Wk ipuihiibvimis
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:an really confess Christ to be the hope of the world is
that Christ is risen., There is no hope in a Christ not rim.z
In a resurrection sermon on 1 Cor. 15:20, Andrewes emphasized that
the doctrine of the resurrection was one of the foundations of
the Christian faith laid on the Rock which is b‘hriat..3 The fall
of Adam was a death from which there could be no rising, that is,
there eould be no resurrection from the side of man, but in Christ's
resurrection the fall of Adam is turned inte a rising.b Christ
who has assumed our nature in the incarnation is now risen in our
nature and there is our gertain hope that our nature will be re-
surrected also, even our persona.s The resurrection is the con-

tinuity of the incarnation and atonement., There was no doubt at

all in indrewes' wind that Christ had indeed truly risen but he

p i Tﬂyl.r’ mrk’. P_E. 2&-. ?I’ Pe 3)7.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, p. 212, See also Beveridge,
Works, op. cit., III, p. 392.

3. Andrewes, Works, ecp. e¢it., 11, p. 212.

‘lvll Ibi.d-’ Pe 193. 5. Ibido. EPe 193' 191}.
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observed with St. Bernard that the Christian was so a part of
Christ's body by our being grafted into Him that Christ's body is
not wholly risen until we are resurrected also.l This thought
did not take away the reality of the resufrected body of Christ
but it stressed rather our union in Christ. We have already
noted thit 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 understonding of Andrewes' 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 satan
reigns supreme becuuse God has been wercom.z He, like Andrewes,
stressed our union with Christ in this act of God; when Chrisi took
up His life He took up ours alm.3 e are the members of the
body of which Christ is the Head; if the llead be risen, the members
cannot be far behmd.“h by His resurrection Christ revealed that
He has power to raise all from the dead, 7The Spirit of Christ,
who makes us members of Christ, is our full right and title of
resurrection with our Hmd.s Pearson saw the resurrection as a

form of creation, a new creation. The creation of man from the

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., 1I, p. 19k.

2, Pearson, op. cit., pp. 66, 67.

3. I1bid., ppe 4T7h, 475. e Ibid., p. 475.
5. Ibid., ppe. 475, 666.
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dust of the earth reveals (God's power of resurreetion. Pearson
rightly related the resurrection of the body of Christ to that
Body of which He is the Head - the Ghm'ch..‘2 There is, sald
Pearson, an initial form of eternal life in this life which is
the guarantee of that which is teo fallou.s 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
blessing pronounced by christ..# This perfection was the age of
glory when the fulness of grace was fully consmtod-.s

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 we
have victory over the dominion of death; over the mighty monarch
which is dea‘bh.6 The resurrection of the Spirit is the resur-
rection to grace in the thought of Andrms.7 This resurrection
is given to us now., It is also the pledze, the earnest, that our
bodies will also be resurrected for without the resurrection of
the spirit there can be no resurrection at a:l.ll..et Andrewes 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, op. cit., p. 655. 2. Ibid., pe 66.
3. Ibid., p. 688, he loc. cit.

5. Xbid., pp. 693, 694s

6., Andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, p. 195.

7- Iﬂd-, Pe 201, 8. II&O_. s}&.
e Lb_é.'g." Pe 222.
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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
this 11:0.1 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 which 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-
surrection.z These two concepts were brought together in indrewes'
thought because he could affirm that we had already risen in
Christ and it was an error for us to think of the resurrection
merely as a future event.s This i8 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 graces These first-fruits we receive at our

baptism which is the renewing of the Holy Spirit.s

Bishop Hall also thought in terms of the first and second
resurrection. The second Adam gives us new life and is the new
life of our reglnoration.é The new creature now lives by the
Spirit of Christ and the life He gives us is the life of Christ
which is the life of grace that ends in g].ory.7 Hall saw both

the life of grace and the life of glory as the life in Christ.

1. Andrewes, Works, op. e¢it., II, p. 96.

2. Ibid.’ PPe 201, 202, 3. Ibido’ Pe 201.
‘Ivo Ibido, po 2230 5. Ibid..’ p. 222.

6. Ha.ll’ mrks' 22. E_&-’ VI..[. Pe 133-

7. Ibidu’ Pe 1536.
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The life after the second resurrection is the life of Christ
under the state of glory.l

The Arminian controversy raised the question of the rela-

tion between the work of Christ and the man who stood outside the
state of grace. The Arminians were also concerned with the activ-
ity of man in the drama of salvation. Bishop Hall, as always,
was conscious of the fact thot many of the Calvinists and the
Arminians 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 by 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. OQur good works do not add to our faith but they
show forth the truth of our fai.th.z Bishop Barlow also empha=-
sized this aspect, claiming that a sinner is first justified by
faith and that faith is a continuation of our Ju.-:t..‘u.:l'.’t.ca.i'..'1.u:m.‘3
Good works are indeed the fruits and effects of faith but they
cannot contribute to the continuance of our fait.h.“ 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, op. git., VII, p. 133.

2. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, pp. lik, 678.

3. Barlow, op. cit., p. 6k.

he Loc. cit. 5. Ibid., p. 71.
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Hall put forward the words of Bonaventure who attributed
all to grace and mothing to the seltofmn.l Hall also affirmed
Andrewes' thought on the subject and declured that it did mo harm
to the piety of man to attribute all to the grace of God but when
man subtracts from the grace of God and gives it to nature it
offends both God and m.z Hall denied that the Church of England
believed election to rest on faith foreseen. The bishops of the
Church of Ingland have strongly refuted this contention, said
Hall, and have apposed it in the Church of Rome and Arminians and '
have carried it down to the depths of he:l.'l..3

Whereas Hall stressed the zood 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
elect.ion.“ Taylor left an uncertzinty 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
their election as they could be of their future acts.s Taylor
placed the stress on man's action rather than on God's act. The
confidence which the Spirit creates was built upon dut.y.6 Hever=
theless, al times Taylor did distinguish between God's secret will

and the condition in which the Christian lived. Taylor thought

1. Hall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 318.

2. Ibid., p. 518.

3. Hall, Works, op. cit., IX, p. 365,
k. Taylor, Works, op. cit., II, p. 248,
5. Yaylor, Works, op. cit., III, p. 183.

6. Ibid.. pe 177. See also Op. 21-1:.-' Works, V, pe 422,
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that there were a few Christisns to whom God had given the con=-
firmation in grace which meant a certainty of condition or elect-
ion.l 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 neverthelecss interpreted the gos-
pel to be a new law of works by which a man could be Justiﬁed.z
These works wer: post baptismal and were conditions of the coven-
ant of grace. However, Thorndike did maintain that these works
are the works of grace and were dependent on the golpel.3 He re-
jected as heresy the opinions of Sociryfus and Pelaglus which
stated that man could be justified apart from the grace of God in
Jesus Christ, upon which grace justification by faith was gmundod.&
The grace which God declares to us is in consideration of Christ's
obodimca.s However, Thorndike actually said something cuite
different when he began to define the nature of grace and it be-
comes very obvious in his thought that grace is 20 be regarded as

helps which enable man to do the works of faith. But to regard

1. Ibid., p. 185.

2. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., III, Pt. 1, pp. 99, 100,

3. Ibid., pp. 100, 101. 4. 1bid., pp. 101, 102,

5. Ibid., p. 102, 6. 1Ibid., pp. 148, 167, 168,
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grace simply as helps and alds to salvatiom is in fact to rob
grace of its escential meaning even though we may say as
Thorndike did that grace is given only for the sake of Christ,
Thorndike 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 ab stake. It was precisely
this understanding of the covenant of grace affirmed by Thorndike
that he denieds The covenant which God had made 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
and sustains the covenant is God lﬁ.mself.l Dowvname denied that
the covenant of grace could be interpreted as a new law or that
Christ was a new hwgim.z He interpreted the atoming 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.
Downame's thought on this subject was akin to St. Paul's in I 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
I but the grace of God'.h

Thorndike's doctrine of the atonement was closer to Taylor's

than it was to Andrewes'. The victory of Christ over sin and death

) . Downane, The E!m& of GM, OpPe &iﬁo. PPe 9. 28,
2. Ibigo, Pe 29. 3. Ibido. Pe 32.

‘lc Ibid.’ Pe 310
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was not given to man as a completed event in Thorndike's thought,
1t was given Lo man in the way of helps which God granted in con-
sideration of Christ's vic.tory.l Thus Christ's overcoming is
given tc men to enaple them to arercome.z Thorndike's interpro=-
tation of the triumph of the cross made it a victory in which man
did not fully share. By the victory of Christ's death we are
enabled to put to death sin in the ﬂe&h.3 The Son of God assists
the slaves of sin by dying Himself and by His death helping them
to bheir i‘reedon.h 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 Andrewes'
thought is conspicuously absent from Thorndike., 4 radical dif-

ference is involved in saying that the victory over death is given
to the believer in Christ t;{x\an to say that the victory helps us

to victory. A difference aguin 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 completedness and
giveness 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 was 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. mmdik” Hork" op. 2_&., III’ Pt. 1’ Pe 321.
2. loc. cit. 3. loc. cit.

". IDC. cit.
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covenant of grace. Thorndike claimed that both these views
side-stepped the need for baptism: the Secinians by their stress
on free-will and the latter by claiming a predestination to
glory. Thorndike's guarvel with the doctrine of predestination
was valld when he attacked a rigid determinism which, as we have
noted, was stressed by some of the hyper-Calvinists but when he
dismissed the doctrine of predestination to glory Thorndike
simply revealed his misundersitanding of grace; he separsted grace
and glory and thus broke the eschatological dimension of grace
which is now glorified at the right hand of God. FPredestination
from the will of God before the foundations of the world camnot
be separated from postdestination at the right hand of God. It
is this concept of grace which gives to the believer his 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.

Thorndike channeled the whole atoning work of Christ to
the covenant of grace which is extended to us in baptism. Baptism
showed the free grace of v’.lod.2 But Thorndike gualified 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-
ing the conditions of the csovon.ﬁurlc...3 Thorndike 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. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., V, pp. 528, 529.

24 Ihido’ Pe 529. 3. Ebid.. Pe 528.
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1
release. But Thorndike did not see the cross of Christ as
being a substitutionary atonement whereby God as man in Christ
completed all that was recuired 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
man to perform these wmiitiona.z Thorndike rejected the concept
that works of mature could oblige God to give the helps of graeo.3
The righteousness of the law is the work of nature which sets
aside the grace of christ.k Thorndike never maintained that a
man could merit glory by his works of grace but he held these
works te be necessary in fulfilling the conditions of the covenant
of grace which alone brings us to glory. It was precisely this
tendency of thought that Davenant had criticized in B-J.larn‘lne.j
It amounted to mothing more than saying thst God in Jesus (hrist
had provided the means whereby the simmer could make satisfaction
to God. "An unhecard of kind of justification, to make the injured
party provide the means, so that the guilty may himself furnish
satisf.ction on his own mre.“6 Andrewes had made exactly the
same criticism, Thorndike must stand under this eriticism also,

Though Thorndike emphasized that the purchase of the

covenant of grace was wholly wrought by Cod his tendency was to

. mm&, w@rka’ 22. ﬂ.&.. V, Pe 528¢
2 Ibido, Pe 326- 3. Ibidt, Pe 532-
‘}l Ibid.’ Pe 538-

S+ Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., p. 405.
6. Loc. git.
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make the continuity of the covenant dependent on man's faithful-
ness to the terms of the covenant of grace., Bishop Sanderson
saw more clearly than Thorndike that the continuity of the coven-
ant was not sustained iy man but by God's faithfulness, God's
free election of those whom He proposed to save was from His own
free grace without any motives in the elect themnelv-s.l Their
certain perseverance to salvation lay in the immutibility of God's
love and grace towards His alsot.z 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., No force of evil c:n enter and
there destroy our election, Sanderson stressed that nothing in
man can annul the covenant of God.s 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 will 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, 11, p. 4B, 2. Loc. cit.
3. 1bid., p. 4l

he Ioc. cit.
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William Beveridge. The act of God's grace was very closely
related by Heveridge to the person and work of Christ. His
doctrine of the Trinity and the incarnation revealed that
Bevoridge conceived of grace as the self-giving of God to man
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
our lLord Jesus Cbriat.l 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 New Testament is opposed
to anything that man can do or dourn.z

The grace of Christ as the atonement which Christ made
for us was grounded upon Christ as God and man, What Christ does
is done by God lﬁmnlf.s 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
of man and is both God and man.h Beveridge, like Andrewes,
stressed the concept of Christ as the second Adam who while being

one particular men also gathered in Himself the whole nature of

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, pp. 224, 225.
2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, p. 57.

3. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 155.

4. Ibid., p. 153.
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man, Christ is both the One and the many., A4s God and man in
one person Jesus Christ is full of grace and tntbh.z

The saerifice that Christ made for the sin of the whole
world was seen by Beveridge as a divine offering offered up to
God Himself by Himself from the side of m.3 The fundomental
concept of the atonement in Beveridge's thought is one of sub-
stitution where God offered Himself for sinful man as man in the
person of Jesus Christ.h Beveridge admitted that just the thought
of thisjy God suffering for the sins which we had committed against
iﬁ.n)leﬂ. him in a maze of confusion. The subject of God's atone-
ment was so sublime "that I can neither fully conceive what I
ought to express, nor express what I myself conceive of 11'.."5

In His sacrificial death on the cross Christ offered up
Himself as a propitiation for the sins of the whole wrld.6 It
was God who made the propitiatory sacrifice for us, When Christ
died, God Himself may be truly sald to have died.7 This was
Beveridge's way of stating in bold words the truth that God Him-
self had come to atone; 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 tukes away sin and how God Himself is made of

1. Beveridge, jorks, op. cit., I, p. 153.

2. Ibid., p. 222.

3. 1bid., pe 267. See also Works, op. cit., 1I, pp. 58, 59.
4. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., III, p. 316.

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 266.

6. Ibido’ p. 187- 7- Ibidc’ PPe 2?0’ 271.
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Himself redemption for us. The Almighty God, the Lord and giver
of life died for us upon the cmss.z Beveridge stressed the neces-
sity of Christ's crucifixiom for without it, without the shedding
of blood, there could be no remission of sin. The blood which
was shed upon the cross was the blood of the incarnate God.3
Beveridge affirmed that the grace of God came to us through the
death of Christ on the croal.k 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
of the world and did not simply cover up our sins; sin was atonod.s
He obscrved with St, Chrysostom that the atonement of the Lamb of
God has taken away, not only some particular sins but sin in its
totality; sin as a:ln.6 Christ took upen 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 and it too was crucified, dead and buried and dead
for ever.? Beveridge emphasigzed that 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
gin. Beveridge of course did stress the one particular event and

would never dismiss that history, yet he saw in that one historiec

l. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 33..

