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Prefatory Note

PREFATORY NOTE
This is the only Treatise in the whole of this Series on a subject
on which there is material difference of opinion amongst
Protestants. It is believed that even those Subscribers who least



agree with the sentiments of the Author would have been
dissatisfied if his works had been rendered imperfect by
withholding this Treatise.

That it is not published with any sectarian view, is sufficiently
vouched for by the fact, that both the Publisher and Editor belong
to that section of the church whose views are specially
controverted.

Ed.
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THE GOVERNMENT OF THE CHURCHES OF CHRIST

Book I: Of the right institution of the churches of
Christ. — That the order and gover...

BOOK 1

Of the right institution of the churches of Christ. — That the order and
government of those churches are established by divine institution. —
What is the nature of divine institutions, and how the knowledge of them
is conveyed to us; that Christ hath settled ordinances for worship and
discipline, which are to continue unto the end of the world; that the power
of church censures and excommunication hath its institution in a more
especial manner from Christ, as head of the church.



Chapter I: A brief scheme of the several opinions
concerning the constitution an...

CHAPTER

A brief scheme of the several opinions concerning the constitution
and government of the church of Christ. — The truth stated and vindicated.

If it were granted that the churches in the New Testament were
formed and fixed bodies, yet the question would still remain about
the tenure whereon they hold their formation and constitution; of
what kind that tenure is, whether of divine institution; and
therefore it will be most seasonable, and conducing to the
understanding of all that follows, to give a general prospect of the
several opinions about church constitution that are amongst us, ere
we proceed.

There are three eminently differing opinions, one of which will
certainly prove to be the truth of God, and which soever of them,
when all of them are once thoroughly and fairly examined, shall be
found to be the truth, we shall rejoice, though it prove that we do
suffer loss in our own.

1. Our presbyterian brethren hold the institution of church state
to fall upon the whole universal church, as one great body by
institution; and then, likewise, upon all the parts thereof, according
to the division and subdivision of the whole into several
subordinations of greater and lesser bodies, or fixed assemblies,
national, provincial, classical, or congregational; so as the universal
church on earth being, by Christ’s institution, a body politic, and a
kingdom in the total consideration of it, and being a similar body,
consisting of similar or like parts for state and condition, it becomes
throughout such in all parts thereof. Even as every part of water
hath the nature of the whole, so every integral church, be it lesser
or greater, national, provincial, congregational, &c., as they are all
churches, so in their proportion they are all of them seats of
government by an equal, uniform, general institution; and the
whole being ordained such, each part, by association and consent,
doth become such also. For Christ, by one great charter granted to
the whole, did at once authorise and endow all such particular
subordinations with ecclesiastical power; only left the distribution
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of this vast and great commonwealth and body politic, into its parts
greater or lesser, to be made by general rules for edification and
order, as the law of nature and human wisdom should see fit. But
yet all is ordered with this law, that the lesser bodies should be
subject to the greater, from top to bottom, and so all to the church
universal, and the judicature thereof, so as judicatory appeals
might be made from the less to the greater, by virtue of this divine
right granted to the whole. And this is said to have been the scope
of Christ in his first institution, Tell the church; and by it this kind
of power and government being wholly given to the elders of the
church, is to be transacted by them in their consistories and
associations, even from congregational to general councils, and is
therefore only practicable by the meetings of elders chosen and sent
from the lesser assemblies to the greater, as abstracted from, and
without the convening of the saints, whereof they are elders; for
convention of all the particular saints is not only unpracticable in
those greater bodies, but in classical assemblies too. And we do
freely give this testimony of honour to this opinion, that of all other
grounds unto which the presbyterian divines have in these latter
days, when put to prove their government, had recourse, this is the
most consistent and fairest principle (if it could be proved) to rear
up all their subordinations at once, and to endow the constitution
of them with a divine light," which, as the soul in the body, will be
equally diffused through every part thereof, and which, if it prove
true, we must all turn presbyterians.

[1] Qu. ‘right’? — Ed.

2. Some other godly and reverend divines, who do with us
wholly reject any such politic model, as an invention of man (which
reareth up a worldly frame and theatre for elders, through several
stairs, to enter upon the heritage of the Lord), yet agree with our
presbyterian brethren in this principle of the catholic universal
church being a similar body in the whole, and all the parts thereof.
So that as a congregation is in no further respect or consideration a
church, nor to any other end, use, or purpose than is the universal;
so, likewise, the warrant for, and the privilege of congregational
churches being a seat for ordinances and elders, is but from the
bare general grant and privilege given to the church universal,
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which is one day ordained to meet together in heaven, and should
now on earth aspire to the state and perfection thereof. And by
virtue of this canon law and charter only, saints gather into
particular churches, and enjoy ordinances, and all power of
government executed therein. So that the whole constitution and
order of congregational churches, is only by virtue of that general
law of communion of saints, without any further superadded
institution of Christ, either electively ordaining of all such other
bodies of saints to be the seat of ordinances, or endowing them
with any further privilege or power of government than the whole
body of saints in the world hath. In a word, the appointment of
congregational bodies is, according to this opinion, only virtual,
and arising from the general grant to the universal church, and
founded but upon the common law of the communion of saints.
These two opinions, though thus agreeing in that fore-mentioned
general principle, yet do differ, as two extremes. The one, as we
conceive, diffuseth a pretended instituted policy too vastly,
engaging all saints and particular churches to subject their
consciences, under pain of excommunication, to the determinations
and decisions of all the clergy in the world; which is by this
constituted as one body, inspired with this soul of government in
all the divisions of them as parts of the whole; and such a
government may possibly issue in the greatest tyranny. The other,
whilst they betake themselves to the common privilege of the
church mystical and universal, and merely to that law of
communion of saints that is therein, doth hereby shut out and
exclude all government or censures, but such as the common law of
communion of saints, and the law of nature common to all societies
will admit, yea, and in the consequence thereof, takes away all
institutions whatsoever of any such discipline or censures, whereof,
if particular congregations be found the seat, those congregations
themselves also must be by institution.

3. We profess, as in other things, so in this, to run a middle
way, which, for aught we yet see, the Scripture chalks out to us.

1. We maintain that assertion of a church universal, as the
general body of all, and that particular churches are as parts
thereof. Yet so as with our own Amesius, and others who have
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been esteemed orthodox divines, we conceive that the notion or
consideration of church, which the universal body of saints stands
under, is merely and purely mystical, and such also to be the union
and communion thereof, as with Christ, so of all the members
thereof among themselves. And further, we assert this notion or
name of mystical church, to be given not only to the invisible
company of the elect, and real members of Christ the Head, but to
the visible company of professors of Christianity that do walk as
saints, and are esteemed as such by saints through the world. Unto
whom, as taken in the lump and outward view, as Christ is
reckoned to be an outward head to them, as on earth considered, so
upon whom also, taken in the lump and outward visibility, as well
as upon the invisible company, the notion of the church mystical
may be put, it being in this distinction opposed to a church
instituted, or that which is a politic body under Christ.

2. We assert, that until the mystical body of the elect shall meet
together in heaven, God hath appointed and ordained the visible
saints on earth, being diffused over all the world, and thin sown
therein, to be knit together in particular bodies, over which he hath
appointed elders, pastors, and teachers, officers by his institution;
which bodies, consisting of both, should be the public holders forth
of his truth and worship, and the subject of the privilege of all
ordinances, and seats also of a power and government, for these
saints to be subjected to, and reduced in case of scandals. And the
honour of Christ is hereby to be vindicated, and his ordinances
kept pure, although there were no Christian magistrates in the
world that would take cognisance of such scandals.

3. And further, we conceive that the gathering of saints into
such particular bodies to Christ, thus to be the seat of such officers,
ordinances of worship, and government, is, by a general institution
and endowment of Christ, over and above the catholic warrant of
communion of saints, although including and taking in all the rules
and laws thereof. And accordingly the measure and proportion and
extent of these bodies, and what the limits and bounds thereof were
to be, is set forth by institution, as also the organisation of this
body, what kind of officers or organical members shall be in it.
These are all to be found set out by him, as in his wisdom he
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foresaw would best suit those ends which this institution of such
bodies of saints should serve to, and as should be fitted to the
privileges these bodies are endowed with, Christ having also (as to
his own institution he doth) made an answerable special blessing
(which special promise of blessing doth indeed, if there were no
more, make an institution and ordinance of that thing to which it is
made) of being with such assemblies of his, over and above the
blessing which, from the virtual catholic relation and communion
between Christians in general, and on occasional ways, would
flow.

4. These instituted bodies of churches we humbly conceive to
be, for the bounds and proportion, or measure of them, only
congregational, which are the fixed seat and subject of all
ordinances of worship, and who are the seat of all sorts of officers
or organical members, that serve for the use of the whole; and that
these also, by and with their officers, are the sole seat of that
government, and the acts thereof, which may more properly be
termed government, i.e. that is judicially to bind the soul (which is
accompanied with a promise, that such a soul shall be bound in
heaven), and in Christ’s name also to deliver to Satan, &c., which is
an instituted punishment, over and above the sphere of that
catholic communion, and beyond what any company of angels or
saints as members of, or by virtue of the catholic grant, can or
ought to take on them, execute, and pronounce; and from which,
rightly administered, there can be no appeal, nor of which no act of
repeal can be made by any supreme court on earth; though, if not
rightly administered, it is null, and of no force. And these bodies
thus endowed hath Christ appointed as under-schools of his
foundation, wherein, by the enjoyment of all his ordinances, his
saints living therein whilst on earth might be tutored, built up, and
formed and fashioned for that great university, when all the saints
shall meet in heaven. And thus, over and above the general
communion of saints, there are, and ought to be by Christ’s
institution, political, ecclesiastical bodies or churches, that are the
seat of a spiritual government, wherein we join with the first
opinion.



5. And yet we further affirm, that out of the circuit and bounds
of these instituted privileged seats for worship and government,
taking all these saints, elders, and churches, whether in a city,
province, nation, yea, the whole world, among them as so
considered, that common law of the mystical communion of saints
which the catholic relation obligeth to, takes place; so that as there
is a law of single communion and non-communion between saint
and saint in case of offence, so between church and church, or
greater or lesser combinations of churches, as occasion is, or may
be, of intercourse either way. And therein churches proceed with
churches, not politicé, or as armed by Christ with a judicial power of
giving up to Satan; but they proceed and deal each with other modo
mystico, or with a moral declarative power only, which law of
mystical communion yet obligeth them to all the same duties for
substance, each to other, that that political power obligeth them in a
congregation unto. And thus far we also join with the second
opinion, humbly professing that either to make the church
universal in the whole, and all the parts, to be a political instituted
body, armed with government, as the first opinion doth; or, on the
other side, to make the communion and power in congregational
bodies, and the institution thereof, to be but virtual, from what is
given to the church universal, and but similar thereunto, as the
second opinion doth; to be both of them mistaken. Apprehending
much rather the truth to lie in a communion of saints here on earth,
compounded and made up (for the kind thereof) of both kinds of
constitution; the one a fixed, instituted, and political communion,
superadded to the obligation of the mystical relation of saints one
to another, as such, and this to be in and between the members of a
particular congregation; the other, simply mystical, and moral, and
occasional, and that to be between congregations each with other,
and indeed between all the churches in the world. So as, whilst
these saints are knit and united into such particular churches for
the enjoyment of ordinances, with power to preserve them pure,
they yet are both, as saints and as a church, to hold all sorts of
correspondency, and are by Christ obliged to all sorts of
communion, and which, accordingly, we do profess to hold and
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maintain with all saints and churches, according to the several
degrees of purity amongst them.

This being a true scheme and general prospect of the several
opinions amongst us, the particulars of all which we shall in order
pursue in this discourse in such a due method as may conduce
most to clear the truth, I shall now apply myself to consider
whether these particular churches, or fixed bodies of saints and
elders (whether congregational or classical, or whatever else they
shall prove to be), are to hold their constitution and formation by
any special divine institution; for the clearing of which we shall
have occasion first to have to do with that principle forementioned,
whether over and above the general charter of the church universal,
and the laws and rules of the communion of saints belonging
thereunto, there is not a superadded institution for the constitution
of particular churches, and for the endowing them with these
privileges which, as churches, is found to be bestowed upon them;
and then we shall prove that even the setting forth the bounds and
limits of those bodies, the extensive power of elders, and measure
and proportion of these churches that are the seat of government,
must also necessarily be set forth by such a special divine
institution.

Chapter II: That the constitution of a church, and the
rules of its order and go...