2. 1bid., pe 402. 3. 1bid., p. 332.
ke Ibid., pe 400. See also Works, op. cit., II, p. 59.
5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, pp. 267, 330.

6. Ibid., p. 267. 7. Ibid., p. 4Ok
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event an eschatological 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
upon the cross Christ continually is the pmpitiation.l

Like Andrewes, Beveridge vitally related what Christ did
to what le was, His person. Our peace and reconciliation to God
was made by Christ upon ths cross, by the death which He suffered
and the blood which he shod.z 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
Himself our peace and He reconciles us in Himself to God.3 He
is the reconciliation.

In Beveridge's thought grace was conceived as existing
only in Christ and we can best understand his concept of God's
grace to man to be Christ Himself, In the redemption of fallen
man by the incurnate Son God revealed the glory of His grace.h
The fulness and compleleness of grace is revealed in Christ. God
reveals His grace and truth in the act of raising up a second Adam
after all mankind had fallen in the fix'st.s It is only in Christ
the second Adam that God promised grace andbit.. is only in Him

that the truth of the promise is fulfilled., Christ fills full

l. Beveridge, Works, %. eit., I, pp. 406, 4O7. See also Works,
22- -(é..t_o’ II, Pe 59. 80 Works, 22- 2-&., III, Pe 1960

2' Ibid-’ P- 1505- 3. Ibidi’ pp- ws, wéc
Le X_bigo, De A56-
5. m‘ﬂd‘.’ WOrks, op. _c_jio’ II’ Pe m.

é. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, pp. 456, 457, 359. See also
Works, Op. _c_i_t_-’ II, PPe 28’ 56, 580



the promise of (od 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
and suffered for us in our natura.z In Beveridge's thought union
with Christ was union by the Holy Sp;l.rj.*l'..3 By faith man is cut
out of the old stock of Adam and js ingrafted into Christ and by
that incision we are made one body with Hin.h Beveridge refused
to entertain the false notion of union as a natural emanation and
he maintained that such an analogy was unbiblical, Nen 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
cmt.ure.5 Only the power of t_'.he Almighty God cen create and re-
create new creatures and God exerts that power only in Jesus Chr:i.arl‘-.6
The union with Christ was the Holy Spjrit7and it is by this union

that we are made new creatures in Christ. In Christ the old man

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, p. 60. See also Works, op.
2;_2-, III, P 273.

2 Bweridge, Eﬂs’ -92¢ E_i_!'_-’ I’ Do 3‘07. See also wol'ks, 92.
ceit., 111, pp. 313, 413, 4lk.

30 B“‘ridgﬂ’ h‘orks, 22. -gi—t'" I, Pe 3‘{-7.
‘}. Ibido’ PEe 3"6’ 35’6. 5. Ibid-’ De 357-
6. Loc. cit. 7. Ibid., p. 35L.
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in us is crucified with Christ, dead and buried, and the new
1
body of grace is formed in Him, 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
it..3 The fulness of the atonement is ours in our union with
Christ who performed redemption in our nature. In Him we are
sanctified; in Him we have fulfilled all righteouness; in Him
we have suffered the death which God judged against sin and in
Him we are absolved from our sin and justified before God.k 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 them,
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
grace and attributed wholly to God's goodness in Jesus Christ.6

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, 38l. GSee also, Works, op. cit., III, p. 410,
he 1Ibid., pp. 347, 38l1.

5. Beveridge, Works, ope. git., 111, pe 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
Chriat..l The fulfillment of our redemption in glory was grounded
by Beveridge to our union ky grace in Christ and this union was
extended to us n:m.2

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
false the doctrine of salvation by .{'x'ee-u:l.i.'l..3 None can come to
God the Son by faith but he that is drawn by the grace of God
the Fathor.k The Holy Spirit does not first work faith in us
and then come to us but He {irst comes to us and then He works
faith in ual.s 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 England believed that sinners
are accounted righteous before God only for the merit of our lLord
by faith and so justified by faith only.6 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. See also Works, op.
git., V, p. 201,

2, Beveridge, Works, op. ¢it., I, pp. 362, 358, 359.
30 B".ridg.. Horks, 22- ﬁ., VII’ PPe 275’ 276.
#u Lhido, Pe 2?7. 5. Mg’ Pe m‘i.

6. ij-dut’ p. 3&.
7. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., III, p. 454.
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Holy Spirit brhwg\\’ God's grace to us that we might turn from
darkness to (.?mi.'1 Qur essential humanity is restored by the
Holy Spirit who brings to us the atonement of Christ and ime
prints upon us agad.n_the image of God and adopts us by grace as
children of Liod.2 By the gift of the Holy Spirit we are ingrafted
into Christ. The Holy Spirit is the earnest of our inheritance
which is res;mod for us and which we shall poasus.3 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
God for it, after all, it is His free g:lﬁ.."h 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 againm of God and 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 by the Holy Spirit
he has eternal life even nmr.s 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 Geod

1. Beveridge, Works, op. g¢it., IV, pp. 64, 65.

2. Ibid., pp. 65, 66.

3. Beveridge, lorks, op. git., I, pp. Lib, k47, 393, 356, Llz.
4o Ibid., p.l289.

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., II, p. 192.
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the Father and by the power of the Holy Spirit we are made child-
ren of God by adoption and gmml 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., DLven now grace cannot be separated from Christ who stands
glorified before the Father; grace cannot be separated from glory.
The man who is baptigzed 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
still the redeemed man was not without sin in this |wu-.'l.t:l.2 He
was redeemed in Christ and he waited for his Lord. Not only the
worst sinner but also the saints matsmknouledge that while on

earth they have sin as well as grace. Even though a man is born

iy
agoin sin remains in him though he may not live in sin., The

grace of Christ frees us from the dominion of .in.s

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 thulight.
Grace proclaims man justified before God im Christ and this was

boldly asserted by those Caroline writers who followed in the tra-

1. Deveridge, Yorks, op. cit., I1I, pp. 392, 4l4.
2, DBeveridge, Works, op. cit., VIiI, p. 331.

3. Ibid., p. 332. - he Ibid., p. 267,
5. DBeveridge, 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 this grace under the conditions of this world.
It is militant grace; grace which is still under the cross and
still retains the warks 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
i.tmonlyinﬂhriutalnnethai;t.hoChumhiarowﬁod.l Our
entrance into the Church, the body of Christ is by baptim.z it
is by the Holy Spirit that we are made members of Christ's body
by b&pt-ill.s Baptism into the Church meant for Beveridge bap-
tism into Christ. Christ saves none but those who are His body,
the Church, and as such are really His.h Admission into the Church
and thus into the state of salvation is by baptism said Bwarj.dgo.s
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
by God H:Lmolr.“é

It is in the understunding of the Church ag:in that w-.
see the unity and distinction of grace and glory in the forms of
militant and triumphant dimensions. The Church militant is no less

the Church than the Church triumphant since the Church is the One

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 359.

8. 1bid., ps 343.

3. Ibid., pp. 441, b443. See also, Works, op. cit., II, p. 183.
he Ibid., pe 444 5. Loc. cit.

6. Deveridge, Works, op. ecit., II, p. 418,
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body of Christ but the Church militant 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
eucharistic doctrine. That is why Beveridge 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
Nk S S A R e s, s s Tk mAdIR A
grage fully involves glory = tﬂm 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 Lo the second coming of Christ when He would pyeturn
in His glorified body and our bodies would be ralsed and glori-
fied and made like unto His glorious body. Then the fulness of
grace would be consumated, then sin would utterly disappear; the
age of glory will appear in its fulness and we will sit with
Uhrist at the right hand of God.



CHAPTER V1I

THE CHURCH'S MINISTRY
VORD Amogkm

The most penetrating concept of the Church as the body
of Christ, in Caroline thought, is to be seen in Andrewes' un-
derstanding of the Holy Spirit. The prominance given to the
third person of the Trinity and the depth of understanding 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 maint:zined 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 understanding of the third person of the Trinity into
the entire movement of the eternal Son; the movement of God to
man. At every stage of the drama 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 inecar-
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nate Son.

indrewes saw the meaning of the conception of the Vord

in the womb of Mary as the act of the Holy Spirit by which the
Word was thrust into human flesh and hence the etermal relation
of the Holy Spirit became inc rnate in the pcorson of Christ. As
the Holy Spirit was the consubstantial unity between the Father
and the Son in eternity so Andrewes acknowledged Him as the hypo=-
static union of the God-man Jesus Chr:lst..2 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
>Christ and His Cl:mrch.3 Uy this understanding of the Holy Spirit
Andrewes bound the Church as the body of Christ to the person of
Ghrist Gn the meed vitad ond 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 Andrewes, 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 oun, when the Holy Ghost descended on Him

i. m'. ilbrkS, op. E.i_t‘l III, PPe m’ 243,
2., Ibid., pp. 148, 387.
3. Andrewes, Works, op. g;l}_.,j,II, pe. 148,



in likeness of a dove; thal 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 incarnate full of grace and Christ ascended full of glory.
The ascended Christ is our anchor in heaven and the Holy 8pirit
is our anchor on oa.r*t,l'l.2 The Holy Spirit bound these two con=-
cepts together in Androwes' 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 .;tor man, Andrewes thought of the Holy Spirit as
being poured out}ho cistern which was the body of Christ glori-
fied. 'The Ehly!wt from the flesh of the glorified Christ
was poured upon all ﬂ.eahf 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
us what Christ had purchased for us.k Andrewes related this move-
ment to the Church and its ministry of word and sacrament. The

ascension of Christ was the focal point wupon which a 'royal exchange'

1. indrewes, Works, ep, p_i_.}_.,ill, p. 116.
p ;bidn’ P 159- 3- Ihid.’ Pe 31.20
Il-l ;bid., Pe 108.
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took place when the incurnate Christ of ocur humanity ascended
and sent lis Holy Spirit that we might partake of His divine
nature which meant the atonement and union with Uhrist.l

The movement of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost had direct-
ion said 4Andrewes. It was sent o thie place where the Apostles
were gathered - to the Church and nowhere alsc.z 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 itseli, The
Holy Spirit, sald Andrewes, blowgs from heaven and fills Lhe
Church with the breath of haavm.a Andrewes saw a parallel be-
tween the descent of the Holy Spirit at the bapbtism of Christ
and Pentesost. The Holy Spirit descended on Christ because
sle was the eternal Som inc.rnate and al Pentecosi Lhe same Holy
Spirit descends on the disciples = the Church. 'he Church, bap=
tized by the lioly Spirit, was the body of Christ and was in
essential union with Christ its Head through the same Holy Spiritf
Christ was both a singular person, a particular man and He was
also the second Adam who had a corporate being; the wmany and the
one. The Church was the body of Christ and Christ was the Head of
the body.5 As Christ was zhc Head of the body so the Holy Spirit

was the Heart of the body. Andrewes always associated life giving

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, p. 109, /40

2. Ibid., p. 120, 3. ZIbid., p. 121.
he Ibid., p. 257.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., III, p. 249.

6. Ibid., p. 258,
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powers to the Holy Spirit; He made the body to live., Without
the Dove, said Andrewes, there is no Church. IHe also inverted
this proposition and maintsined that apart from that Church
upon which the Holy Spirit came and where He aneinted there was
no Holy Spirit and hence no remission of sins.l This meant in
Andrewes' thought that the Holy Spirit only comes to the Church,
the body of Christ, whose Spirit He is.

Andrewes freguently related the meaning snd purpose of
crcation to the Church, He stated that the world itself was
ereated for the Ghur«.‘:l'x..;E The Holy Spirit who booded upon the
face of the waters in the beginning and brought forth ereation
also recreates the world, "the Christian world, or Church, hy the
same Spirit moving on the waters of b;—xptisn."J The Church is the
new aprearing 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
lifa.‘. The 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.s 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
anew and this is done at baptilll.6

Andrewes elaborsted his concept of creation and reereation

1. mmﬂ’ mrkﬂ’ 22. mc' III, Pe 258.

2. Ibiﬂg' FPe 291’ 385. 3. Ibido’ Pe 1?‘-0
A'U .1_9_9-. -e_é'&. 5. Ibi-d-’ p. m.

6. Andrewes, Works, op. g}i.,ﬁI, Pe 19]@- ,
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and its relation to the Church. There were three moments in
the crcative and recreative drama al which the eternal Godhead
was said to be present; at the creation of the world the Father,
Word and Holy Spirit were present. 5o also at the baptism of
the Sonj; the Father in the voice, the Holy Spirit in the dove
and Christ in the water. The third instance was the baptism of
the Chmh.l The latter reference was to Peniecost where both
the Father and the Son poured out the Holy Spirit upon the Church;
the Spirit which was their essential unity. Andrewes 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
Christ all the channels of grace are conveyed into the Chm'ch.z
Therefore only in the Church, the body of Christ, is there re-
mission of sin.3

The gift of 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 Gods 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 blood 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

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., II, p. 385; /? \JJ" }t‘g{’ !
L

2. mm.l, wom’ 9op. ﬁ-’ V, Pe 100,
3. Mu’ Pe 101.
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Church by the Holy Spirit who is that union. It is God's love
for us, lis own essential love, that makes Him wish to continu=
ally dwell with us and He does this by IHis Holy Sp:!.rit,.l The
Spirit is the true ark of God's presence among His ;(::eaople..2 He
is the continuity of Cod's presence among His people who are
His tulplc.3 It is the doctrine of the Holy Spirit in Andrewes'
thought that gives his concept of the Church its eschatological
direction. %he Holy Spirit comes to the Church from heaven and
fills the sails of the Church with a heavenly wind and bears it
hmanuard.# The act of God's dwelling with men on earth by the
Holy Spirit, as by the incarnate Son, is by gra.co.’ Grace allows
us to have God in our midst. The concept of umion 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
with H:!.m.6 The coming of the Holy Spirit begins with the ascen-
sion of Christ and ends with our ascension. "Sent Him down to us
to bring us up to Hin."7 “hrist ascended that God might contimu-

ally dwell with us, that so dwelling with us we may in the end

lo ma. Wbrks. 22. Cit'. III’ Ple 2‘01, 98.