CHAPTER II

That the constitution of a church, and the rules of its order and
government, are established by a certain institution of Christ. Some
propositions laid down in order to the demonstration of this truth.

The church universal is a church by an higher ground than by
that of institution; it is rather the object of God’s decree. And their
meeting in heaven, and making a general assembly, is not so much
by virtue of a command, or by appointment declared in his
revealed will, as by a decree of his secret will, and through the
efficacious power of it, the same that raiseth them, wraps them up
in the clouds, and after carries them to heaven, and presents them
together at the latter day, as it is said of Christ, Psalms 2. As their
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worship there is only natural worship, not anything that belongs to
the second command, so, nor is their meeting by virtue of that
command. But now, if all the saints on earth were no more than
could meet in one place, yet that these should meet as a church for
such and such ordinances, which in heaven they shall not have, this
must needs be from an institution of Christ’s, over and above their
being the church in general, as the ordinances themselves are
established by such an institution; for they gather together in his
name, and excommunicate in his name, as well as they baptize in
his name; and therefore, if baptism be an institution, their gathering
together must be an institution also; and indeed, if the government
and the worship be by institution, the seat or subject must needs be
so. As if the officers and the laws of a college or incorporate town
be by a law and a charter, the college or corporation itself, the form
of it and warrant to be so, must be much more. Nothing in any
kingdom depends more upon a charter and the supreme authority
than the embodying of men into societies, and the enabling them to
act in them. And so the constitution of these spiritual bodies, the
churches, hath a necessary dependency on this authority of Christ.
Those bodies to be ruled, they are called the house of God, and the
church of God. ‘If he rule not his own house well, how shall he take
care of the church of God? 1Ti 3:5. Why is it called the church of
God, but because of God’s institution, as the Lord’s supper and the
Lord’s day, have their names from the Lord’s institution? And it is
called the house of God and the temple of God; and as the temple
was by institution, so this church of Christ too.

And, indeed, that to which a promise is, for that there is a
command, which is all one with an institution, and an institution is
conveyed in a promise. In the Old Testament all their solemn
assemblies (which were the types of ours) were by an institution,
both who, and where, and how, as those for worship in the temple,
the Sanhedrim for government; therefore the things typified much
more.

But farther, what the apostles did teach the saints to become,
for that there is an institution, for they taught nothing but what
Christ commanded them, Mat 28:20. And when they had taught
them to become churches, they wrote to them as such, and the Holy
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Ghost owneth them as such. And the Holy Ghost did ordain, by
institution, pastors and teachers, and set them as overseers over
each flock, as an whole flock, Act 20:28; therefore ordained the
bounds of their flocks too.

Again, the seven churches are seven candlesticks, whereof the
type was the candlestick of God, made by God’s appointment. In
the candlestick there were two things: 1. Matter, which was gold,
that they should be saints; 2. Form, which is therefore Christ’s
institution, to be cast into such or such a mould. And for one
candlestick then, there are many candlesticks now. Seven in Rev
1:20. And the form of these many are now as well from Christ as
the form of that one then was.

And as it is God’s house, he hath not left it unto man to frame
his building to what proportion he pleaseth; Christ’s body
instituted (which is resembled unto the natural body throughout
the epistles), is to have set limits of it, a maximum quod sit; and as
the natural body, if it have all the parts that can have communion
natural in the same common acts of nature together, though it be
never so small, is a perfect body, so it hath also a prescription of
bigness, and bounds are set it, both for parts and a maximum quod
sit, for proportion of stature, which none should exceed. Thus
Christ hath also constituted his body the church, in a due measure
and proportion.

But to make a distinct demonstration, that the form and order
of congregational churches is of Christ’s institution, I shall proceed
in this method.

1. I shall prove that God hath not left the government of his
church to be ordered by the laws of nature, or the arbitrary maxims
of human reason, but hath prescribed rules for it by his own
institution.

2. I shall shew what is the nature of a divine institution.

3. I shall describe the ways whereby Christ hath derived his
institutions to us, to ascertain us that they are genuinely his own.

4. I shall demonstrate the order, and worship, and ordinances
of the churches of Christ, to be of a perpetual continuance.
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5. I shall prove that excommunication, being more than non-
communion or casting out of the church, hath in it a superadded
institution of Christ.

6. I shall at last shew that a congregational church is, by
Christ’s institution, the only subject and seat of church government,
and the grand charter of the power of the keys is granted to it
alone.

1. To prove that Christ hath not left his churches destitute of
rules for her government, but hath established them in his divine
word of the Scriptures, I shall lay down and demonstrate these
following propositions.

Prop. 1. That the right government of a church is a part of
worship under the New Testament; which is evident,

1. Because all means of worship are called the keys of
heaven. Mat 16:18-19; and by excommunication men bind and
loose, as well as by preaching or by praying. 2. This act of
government, excommunication, is paralleled with prayer; the
agreement of the church to cast out is paralleled with this, What
two shall agree to ask, Mat 18:19. 3. Excommunication is done in
the name of Christ and in the power of Christ, which is the same
thing that makes baptism a part of worship. ‘Baptize them in the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” Mat
28:19. So as the Lord’s supper also is constituted. 4. In Romans 12
all is called Aoy Aatpéwx, reasonable worship, which referreth to
ruling afterward, as well as teaching and exhorting. And 5. If a
contribution to uphold the ministry, and giving to poor Christians,
be called a sacrifice, and a service done unto God, 2Co 9:12 (the
word is Aeitovgyia), then church censures also as well may have
that name, and therefore must have a rule for them as well as other
parts of worship. And therefore now to determine as who shall
baptize, and who shall administer the sacrament of the Lord’s
supper, depends upon his having a power to do it, so to determine
who shall excommunicate, there is some rule to direct us.

Prop. 1I. The law of nature is not sufficient to set up any thing
which is parallel to a divine institution.

As for example, if the government of congregations by elders
and officers be in a particular congregation set up by divine
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institution, no law of nature alone will be ground enough to erect
the like power in any other company of elders, if they have not that
other by institution. The laws of nature may indeed direct us how
to manage ordinances that Christ hath erected, according to the
common nature in which those ordinances partake with other
things civil. As if that there be many prophets in a church, the law
of nature will teach that they should not speak many at once,
because it is against the end of prophesying; but the laws of nature
would not be sufficient to erect an order of prophecy in the church,
which Jesus Christ hath not appointed, although speech is a natural
means to persuade by. The laws of nature will also teach us to take
the benefit of ordinances, if they be instituted by Christ. As
supposing that Christ had appointed a superior power, a superior
court over churches, having the same power which the churches
have, the laws of nature would have taught me to have made use of
this, but would never have warranted the erection of such, armed
with the same power, if Jesus Christ should not be found to have
appointed it. The proposition is evident by these reasons:

1. Because that institutions and ordinances flow from Christ,
not as the author of nature, but as the author of grace, as Lord and
King of his church, and so depend upon his will. If therefore he by
his will have made one institution, the laws of nature cannot make
a parallel to it; and parallel it is if it be supposed to have the same
power and influence that the other hath which Christ hath
instituted.

2. Nothing can work beyond its own sphere; and therefore,
though the laws of nature may be sanctified to subserve the
institutions of Christ, yet not to raise up anything anew parallel to
an institution of Christ. A spiritual court parallel to such a spiritual
court as Christ hath instituted, is what exceedeth the power of
nature, as truly as that it is not in the power of nature to produce a
spiritual act of grace parallel to what the Holy Ghost produceth.
Natural gifts and natural parts may be subservient unto grace that
sanctifieth them, but they cannot produce or educe the least
spiritual act. And thus Christ’s government excludeth not nature,
but will take in the help of it, but exceeding it; nature cannot be the
rise of any part of it.

15



Prop. III. That there must be a special divine institution for the
government of the churches of Christ.

For all church power and government which hath a spiritual
punishment annexed to it, must be by special institution; and that is
in a special manner government, by a divine institution, which hath
a power annexed to it, to inflict a spiritual punishment, beyond
what is in the common nature of the act itself to do. And therefore,
although to withdraw from every brother that walketh
inordinately, be from the common law of Christianity, in all sorts of
arbitrary converse; yea, and to throw out of a fixed body or society,
to have power to do so, be from the common and ordinary nature
of all other societies, if the laws of those societies be so and so
transgressed; yet that there should be a delivering over to Satan
with the power of the Lord Jesus Christ, that this should be
annexed to the casting of a man out, this is apparently by special
institution, for no body of men by the common law of nature could
have power so to do. So also although upon all admonitions there
is a binding the sin upon the conscience so far forth as the nature of
the sin is laid upon it, which is common to all other reproofs of any
kind in other sorts, yet that there should be a promise that where
such and such, rather than others, do bind sin upon a man’s
conscience on earth by their sentence and judgment, this sin is also
bound upon them in heaven, Mat 18:18, this must be from an
institution superadded. Whether Christ’s will that this should be
done by such and such be apparent to us by an express command
in the letter of it, or is held forth in some example or some promise
which do imply it, yet it is an institution, because it holds forth a
supernatural efficacy. For whatsoever is set apart by God electively,
and culled out from other things to be the instrument of a
supernatural power and efficacy, that is such by divine institution;
and all such power as is thus supernatural, must be disposed of
and executed according to his mind, by his own instruments, and
where he hath placed it. Every man is to admonish his brother
upon that common ground, that he is to love him and not to hate
him; this is a common ground belonging to all sorts of men
whatsoever; but that any select company of men should be
peculiarly singled out to have power to admonish a man, to bind
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sin upon him, this is from the institution of Christ. And that they
should have the promise of the power of Jesus Christ to accompany
them; that this should be in order to a throwing the sinner out, and
a delivering him up to Satan if he repent not, this is from Christ’s
institution. Thus God doth take things, that by the common law of
Christianity do serve for such an end, and yet over and above puts
an institution upon them to serve for some special end, in such a
way, by such and such persons; as in those instances given of
reproving and admonishing by any Christian which serveth to a
spiritual end, he takes it up to be performed in a church and by
elders in public in a more special manner, to have a further efficacy
in it, because he hath put a further institution upon it. Thus also the
gifts out of which men preach and pray, they are common to
multitudes of men, and are given in a providential way, and not by
institution; but that men should exercise these by way of office, in a
constant, selected way, and separated hereunto, this is by special
institution. So likewise God doth take such things as have a ground
in the law of nature, and over and above stamps his institution
upon them in a supernatural way further than naturally they serve
to; so that Christ’s institutions they do not exclude natural grounds,
but comply with them, only elevate them, cause them to exceed
their natural power and force with a peculiar efficacy and blessing,
and so fall in with the rules of nature. Thus that not two or three
should speak at once in a church, it is in itself a law of nature
common to all men; that women should not speak in public, but be
silent, it is the law of nature; yet over and above they are delivered
as the commands of God, which he that is spiritual acknowledged,
as the apostle saith, 1 Corinthians 14. It is the law of nature, that no
man should war upon his own charges, that the labourer is worthy
of his hire, &c.,, and the apostle allegeth these for ministers’
maintenance, 1Co 9:7, and yet withal addeth, so I ordain in all the
churches, and makes an institution of it. And for the due companies
of men to meet and assemble themselves together, and no more to
assemble than can meet in one place to be edified by ordinances,
agrees with that law of nature that is common to it as to other
things. But yet this, which had but a natural and moral foundation,
hath Jesus Christ now made an institution of, and hath therefore
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put his own name upon it, and called it, a gathering together in his
name, and he hath enabled them with a power beyond the power
of nature in the throwing of a man out, for it is to give him up to
Satan.

So also in the judging of a man for having committed a sin
there is always a kind of censure. In a large sense indeed, vita est
censura, and thus a man condemns and censures another by his
practice and example, and so a godly man doth judge wicked men,
and they are reproved and judged by all the saints. But there is also
a special judicature out of authority, and the power of Jesus Christ
accompanying of it, namely, that spoken of in 1Co 5:12, when he
saith, ‘Do not ye judge those that are within? What have I to do to
judge them that are without?” therefore, this is by special
institution. And in this place of the Corinths, compared with 1
Corinthians 6, this differing way of judgment, one by way of
institution, and the other by way of the common law of nature,
seems to be held forth by the apostle himself; for when he comes to
speak of judging the incestuous person for his sin, with a spiritual
power, the power of the Lord Jesus, he makes that a settled
government, ‘Do not ye judge them that are within?” as they were a
body to Christ. But when, in 1 Corinthians 6, he speaks of taking up
differences about things of this life, though he would have the
saints do it among themselves by way of arbitration, and not to
carry it out of themselves (for the sake of avoiding scandal) to
heathen magistrates; yet this latter he doth found only on the
common law; it is not an ordinance, though it was Christ’s will and
command it should be in that case. Therefore he doth not bid them
go to the elders to take up differences, or to the whole church, but
he bids them take whom they would, the least saint, who is able to
judge upon that common ground of ability, whereby one day they
shall be able to judge the world. So that this latter was only
occasional, and by way of arbitration, according to the law of
nature; whereas the other was a constant and settled government,
and that invested with spiritual power supernatural, which the
other is not.