2. Ibid.’ p. m. 3. Ibid..’ p. m.
L. Ibid-l’ p- 121- 5. Ibid.’ pl MC

6. Ibid.’ Poe m’ Ak 7. Ibid.' Pe 2.
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dwell with God.l This is the fulness of the atonement, to be at
one with God and this by grase. Bubt even now, in this life,
andrewes understood that by grace we are anchored in the ascended
Chriat.z

There is a close aflinity between Bishop Davenant's
thought on the Church and that of Andrewes', Davenant, like
indrewes, stressed the 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 Vhurch was those who had been redeemed and renewed
by Christ who is the Head of the body.3 He called this renewing
our new nativity in the life of grace and a certainty of a new
and glorious resurrectional birth in the life of glory.h Christ
is the Head of His Church as He is God and man. 4s the incarn-
ate Une He is the Head of those who are incorporated into His
body, the s.im.u'-l:h.s Christ and His church are, therefore, one
.t‘lesh.6 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
because He is the promised Une of God.? The whole redemptive act

of God irom beginning to end was gathered up in the Church, Christ

1. indrewes, Works, op. cit., III, p. 244.

2. 1bid., pe 43.

3. Davenant, On Celossians, op. cit., I, p. 172.

Lo Ibid., p. 226, 5. 1bid., pe 211.

é. Ibid., pp. 211, 216, 7. I1bid., pp. 221, 213.
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as the Lamb slain from the found-tion of the earth is likewise
Head of the Church from the foundation of the world.l Like
Andrewes, Davenant recognized that the union between Christ and
His Church was the etermal union of the Holy Spirit.z

The creation of the Church, with regard to man's parti-
cipation in the body of ‘hrist was stressed by Davenant as
established by the wministry of the gospel. "In this sense we
call any assembly of men whatever, professing the doctr-ine and
religion of Christ under legitimate pastors, a church."3 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 Bellarmine for
asserting that only an external union with the Church of Rome and
an external profession of faith and participation of the sacra-
ments were sufficient to be a member of the true Chureh.k Davenant ,
while admitting that such a profession constituted memnbership in
the visible Church also maintained that not all such external
members belonged to the body of Christ but only those who are
joined to Christ Himself by faith and the Spir:lt-.s Of course
Home could make such a claim because she had identified herself

with the Church invisible.

1. Davenant, Ou Colossians, op. cit., I, p. 211.
2. Ibid., pe 217,

3+ Davenant, On Colossians, op. git., I, p. 218, See also
Brallall, Works, 9P« 2-1’-" 11, pe 24,

L. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., I, pp. 218, 219.
5. M” BPe 2-18’ 226,
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Again like Andrewes, Davenant acknowledged the Spirit to
be the union between Christ and the members of His body. e did
not support the concept of an invisible Church and a visible
Church as il there wére two Churches. There was but one Christ,
one body, one Church. The visible Church he msintained was the
Church of Jesus Christ under the militant state of gra.co.l Such
an understanding must surely always be maintained for it stresses
the fact that all the humanness and sinfulness of our world does
not rule out the Church existing in this age. It shows clearly
the ultlimste victory of Christ and His grace ia allowing morbal
- man still clothed in unresurrected 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
have been quickened and made alive by the vitality of grace.z
Grace, for Davenant meant union with Christ now, in this age. To
be a tiue member of the Church meant full participation in Christ.
Christ is the beginning and foundation of salvation and grace in
this life and glory in the life to come.3 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
our union with God. Christ alone is the fulness of gm.ee..‘s The

Church has the two=fold state of grace and glory. Under the forms

i. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., I, p. 23.

2. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., I, p. 220.
3. Ihidc. Pe 223. hn Ibid-’ Pe 2‘30.
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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
eternal resurrection of the body.l 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 graece « glory - in the
life to t:o:)mm.3

In his controversy with the Puritans Bishop Hall stressed
the Pauline criterion of unity in the Church: one Lord, one faith,
one baptism, Where these are present. there is the Chn-ch.k 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
Christ-.s 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=-
son to begin in heaven for there is the origin of the Chureh.é
There are many particular Churches but 21l these make up the one

7
Catholie Church of Christ.

l. Davenant, On Colossians, ppe. 223, <224, 225.
2. Ibid., p. 223. 3. ibid., p. 226.
he Hall, Works, op. cit. V, p. 282,

5. Abid., pp. 283, 284.

6. Hall, Works, op. git., VII, p. 149.

L

7' Hall’ Works, ‘22. Cito. V. PPe m’ 285.



- 26l -

Hall considered baptisu the initlatory sacrament, [e
regarded buptism as the sole way of incorperation into the Church
on earth and hence he stressed that baptism constituled the
Courch on earth and stood as the seal of the Church also.l This
bec e very clear in his discussion with the Brownists who had
separated Ifrom the CUhurch of in land claiming that the Church of
Bogland was no true Church. [iis sole argument that the Church
of England was a true Church finally rested on baptisme If the
Church of sngland is mot a true Church then the Brownists who had
been baptized ia that Church should be rebaptized but if they
admitted that the buptism was valid then they must confess that
the Church of England is & true Church.z At this point Hall
clearly made baplism the mark of the true Church. That is wihy
he still recognized Home Lo he oi the true Church though corrupt.
lier baptism 'though shamefully deformed with rotten tradition!
was still a true baphims

Archbishop Laud was even more to the point ou this matter,
He also emphasized as did Hall that baptism preserved the Church
of Howe. Laud really saw the issue at staeke, le stressed, using
sugustine's thought, thal it was mot Rome's baptism which was
valld bub Christ's and the Church of England feared to repudiate
Home's baptism for fear of ealling into question God's faithful-
ness in uhrist.b

ie Hail, Works, op. cit., YI, p. 601. See also lorks, op. cit.
I-K. Pe 2k

2. Hdn, Mrkﬂ, ok _eé&o' Ix. PPe 25’ 35.
3. _I_._tz_i_q’.. Pe 46.

ke Laud, Works, op. cit., II, p. 333.
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Yherefore, there could be no roba.pthﬁ.l This state-
ment bocomes extremely important in Laud's thought especially
in reiation to the Reformed Churches. Laud also adunitted that
the Church of fome was a true Church but he insisted that this
did not mean she was therefore a right Church either in doctrine
or wanners and hence she was a dishomour to the Church of Christ.
A true Church for Laud was a company of men who professed the
fdthofmna&ﬂomhptimmmnaﬂ.z in his
controversy with Fisher Laud repestedly affirmed that baptism
was the only entrance into the Church and hence into salvation,
“J0, no baptism, no mnnco."a In our baptism we are sanctioned
by the loly 3;;11-1&.“ Laud, especially in his discussions with
‘Rome, considered baptism to be the wark and unily of the Church.

Pearson based the foundation of the Church's existence
wthapmniuatchrintinlﬁadimﬂthmtw.’ Pearson
largely maintained a direet relatlion of the Church to the person
o:umum»wuﬁhmdoezmumm;wt. in
his discussion of the Church He imsedistely soved to the concern
of a concrete historical Church which had a "nsture capable of
hﬂ;mniu.'6 Pearson was wmost insistent on this point, The

Chureh which was in our history was one Church in its beginning

l. Laud, vorks, op. git., 1i, p. 324.

2. Jbide, pe lihe 3e 1bid., pe 65.
he Ibid., pe 67.

5. Fearson, op. cit., p. 591.

6. lgc. git.
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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 Seripture
which speak of Churches but he declared that these Churches
were always considered as one Church. The local Churches were
those "believing and baptized persons of each family, with such
as they admitted and received into their house to join in the
worship of the same God."l

The fulfillment of Christ's promise to buiid Hie Church
was consumuated in the sending of the Holy Spirit upon the dise
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
in Christ and in nothing enl.u.2 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
Gode This was the Church.3

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
faith are added to this Ghurch.k 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

l. Pearson, op. cit., p. 5%.
26 Ibid.’ PPe 592’ 603.. 3. Ihido. Pe 5920
‘b. Ibido. Poe 596.
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Bead.l The union between the members and the He:d is a spirite
uval union for the lmionmis the Holy Spi.ri\b.2 Pearson, like
Andrewes, considered that communion with the Father and the Son
was wrought by the Spirit who was the unity between 1’.lm|m.3 In
the Church, the body of Christ, we are in communion with God.k
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
Andrewes' work. Pearson's doctrine of the Holy Spirit has a
static quality about it that is reflected in his concept of the
Church.,

In his discussion of the Church Pearson related our union
with Christ to the atonementj; Christ bears our sin and gives ua
His graco.s In our baptism we are baptized into the Church and
into the forgiveness of sin.6 It is the Holy Spirit who baptizes
us into the Church and we have our commmnion with Christ by the
Holy Spirit .? Those members who are truly united with Christ re-
ceive saving grace and never are separated from Hin.s Hence they
are never separated from the Church; they are forever united to
the meumbers and to their Head. The final consummation of the
atonement, the fulness of grace consummated, is for those alone

who are un%u.od to Christ by the Holy Spirit who sanctifies them

1. Pearson, op. c¢it., pp. 579, 580.

2. Ibida’ Pe 580. 3. Me’ PPe 376’ 563’ 623.
e Ibid. » PPe 622’ 623. 5. Ihidt. Pe 623.
6. Ibid., p. 632. 7. Ibid., pp. 376, 563, 623.

8. Ibid., pp. 605, 630.
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1
and adopts them and who is the assurance of resurrection.
Both the backward movement and the future reference of atone-
ment was related to the Church by Pearson.

The concept of the Holy Spirit, so prominant in Andrewes'
doctrine of the Church, is sustained in his consideration of the
Church's ministry of word and sacramest., The word and sacrement
are thought out Vhristologically by Andrewes and thus the Spirit
is most vitally related to them,

Andreves stressed the fact that the Holy Spirit added
nothing to the work of Christ rather He is the seal which valide
ates and adwinisters to man all that Christ was and did for mane
kind, The Holy Spirit is the witness to the grace of C;mr.’us'lf...2
Andrewes 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 and 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 and body of the eternal
Son. 7The Holy “pirit dedic.ted the word and 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
Spirit, the Spirit of Chriat.3 The word that is preachzd by the

Church is an.analogia fidei of the vord that is Christ. Andrewes

lt Pewn’ ‘22. ﬁc. PPe m’ 666.
2. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I1I, p. 357.

3. Ibid., pe 201. he 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
isalsbihnﬁord.l Christ is the Head of the body and the Church
which is the body of Christ speaks the Word which is Christ.
Andrewes grounded the Word which the Church proeclaims on the in-
carnation of the Word of God, Jesus Christ: The Word of the Lord
which came to the Church is the primary Word. The word which
the Church proclaims is the nxos , the echo of God's Word.z
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 ‘ord of

God was the work of the Holy Spirit.h 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 worde 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 VWord of God unless she
echoes the Word of God., Therefore true preaching is ¢.1lling on

5
the name of the Lord, The Holy Spirit does not accompany any

l. Andrewes, Works, op. e¢it., III, p. 124.
2, 1bid., p. 117.

3. Pearson, op. cit., p. 16.

4o Ibid., pe 575.

5. Andreves, Works, op. cit., I1I, p. 323.
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1

vord but only one Word, the Word of God. Unless thé Church
echo that one Word she is not proclaiming the kWord of God;
there is no preaching. There can be no preaching without the
Holy Spirit for without Him the Church can only speak the
letter that ki.lla.2 It is the Holy Spirit 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
placing the Spirit upon the ear of the hearers.3

The sacraments, like the word, were related to the per-

' son and work of Christ by the Holy Spirit in the thought of
Andrewes. He understood the sacraments in relation to the
mystery of the inc-:rna.tion.“ Because of the ine.rnation, Christ's
embodiment in our humanity, He uses bodily things to work ouk our
ulv.a.tion.5 The sacrament in Andrewes' thought was the muctnprev
by vhich the ghurch initiates us into the fellowship of the in-
carnate Word. For Andrewes, both word and sacreament 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 and 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., I1I, p. 117,

2, lbid., p. 172. 3. ibid., p. 131.
4. Andrewes, lorks, op. cit., I, pe 43.

5. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 92,

6. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., I, p. 43.
7. m@s, wﬂrka. 22. Fo_i_t_o, III, PP+ m, 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
each other in Andrewes' thought.l 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 mot
profit our recci‘\ring.z The incarnation was the basis for the
word and sacrament in Andrewes' thought and they were held in
unity by the same Spirit who carried the Word and 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 word to the participation of the
sacrament., This understanding was very prominent in Andrewes!
thought and it is reflected in the structure of his sermons. le
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 antetype of caro, His flesh. What
better way than where these are actually joined, actually to par-
take them hoth?"3 To receive the wholeness of Christ we receive

both word and sacrament. The word is not a disembodied word nor

l. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., III, p. 145.
2, Ibid., p. 172.

3. Andrewes, Works, op. 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 we respect, how may we better
establish our hearts with grace, or settle our minds in
the truth of His 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 Andrewes in this understand-
ing of word and sucrament., His preaching of the word pointed
to and was followed by the participation of the eucharist 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, Ve
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 my body,' but in the
pulpit 'tis at the most but, Hoc est verbum meum, 'This is

my word.,' And the greater reverence, no doubt, is due to
the body than to the word of our Lord, —=3

1. Andrewes, Works, op. c¢it., I, p. 100.
2. Cosin, orks, op. git., I, pp. 235, 262, 290, 305.

3. Laud, Works, VI, Pt. 1, p. 57.
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Laud lacked 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. Such 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 Word 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 Rome 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 theologicsl thinking and the voice of Andrewes must
be heard again in this matter in the Church of England.