All the duties that are performed in a church, they are duties
amongst all Christians by the common law of Christianity; for by
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the law of love they are to instruct, to pray for, to reprove, to avoid,
&c., as occasion is. But that all these should be performed in a
public body of saints, gathered together, not occasionally but
tixedly, and that special persons should have the power or part of
the power committed to them, separated thereunto, and that it
should be done in such and such an order; all this both because of
the constancy of it, of the electiveness of it, and the special power
and efficacy that doth accompany it, over and above what is
promised in an ordinary way to the common law of Christianity,
must needs be an institution.

So that whatsoever be the subject or the instrument in a
constant and elective way of a supernatural power, or a
supernatural administration, over and above what is common to all
Christians, or societies of men, that power must be placed by
institution, whoever hath it, or wherever it is. It is not a
supernatural quality indeed, but it is a relative respect, whereby a
company of men are called by God, and enabled unto a
supernatural administration, which a special efficacy shall
accompany; and so by virtue of God’s promise it is concomitantly a
supernatural power, though not inherent.

And yet it is not so to be understood as if that such a power
should always, for the effect, have that efficacy that it is assigned
to, for that is as God pleaseth. He works not as natural agents do,
because God’s promise to accompany his ordinances is in a free
way; as in preaching the word, though it is an ordinance, yet it had
not always the effect, though Christ himself and the apostles
preached it. It might always have an issue indeed one way or other,
and be a means to condemn men, because they receive it not; but it
had not always that effect, for which it was more principally and
directly appointed, as natural agents have.

And so on the other side, we deny not but that admonitions
and other means which run according to the law of the new
creature and Christianity, which one saint is to perform to another,
may have the like effects, through God’s dispensation, that
excommunication hath, to bind sin upon a man’s conscience, give
him up to Satan to terrify him, and the like; even as God also may
bless private instructions, yea, the private example of a private
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Christian, to convert an heathen; yea, and that also when his own
ordinance will not do it, 1Pe 2:12. But yet still church admonition
and excommunication is an ordinance in a special manner, which
the other is not. So as because that God’s power supernaturally
must concur for the effecting of what it is ordained for; hence,
therefore, it must be seated where God would have it be, by a
special institution, and not misplaced, or else he will not work in it
and with it. If a man had stirred the waters, God would not have
wrought; or if Satan had done it, he would not have wrought; but
when the angel did it, he did, Joh 5:4. All such supernatural
administrations they are limited. As the power is from God, so in
whom this power should be is also from him and by his
appointment. Though magistrates are the ordinance of God in this
general respect, that it is his will and command that there should be
magistrates, yet the power that God accompanieth magistrates
withal in their administration, is not supernatural to those ends for
which they are appointed, farther than in this proportion, as in
general he hath appointed magistrates to be his vicegerents. And
hence, therefore, what sort of magistrates to have, whether
monarchial or aristocratical, of what extent their dominions shall
be, and the like, is still left to men, because the power that the
magistrate hath of any kind, it is indeed executively but the power
of the people committed to him and betrusted to him, whose power
he acts, so as what he pardons the people pardon, what he
punisheth the people punish: the people’s power is engaged in it;
and hence as Solomon saith, in the word of a king there is
power, Ecc 8:4. Hence they are called human creations, though an
ordinance of God, 1Pe 2:3, Rom 13:1. But that supernatural
ecclesiastical power that Jesus Christ doth appoint is not simply an
ordinance that there should be ministers in the general that shall
have this or that power, leaving it unto men to appoint what sort of
ministers, whether in a way of monarchy or in a way of aristocracy,
whether popes or bishops, &c. And so likewise as to the seat or
relation over which these officers shall have power, and the extent
of it. But these must be all divine creations and institutions, as the
sort of magistrates and extent of commonwealths is a human
creation. If the power that these did manage were immediately the
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power of men, or given to them by the church as that of magistrates
is by the commonwealth, then indeed the several administrations
might be appointed by men, and the bounds thereof set forth, for
the power they have would be proportioned to the cause or rise of
it. Magistrates, as they have their power thus from men by human
creation, so the punishments that they inflict are but corporal
punishments which the people that set them up can inflict. Indeed,
rebellion against the lawful magistrate works damnation in the
issue by consequence, because it is a sin against the general
ordinance of God; but yet it is but as any other sin brings
damnation. But now in church power there is a special
supernatural efficacy of God immediately accompanying it; and
therefore this power, as it can no way be delegated by the person or
persons that have it, so as they should make any one vicars or
substitutes to execute it for them, as the bishops do the chancellors,
so also by the same ground it cannot be placed or seated but where
Christ would have it by his commission. For if the persons that
already have it from Christ cannot give it unto another than to
whom Christ hath appointed, or to any other body or society than
Christ hath appointed, and hath by institution placed it, then
assuredly neither magistrates nor any company of men whatsoever
can place it but where he would have it.

And surely for excommunication, of all other (if for any other
ordinance) there must be an institution, and by whom it shall be
administered in a certain way defined, because of all ordinances it
is the greatest. If, therefore, for preaching, who shall administer it,
and where, there is an institution, then certainly for this, for this is
an act of mere authority. To preach is an act of gift also, and he that
hath gifts may, for the materiality of preaching, perform all that a
minister doth out of gifts; but the act of delivering to Satan, and the
act of throwing a man out, are acts of mere power; do cast him out
of all ordinances, and therefore of all ordinances they are the
greatest; and besides that, it is delivering to Satan with the power
of Christ, which who can assume but those to whom Christ hath
committed it? It is to a spiritual end, and it is not therefore enough
to say that if there be nothing in the word against it, but that these
and these may excommunicate, that then may do it; no, there must
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be something in the word positive for it, and that limiteth it, and
here placeth it, It will otherwise be a nullity for want of commission
in the persons that do it.

And if that excommunication were not so an institution as that
also the sort of persons to whom it is to be performed should be by
institution, and were not a delivering up to Satan also, then the
magistrate could inflict it as well as the ministers of the church, for
he can cast men out of such and such a society, and keep men from
ordinances, as well as they.

Hence excommunication being an ordinance depending wholly
upon institution, and that which makes ecclesiastical authority to
be properly government and jurisdiction, lying in a power so to
excommunicate, none may therefore take upon them to administer
this ordinance without a special commission and institution; and in
this lies the knot of the difference in the controversy.

Prop.1V. God’s institution must put an efficacy into all
censures.

Nothing in nature hath further perfection in it than God hath
put into it; therefore much more this holds in power ecclesiastical.
Man cannot limit that power of ministry which he cannot give. All
church censures, they are accompanied with a supernatural power,
as the word of God is, which hath not in itself a power inherent to
work without the Spirit accompany it. There is this difference
between civil power and ecclesiastical; that though God’s power
doth accompany the civil power of the magistrate because it is his
ordinance, yet he doth not accompany the acts thereof
supernaturally, but the power that accompanieth the magistrate’s
acts is the power of the people in whose name magistrates execute
it; and, therefore, if the magistrates be resisted, the whole people
are obliged to back and strengthen him. But here now the
ministerial power is ordained to convey a special supernatural
efficacy from God, and ministers do work wholly in his power:
‘The weapons of our warfare are mighty through God, having in us
a readiness to revenge all disobedience,” 2Co 10:4-6. As, therefore, if
the powers of a kingdom are engaged in the sentence of any court,
it must be because they have set it up and confined it, and given
commission, and appointed who should execute it, so as if any
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should exercise a power further than they have appointed, they
were not engaged to back it: so nor will God also assist with his
power further than as he hath placed it, and where he hath placed
it.

Prop. V. That the constitution of churches is uniform, and of
one kind and sort.

All churches are of a like sort, and, for their constitution and
government, are uniform;

Or else, 1, there should be a double constitution, one for the one
sort, and the other for the other, and therefore a classical and
congregational church, being two several sorts of churches in
respect of their end, the one being for worship, the other for
government; the one a representative church (for so the elders in
a classis are), the other of the people, or consisting of people and
elders both; and being also truly several forms of churches in
respect of government, as economical government differs from
political and the like, they cannot both of them be by divine
institution.

Object. In the Jewish government both small towns and great
had entire power.

Ans. Therefore, therein lay their uniformity; and whilst power
was lodged only in the elders, and they kept court in the gate, it
might be so, and the same order be preserved; but it cannot be so
here, when the people also are by institution taken in, and are to be
present.

2. When the apostle saith, ‘So I ordain in all the churches,” 1Co
7:17, there could not be the same ordination of government and
constitution unless there were an uniformity in these churches.

3. Again, Christ writing to the churches of Asia in Revelation 2,
3, he not only calls them seven candlesticks, as being of the same
make, uniform, of the same parts, and the like; but what he writes
to one, he writes to all that were churches, concluding all his
epistles thus, ‘Hear what the Spirit saith to the churches,” which is
all one with what is in Rev 22:16, ‘I sent mine angel to testify these
things in the churches.’

4. And it is argued from that common type of the visible
churches, which is shewn unto John, Revelation 4, as the form of
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the tabernacle was shewn unto Moses in the mount, where there
are twenty-four elders, and four beasts, and the acts they do
perform are principally worship, and therefore it is the form of
congregational churches.?

[2] Parkerus de Polit. Eccles. lib. iii.

5. Of Thessalonica he saith, 17Th 2:14, “That they became
followers of the churches of God, which in Judea are in Christ
Jesus.” If it had been meant only of following of them in matters of
faith, in receiving of the gospel in the doctrine of it, as every
particular Christian doth, he needed not have used the phrase,
‘followers of the churches,” but of the church in Judea, if it had been
spoken in respect as they were members of the visible church,
visible professors of Christianity. He speaks it therefore, also, in
reference to having received the gospel, and casting themselves, as
a church, into the same form and constitution with those churches;
for by reason of their form and constitution they are called
churches, as they are bodies gathered up for worship and
government.

6. For the confirmation of this, add that the institution cannot
fall both upon congregational and classical; but one would destroy
the other if it were left arbitrary to take one or the other.

7. As one baptism, one body, one faith, are in the church
mystical, so one sort of body, as well as one baptism for kind, is
instituted in the constitution of the churches of Christ.

Chapter III: That Christ hath, by his own institution,
established the order, di...

CHAPTER III

That Christ hath, by his own institution, established the order,
discipline, and government of his churches, proved by several arguments.

As there is a distinction commonly made between discipline,
and worship, and doctrine of the church, so such a distinction hath
an apostolical stamp upon it for its warrant; for materially we find
it, though in other terms, Col 2:5, where by order among them he
means that which we call discipline, or ordering the administration
or government of the church and worship; and by faith, that which
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we call doctrine, or the system of truths to be believed and
practised, for so everywhere the word is used. And so in 1Co 11:34,
having treated of matters pertaining to worship and discipline, the
administration of the Lord’s supper, &c., he concludes, “The rest
will I set in order when I come.” So 1Co 14:40, ‘Let all be done
decently,” which respects the outward circumstances, ‘and
according to order,” which respects those apostolical commands
about matters of discipline and ordering, as he calls them, 1Co
14:37, such as he had given in that chapter and at other times.
Therefore, Tit 1:5, when writing to an evangelist about rectifying
matters in Crete, and ordaining elders in every city, matters that
concern discipline, he adds, ‘as I had ordered thee, or given order
to thee.” The word is the same in all these places. And by order, he
means not simply their having all those principally instituted
ordinances as are essential, as preaching the word, sacrament, and
censure, and officers to administer these; but all such rules as the
apostles gave for the ordering and administering those ordinances
right, many of which rules are more than mere external
circumstances, and yet not principal ordinances, but directions to
manage ordinances, as even those directions given about
prophesying in that 1 Corinthians 14, that they should speak by
course, and one at once, that the women should keep silence, &c.,
which yet are points of that order he would have them observe in
their assemblies, 1Co 14:40. And so in the Old Testament there was
the like usage. As they had the ark, so they had direction how to
carry it, 1Ch 15:2; none ought to carry the ark but the Levites, for
them hath the Lord chosen; and because they carried it in a cart, he
tells them they sought not the Lord after the due order, 1Co 15:13.
Now for the demonstration of this, that the order of the churches of
Christ is to be distinguished from their doctrine and worship; —

1. Consider, that very place itself even now cited for this
distinction, doth, if viewed in the context of it, afford argument for
this, the apostle delighting himself with a rare and worthy sight,
worthy an apostle’s joy: Col 2:5, “Though I be absent in the flesh,
yet am I present with you in the spirit, joying and beholding your
order, and the stedfastness of your faith in Christ.” Where by spirit,
if his own mind and heart be meant, then the meaning is, that both
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those were established according to his own heart, as he an apostle
led by the Holy Ghost would have them; therefore he says he was
present with them in his spirit. Or if the Holy Ghost be meant more
immediately, then the meaning is, that in respect of those, the same
Spirit of Christ that dwelt in the apostle, and guided him in settling
the church in both these, was present also with them in both faith
and order, both being established and settled among them
according to the dictates of the Holy Ghost in the apostle; and
therefore he says, he was present with them in the Spirit, joying in a
spiritual manner to behold both. So that the Colossians had all
ordinances and officers, and all those ordinances managed by those
officers amongst them, according to the directions the Holy Ghost
had given. This was their order he rejoiceth in, as well as in their
faith, and is in respect of both these present with them in spirit.
And this being their present state in both, he exhorts them to
continue therein, in those words, “As ye therefore have received
Christ the Lord, so walk ye in him,” Col 2:6. He speaks in relation to
both these, for his scope is to exhort them to persevere in what he
had before commended them for, which hitherto they had held on
in; which was for their order, as well as faith, which the
particle therefore implies, ‘as ye have therefore received, so walk.’
And as in their faith they had received Christ Jesus for their
Saviour, so in submitting to his orders and rules for their church
government, they had received him for their Lord; and to walk on
in both as they had begun, he exhorts them. So that all churches,
then, as they had received from the apostles the doctrine of faith, so
directions for order too, and it was not left to their power, to their
arbitrament, to innovate or alter in either, but to continue to walk
as they had begun.

And this further appears to have been his scope, because he
prefaceth this commendation of their faith and order, that he might
preserve them from the errors of some who went about to pervert
them in both. Into the order of their worship there were those that
would have obtruded Jewish rites and ceremonies, of abstinence
from meats, and of holy days, and the Jewish Sabbath, Col 2:16, and
so a seeking God after the old order of the Jewish church. And into
the doctrine of their faith there were some that would have
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introduced things they had not seen, Col 2:18, by which doctrines
they destroyed the foundation of their faith, not holding the
head, Col 2:19. Now, to settle them against these innovations, both
in doctrine and rites, and against all whatsoever that might arise of
the like kind, to the end of the world, he tells them that they were,
in respect of that order and faith they had received Christ in, in him
complete, Col 2:10. He and his word was a sufficient director to
them in both, and they needed neither to be beholden to human
philosophy or policy, or any traditions of men, either to order their
churches for them, otherwise than as Christ by his apostles had
taught, or to coin new doctrines, Col 2:8. And because that, take
them qua colentes, as worshippers in a church, they were dead with
Christ from all rudiments of the world whatever, Col 2:20, he
wonders that any among them should be so seduced, and why as
though living in the world they would be subject to ordinances
human of what kind soever. Where he takes away the fairest
pretence for such innovations as could be, that they, because men
as well as others, lived in the world (the example of which is apt to
mould men much to conform to their practices), and therefore they
should take liberty to loose their orders in their church affairs, to
come the nearer to the model of worldly governments. Ay, but the
apostle tells them that they were worshippers in a church that held
of Christ as their only Lord, they were of another world, and so
ought not to subject themselves to any matters of order, as well as
matters of faith in their church administrations, but what were
purely from Christ. And in relation to both these (which he still
carries in his eye), he useth two words, Col 2:22, not to go after the
commandments of men in matters of order, nor the doctrines of
men in matters of faith (for still such new invented ways profit not
the soul, but perish in the using), nor be deceived by the vain show
of what wisdom soever appeared in either. And although the
swervings and aberrations there mentioned from right order and
faith were more gross than many of those amongst us, yet the
arguments and exhortations the apostle useth (to prevent any of
what sort soever for ever) are such as reach ours, and all other
digressions from the right order and faith at first delivered by the
apostle, and received by the apostolic churches; and we are to

27



reduce all to the word, we being complete in Christ for either. The
like exhortation unto this (which further strengtheneth this) we
have also Rom 12:1.

2. I add to this, that there are in the books of the New
Testament, written by the apostles, manifold particular directions
and notes, purposely and professedly written to direct in the
government of churches, and ordering the worship of them. Thus
in the book of the Acts, which is an historical narration, and in the
Epistles, there are divers and several passages scattered, which put
together will rise up to a platform; whereas for ordering of
commonwealths there are only general rules, as to be subject to the
higher powers, &c., but neither directions nor examples left or
intimated how they are to be governed. Thus in 1 Timothy 2 he
gives many directions about the public prayers of the church, as for
their order, that they should be first made afore any other, that
‘tirst of all prayers be made,” 1Ti 2:1. So for their kind, all sorts of
prayers; supplications, prayers, intercessions, &c. For their subject,
for all men, kings, all in authority; for the places of worship, not in
places dedicated as holy with difference from others, as the temple
was, but ‘I will that prayers be made everywhere,” &c, 1Ti 2:8. For
the carriage of women, that in the public assemblies they wear
modest apparel, and not affect that splendour and costliness as
elsewhere, 1Ti 2:9; and that they keep silence in all administrations
whatever, 1Ti 2:10; and that they be not rulers nor teachers of the
church, 1Ti 2:11. Then in 1 Timothy 3 he gives directions about
officers; their distinction, bishops and deacons; their qualifications,
when to be chosen. And 1 Timothy 5, he adds many more of the
like nature, both about officers and church censures. And what was
the scope of all this? Even to shew that the ordering and disposing
of all such things are fixed somewhere or other in the writings of
the apostles, and left as rules for us by apostolic authority. He
accordingly, in the conclusion of all this, doth more strongly
enforce his former directions: 1Ti 3:14-15, “These things write I unto
thee, hoping to come unto thee shortly (and so not writing all that
might be written now). But if I tarry long, that thou mayest know
how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of God, which is
the church of the living God.” He puts an emphasis upon the
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subject he was to converse in, ‘the house of God, and the church of
the living God;’ as if he had said, the house or family of God, and
the ordering of it, requires another manner of skill than the
societies of men. Timothy was an evangelist, whose office it was to
perfect discipline and doctrine in the churches, which the apostles
tirst planted; and the evangelists received extraordinary gifts to
that end, and such gifts as made them to exceed, in spiritual
wisdom and spirit, all the bishops, yea, all the states in the world;
and yet it was not left unto their wisdom or arbitrament, to dispose
or give such directions as these in church affairs and
administrations; but they were tied to the directions of the apostles,
under whom they were evangelists, and who were guided
infallibly by the Spirit, that these evangelists might be guided by
them to mould churches accordingly. Timothy’s wisdom could not
direct him herein, but he was to learn and know from Paul, ‘That
thou mayest know how to behave thyself,” &c., 1Ti 3:15. This is a
skill then which depends upon apostolical revelation. And the
directions were not so loosely given as they might vary from them,
for Paul says even to Timothy, ‘how thou oughtest to behave
thyself,” as a matter of duty. Neither doth Paul only give general
rules, which might help human wisdom in the ordinance of things,
for many of the rules in that epistle are particular, and as express as
may be, not only directing to the substantial parts of worship, but
giving directions for the manner, as the word nwc, how, implies.
Yea, and he makes these things part of that mystery of
godliness, 1Ti 3:16, for which Christ was made manifest in the
flesh, and ascended, as well as matters of doctrine; and so they
needed a revelation as well as the greatest truths of faith. And
further, he insinuates the reason why he left these things in writing,
because the Spirit foretold that there should be an apostasy of the
churches to popery in the latter times; when there should be a
perversion, as of the doctrine, so of the apostolical order and
worship set up in the first churches, he instancing in some
particulars for the rest, 1Ti 4:1, which Daniel (whence he quotes it)
instanceth in, Dan 11:36; Dan 11:39. And so he writ these things,
that the church might in after ages have a rule to restore all things
to the primitive condition again.
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The like we have delivered by Paul to Titus, another
evangelist: Tit 1:5, ‘For this cause (says he) left I thee in Crete, that
thou shouldest set in order the things that are wanting;” or, as the
word in the original is, énd0p00wom, thoroughly set straight, or
reduce to the right, things that were left unset right. And he
instanceth in one matter of discipline for all the rest, ‘and ordain
elders in every city.” And how was he to order all things, and by
what rule? wg &éyw mot dtetalaunv, as I ordered them to thee, or
gave order. Evangelists were appointed for church discipline, as
well as doctrine; so Timothy you see was by the directions given
him, and so Titus was, as appears by the following directions, and
as the word duxtattw implies, for that signifies the ordering of
matters aright. And he was to make an exact or thorough
reformation, and to constitute things fully aright; and all this not
according to rules of general wisdom and discretion, but according
to particular and express order from the apostle, ‘as I gave order to
thee.” Now if the apostle gave particular orders for all these things
then, and that to abler and wiser men than ever were to succeed in
the church, and they needed them; then if they have not left in their
writings somewhere or other all the directions they gave to them by
word of mouth, there had not been sufficient provision made for us
in these days, nor the succeeding churches in all ages, who know
less how to behave ourselves in the church of God than they did.

3. Add to this that so usually cited place, Heb 3:1-3, which
comes fitly in to second this reason, and confirms it. As Moses is
said to be faithful in all God’s house, so Christ also both in God’s
and his own house; as Moses was under the Old Testament, so
Christ is under the New; Moses was concerned in that old visible
constituted church of the Jews (for so also, Act 7:38, it is called the
church in the wilderness), and Christ in the new constituted
assemblies of the gospel. Even in the language of that Epistle to the
Hebrews, as well as in this to Timothy, these particular assemblies
are called, with respect to Christ, his house, for, Heb 10:21, the
apostle there shewing that, as we have an high priest now as they
had then, so an house of God now as then; “‘We having an high
priest over the house of God;” he infers from thence, that as we
should draw near in worship as the priests did, having our
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consciences sprinkled, and our bodies washed with pure water
(following the allusion of the worship in that old house), so we
should go on with other duties of church fellowship; as inferences
from thence, and among others, he brings in this last, ‘not forsaking
the assembling of ourselves together.”” And his argument lies thus:
as there was an high priest then, so now; as a public worship then,
so now; and as an house of God, and assemblies then to exercise
public worship in, over which the high priest was placed, so there
must be such an house now; which, because they are not national,
but parochial, therefore he expresseth them by the synagogues of
the Jews. Now if such congregations be God’s house appointed for
his public worship under the New Testament, we needed particular
directions how to behave ourselves in this house of God, as much
as the Jews of old did in that house which God built them for
public worship; as that place in Timothy shews, ‘That thou mayest
know how to behave thyself in the house of God,” 1Ti 3:15. Yea, and
Christ also hath been as faithful to God in directing us now, as
Moses was in ordering all things then, as this place in the Epistle to
the Hebrews shews. Moses was faithful, as in giving a right
platform of doctrine to that church, both of the law and gospel; so
in giving a perfect platform of discipline of the government of that
church, and ordaining all things in the worship of it (‘"He made all
things according to the pattern in the mount,” Exo 25:40, Heb 8:5),
therefore, so hath Christ done also. Faithfulness implies going
exactly according to directions given, and Christ his faithfulness lay
in giving out those directions to us his church. Neither is it only in
matters of faith and manners; for it is spoken of building God'’s
house under the New Testament, which is done by ministry, and
the government of the church also, as well as by faith and manners;
for the building and edification of the church is as well by the
ministry and officers of the church, Eph 4:12, and all the ordinances
of it, 2Co 10:4-6, as by the doctrine of faith and good manners.
Neither is the comparison of Christ with Moses, as to giving rules
for a commonwealth (and so this needs not be brought in for a
disproportion), but as to the house of God only, in which Christ
only did meddle, and refused to be a judge in other things. And

herein, as Moses is said to be faithful, Ev 0Aw 1@ Okw, in the
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whole house; that is, in every particular about it, a complete
director of all things, in every room of it; so must Christ be also in
all sorts of things, that concerned it any way as an house to God,
whether as mystical, in giving doctrines to build it, or visible and
constituted, in giving discipline. He was faithful to God in the
whole house; that is, in everything wherein we are an house to
God. Neither do we fetch an argument from the particulars of
Christ and Moses; but further, from the very reasons that the
apostle here suggests. For,

[B] Mn ¢éykatadeimovteg v Emovvaywynv Eavtwv, Heb
10:25.