In his disputation with Fisher, Laud drew a comparison
between the Church of lome and the Puritans who exalted preaching
over the eucharist, He acknowledged that there was great dis-
agreement between them 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 us divine and infallible faith;

1
nay, are the very word of God." Laud saw that the Puritans were

1. Lall.d, 'l'b!‘kB, 22. -c_i-:!l..’ II’ p. 1-13.
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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 misunderstocd the proper relation of the
word of Christ to His persom. Again it was Andrewes' thought
that was needed for he saw the proper relation between the Aoy oS
and thedad/a which was a relation of grace that excluded the
doctrine of transubstantiation. The Puritan bifurcation of the
word and the sacrament can c¢learly be seen in the writings of
such Puritans as Tobias Crisp and John Saltmarsh. Though they
were extremely Christocentric in their thinking it was not an
incarnational Christocentricity. lence, 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
the pledge to keep us H:I.a.l

And by, and with these, there is grace imparted to us;

which grace is the very breadih of this Holy Spirit, the

true and express churacter 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. cit., II, p. 222,
2, 1bid., p. 223,
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Andrewes formulated his doctrine of baptism as analogous
to Christ's beptism by John. He saw Christ's baptism as His
identification with the sin of man, Christ put us on in His
baptism and we put Him on in r.mm..:L Christ needed no baptism
for Himsell but He is baptized for us and this baptism is the
whole of His passion; it is bapbism into the cmas.2 Our bap=-
tism is not into Christ's water-baptism but into His crosse
baptism; into His death.s In our buptism the Holy Spirit applies
Christ's blood to txa.h We are baptized into His atonement., DPut
Andrewes stressed that we were baptized inte the fulness of Christ,
We are baptized into Christ's Sonshipj now to be received of Him

and then, at the consummnation of time, to be made like His glorious
5
bodys

Andrewes attributed a particular place :l'or the Holy Spirit
in baptism. Ve are baptized by Him into Christ and born anew of
Him and received as Sons of God.6 If we do not receive grace from
the Holy Spirit there is no place for us with (:hriat..7 Andrewes'
concept of the Holy Spirit as the eternal union of the Godhead
emphasized the understanding of beptism 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

1. Andrweﬂ’ Erks. 22. ﬁu’ II’ Pe mc

2e Ibid.’ Pe 251. 3. Ibid. » PPe 250’ 251.
A. Ibid., pl 26“. 5' -L,ﬁo gi_t!.-
6. Ibido' PP« 133, 246’ 2620 7. Ibid., De 399.

St fm’, Worka. ﬂ. ﬁ.’ III’ Po 396.
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fulness of Christ's atonement are received by us in our buptism
in this .l.ife.l The first-fruits of Christ's glorification, the
life of grace are given Lo us now in our bdptim.z Ia our bap=
tism the Holy Spirit seals us to the day of our final rising with
Ghrist.B Andrewes’ thought of baptism as a first resurrection,

a resurrection of the spirit and this is the first--fruit of
Christ's mm'ruction.h The blood of Christ by which we are
baptized is the artery of His Holy Spirit, "His hlood and His
Spirit always go together. "5 The Holy Spirit as the life of
Christ's blood quickens us to this first rezurmticm and seals
us to the final resurrection of our bodies,

In Andrewes' thought buptism had to do not only with
freeing us from the past sin of our lives but it also had the
forward significance of the a‘bonement.7 Saptism meant union
with Christ for Andrewes and this union was one of grace. The
Fatherhood of God is a term of nature for Christ who is the Son
by nature and not by graca.s Christ does not need grice for Hime
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 Sonship. "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. Andrewes, liorks, op. git., 11, p. 222,
2. lbid., p. 223. 3. Ibid., p. 222,
4. Andrewes, Works, op. git., 1II, p. 102.
5. Ibid., pp. 102, 103. 6. 1bid., p. 102,
7. 1bid., p. 262, 8. lbid., p. 289.
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asceribed to the Spirit.”

Qur wnion by grace was in contrast to Chrlsi's union by
His own nature to God. In baptlism the Holy Spirit unites us te
Christ's body which is in eternal union with God the Father.
Baptism chunges our nature, our generation. TFrom ereatures of
our first ereation we are made to be new creatures in {}l'n.'isst..2
In Christ, we are rogenerated and translated into the state of
gra.ca.a Ve are adopted into Christ as sons and made heirs of
heaven with Him in & manner as full in every way as Hilﬂ&lf.k
Baptism is into the fulness of Christ. In Christ we are received
to grace and made byéadcption what He is in Himself.s "By it
we are that we are.," Christ's identification by the loly Spirit
in His baptism was for our sakes, said Andrewes, even 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 werds to
us who 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 beptism have put Thee on, all and

every one of them are to Me, as Thou Thyself art; Filii, dilecti,
7

complacentes."
Baptism for Andrewes was baptism into Christ and into

Christ's body, the Church. God had given to man no other mesns

1. ms' &rka, 22. _c_i_t_o’ III, PP 239. m.

2 Ibid.’ Poe 262- 3. I-_e-c_t 2&.
4. Ibid., pp. 262, 263. 5. ZIbid., p. 263.

6. Ibida, Poe 188, 7. Ibid., Pe 261-
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by which we may enber into Christ's Church. Hanzc.u from the
side of man there was no “hwreh without baptism, 7o be bap-
tized into the Church was for Andrewes a baptism into belief
itself, into faith.a As we are baptlzed, sald Andrewes, so we
believe., lle did not qualify the act of baptism by insisting
that we validate it by our act of belief. We are given that in
baptisuy it is given us to beliove in Christ, Andrewes uscd
Augustine's definition of *twin sacrament' for l:;a,pti.m and the
eucharist, Andrewes really thought of only one sacrament with
baptiem and the eucharist as two aspects of the one sacrament.
The blood of Christ flowed into biptism and the cup of winoas
Both sacraments involve us in Christ's atonement. Ve are incor-
porated into Christ by baptism and by it are invited to continual
participation of His body and hlood.‘. In Andrewes! thought bip-
tism moved to the eucharist. The seal of baptism could only be
given once but the eucharist continnally signed us over again
to our Ba.ptism.,

Davenant, like Andrewes, related the sacrament to the
person and work of Christ. The substance of the sacrament is
Christ Himself, and we receive all from the sacraments of Christ
by faith which is also God's giﬁ.6 Baptism for Davenant 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

1. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., III, pp. 194, 257, 258.

Ze Ibidc’ PP 188_’ 189, 3. Ibid.’ Pe 103.
h.. Ibid.’ Pe m3. 5. Ih‘l.d., PPe 222’ 223.

6. Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., I, pp. 446, 447,
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significance for him which he related Lo the two fold aspect
of the Chureh -~ grace and glory. In baptism we are dead to sin
and our lives are now hid with Chrj.st.l The sentence of death
is already pronowiced ag-inst sin in baptlsm and the execution
is daily worked inlo us.z We die Lo sin sacramentolly and we
also rsceive the 3pirit of Christ who works it inlo our flesh.3
The certain expectation of the life of glory is given when Christ
rerbuma.h This new life is now completed, perfected and glorious
in Christ our Head bnt it is hddden in }ﬁ.m.s Our lives are now
in the state of grace where they are perfected in Christ bul yet
imperfect in the .??a:lt.hi‘ul.6 This really expressed Davenant's
concept of grace in relation to the atonsment., Put he maintuined
that the state of grace is the childhood of glory and that grace
seals us to the state of glm'y.? The full light of cur life in
Christ will be revealed in the day of Christ's second com.ng.s
In the sacrament of bapbism we, even now, sacrament:lly partake
of the fulness of Christ. In our baplism we are buried with
Christ which for Davenant mesnl the burial of the body of sin or
the old .*‘Ldan't.9 In baptism we are sacrmentslly buried with Christ

as our Head hut even now in our own selves our sins are said to be

1. Davenant, On Colossians, ope. cit., II, p. 16.

24 Ibid.o’ FPe 16, 17. 3. Ibid-, Ps 17.
bLe Ihit!., Pe 16. 5 Ibid-. FPe 19. 20;
6- Ibid. » Phoe 19’ 20. 7. Ibiga’ Pe 20.

8. M-. Pe 2l.
9. Davmant' On Qh!a&m. _0_20 _9_&-’ I’ Pe m.
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buried in baptism.l The resurrection of the body of Christ is
our resurrection now in grace. "For, as by the power of the
tord he raised from death the humanity wnited te the Vord; so
also by the same power he cuickens us, who are united and planted
in lim, to a new life of grace."z Baptism is the death of sin
and the renewing of the life by g:-m:m.3 In baptism Christians
are consecrated to (God and renewed after the divine image of the
invisible Gods this by the Holy Spirit.k Our baptism is into
Christ who is the express image of the invisible God.s The grace
of Christ in this life seals us to the 1ife of glory in Christ.
Baptism in Davenant's thought fully embodied the backward and for-
ward movement of the atonemant which was so import=nt to Andrewes!
underst anding,

Bishop Downame related both word and sacriment as means
of grace to the atoning work of Christ in a elear and definite
way. GCod, sald Downame, had, from His oun freedom,given to the
Church the means of grace by which the rightecusness of Christ
might be commmicated to us.6 Downame rightly saw that the word
and saeraments did not contuin grace inherent in themselves but
that they were continually in motion commnicating unto us the

grace of God. They are means of grace, means by which God com=

1. Davenant, On Colessians, ov. git., I, p. 442.
2. 1bide, pe biihe

3. Davenant, On Justification, op. cit., I, p. 75.
Le Davenant, On Colossians, op. cit., II, p. 29,

5- Da?eﬂant, %‘m 9_2. _c_j_-;t-.’ I’ PPe 179’ m.
6. Downame, On Justifieation, 9p. cit., e Fe
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1

manlcates grace to us both word and saciament. It was not the
word and sacrament as static things thav coatained girace but in
the ministry of theuw. The meuns of grace are the ministry of the
word and sacrament. God's saving grace had appeared in Christ who
is the deed of our redemption and by the preaching of the word
the saving grace appzars in mrd.z' God, by His Holy Spirit, begets
faith in us by the lnstyuments of word and sacrament and by faith
we recelve Christ to our Justification. The Holy Spirit also con-
firms our faith as the Spirit of adoption working in us the assur-
ance of our justitieat.ion.3 In this way vhe lloly Splrit justifias
us bescause He works faith in us and applies the merits of Chrits's

L
Justification to wse Our faith must be grounded on the author-

ity of God speaking in His ‘f-brd.s True faith must be understood
in respect of ths object received by faith which is Christ.6 The
sacr.ment was the pledge given to the believer by God and there-
fore every sacrament was a seal of Lhat righteousness by faith
which was annexed to the promise of the gospel. This promise if
applied to every f.ithful bellever assures him in particular of

8
his Jjustification and salvation by Christ. Douname was critical

of Fome's concept of ex opere gperato which seeks to manipulate
9
God. Dowmame rightly grounded the operation of the sacrament on

1. Lowname, On gutifledbm' Oop. E&o, Pe Z6

2. Downame, The Covenani of Grace, op. cit., pp. 34, 58. See also
Downame, On Christian Freedom, op. cit., p. 12.

3. Downame, 8n Justification, op. git., p. il.
Lo 1ibide, ppe 9, 12. See also Pearson, op. ¢it., p. 576.

5. Dowasme, On Justificstion, op. cii., p. 318,
6. Ibid.. Pe 1-3. 7 Ihida’ Pe 1z,
8. lec. eit. 9. Loc. git.
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the promise of God made in the gospel.
Baptism meant incorporation into Christ for Downame and
was a sacramentzl union with Hin.l By baptism Downame understood
a sacramental union with the body of Christ and this was related
to the Church in his thought.z Those who are in Christ are those
who were eletted by the free grace of God.3 To be in the Church,
meant for Downame, to be in the fulness of Christ; not only the
Church militant of earth but also the Church triumphant in heavan.h
There is only one “hurch and that is the body of Christ. Downame's
concept of the “hurch embraced the pre-ascension and the post-
ascension era. Ihe Old Testament Church was therefore embraced
in the Church of Christ which was from the beginning of the uorld.s
Dovmame 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 jut Christ on who is our righteousness
and in this union we have not only remission of sin and justifi-
cation but also regeneration and sa.z.ctiﬁcation and are conformed
to Christ's death and resurrection, Downame emphasized both the
backward and forward movements of atonement in his understanding
of baptism. We are baptized into Christ's death and resurrection

80 that we die in Him and rise with Him; we die to sin and rise to

1. 1ibid., pe 38. See also Downame, Un Christian Freedom, op.
.c_j-_}.l’ pp. 21. 22.

2. Downame, On Christian Frcedom, op. cit., p. 22, See also
Brm. work" Op. 2&.. Il’ Pe 70.

3. Downame, Un Justification, op. eit., p. 469.
‘lv. Ibid.. ’o 5250 5. &. O_i-_t_c
6. Ibidc’ Pe 38.
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newness of life. This new iife was not simply the cutting away
of past sin, rather it is related to the fulness of “hrist 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 Spirit quicken, that is,
raise up into eternal life our mortal bodies, “2 Downame dis—
missed the Roman concept of grace for it conceived of grace as
the gifts of grace inherent in us.B Baptism for Downame meant
sacramental union with the fulness of Uhrist and not infused
grace.

Isaac Barrow followed fauirly closely to the dominant
thought of Caroline theology concerning baptism as incorporation
into the body of Christ, the Church. However, Barrow's thought in
this concern cannot be compared to Andrewes' for it lacked the
depth and richness in theological understanding. %he same phrases
are often used but Barrow's thought did not have the livingness
and Icreativity that makes 4Andrewes' works a thrill to read. the
form that Andrewes used, of Seripture illuminated 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. 1bid., p. 97.
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acknowledging baptism as the primary union., In baptism the
Holy Spirit is given who unites all Christians into one body, the
Catholic Ghurch.l The Holy Spirit in Barrow's thought was the
union between Christ and His Vhurch and also the union between
each member of the body of Uhriat.a The eucharist declares and
signifies the union which exists among the members of Christ and
also seals that lmion.3 It proclaims the givan;as of baptism.
Union with Christ has a two=fold significance in Barrow's thought.
The union with Vhrist was the primary union among Christians and
the partaking of the one food also translates them into one body.h
The eucharist therefore not only proclaims the unity but it also
unifies the body. The eucharist was for those who had been united
to Christ in baptism and it was also a uniting sacrament,

Barrow rejected emphatically Rome's doctrine of transube
stantiation of the eu.cha.riat.s lie 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 maine
tained that wcérocoin Christ's humanity spiritually in faith in

the sacrament,

1. Barrow, Works, op. cit., IV, pp. 165, 166.

2., lbid., pp. 163, 164.

3. Barrow, Works, gp. ¢it., VI, p. 56l.

be loc. git., See also Barrow, op. cit., VII, p. 6i4l.
5. Barrow, Works, op. cit., V, p. 505.

6. 1bid., p. 506.
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Barrow related baptism to justification and sanctifi-

oation.l He attached the power of remission of sin to baptism

and declared that the ministry of the Church opened and shut

the door of the kingdom when it determined who should be baptized.z

In baptism the grace of justification was given.3 Through bap~-

tism Barrow secured the backward movement of the atonement but

there was a tendeney in Barrow's thought to regard the grace

given in baptism as an ontological essencq.h 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-

pation of His glory.5 This was the forward mvmgmt. The effects

of renewing grace reach to the kingdom of glory. Buptism bound

the body and its members inseparably together, therefore, where

the llead of the body was there also was the body and all the

7
honeur conferred on the Head belongs to the body also., Christ's

1, Barrow, Works, op. cit., IV, p. 375.