1. In reason says the apostle, ‘Every house is built by some
man,” Heb 3:4. And for the building of it, there must be a platform,
and direction in some man’s head. A pattern there was for the
tabernacle, and for Solomon’s temple given by David, and that by
the Spirit, as is warily put in, 1Ch 28:12-14, and the faithfulness of
him that is to build this house must lie in building it according to
that pattern. Now this house of God, neither under the Old nor
New Testament, could have man for its builder; for no man hath
either power to do it, nor skill to give the pattern; therefore, Heb
3:3, he says, that Moses, and all the saints of the Old and New
Testament, apostles and others, were, and are but a part of the
house, and so could not give of themselves directions to build it.
Therefore, as it is the house of God (both now and then), so God
must be the master-builder, as then so now; therefore, Heb 3:3, he
both calleth Christ the builder of his house, in those words, ‘he that
built the house’; and adds, Heb 3:4, that whereas men build every
other house, he that built this house is God, ‘but he that built all
things is God.” Men love to have the contrivance of their houses to
be drawn by themselves, and are as curious in it to please
themselves, as in any other thing; and so Christ likewise.

2. To build and give directions for the building of God’s
church, as unto Moses was given, he makes a matter of honour and
prerogative due only to God and Christ, and shall man arrogate
it? Heb 3:3, “This man (meaning Christ) was counted worthy of
more glory than Moses was, inasmuch as he who hath builded the
house hath more honour than the house.” Under the word building,
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he includes giving the pattern, for Moses was but faithful in doing
then according to the master builder’s direction. Therefore, to give
but such kind of directions for the building and ordering God’s
house under the New Testament, as Moses by direction gave under
the Old, about church officers, &c., if men should undertake it,
would be to assume the glory of that wisdom that is due only to
Christ. It was the masterpiece wherein Solomon’s wisdom (Christ’s
type) is said to have been shewn: 2Ch 9:3-5, “When the Queen of
Sheba had seen the wisdom of Solomon, and the house that he had
built, the meat of his table, attendance of his servants, and so the
rest of the ordering of his house, she professeth she had not heard
the one half of the greatness of his wisdom.” And certainly in God’s
house, which he hath built for his glory, much more of his wisdom
is expected. And if God, who built that old house of the Jewish
church, shewed his own wisdom in the exact particular directions
about it, surely in this new house of the New Testament, which in
true glory is to exceed that other, and which is built for the glory of
his wisdom, as well as the former, he hath displayed the like, or
else he hath imparted the honour to men under the gospel in the
framing this better house, which he accounted part of his glory, and
so reserved it to himself under the Old.

So that, to sum up this, the apostle doth here at once exclude
both men’s hands and skill from the building of any of God’s
house, both because it is God’s house, and themselves but part of
this house. And is it not as absurd for all men and angels to take on
them to direct (otherwise than by direction first given) how any of
God’s house should be made and built, as it were for any part of
the house to give order for the rest? It is as much as for the clay to
say to the potter, Why hast thou made me thus? Is it fit for the
whole house, or any part of it, to say, Make me this house thus?
Who shall give Christ a pattern of any house he hath promised to
dwell in? Who hath been his counsellor? Men love to have the
contriving their houses themselves, and are as curious in it to
please themselves, as in any other thing; so is Christ. And the
apostle withal expressly affirmeth, on the contrary, that all things in
this house are to be built by God, for so I understand ta navta, he
that built all these things is God, all those things that belong to this
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house, which was the thing he was speaking of. So as Christ, not as
a servant as Moses was, but as being God, built this house, and all
things in it, and yet according to a pattern, in respect of which he is
said to be faithful.

We shall annex to these scriptures but one reason for the
confirmation hereof, which is this, that if the Scripture hath
condescended to set down a multitude of particular directions,
either in examples, or in more express rules, about the ordering of
government and worship, whereof some are in appearance of but
small importance, and might seem to be left to discretion (as that
every man should lay aside, as God hath blessed him, on the first
day of the week, rather than on another day, &c., 1Co 16:2), that
then the word hath left a full and complete direction, as to matters
of greater importance. The strength of the consequence, viz., that if
the New Testament hath given particular directions for many
things, then for all of like nature, appears by this.

1. Because the word of God is perfect in whatever it meddles
with. If it had not meddled at all with church matters, but only
given in general rules, then indeed no complete pattern could have
been pleaded for; but having, to our view, set out so many pieces of
this building, for any man to say, Christ hath left other things of
like nature and use unto general rule, is to argue the Scriptures to
be guilty of imperfection, whereas Paul writing to Timothy an
evangelist, about matters of church government (which was one
main part of an evangelist’s office, and one main argument of his
epistles to him before), says, the word of God was given to make
the man of God perfect, 2Ti 3:17.

2. A divine wisdom of God being manifest in these directions in
view thus given, which man’s wisdom in the like must not presume
to imitate or come near, if God should have given some directions,
and left to man’s wisdom other of the same kind and use, in this
man’s wisdom had been made equal to God’s, in matters of this
nature.

3. Those many directions and appointments God hath given,
have a supernatural efficacy and blessing in them, because they are
his institutions over and above what is in the dictates of nature, or
what reason can invent. Now if it were left to man to add the like
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out of his own wisdom, to the like uses in the government of the
church, then man must be supposed to have the power or promise
from God, to have his ordinances accompanied with the like
supernatural efficacy. All God’s institutions have for their object,
men’s souls and consciences; so the dispensers of ordinances, the
ministers, and therefore likewise the things dispensed: ‘Obey them
that rule over you, for they watch for your souls,” Heb 13:17. And
then for their end, they are to be for the edification of men’s souls,
and to convey the Spirit, 1Co 12:5;1Co 12:7, and therefore are
wholly supernatural and spiritual. And the ministers, which are to
be the means to effect those ends, should therefore not be left to the
arbitration of natural reason or human wisdom, though never so
much elevated, as the ordering of a family or commonwealth is,
which have for their immediate object but men’s bodies and estates,
and for their immediate end but men’s natural and civil good. But
if the end of church ordinances be supernatural in an immediate
way, then all the means should be supernatural also in their
appointment and institution; for between the end and the means
there must be a proportion, nothing being enabled to a spiritual
effect that hath not a supernatural and spiritual original. We could
not tell how to imagine or expect that God would accompany such
media or means, of what kind or rank soever, as the wisdom of
man invents, with such a power. And, therefore, the apostle
speaking of all means spiritual (and by a metaphor calling these
things weapons, which logicians call instruments or means),
opposeth these two: 2Co 10:4, “The weapons of our warfare are not
carnal (or human), but mighty through God;” and by that negation
insinuates, that they must be spiritual in their rise, if mighty in their
working. It is as proper to the Holy Ghost to sanctify any thing to a
spiritual end, as it is for God the Father to create, or the Son to
redeem; and, therefore, for man to appoint any thing to a spiritual
end, is as derogatory to the Holy Ghost in his work, as the like
would be to the other persons in theirs.

4. It was expressly forbidden for man to go about to make
anything of his invention like unto God'’s, not like oil, not like days,
not like-posts to God’s; and, therefore, much more it is prohibited,
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that man should frame like institutions for the order and
government of the churches under the gospel.

Chapter IV: What power spiritual or ecclesiastical is.
— Of the nature of a divine...

CHAPTER IV

What power spiritual or ecclesiastical is. — Of the nature of a divine
institution. — How the knowledge of divine institutions is derived to us,
that we may be assured what are truly and really such.

Power spiritual is an impress of, or an investiture with, the
authority of Christ, merely out of his will, whereby men are
authorised and enabled by commission from Christ, and in his
name, to do that which others cannot do; and by virtue of which
what they so do hath a special efficacy in it from the power of
Christ, seconding and accompanying of it; which also the
conscience acknowledging subjects itself to, as unto the power of
Christ, for the sake of his will and institution.

An institution is that which is merely founded upon God’s will,
raising up a thing beyond its own natural or moral efficacy, with an
efficacy beyond it. As for men to humble themselves is a moral
duty; but that God should appoint and set apart a whole day for
them to do it with fasting, and so have a blessing therefrom, this is
beyond the nature of the thing, and is therefore an institution. The
trumpets in the wars, they had a natural efficacy to encourage; but
that the priests should blow trumpets when the people of Israel
went to war, had a blessing beyond the natural efficacy of the
thing; therefore those persons were appointed to do it. To hear the
word, it is a duty we owe to God, as we are men, whomsoever he
shall appoint to preach it to us, whether he should speak it himself
or by others; but that he should appoint men rather than angels, or
rather than speak himself, that he should single out some men for
that office, and put a special efficacy upon them as sent by him, this
is to raise up what hath a natural and common efficacy in it,
beyond the nature of the thing; and as it dependeth merely upon
his will, so it hath a special institution in it, because of a special
efficacy accompanying it.
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Institutions are not only express commands in the letter of
them; for examples and promises, hints and implicit intimations,
may hold forth the will of Christ. Neither is everything that is the
will and command of Christ an institution; but it must be judged to
be distinguished from other commands by the matter of it. If
anything be taken out from the course of nature, from the course of
God’s providence, or from the common law of nature, and be
peculiarly raised up above other things of its rank, to have a special
force and efficacy in it; then if the will of Christ be declared
concerning such a thing, it is peculiarly an institution, although
other things be commanded as well as it. That bread and wine
should signify and convey to us the body and blood of Christ, this
is by special institution, because it is beyond the nature of the thing;
it depends only upon God’s will, to have chosen these elements to
do it rather than others; and so they have a special efficacy in them.
But to have the death of Christ set forth by way of preaching, that is
not an institution simply as such; but that there should a peculiar
blessing go along with the apostles in preaching, or with
evangelists, or with the ministers, this depends upon God’s will, for
he might have chosen others. A butcher or any man could have
killed the sacrifices, as well as the priests, or any of the tribes of
Israel could have done it; but God singles out the tribe of Levi,
separates them to this work. To give alms to men as men, is the
command of God: ‘Do good unto all,” Gal 6:10; but this is not an
institution, because founded also upon a common ground. To give
alms to saints is founded also upon the like ground, analogous to
the other, if to men as men, then especially to saints as saints; but to
make collections in the church where God is worshipped, here it
becometh a sacrifice; and then to make this collection upon the first
day of the week rather than upon another, this must needs be an
institution. So that oftentimes God doth take such things as are
prescribed by the law of nature, and such things as are commanded
upon other common grounds, and yet annexeth some special and
peculiar stamp of his own will upon them, as they are done thus
and thus, or by such and such. Hence is the distinction that our
divines give upon the first and second commandment: that as there
is cultus naturalis in them, as to fear God, and to love him, obey
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him, to hear his word, &c., so also there is cultus institutus, which is
the substance of the second commandment. So also there are means
of edification which are providential, and so occasionally will
serve: if a man should walk in a churchyard and see a death’s-head,
it might put him in mind of death; but for a man to set up a death’s-
head in his study, continually to do it, this were the imitation of an
institution. If a man went forth and heard a lark sing in this
providential way, it might stir up his mind to think of God or
heaven; or if a man hears music, it may do the like; but to keep a
lark in cage on purpose, that when it sings my mind should be
stirred up, or to have music on purpose to stir up the mind in a
constant settled way, this were to make it as an institution, as in the
temple it was, when music was there used. So as the constant
setting apart of such a thing for such an end (though providentially
and occasionally it may serve for such an end), riseth up to an
institution also.

We come now to consider the ways whereby institutions are
delivered unto us by Christ, or made known to us. Institutions are
but the will of Christ, declared concerning such things as are
exercised above the common nature of them, to a further spiritual
end. Therefore the declaring the will of God about them, holds in
common with the declaration of God’s will in other commands. It
doth differ only in the matter, that the matter of institutions are
such things as are exercised above the common nature to some
spiritual end and efficacy. In the delivery of these, Jesus Christ is as
faithful as Moses was, though he hath not delivered them in the
New Testament, in written Scripture, as in a body of laws formed
up by themselves as Moses did; with express positive directions, by
way of command, as the law of Moses is given. There is a double
reason of it.

1. Because the Jews they needed much more express holdings
forth of all their laws, because they were in the infancy of the
church; therefore God dealt with them accordingly, in giving here a
line, and there a line, and it was necessary to that state; and yet,
even their system of laws is in many things obscure. There are
many cases which the rabbins make in the interpretation of the
ceremonial law, which have a great deal of difficulty in them.
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2. But the chief reason is this: because (as was hinted afore)
Moses his law was given to a church and nation formed up, and
that by writing from the first. But the apostles did not so; they
delivered these rules to the churches by way of tradition, 1Co 11:1.
They converted men by preaching, and formed up churches, and
settled government and order amongst them, as well as faith. And
it was the pleasure and mind of the Holy Ghost to leave to posterity
those rules which the apostles expressly gave out to churches then
by word of mouth, to leave them, I say, to posterity in writing, by
hinting what practices were in churches, recorded in the Epistles
and in the Acts; so as what was delivered to them in a way of
command positively, is traduced to us by way of example, how
churches were then governed." Therefore, suitably the apostle
saith, ‘we have no such custom, nor the churches of God,” 1Co
11:16. And those customs of the churches were traduced and
derived down to us; and unto this day, the vestigia of them all hath
(though with superadditions and perversions) remained in the
church of Rome; so as we have both the hints and practices of the
primitive times, and also those footsteps remaining in the churches
to this day.

[4] It were a good project to add in every particular how that
there is no particular that we stand for, but there is a vestigium of it
left in some of those churches, and to give instances still all along of
all the particulars, and so as to prove every one first by Scripture; 2,
by consonancy to spiritual reason; and; 3, by the opinion of the
reformed churches, &c.; so, 4, by the footsteps of them in all
churches.

1. Now, such institutions as those, they are sometimes
delivered to us in promises, and we may gather them by the
promises that are made to things above their natural efficacy. And
when we find such promises, although we have it not in express
letter, You shall do thus or thus; yet to such things as we find
promises made, which are above the natural efficacy of them, we
may warrantably argue their institution; as for the sentence the
church shall give, the promise being, ‘whose sins you bind on earth
shall be bound in heaven,” Mat 18:18, Joh 20:23, which is beyond the
efficacy of the sentence of men upon earth, this evidently argueth a
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church, and their sentence, to be by institution. And so also when
Christ saith, “Where two or three are gathered together in my name,
I will be in the midst of them,” Mat 18:20, this implies that the
gathering together in his name is an institution, for there is a special
promise of his being in the midst of them; and this being spoken
upon occasion of his mentioning a church, is evidently, therefore,
the institution of a church.

Obj. If you will make everything a promise is made to, to be an
institution, we shall then have too many institutions.

Ans. We do not make everything a promise is made to an
institution. Promises are made to the people of God, but
institutions are in this case to be distinguished from all things else
by the matter. However, promises are the declaration of God’s will,
be they made to what things soever; and if they fall upon such
things as are raised up above natural and common efficacy, with
promise of a supernatural power to accompany them, then they are
institutions. If that promises be made to any action, as, to ‘honour
thy father and mother, that thy days may be long,” &c., then that
action is a duty, although there were no commandment for it, only
it is not an institution, because there is not a supernatural spiritual
efficacy put upon it. So, if promises be made to the people of God,
the people of God be not an institution indeed, but it argues that
they are the people of God: it doth separate them from the rest of
the world; but if it falleth upon actions, or things, or persons raising
them up to have a spiritual efficacy unto others above their natures,
then it is an institution.

2. These institutions are sometimes declared by implicit
directions, as when the apostle saith, ‘Do not ye judge them that are
within?” 1Co 5:12, that is, Have not you power amongst you? It is
but an implicit institution, but it holds forth that there had been an
institution and commission of power given them; he takes it for
granted; and so the like should be amongst us. So when he saith to
the Corinthians also, “‘When ye are gathered together, deliver such
an one to Satan,” 1Co 5:3-5, making it their sin that they did not, it
implies there was therefore a law that had been given them, or else
there had been no transgression. Thus, by the same kind of
arguing, we find a promise in Scripture to be argued even out of a
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threatening; so Heb 4:5, ‘If they shall enter into my rest.” Hence the
apostle argues ‘some shall enter in.’

3. When there is a commission of power given, there is a
declared institution, as in those words, “What you bind shall be
bound, go and teach all nations;” therefore there is an institution of
a church in Mat 18:18-20, for there is a commission given to bind.
And if apostolical power be an institution by virtue of that in Joh
20:23, “Whose sins ye remit are remitted,” &c., then here also, by
virtue of these words, ‘If thy brother offend, tell the church,” ‘If
thou wilt circumcise thyself and thy seed, I will bless thee’; “Obey
them that watch over your souls,” there is an institution; for it doth
not only hold that every Christian should obey the minister he is
under, but that he should be under his ministry, and that the
minister should watch over him.

4. There are virtual institutions as well as formal;, for the
consequence which argues God’s will, be it in one thing as well as
in another, is as truly the word as in the express letter of it. So
many points of doctrine are demonstrated, as the case of the
resurrection of Christ the third day, and Jesus Christ’s proof of the
resurrection, by the instance of God’s being the God of Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob; and as one truth may be gathered out of another,
so one institution may be gathered out of another, for they are both
but the declarations of God’s will. And if there be a necessary
consequence, that if there be such an institution there must be
likewise this, that it is God’s will that such a thing must be, then
that is to be taken for an institution also.

When, therefore, many things that God hath instituted, being
put altogether, do necessarily infer something else, then that also in
an institution. As if that God hath appointed officers and overseers,
limited to a flock by a special relation, over whom God hath made
them overseers, then that there should be a flock, and that that
flock should have its bounds which they have relation to, must be
by institution also. If when they are gathered together they must
deliver to Satan, and they must gather together to excommunicate
and deliver to Satan, and this delivering to Satan be by institution,
then their meeting also. As the conclusion is rightly fetched out of a
major and minor, so if there be several particulars which, put
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together, supposeth some fourth or fifth thing, then God hath
instituted that thing; if it be such as is not necessarily in nature, but
dependeth upon the institution of his will. As if he hath
commanded men to assemble and meet, to tarry one for another till
they meet, and that if any of them sin they should cast them out,
and that their power reacheth to them that are within, this
necessarily implies that this company thus meeting are a church by
institution in relation to such meetings. If a king did write to a town
to do all such things as an incorporate town useth to do, if such and
such offences fall out amongst them to judge them that are within,
would not this be evidently a charter to them to make them an
incorporate town? As lords are made lords being called up by a
writ, so here; therefore all such directions as we find in the epistles,
as in 1 Corinthians 5, to do thus and thus, implies them to be
incorporate bodies, which incorporation depends as much upon
God’s will as the acts themselves which they are to do being so
incorporated do.

And perhaps the synagogues under the Old Testament, though
we do not read when they were instituted by express command or
law, as for making of the temple and the like there is, yet was
derived out of the general charter for their meetings in the temple,
and every seventh year to read the word, as less leases are by
parcels made out of a greater lease; and so they were by institution
consequentially.

5. Institutions are made known by prophecies in the Old
Testament concerning the times of the gospel. As that upon every
assembly there should be a cloud, that the day of Christ’s
resurrection should be the Christian Sabbath, ‘“This is the day that
the Lord hath made,” Psa 118:24. Or appointed by prophecy; he had
said, “To-day, if ye will hear his voice,” in another psalm, and if not,
that they should not enter into his rest, and this in Heb 4:3-4 is by
the apostle made an institution of the Christian Sabbath. He hath
appointed, saith the apostle, another day, in opposition to the
seventh day, which he had spoken of in the 5th and 6th verses; so
Clement answerably in his epistle, speaking of the institution of the
offices of bishops and deacons, quoteth the prophecy in Isa
60:17 out of the Septuagint, as then it was; neither, saith he, is this a
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new institution, but many years afore it was thus written of bishops
and deacons. So also in the applying of types, we may discover
what is an institution of God, but then we must find them so
applied.”' If we find them warrantably applied by the Holy Ghost
in the New Testament, or by prophecy in the Old (for the
signification of a type it is by the Holy Ghost, as in Heb 9:8, ‘the
Holy Ghost thus signifying’), we may infer an institution from
them. So when it is said in Isa 66:21, I will take of them for priests
and for Levites, it implies that there should be these two ranks and
sorts of officers in the New Testament, answerable to those two in
the Old, for ordinary officers, as indeed there are, viz., bishops and
deacons.

[6] Kat Ttovto o0 kawwg:-ék yaQ On mOAAWV  XQOVwV
EYEYQATTO MEQL EMOKOTWYV, Kol daKOVWV. 0VTWS YAXQ TOL AEYeLT)
voadr), Kataotow Toug EMOKONOUG LTV &V dkalooUVT), KAl
TOLG dlakOvVovg dvtwv €v miotel. —Clem. epist. ad Corinth. p. 55;
edit. Patr. Junii. Oxon. 1633.

6. We may be assured what is of divine institution by parallel
reason between things of a kind and of a like nature; as, for
example, God having appointed baptism a sacrament, and the
Lord’s supper a sacrament, these being things of a kind. If he hath
bidden and appointed ministers by institution to baptize, the
reason is good that therefore they should have power to administer
the Lord’s supper, although there is no instance in Scripture for it;
so if he have given them power to be the mouth of God in
preaching to the people, then also that they should be the mouth of
the people to God in prayer, we finding that public prayer is
appointed as well as preaching, although we have not one instance
in the New Testament that the officers of the church did perform
public prayer. So also God hath appointed deacons, and he hath
appointed elders; he hath appointed deacons to be set up by choice,
and the elders to be set up by choice. We find that the people did
choose their deacons; we warrantably argue therefore they may
choose their elders. In things that are thus of a like reason, we
argue from one to the other in other cases, as, for instance (since to
us Christians it is not the judicial and ceremonial, but the moral law
which is obligatory), how do we know, and why do we take the
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Levitical law for degrees prohibited in marriage? Leviticus 18.
Because we find in 1Co 5:1 one of those degrees forbidden in the
New Testament, viz. for one to have his father’s wife; and therefore
all the rest, although we have no warrant in Scripture for every
particular degree. Also in that law the letter of it only forbiddeth
the aunt to marry the nephew, the popish divines have argued that
yet it is lawful for the uncle to marry the niece; whereas, on the
contrary, by a parity of reason it is unlawful, for it is all of a like
kind, as the same way from Thebes to Athens that is from Athens
to Thebes; the one therefore being forbidden to marry because they
are nigh akin, since the other is of as nigh akin, therefore the law
holds in the one as well as in the other. So under the New
Testament we have days of fasting set apart as well as in the Old,
for the same moral grounds, but we have no one instance of a day
of thanksgiving in the New Testament; but these being parallel
ordinances (for as thanksgiving and humbling of a man’s self
before God for sin are parallel duties, so to have a day of
thanksgiving and a day of fasting are parallel ordinances), therefore
since we find the one in the New Testament, and find both in the
Old, we may argue the other from this one. But then, that we may
argue rightly, the things must be collateral, and of a kind, as the
Lord’s supper and baptism are both sacraments, elders and
deacons are both officers of the church; they are things co-
ordinate, ejusdem ordinis, and so we may argue from one to the
other in things that may be supposed common to both, and is not
upon a peculiar reason restrained to one. But otherwise for things
that are subordinate, as we may call them, and of another kind,
there par ratio will not make an institution, for then it is not par ratio,
because it is not inter paria, or things co-ordinate. As we can by no
means infer that because God hath set up an office of elders
superior to that of deacons, because he hath set up the office of
pastors and teachers superior to that of ruling elders, that therefore
upon a pretended necessity we may set up an office over all these
elders, as the ancient times did a bishop. And so neither will it
follow that because God hath set up a court in a particular church
to correct offending brethren, by delivering up to Satan, that
therefore they may set up an higher court in like manner to correct
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churches by excommunicating them. These are not things of the
same order, but they are things of superiority and inferiority.
Though we may argue in the judicial law, that if the aunt may not
marry the nephew, likewise the uncle may not marry the niece,
because they are things of the same order, yet we must not now go
and make a new degree forbidden; as is the case betwixt our
brethren and us in the Presbyterian controversy. Reason will help
us to apply the same things in things collateral, but not to institute
and set up things anew.

Concerning the use of man’s reason in this point about
institutions, we only say this, that man’s reason may, by way of
interpretation, find out what God hath set up, but it cannot proceed
further. Men mistake in thinking that if God hath set up this, that
therefore they may by like reason set up another thing; as because
that God hath made set forms of prayer, that therefore men may; or
as because that God did deliver the Scriptures to be read, therefore
men may appoint sermons to be read. For in so doing man’s reason
becometh a judge, and takes on him God’s authority, in inventing
and authorising this, as God hath done another thing, whereas we
should be content with God’s means that he hath appointed; but in
the other, man’s reason is only but as a witness, that applies a thing
according to what by reason he gathers God’s mind to be. And
there is this difference between doctrinal truths and institutions,
that one truth may be by reason, better fetched out of another, and
more safely and easily than institutions. For one truth begets
another, and truth is infinite in the consequences of it, but so
institutions are not. And the reason of the difference is this, because
they depend upon a promise, and upon the power and will of God
immediately to concur with them, and set them up. They are things
that are singled out by the will of God to a spiritual end, with a
spiritual efficacy.