2. Barrow, 9p. cit., VI, pp. 53, 56, 547.

3« DBarrow, Works, op. eit., IV, pp. 387, 382,
Lo Barrow, Works, op. cit., VI, p. 5504

5. Barrow, Works, ope. cit., VI, p. 167.

6. Ibid., p. 52.

7- Ban'ow’ bbrks, 22. Eé.!'-‘ V, Pe 502.
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glorification was a certain pledge and earnest of our glorifi-
cation.l 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 Barrow could include the
0ld Testament Church, claiming as Downame had, that Christ's
Church was the whole body of God's people from the beginning of
the world to its conanmation.z 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-

gether.h 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's discipline he did not make it a mark of the
Church,

Some 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 representing his
best thoughts were so gualified that they tended to nullify the
good which he had said.

Portions of Taylor's doctrine of buptism placed him closer

to the stream of Reformed thought than the rest of his understand-

1! BarI‘DW, WO!‘kB’ ml cit!-’ v. p. 502..

2. Barrow, Works, op. cit., VII, pp. 627, 628,

3. Ibid., p. 64l. L. Ibid., p. 649.
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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 saw that baptism was primarily incorporation
into the fulness of CUhrist and our adoption as sons in this act
entitles us to the promises of God whereby we are made heirs of
heaven by grace and faith in Jesus Christ.l In the act of bap=-
tism God, who is the author of grace, adopts us and incorporates
us into Christ by His gm.ee.z God also gives us His Spirit in
baptism as a seal and testimony of God that He will give us His
glory.3 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
remains the same.h The sacraments of the gospel are means ‘ot
grace, channels of grace, and in the doctrine of infant baptism
Taylor expressed the absolute initiative of God's gra.c:e.s The
sacrament of baptism is an act of utter grice on the part of God
to which we can add m‘t',l::j.n,g..6 Taylor acknowledged that infant
baptism supplies all the wants of human acts and ;eqnirea nothing

on man's part for the sacrament is an act of God.

i. Taylor, Works, op. cit., iV, p. 306. OSee also Works, op.
s_j_-"_t_c’ VIII’ Pe 201,

2e Ta.y’lor, mm. 22. Eé:}_-’ ZI, Pe 287. See also Works, 22.
_0&0’ IX, Pe 'Ec

3. Ta}“lor, Work.‘!, SL. E&-’ II. Pe 287 .

4. Taylor, Works, op. eit., IX, p. 424. Sece also Works, op.
ﬁ., XV, po mo

50 Taylor’ Works, 22. cit.’ XV, De %n

6. Taylor, Works, op. git., XIV, p. 359. See also Works, op.
ﬂ., VIII, Be 207« =

?. Twlﬁr’ h'orkﬂ, 0 - 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 hitherte but even here the stress was on the back=-
ward movement of redemption. The continually recurring theme
was baptism as the remission of past sin.l Of course this forms
a most necessary understanding 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
to us by the Holy Spirit.z Had Taylor euntinmd in this theme a
profound understanding of atonement could have been develoned
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 continua in this new
life. Man, by the strength of grace, is calleq/parsarere and so
preserve the new state of holiness into which he was ba.pt.izad.B

It is true thaf 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

i. Taylor, Works, op. cit., 11, p. 247. See also Works, op. cit.
IX, p. 346, See also Works, op. cit., XIIiI, p. 27.

2. Taylor, Works, op. cit., XV, pp. 418, L19. See also liorks,
92. E_i_‘ta_o, VIII’ Pe 1710

3. Ta&"lﬁl‘, 1‘}01“‘5' g. cat., II’ pl wl.
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state of grace and he attached gualities 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
remission of our aina.l It was in this manner that Taylor sought
to secure the forward moverent of the atonement and it is not un-
like the Church of Rome's attempt through the doctrine of pen)dance.
Like Rome'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 te 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 qﬁlificationa 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 man's act
in his doctrine of l;)a.;:»\t.:i.aamz.2 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

l. Taylor, Works, op. cit., VIII, p.317.

2. lbid., Pref. cclv,
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confirmation was an enlargzement of baptismal grace. lie also
tended to separate the giving of the Holy Spirit from baptism
and transfer it to the act of confimation.z Confirmation is
the strength and perfection of baptism and baptismal grace for
in baptism we undertake for ourselves to do our duty but in cone-
firmation we receive strength to do it .3 But the emphasis in
adult baptism was put on the free-will of man by Taylor. Man,
oy the act of his free-will ratified the act of baptism, In
infant baptism others promise for us but in confirmation we under-
take to perform the promiu.h 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 confirmation 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
bcnptism.

In Taylor's discussion of the meaning of baptism we notice
his concept of a limited fall determining his views on this sacra-
meui. Lhe nature of infants is not spoiled, he claimed, because
they have not, by their own reason, sinned as adults do.6 As we
pursue Taylor's thought on baptism we come again to a full circle

1. Taylor, Works, op. ¢it., XI, pp. 245, 269.

2. Ibid., p. 240. 3. Ibid., p. 28l.
e Ibid., pe 281.

5. Taylor, Works, op. cit., ¥, p. 493.

6. Taylor, Works, op. cit., VIII, pref. cclv,
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and see once more his concept of grace to be an addition to

natures By the addition of grace at baptism man is given a clean
sheet of life, so to speak, and by the strength of gruce he

strives to keep within this new state of innocence. The understand-
ing of baptism as that act of God by which we are incorporated inte
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 thut 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 Thorndike reiterated the Carolime view of baptism
as the gate into the Church. Thorndike also regarded baptism as
incorporation into the fulmess of the Church, both the visible
and the invisible Chuz-ch.l Like Taylor he closely associated
remission of sin with biplism and he saw il as the first exercise
of the power of the keys.z He likened baptism to the 0Old Teste=
ment Red Sea crossing of the Israelites where sins are drowned
in the waters of bapt.ian.s In Thorndike's thought the stress in
baptism was on the remission of sins and in the case of infunt

baptism it was the remission of e@riginal sin. The Ghurch received
no power to forgive sins immediately; the act of forgi?em-m

1. Thorndike, Works, op. git., I, Pt. 11, p. 4Tk.

2. Thornaike, VWorks, op. ¢it., V, p. 434. See also Works, op.
ﬁ.. IU’ Pt!. 1’ p. 192.

3. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., III, Pt. 1, p. 32.
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be seen in relation to the gospel and not as an act of the Church
itself .1

Thorndike acknowledged that buptism was into the full
communion 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
glory in the world to cmm»..2 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
Holy Spirit.3 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. Bsptism was related to the
ascension by Thorndike for he saw that the Holy Spirit given in
baptism was the Spirit of the ascended .'l.ord.h The unity of the
Church was the same Spirit so that in Thorndike's understanding

of baptism we see the Spirit as both forming the Church and re-
5
maining as its unity.

Much of what Thorndike had to say about baptism was ine
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. Thomdike. Works, Op. c.‘l.t.., IV, Pt. l’ Pe 202,
26 mrndj—ke’ 'lt’nlorks. 22‘ 2&.’ III’ Pt. 1, PPe 20. 21.
3. Thoradike, Works, op. cit., 11, Pt. 1, p. 36.

4o Thorndike, Works, op. cit., 111, Pt. 1, p. 22,

5- Ibidn’ pp. 2-]-’ 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
becawe rigid and finally detached from the person of Christ.
Thorndike maintained that the sacrament of baptism brings us into
the Church and the true faith of the Church.l Though he termed
this as saving grace it is obvious that Thorndike regarded this
saving grace as certain beliefs or truths that the Catholic Church
taught.z This of course was a direct attack on the sects, This
becume even more apparent when he related baptism to the covenant
of grace. The vow of baptism was the enactment of our entry inte

2
the new covenant., His denial that the covenant of grace rested

on proiise alone was motivated by the fear of Antinon:lmim.k
Thorndike claimed that the concept which bred the sects of the
Church was the denial that the covenant of grace had conditions
attached to it..s The covenant presupposed terms which a man is
called upon to accept and perform, He interpreted justifiestion
by faith as the acceptance by 2 baptized person of the faith
taught by the Catholic Church. In the case of infant baptism
Thorndike declared that the Church was responsible for the child

but he insisted that man by a deliberate act of his own will must

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., V, pe 351. See also gorks, op.
&i&c; Iv. Pt. l. Pe 153. .

Z. Thorndike, lorks, op. git., II, Pt, 11, p. 411.

3. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., V, p. 363.

ke Ibids, pe 40O. See also Morks, op. cit., III, Pt. 1, p. 16.
5. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., V, p. 49l.

6. ij.da, Pe 528.
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make a profession of acceptance of the conditions of the covenant
of gm.ce.l It is true that this act of man will require the
grace of God in Thorndike's understanding but even admitting this
he could not rescue his doctrine of baptisa froa 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
accepting the conditions of his release {rom ar.i.n.2 The covenant
of grace assures us that Uod, 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
justifying faith signifies.s ‘horndike unconsciously slipped
into an anthropological sphere when he spoke of Jjustifying faith
for the stress was placed upon man's act. Thus man was justified
by his own faith; by his acceptance of and obedience to the con=-
ditions of the coveanant. Christ secures the conditions of release
but man by grace fulfills these conditions. Such an understanding
rejects any concept of substitutionary atonement and in fact limits
the entire work of “hrist because, as Hall said in his objection
to Home, it denies the words of Vhrist - 'It is finished'.

The presence of the strong Antinomian tendencies among the
Puaritan sects made Thorndike gqualify his doctrine of baptism in
moral terms, If a Christian, said Thorndike, is justified by the
obedience of Vhrist, imputed from everlasting to them whom He came

to save it would nullify the covenant of grace. It would conwert

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., V, p. 528,
Ze Ibidn’ P 528.
3. Ibid., PPe m, 528,
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it to a mere promise on God's part requiring no conditions to
be performed by man to qualify him for it.l Though Thorndike
objected to Rome's doctrine of works he was nevertheless im-
plicated in an understanding thit 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 econdition at all.
It tied God to fulfilling the conditions without any consider-
ation to fan's will, ‘ His eriticism of predestination to glory
can be token seriously when it was directed at the distortions
of the doctrine but it is obwvious that Thorndike failed to under-
stand the Pauline doctrine and unfortunately rejected it almost
completely. In Thorndike's understanding it by-passed the cone
ditions that the covenant imposed on man, Of course that is
precisely what it does and rightly so; it refuses to allow man
to qualify God's grace; 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 Andrewes came about largely because
of the Puritan sects which seemed to dismiss the ethical life of
the regenerated man. This was coupled with the rationalistic
spirit which placed its emphasis on the will in mavters of salva-
tion. Hence there developed a strand of thought in the Carolines

i, ‘I'hOHRiike, Wﬁrks, Spe ﬁl’ III‘ m. 1. Pe 16l

2. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., V, p. 53l.
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that was abt 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. JThorndike 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 vpirit inserts
us into the body of Ghrilt.l Baptism into Vhrist is baptism
into the Church as the body of Christ.z Christ and His Church,
which for Beveridge meant the congregation of all Christian people,
are one body; Christ is the Head and all believers are members of
that one body.3 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, must needs
partake of the Spirit that is in them their Head."k 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 emphasized that both the militant Church upon

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 443. See also Works, op.
eit., VIII, pe hile

2. Deveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 62.
3+ Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VilI, p. 21.
4+ Beveridge, liorks, op. cit., II, p. 133.
5. Loc. eit.
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earth and the triumphant Church in heaven is colled the king-
dom of God.l This distinction within the one Church was the
Church visible and invisible. When Beveridge spoke of the Church
he referred to the two aspects of the one Church. We can only
sece the Church as it exists on earth under the forms of grace
for the Church crowned with glory in heaven is not for the eyes of
eartily mn.z Nevertheless, Beveridge conceived of baptism as
entry into the one body of Christ, the Church. He thought of
the gift of the Holy Spirit 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 liis own and distin-
guishes us from the rest of the mrld.3

The very act of baptism had great significance for Bever-
idge but he emphasized that the sct must rest firmly on the promise
of God.h It is God who promises Lo send the Holy Spirit and only
Uod can give Him and not m.s Those who are born of water, that
is, baptized according to the imstitution of “hrist are made mem-
bers of the holy Catholic Ghurch.6 deveridge here thought of the
external communion of the Church to which all the baptized belong.

He went on to make the distincition belween those who went through

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., 1I, pp. 178, 179.
2. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., ViI, p. 357.

3« DBeveridge, lorks, op. cit., I, pe 442,

he Ibid., p. 68.

5. Deveridge, Works, op. cit., 111, pp. 230, 231.

6. Beveridge, Worka. Op. E-jﬁ.. II’ Pe 3&.
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the form of baptism and those who were truly born of the Spirit.
This distinction was the Church as visible and invisible. The
baptized who were born of tLhe waler and the Spirit received the
Holy Spirit from the Head of the Ghurch.l Beveridge thought
that the Holy Spirit is communicated only to those who truly
believe but he did not separate this from the act of baptism it-
selis He rebuked Rome, however, for attributing all to the act
alone., Beveridge saw that it was the grace of God and the Spirit
of God which allowed us to use water as the means of graca.z it
is the grace of God and the Spirit of Cod that makes the means of
grace efficacious for us.3

The word and sacraments are called weuns of grace because
L
by them C(hrist gronts His grace and Holy Spirit to us., By His
5

Holy Spirit Christ is presznt.od to us, e must pray for God's
presence in the sacrament. The means of grace did not allow us
to concentrate our gaze on them ruother they lifted our eyes to
(;hrist.7 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. git., II, p. 384.

2. DBeveridge, VWorks, op. cit., VII, p. 453,

3+ Deveridge, Works, op. cit., I, pp. 296, 263, 264.
4. Beveridge, Vorks, op. gcit., 11, p. 121.

5. Deveridge, Works, op. cit., I, pe 8.

6. BDeveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 459.

7. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., ILI, p. 188,

8. Bwaridgﬁ’ h’orks, op. _qé-_t_., V, Pe 111.



- 316 -

Inoorpoyia.tion into the body of Christ by the Holy Spirit
at baptism was directly associited with new birth by Beveridge.
In baptism we are incorporated into the kingdom of God and only
those who are born of the Spirit can enter it..l The sphere of
the redemptive act of Christ was the body of “hrist, the Chumh.z
#o Truly receive the righteousness of Christ we must therefore
be in Christ, Beveridse pointed out that St. Paul in Rom, 8:1
emphasized this, Not those who are in the Church, that is the
external communication with foerm, but those who are in His per-
son are free from tb':n'l:l1emnuza.1:j.ou.3 Beveridge did not separate
Christ's Church from His person but he felt the need to stress
forcibly the reality of incorporation into Christ, Christ saves
only those who are His and those who are His belong to His body.k
Thus for Beveridge the inmsertion into the redemptive act of God
in Christ was by baptism, He related grace to the whole activity
of uod in the redemption ol lallen man.s_ Beverid; e associated
baptism with the person of the Trinity; God the Father God the
Son and God the Holy Spirit are active in our redemption and
therefore we are bn?tizod in the name of all three; into the ful=-
ness of redeq:tion.a We 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. Beveridge, Works, op. gcit., II, p. 180.

- B.varidgﬂ’ Horks, OPe E&" I. De Ly o

3. Ibidc' De 3‘}5. ‘}. Ibid-’ Pe w‘-.
5. Ibid.’ Pe ‘)56. 6. Ibido’ Pe 2.].7.

' Ibid.o’ Pe 220,
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The eschatological dimension of grace can be seen in
Buve.ridge‘u doctrine of baptism, It is by the grace of Christ
that we are brought to Him in glory.l 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., Ke
emphasized this in his interpretation of John 5:40. In our new
birth by b ptism we are made sons of God by adoption and g;race.z
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
but even mw.3

Beveridge did not condition the act of God's grace in
baptism as did Taylor and Thorndike, Man was not required to ful-
f£ill 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 man is baptized into this fulness of grace.

Andrewes' doctrine of the eucharist, as we have already
noted, was a doctrine of the real prescnce., Again we must cone
sider his concept of the Foly Spirit 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. Maﬂdge’ h‘brks’ 22. 21-}-.’ I’ BPe 660

2. DBeveridge, Works, op. cit., II, p. 192.

3. lec. git.
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Spirit continually communicates to us the real presence of Christ
in the eucharist. The Holy Spirit makes alive the flesh ¢f Chiist
and He makes alive the body and bleood of Christ to us in the euch-
arist. Without the Holy Spirit the body and blood of Christ are
dead.l In baptism we are baptized with the ﬁ%ﬂt and in the
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 communic: tes to us the saving
grace of Jesus Glra':'.:-rt‘..3 it is the Holy Spirit who annointed the
flesh of Christ at His conception and sent it to us with the ful=-
ness of gra.ce.h The pouring out of the same Spirit at Pentecost
was the communicating of Christ to man spiritually. Andrewes
called this the second Epiphany of Christ because the fulness of
Christ was given to the G'slmrtm.s The Holy Spirit communicates to
us the eternal union of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, of God and
man, of Christ and His body. Thus through the Holy Spirit we have a
holy communion; Holy because the Spirit of God is Hely; Commmnion,
because the Holy Spirit is the unity of the Trinity. In the euch=
arist, which Andrewes caulled the artery of the Holy Spirit, we
receive the Father and the Son in the unity of the Holy Spirit.
To receive the Holy Spirit is indeed to receive gr:mc.é The real

presence for Andrewes meant the reality of the eternal union be-

1- &nﬂm&, Hork” .O_Et _c_j_-?.h’ III’ p. 172.

2. Ibido' P 128. 30 Ihid., FPe 1\35’ 289.

4o Ibid., pe 290. 5. Loc. cit.
6. Ibid., pe 293.
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tween God and man in Jesus 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 means of grace meant for Andrewes our
participation of Christ. It was a participation of Christ once
we had been incorporated into Christ by b ptism., The eucharist,
like baptism, wus the seal of Christ's atonement upon us. The
two-fold aspect of the atonement in Andrewes' thought can be seen
in the eucharist, 7There is both freedom from the law and adoption
into Christ as sons in the oucharint.l In the eucharist the Holy
Spirit works into us the fulness of Christ - grace upon grace.z
Not only the redemption from the law but the fulness of redemption;
the redemption of our bodies from the corruption to which they are
still subjected and the fruition of the inheritance to which we are
now adopt.ed.3 The eucharist seals us to the 'perfect, complete,
absolute fulness' when we shall be filled with the fulness of God.
The eucharist sets our mind where our bodies will be set, even at
the right hand of God.5 God is gracious "in offering to us the
me.ns by His mysteries and grace with them, as will ruise us also
and set our minds, where true rest and glory are to be aeen."6

The eucharist was a sacrifice for Andrewes, a sacrifice of

1. Andrewes, lWorks, op. cit., V, p. 62.

2. Andrewes, Works, op. git., I, pe 63.

3. Loc. cit. he loc. cit.
5. Andrewes, liorks, ope. cit., II, p. 327.

6. loc. cit.



thanksgiving, That is why he emphatically stated that the
service was not complcte without the eucharist. "But our

thanks are surely not full without the Holy Bucharist, which is
1
by interpretation thanksgiving itself."” Our thanksgiving is

to God:

To the Father for His mission, the Son for His redemption,
the Holy Ghost for His adoption; for by Him it is 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 is by the cup of salvation "and with it

in our hands give thanks to Him, render Him our true eucharist,

3
or real thanksgiving indeed,

Bishop Hall stated that the sacraments of grace werec

given before the law; the manna and the water from the rock pre-
L !
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. Yhe water is His blood

- 5
in baptism and the wine is His blood in the eucharist. Hall

also related the redemptive work of b’l;rist to the preaching of
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 transubstantiation in Hall's
8

thought. He repudiated it with vigour., Hall contended that it

l. Andrewes, Works, ope. cit., I, pe 62.

2. Lec. cit. 3. Los. eit.

4o Hall, Works, op. cit., I, p. 117.

5. Hall, Works, op. eit., V, p. 607.

6., Ibid., p. 616, 7. I1bid., p. 607.
8. ibid., p. 418.
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was not the means in itself that gives life but that which it
ropresents.l Hall stressed that the humanity of Christ was
not corporally preseat in the sacrament but it was present
spiritually and thus we do receive Christ in His fulness spirit-
ually and not oorporally.z The sacrament has to be understood
sacrawentally 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 eucharist as a
spiritual or sacramental union with Christ .3 Hall lacked as
adequate an understanding of the docirine of the Holy Spirit as
we find in Aadrewes' writings so that Halls concept of union
with Christ by faith was too closely related to faith as an act
of man and therefore his tendency al times was to make the real
presence of Christ in the eucharist dependent on man's [aith, his
bcliaving.h At other times, however, he understood union by faith
more correctly, acknowledging that by the grace of faith we
appropriate that which is given to us in the means of gra.ce;s

Andrewes dismissed the concept of ex opere operato. le
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, Werks, op. cit., I, p. 106.
2s Hall’ Wbrk‘, 22. 'g_j;_'sﬂ_o. VIII. PP ?69’ ?70.

3. Hall, Works, op. eit., VII, pp. 122, 123. See also Works,
op. -‘_:_i_:_tv_o’ VII.I’ Pe Tl

‘to Hall’ mrks’ 92. _c_&o’ VIH' Poe 775.
5. Loc. cit.



- 322 =

Andrewes to Christ's promise; to His prayer, thot He would send
the Holy Spirit to the Church, In Andrewes' thought the realiiy
of Christ's presence was always theught out in the structure of
his doctrine of the Holy Spirit., In his controversy with Bellar-
mine, Andrewes stated that no men was head of Chrisi's Church oa
earth, The Holy Spirit and not the pope was the vicar of Christ
in the (murch.l

Though Archbishop Laud placed the eucharist centremost
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
transubstantiation and the real presence of Christ in the euchar-
:'ust'u.2 Laud set forth Caivin's understanding of the real presence
in the eucharist as the trus Protestant position "And the Church
of ingland is Protestant tao."3 Laud's lack of discretion in the
use of form and his bifurcstion of word and sacrament made him
appear close to Rome in the eyes of many of the Puritans and they
feared his elaborate rituals in the eucharistic celebration as a
return to Rome. 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. W“ﬁwonﬁ_s’ '9_2. E_i_'_b_o, PPe 20, 223. 221 4
2. Laud, Works, op. cit., II, p. 329.

3. Ilbid., pp. 327, 328.
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substantiation Bishop Cosin showed that the early Church never
accepted that view of the eucharist. Cosin, standing in the
Reformed tradition advocated by Andrewes, reiterated that the
real presence of Christ im the eucharist is by the Holy Spirit,
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
Pody and Blood may be communicated to us."l In the eucharist the
body and blood of Christ are present sacramenta.llx.z The body
and blood of Christ is received by faith but Cosin rightly under—
stood faith as the receiving and apprehending what the eucharist
commnicated but faith itself did not perfom.3 it is not faith
itself, therefore, that makes present what is promised. The
presence is performed by the word and promise of God upon which
f=zith is gronndod.k 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., ‘hose who receive the eucharist with faithfal
hearts receive the lord's body as torn and His blood shed for

5
the redemption of the world., DBut those who receive the eucharist

1. Cosin, Works, OpPe. 2!-_‘;-. IV, pe 155.
2. Ibid., Pe 204. 3. Ibid-’ De 162.

k. I_O'Et -E-j-'!. 5. Ibid.' pt 17‘.
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1
unworthily eat and drink damnation to themselves.

In Bishop Powname's discussion on the eucharist he con-
tinued to stress the concept of unicn with Christ even as he did
in his doctrine of baptism. The Lord's Supper meant 2 holy com-
munion with Christ; being united to Him as bone of cur bone and
flesh of our flesh.z in this union we receive grace from Christ
as our Head and His merits by :l.t:lput.a:t.i.on.3 Ey the ministry of
the word and sacraments we are continually sanctified in this
life by the Holy Spirit so that Le may present us to Christ as
a glorious “hurch at the marriage of the Lamb.‘.

Taylor joined the long line of Anglicsn divines in re-
futing Romet's doctrine of transubatantiation. In this particular
understanding Taylor was at one with the Reformed heritage. He
maintained as Kidley had done that the real presence of Christ in
the sacrament was one of grace. The concept of grace as an addie
tion and heightening of nature, prevalent in his thought elsewhere,
is surprisingly absent at this point, The breud and the wine, by
grace, present us with the body and blood of Christ but the elements
remain the same in nature.s ‘he doctrine of the Protestants, de-
clared Tay]nr,éa.fﬁrnad that the bread is bread and it is also
Christ's body. The consecration of the elements by »rayer sacra=
mentally or spiritually presents us with Christ really and

l. Cosin, Works, op. cit., 1V, p. 174.

2. Downame, On Justification, op. cit., p. 38.
3. lLog. cit. he Ibid., pe 93.
5. Taylor, Works, op. cit., 1X, p. 424.

6. 1ibid., pe 470.
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effectually. Christ is really given to the faithful as the
symbols are really given and Christ really aourishes and satis-
fies the soul as the elements do the l:m:u(.'ly.:2 Taylor maintzined
that the real presence of Christ in the eucharist is a spirit-
uval presence for Christ is preseut by His Holy L}pirit.s The
bedy that is sacramentally presented to us in the eucharist is
the body of Christ that was born, ceaeified, dead, buried and
glorified. Vhristu has only one body, a natural and glorified
body.h The body of Curist is the sa.crament.s The Sam.body of
Christ in heaven is giva:ét to us at the eucharist but sacfament-
ally and not corporally. The words sacrament lly and spirit-
ually were interchangeable in Taylor's thought. ‘The bedy of
Christ was eaten by faith maintained Taylor.7 ‘e objectbified
the real presence so that it was not dependent on faith but re-
ceived by faith.s However, tie moraliistic comnotation of faith
in Taylor's thought made the distinction between the faithful
and the unworthy one based on moral par:i'et:t.;i.cm.9

The relation of the eucharist to the atoning work of

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., IX, ppe 4Th, 42h4.

2, Ibide, pe 42k, 3. lbid., p. 425.

he Ibid., pe 431.

5. Taylor, Works, op. cit., X, p. 27.

6. 1Ibid., p. 27. See also Works, op. cit., XV, pp. 433, 435.
7. Taylor, Morks, op. cit., IX, p. 454.

8., Ibid., p. 424. See also Works, op. cit., XV, p. 433.

90 Taylor. Horkﬂ, .22. 2&., Xv" Ple h'}k, J&Bé. 516.
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Christ was more closely related in Taylor's thought than it was
in baptisim. He stated that the eucharist, by the operation of
the Holy Spirit, is designed for owr reconciliation and was an
abonewent in the hand of God.l By our sacramental participation
of the body of Christ in the sacrament we are united to that body
which is His Uhurch.z In sceripture both the sacramental bread
and the Church are called by the name of Jesus Christ for they
are both His l::cld,y.3 By the participation of this bread, His
body, the faithful are united into one body, the body of Christ -
the Uhurch.h The union between Christ and His body, the Church,
is a spiritual wnion and Taylor insisted that this union is the
most real event in the world.s By this union with Christ we
receive all the blessings of His grice, the fruits of His ptwsion.é
Those who worthily receive the eucharist receive the fruits of
it also which is the continual union with Christ in His Church
triumphant in heaven.7 Here, more than anywhere else ia Taylor's
thought the grace of Christ meant a complete involvement in the
fulness of Christ.

The eucharist is a declaration of Christ's death and a
sacramental gaﬂicipation of His body and hlood offered in atone—

ment for us. Jy our sacramentol partieipation of Christ's body

lo T”lﬂr’ WOHCS@. _c_;i.. x‘f, PC hj;‘ —I;-.

2. Ibid., ppe 433, h3h4. 3. Loc. cit.
he Log. sit. 5. Log. gite
6. Ihido. Fe hsh- 7- _1_-_00_;- .Ei_.'go

8. Ibido' Ele 1&35’ 1039o
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our bodies are joined to Christ and made capable of resurrection
to eternal J.i.fe!.l 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 “hrist and enter
into glc:n.';r.2 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 chr:ut..3 The conpigtation 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-
standing., 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 :he sending of the Holy S3pirit who inhabits

the flesh of Christ. The Holy Spirit who first dwelt in the

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., XV, pp. 440, L4l.
2. Ibid., p. 4bl. 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
eucharist and also spiritually ea.tan.l By the Holy Spirit we
receive the Lord's body and blood and by receiving the eucharist
we also receive the Holy Spirit .2 The real presence as a spirit-
ual presence did not mean for Thorndike a spiritualized presence.
In the eucharist the faithful receive nothing less than the body
and blood of Uhrist 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 Thorndike's understanding meagre in relation to
Andrewes',

Thorndike showed a willingness to acknowled-e any point
of agreement between the Church of Rome and the Church of England,
regarding the doctrine of the eucharist. He pointed out that
the Council of Trent had said that the flesh and blood of Christ
were sacramentally present in the euch;s.rist.s However, much as
he desired to show the resemblance he was quick to sce the differ-
ence., fle 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 signtﬁ.ed for that would de-

stroy the very nature of the sacriument., At the same time he

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., IV, Pt. 1, p. 32.
2. 1.-_0_(5-0 E}i. 3. Ibid.’ Boe 35.

he leg. git.
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insisted that the sacramental presence of Christ's body and blood
in the eucharist could not be properly maintuined without acknow—
ledging the true being and presence of the thing sign_.tfied.l
Thorndike thought it best not to say that the eucharist was the
body and blood of Christ by wirtue of a hypostatic union for it
suggested an extension of the incamation.z Andrewes, however,
could and did say it because he understood the hypostatic union
in this regard as one of grace which was the gift of the Holy
Spirit., DNevertheless, 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 same light as the union between Christ and
His Church.3 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 unity of the Church. Thorndike suggested this but it was
never an integr:l part of his thought, Unity in the Church for
the sake of unity alone seemed to be sufficient for Thnrndike.h
The Puritan presence msalwm in his thought. The highest law

of the Church was unity. Thorndike saw with clarity that unity

i, Thomdike. .N'orks, op. Q-_EQ' Iv., Pt. 1, Pe 35.
2 Ibid-’ PDe ll.3’ k6, h?l 3. lhidc’ Pe 27.
‘l- Thorﬂdike, WOrkB’ 22. E.j..'.t'." II’ Pt- 1' Pr.f.