7. We may be assured what is an institution of God, by
examples which we meet with in the Scriptures. For one way by
which Christ was pleased to convey his institutions to us, is by way
of examples in the New Testament, without the which, being
intended as a rule for us, we acknowledge, that a complete rule for
all things could not be made forth. We shall therefore endeavour to
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give reason and demonstration, that the example of the practices of
the primitive churches are to be taken as rules to us. It is true
indeed examples then bind not, when the story is so written as
there may be a supposition of error in the example, as the story of
the lives of the patriarchs is. And also those examples bind not
which we find expressly contradicted by a law, or which we find
blamed, as that of Peter dissembling, Gal 2:11; and that of John’s
worshipping the angel, Rev 19:10. These are not rules. But if an
example be written as a rule, then it will bind, because there is no
supposition of error. But the apostles’ ways in churches, and
ordering of them, yea, and of the churches erected by them, are
propounded and professed to be recorded as patterns and rules to
us. Neither needs there a particular warrant to make every one a
rule, whilst the general one that propounds all to be such will
sanctify all. I shall first prove my assertion, and then shew the
reasonableness of it that it should be so.

1. My first proof is from comparing the commission Christ gave
his apostles at his ascending, Mat 28:20, with the Book of the Acts,
the title and preface to it, and matter in it. In Mat 28:20, this is the
commission he gave to his apostles considered as common persons,
as the last clause argues, ‘Lo, I am with you, to the end of the
world.” His commission is, that they should teach those that were
converted to observe whatever he had commanded them. For the
matter of the doctrine of the gospel, what they should preach, he
had given commission for that in the verse afore, Mat 28:19, ‘Go,
teach all nations;” which Mark interprets, Mar 16:15, ‘Go, preach the
gospel to every creature,” that is, as to matters of faith, what they
are to believe; for it follows, Mar 16:16, ‘He that believes shall be
saved.” But for matter of evangelical practices, what Christians are
to do and to observe by special command from Christ, that
injunction he gives in a distinction from the other, Mat 28:20; he
speaks of matters of practice, as the word trpetv, observe, implies.
And their commission is precisely limited unto what Christ had
commanded; he gives them no authority to impose and cause them
to observe any other thing in practice but what he commanded;
they went beyond their commission if they did. For matters of
practice and observancy, apostles are to meddle with nothing else
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but Christ’'s commands; and they are enjoined to teach men to
observe all that Christ commanded. Now, the story of the Acts
relating what was observed and practised by the churches founded
by the apostles, and so in the Epistles, they giving many hints what
were the observations and orders of churches, we finding these,
and gathering them into a body together, cannot look otherwise
upon them than as practices taught them by the apostles; and if so,
then no other than what Christ commanded. Observations of
churches recorded, not blamed, we take to be directions from the
apostles, and to that end written; and directions of the apostles we
may safely take to be commands of Christ, as well in matters to be
done as to be believed. This gives us a general ground to argue
from examples of the apostolical churches.

2. But, secondly, when we find the book of the Acts to contain
many practices in and about churches, and the officers of them,
recorded but by way of story, and hints of examples to shew us
what was the order of churches in the apostles’ times, we may be
well assured that these were written on purpose to shew what the
apostles taught them from Christ to observe; which we gather from
all these things laid together.

(1.) From the professed title of the Book of the Acts, which, as
those titles to the Psalms, hath ever been acknowledged part of
canonical Scripture. It is entitled The Acts or ITo&&elg, practices, of
the Apostles. That book contains much of their doctrine, and yet it
is not entitled the doctrine of the apostles, but their practices. And
it contains mostly the story of one apostle, Paul; and yet because his
ordering and settling churches (as we shall anon observe) was by
the same rule that the other apostles all went by, it is called The
Acts of the Apostles, on purpose to consign and give warrant unto
those practices as apostolical. Yea, also, though many things are the
practices in churches themselves, and of the elders and brethren of
them, yet they are called The Acts of the Apostles, because even
those practices of churches were guided by the apostles, and so
they are called their acts; and they taught them but to observe what
Christ commanded.

(2.) Then, secondly, after Luke had given it this title, see further
what his preface is, which further declares this to have been the
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scope and drift of it. He connects it with the story of Christ in the
Gospel, as passing from all that Jesus began both to do and
teach, Act 1:1, from his example and doctrine, unto what the
apostles did do, and what they did teach churches to observe by
commandment from Christ; therefore he makes mention of the
commands that Christ by the Spirit had given them unto the day he
was taken up, Act 1:2. All which commandments, and those
especially which pertained to his kingdom and government of his
church on earth, he renewed after his resurrection, speaking, says
he, by the space of forty days of the things of the kingdom of
God, Act 1:3. The meaning of which both title and preface, and
connecting it with the story of the evangelists, is evidently this, that
these apostles being thus thoroughly furnished with commands
from Christ, and especially about the things of his kingdom, in
governing his saints (all which, whenas he was about to ascend, he
gave in charge, as the evangelist Matthew tells us), that therefore
they should teach those whom they converted to observe them; and
that done, you have the story declaring the practices of the
churches they reared, and the ways of the apostles in them, and
both as such as were according to these commands of Christ given
them, which he therefore mentions in the preface to give a
countenance to them as rules. And the language of it is as if he had
said, you shall know what those special commands pertaining to
the kingdom of God, and which they taught the churches to
observe, were, by their ways and practices here recorded, and
mentioned as practised in the first churches. What reader,
observing that charge in Matthew, given by Christ at his ascension,
with the title of, and the preface to this book of the Acts, but will
acknowledge all the story of all the practices here recorded to be
Scripture, written for our admonition, and think this to be the scope
and intent of them? So that although we have not a particular
warrant annexed to every example here to make it a rule, yet we
have this general, which if it make out this, that they are written to
let us see the commandments of Christ in the apostles’ practices, it
is enough.

(3.) Then add to this, thirdly, that the practices here recorded of
the apostles in the first churches of Judea, were settled generally in
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other churches of the Gentiles also, who yet varied in language, in
fashion, and manners, and government civil. They ordain deacons
in the church of Jerusalem, Acts 6, and elders, we read,
mentioned Act 11:30, which are mentioned but historically; and yet
we read of the same kind of officers, deacons and elders, in other
churches of the Gentiles; at Philippi, Php 1:1, and in many other
churches mentioned in the Acts. Yea, and we find the same
practices and officers, &c., in the churches of the Gentiles settled by
Paul, that was converted and made an apostle many years after the
other, and who learned not the gospel, nor any part of it, from the
apostles or the churches of Judea, but had it by revelation of Jesus
Christ, as himself says, Gal 1:17, he immediately conferred not with
flesh and blood, that is, with no man. “Yea, I came not to Jerusalem
(says he) to them which were apostles afore me, Gal 1:17; but I went
into Arabia, and returned again into Damascus; and then after
three years I came again unto Jerusalem to visit Peter, Gal 1:18, and
none apostles saw I save James,” Gal 1:19. And yet he set up the
same practices in churches that the other apostles did, ordained
elders in every city, and deacons, &c. Now that they should so
agree in the same practices; that these all here recorded should be
entitled the practices of the apostles; that they should be the same
in several churches, in that first of Judea, and the same from several
apostles in those several churches, and some of these apostles not
consulting each with other; how could this be, but as guided by the
same Spirit, and as going by the same rule common to all, which
was the commands of Christ?

(4.) Yea, fourthly, as they have thus Christ’'s commands (afore
the recording these practices) for their warrant, so some of them
that are recorded in the Acts but as historically done at the first as
acts of the apostles, yet are in after times in other scriptures given
by way of command. Now this further confirms this same, being
thus warranted and consigned for the rest, to shew the like reason
of all the other. Thus the first mention of the office of deacons in the
church, is but historically and by way of example set down with the
occasion of it, Acts 6. As also of bishops and elders in the Acts
often, and not at all as recorded therein with any commands from
the apostles; and yet to shew that these examples are recorded for
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commands and rules, Paul, in his epistle to Timothy, writing to him
how to behave himself in the house of God, mentions these offices
of deacons and elders as the commands of Christ, 1 Timothy 3; and,
on the contrary, that which Christ gave a precept and an institution
about, Matthew 18, namely, church censure and excommunication,
you have it in a directive example given to the church of Corinth, 1
Corinthians 5.

(5.) And for a fifth argument, yet further to confirm this, the
apostles do in their epistles refer churches and others to their
example in the churches, as rules for their imitation; and this in
matters of church order. Thus, in 1 Corinthians 11, Paul, when he
was to write to the church of Corinth about ordering matters of
order, as 1Co 11:34 shews, and also all the particulars in that
chapter do shew it (for they are matters of that nature, as about
covering and uncovering, in token of subjection, and about their
love feasts breeding divisions, and eating in the assemblies, and the
abuse in the Lord’s supper, &c.), he makes this the preface to all
these, ‘Be ye followers of me, even as I am of Christ,” 1Co 11:1,
commending them in other things of their church order; such as
these, they had remembered all these things, and kept the
ordinances as he had delivered them; so 1Co 11:2. But in these
abuses and disorders, he saith he could not but dispraise them, 1Co
11:17. Now, in all matters of this nature, as well as matters of
doctrine, he exhorts them to be followers of his example and
practice in the churches, as he was of Christ: so as about all such
things Christ gave a command and the apostles gave order, and by
their doctrine and practices delivered them. We have no such
custom, says he, that is, no such practice, and so condemns their
disorder, by bringing them to that as the rule. So also in his preface
to that discourse of his about church censures to be executed upon
that incestuous member of the church, which you read of, 1
Corinthians 5, and other particular directions that follow in that
epistle, he tells them, 1 Corinthians 4, that though they may have
many thousand instructors, yet he was their father, 1Co 4:15; telling
them, 1Co 4:17, that he had sent Timothy, an evangelist, unto them,
which should put them in remembrance of his ways in Christ, ‘as I
teach everywhere in every church’; the meaning whereof is plainly
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this, that he did bind them to no other rule than what he bound all
other churches to; and that his example or way, whereof Timothy
could put them in mind, was that rule he would have them and
other churches follow, he teaching all churches to follow those his
ways; for otherwise Timothy could not know what he taught
everywhere in every church; so as he means not his doctrine
materially, but his ways which he taught every church to follow, as
also he requireth them. So in his writing to the church of the
Philippians, his general conclusion in matters of practice is, 1Co 4:9,
‘Those things which you have both learned and received, and
heard, and seen in me, do’; what you have received by hearing and
learned by seeing.

1. I observe, his ways and practices in all the churches were
regular and alike, and all tied to the same rule, and given by
doctrine and by example also. Look what his ways were; the same
he taught, and this universally in all churches, teaching them to
observe it as Christ charged them.

2. He means his ways in matters of discipline and government
of the church, as well as doctrine, and indeed those matters of
discipline were delivered also by doctrine to those churches. For, 1,
this is a preface to his discourse about matters of discipline, which
he enters into in the following verses and following chapters. 2.
Therefore he calleth them ways, not way, as being acts and practices
of him as an apostle; things to be done, which matters of faith are
not called. And 3. They were not moral ways of the moral law, for
these the Old Testament directed to, and he might refer them unto
the rules there; but evangelical ways he means, which the gospel
brought in, ways in Christ, given as directions in all churches. And
4. To that end he sent Timothy, an evangelist, whose office it was to
order things in church government, as appears by the matter of the
epistles to Timothy and Titus. Add but this, that if anywhere he
calls on them to imitate him in discipline, then in these places
matters of discipline are meant and included; but he doth this in
many places, as in 1 Corinthians 11, and the matters of this first
epistle to the Corinthians are much about order: “The rest will I
order when I come,’ 1Co 11:34; and so Timothy was sent to
establish them therein.
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Again, 3. Writing to Timothy, an evangelist, on purpose to
direct him how to behave himself in the house of God (this being
the chief scope of those epistles, as was noted), he calls him to his
example as his rule, as one that had known his doctrine, manners,
life, &c.: 2Ti 3:10, ‘But thou hast fully known my doctrine, manner
of life, purpose, faith, long-suffering, charity, patience.” The word
is, mapnioAovONKag, juxta sequi, vestigiis insistere, hast followed it
step by step. 1. In doctrine; 2. év 11 dywyn, in converse or ways in
the churches, as that place, 1Co 4:17, shews, in my platform, or
form, or leading, or method; which may very well mean his
institution of churches, his leading or framing them, and training
them up.