5. Tm‘ﬂdike, Works, op. E&-, I’ Pt. II' Pe 5Th.
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was a command 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 ahow
that the consecration of the elements depends upon the words of our
Lnrd.l The Church prays to God in the act of consecration to send
the Holy Spirit upon them that by His presence they may be the body
and blood of Uhriaf..2 It is not faith that makes the body and blood
to be sacramentally present, rather faith receives by relying on the
promise of G'ocl.3

The sacraments, by the promise of Christ's presence, have
also the promise of grace of which the gospel speaks.k In the
eucharist the sacrifice of the cross is commmicated to those who
faithfully receive.s Thorndike rejected the sacrificial aspect
of the mass as elaborated by the Church of Home and declared that
the New Testament witnesses to the believer's participation in the
one sacrifice which Christ carried into the holy of hol:l.es.6 There
is also a sacrifice in the sacrament which 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 te man. ZThere is

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., IV, p. 63.

2, Ibid., p. 60 3. Ibid., p. 37.
4e Thorndike, Works, op. cit., IV, Pt. 1I, p. 737.
5. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., I, Pt. II, p. 476.

6. Ibidc, Pe 477.
Te Thomdike, Works, Op. 2.5_-20’ IV’ Pt. I’ Pe 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
whose words he recites.l "Christ's priesthood and the Church's
priesthood cannot be spoken of in univocal terms any more than
Christ's sacrifice and the eucharistic sacaifice."'z The re-
citing of Christ's words is not an act done in the person of
Christ though it is in the name of Uhrist..3 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 Thorndike's understanding of b.ptism man was initiated
into the covenant of grace and the eucharist which coimemorates
and represents the propitiation for the sins of mankind is a
continual renewal of that covenant.h It is at this point that
Thorndike must be eriticized for his concept of the eucharists
His understanding of the covenant of grace was not sa much incor-
portation into Christ, into His death and 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, op. cit., IV, Pt. I, p. 1li.

2. T. Fo Torrance, "Eschatology and the Bucharist", Inter-
communion, ed. by D. Baillie & J. Marsh, New York: Harper &
Brothers Publishers, 1952. 303-350. p. 343.

3. Thomdike. Works, op. 2_1&., IV, Pt. I, Pe m.

4. Ibid., pe 105.

5. Tmmdiks. kl’ks, op. -g-ji-’ III’ PtoII’ Pe w.
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Thorndike said that to the faithful the eucharist was the seed
of the life of grace 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 alds of grace Ly which
the buptized 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 manj
"God on His part granteth them power to perform that which they
on their part profess to underbake."l This was ‘horndike's inter-
pretation of Hom, 633. It cannot be denied that ‘horndike made
baptism into the covenant of grace the institution of a new law
and his eucharistic understanding was a continuation of this
thought .

There was greater emphasis on the proclamation of the word
in Beveridge's concept of the “hurch's ministry than can be found
in either Taylor or Thorndike though the latter maintained 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 meazns of grace, conveyed the divine presence unto us,

1. Thomike’ Works, III’ Pt. 1. Pe 128.
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Beveridge related the task of the preaching of the word
as a means of grace to the purpose of grace as expressed in
gphe 4:13. The word of God builds us up in grace 'till we come
in the unity of the faith, and the knowledze of the Son of God,
unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the stature of the fulness
of Christ' and this said Beveridge is the task of the mwinistry of
the mrn:):l"d.:L He anphasiz_od that the word had to be received in
faith, that is, it must be received not as the word of man but
as the Word of Gt:w:i.2 To underst:nd the word as means of grace
80 as to really obtain grace by it we must lock to God whose word
it 13.3

Beveridge applied this understanding 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
to the promise which He made concerning it..“ Though Beveridge
did not elaborate the understanding of the eucharist as communion
with God he definitely noted it. The bread and the wine is the
commnion of the body of Vhrist to the faithfu% commicant.5 Ve
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. Beveridge, Vorks, op. cit., I1I, p. 169,

2., loc. cit. 3. 1ibid., p. 188,
L. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. 68.

5. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., 1II, p. 17l.

6. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., VII, p. 459

70 Mo, De ;{68.
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Bishop Andrewes considered Psntecost 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 faciens, 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 Hime
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 can give that." This meant for Andrewes that in

the ministration of the means of saving grice 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

L
in whom the Godhead and marhood are united. Uod's power is

absolute in this regard while the power that He gives to His mini-

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

l. Andrewes, Works, op. cit., III, pp. 281, 121, 122,

2e Ibid.’ Pe 281 3. _IQ.E_- gﬁ.
ke Andrewes, Works, op. cit., V, p. 92.
5. loc. cit. 6. Loc. cit.
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Andrewes believed in the originality of the three-iold
order of the ministry: "l. Fresbyteri, to teach; 2. Disconi,
1

to help; 3. LEpiscopi, to govern. And never any other." This
' 2

ministry was prescribed by God for His people. But the inter-
pretation of this ministry set Androwes apart from the later
claims made for episcopacy. 7The essence of this threee-fold minise
try is derived from the lowest = that of the Diaconi, wiioh was
Arakovic, and Andrewes rightly interpreted this to meun ministry
or service. ipiscopi no less than Diaconi distinguished them—
selves in gervice, Andrewes had sharp words for those who exalted
the order of the lpiscopi to mean lordship.
An ill word of pride, who had rather hear of words sounding
of dominion than service, speeially this service; for it be
but the order of Deaconship, and pride would be at least
more than a Deacon. Yel 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; = ne other title. lhe
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 winisterium, 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 circumecision.,' 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 lledieval 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.
2. lLoc. cit.

3. Lec. git.
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grace of Christ to men, But Andrewes always kept the stress
on the essential nature of the Church's ministry which, as he
so rightly put it, was Diaconia. This understanding prevented
Andrewes from making absolute claiws for episcopacy which others
made, ZJhere is no doubt that Andrewcs believed episcopacy to be
the orig nal order instituted for the Church but he denied that
it therefore followed thst without it there could be mo Church
or salvation. A man must be stone blind, said Andrewes, if he
does not sce Vhurches standing without :I.i'..2

There are two opposing views in Hall's writings concern=
ing the meaning of the Church's ministry. Under Laud's infliuence
Hall made some absolute eclaims for Episcopacy but Hall also shared
in those sentimernts of Laud which acknowledged that episcopacy,
though desirable, was nevertheless not a necessary mark of the
Church. We have already noled this latter emphasis in Laud's
controversy with Fisher where he explicitly denied that a visible
continual succession was a necessary mark of the Church .3 He
also repudiated Rome's claim that apostolic succession meant a
divine, infallible power.k The criticism, that such statements
represent Laud'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, Works, op. cit., V, p. 92.
2. Watkin-Jones, op. c¢it., p. 224.

3. Laud, Works, op. cit., II, p. 109.
4o Ibid., ppe. 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, ==l

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 lontinent on
the other. Against the Puritans, Hall 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
sugzesting that sacramental grace could only be administered by
one so ordained.

Let me instance in that power, which we that are evangelical

ministers have by virtue of our sacrcd orders given to us

2lone for the consecration and distribution of the holy

eucharist; a point not more highly than justly stood upon

by all erthodox divines, yea Christians, ==3
This statement was for the Purituns 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. Some indeed

1. G. We. Bromiley, "Anglicanism and the Ministry", Scottish
Journal of Theology; Vol. 7, No. 1, March 1954. p. 76.

2. Hall, Works, op. cit., IX, pp. 149, 188,
3. Mo. P 208.
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had stated this but it was an error of a few, said Hall,

My defence is, that no such consecuence can 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

command, that upon an absolute necessity there must be

either episcepacy or no Church; but so far only, that it

both may and ought to be. —1
Hall made the distinction bot.men the being and the well-being
of the Church and he j;laced episcopacy in the latter cutogozy.z
some of the Purituns hold their discipline to be "altogether
essential to the very being of a church; we dare not be so zeal=-
ous."s

Hall's great concern for the Reformed Churches on the

Continent continualily held him from making exclusive claims for
episcopacy. There was no difference in any essential matter
between the Church of England and her sisters of the Rcfomtion.k
These Churches were in accord in every point of doctrine without
the least variation and thelir confession witnessed to the world
of their full and absolute agreemnt.s 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-
tial to the being of the Chnrch.6 Hall made the plea that the
two Churches could come closer Lo one another by resolving to
meet in

that primitive government, whereiy it is meet we should
both be regulated, universally agreed upon by antiquity;

1. Hall, Works, op. ibe., 1K, pe 356.
2; Ibido’ ppc 356, 291' 3. Ibid.’ p! 356.
Lo Hﬂll, Norks, Spe. s_iio’ VI’ Poe 610.

5., Loc. cit. 6. Ibid., pp. 357, 610.
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wherein all things were ordered and transacted by coasent

of the presbytery moderated by one constant president

thereof. -1
These words may be regarded as Hall's last message Lo the Church
and they indicate that he accepted the concept of a corporate
episcopate elaborsted 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 undere
standing of the Church's ministry in relation to the cuestion
of validity of orders. Bramhall did not claim that episcopacy
was instituted by Christ Himself but he asserted that it was of
Apostolic initiation and that it had been approved by Ghriat..z
It was a form of government ordained in the early Church as a
safeguard agoinst schisrn.3 Bramhall was convineed that episcopal
ordination was preferred bul he did not question the validity of
the non=episcopal Protest.nt Churches. He termed episcopaey £
ordination as the ordinary meuns of the ministry but he said that
he dared not limit the extraordinary grace of God.h There was
a sense in which Bramhall thought of crdination as a sacrament
but he did not place it on the same level as baptism and the

5
eucharist which he said were generally necessary to salvation.

1. Ha]l. Workﬂ. 9_2. ;._133_0’ VI’ PPe 610’ 611.
2l Bl'alﬂl&]l' W()I‘kﬂ, _930 &., I’ pt 2‘7]-.
3. Lec. cit.

1}- B!‘alﬂ'la]l, “brks, -?.20 m., II’ De 26. See also m’ 22. _g!-!-_o
I1I, p. 476.

5. Bramhall, Works, op. cit., I1I, p. 8l.
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Bramhall explicitly denied that episcopal divines had
unchurched wost of the Protestant Churches by their interpret-
ation of episcopacy; "They unchurch none at all,; but leave them
to stand or full te their ovm I-Ia.ster."l Bor, he added, do they
deny those Churches to be true Churches in whi;h salvation may
be had.z The Church of ®ngland neither mbag;;;ahbr reordaina
t.hose( who have been baptized ﬂ# admitted into holy orders in
their "t:‘hurch.s That there was but one form or precise maanner of
ordination in the whole Catholie Church was altogetlier denied by
Bramhall.h He believed that there was a grest latitude given to
particular Churches in the constitution of their ecclesiastical
organizatiun.s Episcopal ordination was not divorced from right
doctrine by Bramhall., Holy orders were ordained by God for the
conversicn of man and they were am excellent grace bubt if those
who were ordained preached error rather than truth and therefore
adulterated the faith by addition of new articles they were no
longer true pastors but wolves and 'worse than la.vman'.s This
Jjudgment was for the benefit of llome and the Puritans. The refer-
ence to the laymen showed Dramhall's disgust for the Puritan sects

who adhered to lay preachera.

1. Bramhall, Works, op. cit., III, p. 517.
2. Ibid., p. 518.

3« Bramhall, Works, op. cit., II, p. 35.
he Bramhall, Works, op. cit., V, p. 187.
5. Brawhall, jorks, op. cit., ILI, 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
was derivative, delegated and ministarial.l Bramhall claimed
that the original power of holy orders as well as all authorita-
tive mission was from (mritt.z He further stated that Uhrist had
committed a ministerial power to the Church to ordain and there-
fore the grace given in holy orders is derived from Christ and
given to theose ordained by a line of perpetual succession..3 This
he claimed should be interpreted as the act of Christ Himself,
This meant that the succession was always directly related to
Christ but he stressed that holy orders meant precisely ministers
of Christ and not successors of Chrilt.k

Bramhall held the opinion that ordination was necessary
for sacramental grace since divine grace given by ordination is
required for the institution of a sacramt.s However, Bramhall
did not think of this with regard to a particular form of ordine
ation but rather to an ordination; one which conformed to the
minimum limits of ecclesiastical d.’Lsc.’Lpliml.6 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 Apostles and hence

1. Bramball, Works, op. cit., II, p. 455
2, Bramhall, Vorks, op. cit., V, p. 2062,

3. Loc. cit. Le Ibid., p. 225.
5. DBrashall, Works, op. cit., II, p. 71.

6., lbid., p. 26.
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was most conformable to the will of God but not 6adirectly
doctrinal considerations.

Pearson shared in the concern for the continuity and
unity of the Church, "The Church is not of such a nature as
would nectssarilyll once begun, preserve itself for ever, “1
Pearson grounded ;.he continued existence of the Church upon the
sustaining promise of God which brought the Church into tnla:’ua.g‘..2
The life of the Church cannot be arrogated to the Church itself.
The promise of Christ's assurance that He would be with His Church
is the assurance of the continued existence of the churcl:...3 The
primary unity of the Church is given in Jesus Christ. Pearson
recognized this. In this connection he spoke of the external
and internal commnion of the Church; Christ was the Church and
His presence was the continuity of the Church. Union with Christ
by His Holy Spirit was the basic unity of the Ghurch.h 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
the unity of the Church.s (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. Psaraon, Op. m.. Pe 601-
24 m. c_i_i_’:. 3. Ibido. Pe ﬁ02.
he Ibid., pe 596. 5. I1bid., pp. 596, 599.
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Lord's Supper. (4) Pearson also listed charity as a form of
unity of the Church and he thought of this as the manifestation
of our given unity in relation to the members of the same body,.
(5) Hope: we are united by the same expectation of eternal
life. (6) Pearson's last sign of unity was the discipline and
government of the Vhurch. The mimistry, said Pearson, by God's
appointment is authorized, sanctified and get aside by the dir-
ection of the Holy Spirit to lead God's people in the same way
of eternal salvation. Yherefore, he coneluded that there is no
Church where there is no order or ministry and where there was
the sume order and ministry there is the same Ohumh.l

The essential mark 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
eternally glorified.z 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
commmnion of the Church.3 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 mewbers have through the Holy

5 Pemn. 220 2&0' PPDe 596 - 5990
2. Ibid-’ PPe ms. 606,

3. Ibid., Pe 63)!
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Spirit with their Hea.d.l In Pearson's thought baptism was
essentially related to the Holy ==ip:lrdit..2 Though he considered
the word and sacraments to be of the external commmnion Pearson
also thought of them in a particular way related to the internal
comnunion of the Church for he repeatedly stated that through
the sending of the Holy “pirit upon the disciples the Church was
constituted and by the preaching of the word and the administra-
tion of the sacraments the Church was added to and sustained.s

What 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 publiec prayers pre-

sented unto God. ==4

This leads us to conclude that Pearson recognized the
word and the sacrements as most clearly related to the primary
unity of the Church in Christ its Head., lis 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
the z’tpostles.s
Taylor considered the ministry as the ordinary means or

channel of grace. God conveyed grace either immediately as the
author and fountain of grace or by the minister.6 Taylor's ccone

cept of the ministry was related to the ofiice of the apostles and

l. Pearson, op. cit., ps 623.

2. Ibid.. p. 5&2. 3. Ibid.' PPe 597’ 622.
II-- Ibido. P 592b 5. Ibid.-. PPe 16’ 8.

6. Tay]-or’ mrks’ .Q_B. -o-&t' nv. p. m.
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was the power to govern the Churches as a suecessive and per-
fected ministry.l It was a comprehensive commission for they
also received power to give the Holy Ghost in confirmation and
to perpetuate holy crdera.2 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 sacramentzl grace dependent on such an ordination:

I will net receive corwunion 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 because he
is my brother, I will not refuse to give him the communion,
if he will receive it by my hand, which was made sacred by
the Holy Ghost, invocated by the prayer and the lifting wp
of the bishop's hand, =3
The concept of grace in Taylor's thought as an addition te 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.

By episcopal ordination the ordained are made ministers
of the gospel but Taylor went on to say that the priest is separe
ated by God in this act and made tc be the gracious person who
stood between God and His pso;ple.‘. The concept of the priest as
mediator is not absent in Taylort's thought. There is no greater
pewer in the world than to remit and retain sin or to consecrate

the sacrament:l symbels into the body and bleed of Christ; ner a

1. Ta.ylor, WOrRS, op. Sé-_t.n’ VIiI, pp. 35, 360
2a Ibid-. TPe 35. 36-
2. Taylﬂr’ %rks, op. L_it” IIII. P 606.

h. Taylol‘, Pbrka' .92. -c_j-ﬁ.’ m. pp. 1'-66’ ‘.’67.
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greater honour than that God in heaven should ratify whet the
priest does on earth "and should admdt him to handle the sacri-
fice of the world, and tc present the same, which, in heaven, is
presented by the sternal J esus."l

The numerous qualificabtions that Taylor made regarding
his understanding of the ministry showed very clearly that Tayler
was nobt prepared to fully stand by the above statements. He
pointed out that the validity of the pricst's ministrations were
dependent on Christ's continual intervention before Gor‘..z_ 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 perscus, therelore, those who were members of the Church
were enbltled to the promises of the Holy b‘picit.s 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 neans
of His grace and God could not be bound to the means by man.h
In this regurd Taylor cited cases illustrative of this point:
Christ had glven Ananias a special comaission to baptize and
confirm Paul; He had given Cornelius the Holy Spirit before he
was baptlzed and Si. Paul was ordained an apostle withoui the

5
ministry of man. In the question of lay baptism Taylor frankly

1. Taylor, Sorks, op. cit., XIV, p. 458.
<. Taylor, Works, ep. cit., IX, p. 182.
Ze Tayler, Yorks, op. cit., VII, pp. 352, 353.
4o Taylor, Works, op. cit., XI, p. 273.

5. Lﬂc. cite.
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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-
tism was pemitt.od.l He went on to say that baptism, in view
of lay baptism existing in the V“hurch, made it very difficult
to uphold that ordination placed an inherent and indelible
character on the ordained pemn.2

Taylor also vigorously denied that the Church ever did
or ever could delegate the Holy Spirit to any representative or
pass the power of infallibility by comiasion.3 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
be the Church.k Seripture 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
this power of declaration to ordination where "the consecrator
does declare power to descenfl from God upon the person to be or-
da.inad."s le stressed that the whole action is 'but a ministry';
‘a declaration of the effect and grace of God's gift.6 The con-

secrator is the externsl mesns which makes visible what God does

l. Taylor, Works, op. cit., XIV, p. 450.

2. Ibidg’ Pe w.

3. Taylor, Works, op. eit., X, p. 353.

4 _I_g:l_Lg_.,‘p. 353.

5. Taylor, VWorks, op. cit., XIV, pp. 464, 465.
6. Ibid., p. 465.
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1
and what man of himself cannot do.

The inconsistencies and confusion in Taylor's thought
in this connection arose from his failure adequately to distine
guish between groce and the gifts of grace. The criticism that
Downame made aginst Home for confounding the meaning of X«presa
and Xcip/s must be sustained against Taylor. Though Taylor's
views on the Church's ministry varies greatly much of his mis-
understanding can be traced to his doctrine of grace. Taylor
wrongly interpreted the gift of the ministry to the church as
Xap/s-as grace 1t-lcl.f.2 This grace is left as a 'despositum' to
the Church until the second coming of Ohrist.3 Taylor related

L
this despositum to the doctrine and diseipline of Christ. The

consistent understanding of grace as a guantum, an object, appears
in Taylor's thought; it is a thing that the Church can have in
itself and can give it to others. Of course we have seen how
this was gualified time and again by a more true undepstanding of
grace but it still represents the dominant note im Taylor's doctidne,
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 “ndrewes, did not maintain that episcopal erdination was
necessary for sacramental grace. Cosin's action speaks for itself.
He would never have entered into full communion with the French

1. Taylor, Works, op. cit., XIV, pp. 464, 465.
2. Ibido’ Pe ‘&81- 3. Ibid.’ PPe ‘}81' m.
h. Ibidn’ p. bsl.
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Reformed Church during his exile had he questioned the valid-
ity of that Church's sacramentol ministration, Cosin revealed
that he was fully aware of the difficulty but he recommended to
those who had sought his adviee on this matter to follow the
same course he had taken - to communicate 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 coumission to Peter was in reality given to the rest of the
Apostles also but the commission itself was to rest in the Church
though not all the congregation shared in the office.l The minig=-
try was given to the Ghumh..2 ‘his is important to note for
Thorndike did m£ separate the ministry from the Church or make
the ministry itself the Church as Rome tends to do., Thorndike
saw the place of the bishop in the realm of unity for the visible
Church.3 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 hands of the bishops.

Thorndike 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, Works, op. gcit., IV, Pt. 1, p. 466,
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because lay preaching gave rise to schism, Only the Church
can license a man to preach and Thorndike placed the authority
in the hands of the bishop.2 The celebration of the sacrament
of the lLord'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 was celebrated under the bishop
for the protection of unity.j

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 spostles and that the difference between them is a
human distinction made by the custom of the Ghurch.h Thorndike
said he would allow the name of bishop in the New Testament to
include priests also because their function is common to both
though with the chief power in the bishop.s Thorndike thought of
this power as delegated to the bishops and there is no indieation

that he atiributed to it any direct theological significance. His

1. Thorndike, Works, op, eit., IV, Pt « 1, pp. 390, 391.
2, Thorndike, Works, op. cit., IV, Pt. II, p. 593.

3. Thorndike, Werks, op. cit., I, Pt. 1, p. 221.

L. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., IV, Pt. 1, p. 375.

5. Ibido. Pe 378.
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primary concern at this point was the guestion of maintaining
unity ageinst the threat of schism. Thorndike also affirmed
that sometimes the Fathers held that presbyters had succeeded
the a.postle.l Thorndike could well accept this without it
proving a source of trouble for his understanding of episco-
pacy because first and foremost his concern was for the unity
of the Church under the amthority of the biahép. 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..
Thorndike saw that it was useless to contend for personal
succession without also meintaining succession of the true faith,
To ensure the latter he advocated that Holy Seripture be inter-
preted through the early Church but he unfortunately reversed
this order and alleged in fact that an ordered ministry preserved
the faith from cc:u-:.-npt.icu't‘-.2 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 winistry essential to

1. Thﬂrndike’ Worhl, Op. 2_1-3'!_.’ IV. Pt. l, Pe 3970

2. Th@mdike, Horka’ 22. 22-..&.’ IV, Pt. Il’ p. ws.
30 Ibido’ Pe 895.
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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
recognized them to be valid.l 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 in this matter; that the Reformed “hurch of France
establish episcopacy in its government in order that unity might
be restored and prescwad.z 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 can do much to preserve order
but Thorndike seemed oblivious to the fact that the Puritans came
precisely from a Church which had episcopacy as its form of povern-
ment, In discussing the French Reformed Church Thorndike never
raised the question of reordination, It was no issue for him,

There is a distwrbing element in Beveridgc'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 Beveridge's
thought was consistently Reformed. Regarding the question of the

ministry there is a decided break in his thought al times.

1. Thorndike, Works, op. cit., V, p. 430.

2. Loc. cit.
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In a sermon of Matt. 28:20 Beverldge interpretcd the
promise of Vhrist to the Apostles to be uniquely related to
the Apostle's office and not to the Church as a whole.l He
limited Christ's words to an office of the Church and mot to
the Church itself = the body. The Holy Spirit is promised to
the office apostolical and He accompanies and assists those in
the office to discharge their o:l‘f:!.elsn.2 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 refecpence 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 "so much of the Spirit upon them as was necessary to
that otﬁca."s In this particular discussion Beverdidge tended to
make the gift of the Holy Spirit quantitative.

This aspect of lﬁ.s thought appears only in this particuiar
sermon which was directed at both the Puritans and Rome. It is
evident throughout that Beveridge was anxious to mazke clear to
tha. Puritans that in the matter of the ministry the Holy Spirit
was given to the cffice of the bishop and that the deacons and
presbyters had only a measure of the Holy Spirit. Beveridge, in
this sermon even identified the Church with the office of the

1. Beveridge, Works, E. -cl*;-’ I’ FPe be
2 Ibid.' Pe 8. 3. Ibidc' Pe 10,
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1
bishop: the Church, that is, the govermors., [lowever, the
position that Beveridge upheld in the face of the nen-conform-
ists was entirely denied by what he said to Rome..2

The same sermon as well as his other writings reveal
that the particular opinion of the Church's ministry as given
above was not an integral part of Beveridge's thouht concern=
ing bis doctrine of grace. We cannot deny that it is there nor
would we want to for it goes a3 long way to show that in the face
ef the Puritan threat the bishops took a stand regzarding 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 Uhrist om earth until He comes zgain but his
gevere criticism of the pope on this same matter reveals that
Beveridge had qualifications to make/;?.s ovn 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 and not something that
is man®'s right. The grace of Christ which sllows sinful msn to
be made in the image of His rightecousness allows men of flesh to
spesk and act in His name., His name is signed to their words and
acts. But it is another thing to claim this as a possession, =s
a right, It is not strunge to note that Beveridge was aware of
this distinction.

He ewphasized that the power of the Apostles was only
ministerial. Vhatever power they had was still Christ's power

l. Beveridge, Works, op. ¢it., I, p. 10.

2. lLoc. cit.
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1
and they received it continuelly from Him. The concept of
the Aaronic priesthood, as passing frow one to another, did
not apply to the Christian ministry, said Beveridge. The
Christian ministry is sustuined by Christ Himself in His own
2
person. DBeverddge also elalwed thal Lhere was nothing "more
necessary te the right administration of the means of grace than
that they wiho administered them be 'rightly ordsined' and authe
orized to do it, according to the institute and command of Him
3

that did establish theau," His interpret:tion of icts 13:3
was that an episcopal ordination was involved. Cthers may

speak the same words, deliver the same Lruths, press the

same duties, as they do who are really God's ministers;

but this is nol preaching, properly so c¢alled: they do not

putlish 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 Rome. First of all he
admitted that the Apostolic Succession had been continued in

5

the Church of Rome, Bul simply because they had preserved a
historic continuity in their ministry was no guarantee that she
would be faithful; her doctrine had oori‘upted the faith and
quenched the Spi.rit. and therefore Christ's promise was not ful=-
filled in them, Though Beveridge had maintained that right

ordination, which he interpreted to be episcopal ordination,

1. Beveridge, Works, op. cit., I, p. l4.

2. Ibido’ De 3%. 3. lbid.’ Pe 158.
Le wo. Pe 27. 5. Ibido’ Pe 21,

6. Ibid., pe 2l.
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was the most importunt element in administering the sacraments
and having admitted that Home had maintained the Apostolic
Juecession ne denied the sacramental ministrations of rome,
The great means of grace, the word and sacruments as administered
by Rome is of no use at all to the people.l it is obvious from
such stalements as this that Beveridge had more to say about
the validity of ordination and his doctrine of grace as we have
seen thus far does not support theologiculliy an episcopal ex—
clusiveness.

In his extremely critical attitude to lome Leveridge was
blind to the migutiness of God's grace for in spite of Rome's
sin, in spite of her prostitution of the faith God's grace was
mightier than the sin of “ome., Beveridge's criticism of Home
showed most clearldy that he was not iinally prepared to claim
sacramental validity on the basis of a particular interpretation
of orders within the Uhristian Church, He further criticized
Home on her departure from the faith and her inovations and
cliaimed that the only standard of truth for the Holy Catholic
Churcih was Holy Seripture. The mark of the Church, said Beveridge,
is where the word of God éa truly preached and the sacraments of

Christ duly administered.
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