4. Yea, yet further, to shew that the practices of churches settled
by the apostles are rules unto us, we find him calling upon
churches then to imitate the orders of other churches in those times
planted by the apostles; therefore the practices of churches
recorded, and not blamed, are intended as rules. The customs of
churches is now much urged in the world to bind others to them,
because the apostles referred to them; but the argument fails and
differs in this, which is not considered, that the custom of churches
then were apostolical; and such customs in such churches, so
directed infallibly, and recorded then when the apostles were
present, we may safely account obligatory, but not customs merely
human. Thus Paul argues from the custom of all churches, in
that 1Co 11:16, “We have no such custom, nor the churches of the
saints,” that is, thus founded by apostles. Thus, 1Th 2:14, he
commends them for having become followers of the churches of
God in Judea, because they being the first churches planted by the
apostles, were most exact according to the pattern. Of other
churches he says, ‘Came the word of God out from you?” 1Co 14:36.
Now, from the churches of Judea it did. And he speaks it generally
of all their imitations of them, and that both in matters of order as
well as faith, they being constituted and settled in both; for if not in
all things, why puts he not the difference?

And to shew that all churches in such matters were ordered by
the same rule, one as well as another, and that therefore what we
find recorded of one church was in like manner in all, the apostle
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sometimes, in giving directions to one church, adds, ‘As I ordain in
other churches of Christ also.” Thus, 1Co 16:1, in the ordering of
collections on the first day of the week, which is in view but an
inferior matter, and might have been done any day, yet when he
gives instruction about it to the Corinthians, though it had been
enough that he an apostle gave it, yet he puts this in, “As I ordained
in the churches of Galatia, so do ye also.” So in giving those rules
about prophesying, to speak one by one, and the lesser number of
prophets to submit to the greater, he enforceth it by this, in 1Co
14:33, ‘as we see in all the churches of the saints;” and 1Co 14:37, ‘let
him that is spiritual acknowledge that these are the commands of
God.” To this doth that old saying agree, Constabit id esse ab apostolis
traditum, quod ecclesiis apostolorum fuit sacrosanctum, That is evident
to have been delivered by the apostles, which hath been sacredly
observed by the churches of the apostles.

5. Christ calls upon the same churches to imitate the first
pattern given them, and wherein they or any swerved, he reduceth
them to what they had at first received and learned from the
apostles, as containing an immutable rule not to be swerved from.
Now, if they had not liberty to swerve from them, then not we: Rev
3:3, ‘Remember how thou hast received and heard, and hold fast
and repent.” Those epistles to the seven churches do as much
concern discipline as matters of doctrine; for the chief fault he doth
tind with them still is slackness of discipline, whereby they suffered
men to teach or practise amiss.

Now the general reason of this, why the apostle left these
things in example, is, first, because this agrees with the nature of
the thing, for matters of practice and order are as well, if not better,
represented in examples than rules. Men are moved more by
examples than by precepts (as Seneca said), as buildings and their
platform are best set out in pictures. And, 2. Consider the manner
of writing scriptures, the occasion of writing these of the New
Testament, both Acts and Epistles, and it will appear that this way
of example was most suitable. 1. The manner of the Scriptures, even
as to matters of doctrine, is not to write methods or harmonies,
truths ordered, but scattered, and often left to us to pick them out
by intimations and coherences, and this as to many great truths.
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And 2. Let us consider when it was they were written. The work
was not first to write scriptures, as having churches constituted to
their hands. Though Moses’ case was otherwise, who had a people
already gathered, the nation of the Jews, which were in one place,
whom he could therefore deliver a law unto, in precepts, yet the
apostles dispersed themselves to several places; and their first work
was to convert men in all nations, and so to build them up into
churches, and so carry their directions with them in their breasts.
Thus they did first in Judea, then among the Gentiles; and every
one of them (when apart) was led with an infallible Spirit in so
doing, and all with one spirit agreeing and conspiring in the same,
as by the churches set up by them doth appear. And many years
after this were the Scriptures written to those churches (as occasion
was) whom they had first ordered and disciplined, and this for the
direction of times to come; and so, in writing to them, they hint
relations of what was done and constituted among them
historically (for the rule was already put in practice, and they were
framed and reared). And so Luke writes an historical relation (after
the apostles had set many churches) of their acts and practices; and
it was not comely to write a law to such churches, to have such and
such officers, &c., when already they had them; but rather they
maintain their officers as existing among them already, and shew
their diversity, by exhorting them to their several duties, as
Romans 12, and elsewhere; which yet, because they were erected
by apostolical direction, is hint enough to us to have the like. If they
had written to any company in a place that had not been gathered
into church fellowship, to ecclesia constituenda, a church that was to
be constituted, then it had been meet to have written the laws and
rules of it how to order themselves. But the apostles had already,
afore writing the Scripture, cast all churches into that order which
Christ had appointed, and by example and precept, in word of
mouth, delivered them the traditions, as the apostle speaks, 1Co
11:2. And after upon occasion, writing to some of them as churches
already constituted, he mentioneth matters of discipline, but either
historically, as already settled among them, or by way of precept, in
such particulars as they were amiss in; yet so as divine providence,
that took care for after times, hath given a complete direction,
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either in hints and records of those examples, of what was already
constituted in some churches, or in such those occasional precepts.

And further, in general, that examples recorded in Scripture are
intended as rules, and so are understood by divines, appears by
these instances.

1. It is evident in the matter of the Sabbath; for which, suppose
that we have no positive command given in the New Testament
(and the command in the Old was evidently pitched on the seventh
day from the creation in the letter of the command), yet because we
have mention of it by way of practice, and administration of holy
meetings on that day,—as in that of collection of saints upon the
tirst day of the week; and Act 20:7, of breaking bread on the first
day of the week, &c.,—our divines have warrantably concluded the
alteration of it. And therefore we do alike wonder at those that are
for church ways, that they should be against the Lord’s day, and
that those that are for the Sabbath should be against the form of
examples in the New Testament.

2. This is evident also in matters of contract afore marriage; but
a hint, by the by, in a rule given concerning adultery, and in the
example of Joseph and Mary, confirms the obligation of it.

3. The same appears in many particular explications of the
moral law. All that write upon the commandments, though for
greater things of the law they follow the express rules, yet the lesser
explications are but from examples of holy men. Now allow but the
same liberty in these evangelical precepts, that for the great things
there are express precepts; as for the sacraments, for institution of
churches, Matthew 18; for officers, in Timothy and Romans 12; for
censures, Matthew 18; but for many branches, for matter of carriage
in these, we must have them out of the examples and hints in the
New Testament, and it is all that we ask.

4. We find our Saviour Christ, and the apostles, arguing from
examples of first patterns, thus: 1. To prove what is lawful, Mat
12:3, Christ argues from David’s example in breaking a law, in
eating when he was hungry the shew-bread (which was not
otherwise lawful for him to eat, Exo 29:33), to prove it lawful to
pull ears of corn on the Sabbath day, and eat them. And so, from
the example of the priests profaning the Sabbath, and being
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blameless, Mat 12:5, that is, not found fault with; and though Christ
annexeth a ground out of one of the prophets, ‘I will have mercy,
and not sacrifice;” yet consider that that law came long after, and
these examples were in force long before this law, for Hosea wrote
long after. 2. Examples are urged, not only to prove what is lawful,
but also what is a duty. Thus the apostle Peter, 1Pe 3:3-4, exhorts
wives that their “adorning should not be that of putting on apparel,
but the ornament of a meek spirit,” for, 1Pe 3:5, “after this manner in
the old time, the holy women who trusted in God adorned
themselves.” Thus also in the matter of praying twice a day,
morning and evening, says Paul: 2Ti 1:3, “‘Whom I serve from my
forefathers without ceasing, having them in remembrance in my
prayers, day and night.” This custom to pray so often was from the
forefathers, who in the temple did so, and in their houses; and this
is argued not so much from an express command as from their
examples. 3. Especially when the first institution is founded upon
an example, then the example is the great argument for it:
As primum in quolibet genere est meneura reliqguorum, the first in every
kind is the measure of the Test, so in this case too. Thus the law of
marriage is founded upon the example of Adam’s marriage, and so
argued from, both by the prophet Malachi and by Christ also, both
that a man should have but one wife, and not put her away. Thus
Malachi argues from the very creation of but one woman for Adam,
as a rule for us; Mal 2:15, ‘And did he not make one? And
wherefore one? Yet had he a residue of spirit’ (namely, to have
made more), ‘that he might have a lawful and godly seed;” for
which cause adultery and unlawful marriages are not sanctified
from the first institution. And so our Saviour Christ, Mat 19:4-8, ‘In
the beginning it was not so,” argues from the practice then.

If it be said that there was a law, ‘Therefore shall a man leave
his father and his mother,” &c., yet still the law is founded upon the
example of Adam and Eve, the first pattern, that because God made
but two at first, therefore no more should be joined together, as
Christ reasoneth, Mat 19:4, ‘Have ye not read, that he that made
them at the first, made them male and female?” He argues from that
very instance. Yea, and he made the first woman of Adam’s flesh,
so as Adam said, ‘She is bone of my bone, and flesh of my flesh,’
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and therefore, or for this cause (as Christ and the apostle interprets
it), was the law given, yet so as Adam’s example is made the
foundation of it, because primum in isto genere, what Adam did then
by God’s appointment is a rule for ever.

Only to prevent a mistake, we will add these cautions as
limitations.

1. That for the great and more essential parts of church order
and worship, we have express and direct rules. As for the
institution and constitution of a church, Matthew 18; for the
administration of censures by admonition, excommunication; for
the chief officers thereof, bishops and deacons; for the sacraments,
public prayers, preaching, &c. The examples do only mostly
concern the limits, order, and administration of all these. And in
such things, Scripture examples should be admitted for rules, for so
it is in interpreting the moral law. The great things of each
commandment concern the grosser sins, and, mainest general
duties, for which you have express rules and commands; but for all
the particular branches and cases about particular sins and duties,
it will be hard to fetch express rules to direct men’s consciences, but
men take the help and benefit of examples unblamed in Scripture,
for a decision of them. Look all interpreters of the ten
commandments, and their quotations, and you will find it so. Now
why should not as great a liberty be left us to find out God’s
politics as God’s ethics, it being as necessary, if not more, that men
should have directions to guide their converse in the house of God
as in their own houses and private affairs?

2. We must be careful that we take such examples as are
written and are not blamed, supposing this to be the rule, that what
is not blamed or contradicted by a rule doth bind us. Christ,
arguing from an example of the priests, allegeth that for a warrant;
you read (saith he), “how that the priests profaned the Sabbath, and
are blameless,” Mat 12:5. Hence, because apostolical examples in the
converse in churches are recorded as rules, therefore such examples
of theirs as were faulty are blamed, and took notice of, as Peter’s
example in a church matter at Antioch, Galatians 2; Paul reproved
him to his face, and that upon this ground, because his example,
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being an apostle, ‘compelled men,” Gal 2:14, it had the force of an
argument in it.

3. We must get characters to distinguish between extraordinary
and ordinary examples, recorded of churches and the apostles. As
we do make a distinction of Christ’'s own example, and of Philip’s
baptizing out of a church (he being an evangelist, and carrying
church power about with him, and the person’s case requiring
present departure into a far country), and of Christians selling their
estates in the first churches of the Jews, when there were many
poor, and of the apostles being maintained and sent into all the
world.

If you ask how we shall distinguish them? we answer; even as
you do other things that are extraordinary, promiscuously recorded
with ordinary; for the things distinguish themselves, as 1
Corinthians 12, speaking of gifts, he promiscuously reckons up
ordinary and extraordinary, 1Co 12:8-10, “To one is given a word of
wisdom; to another a word of knowledge; to another the gifts of
healing; and to another working of miracles; to another divers
tongues;” here is no greater matter of distinction put for the things,
than what themselves afford. The gifts that remain still in the
church are ordinary, they that do not are extraordinary. So for
officers: 1Co 12:28, ‘God hath set in the church, first, apostles;
secondarily, prophets; thirdly, teachers; after that miracles; then
helps in government.” How can we distinguish here, and know that
we have teachers and government, and not apostles, &c., but by
this, that the necessity of gifts for teaching and government still
remains, not the other? And so do we as easily distinguish of
examples; such as were things common, founded upon common
and general respects, these we account ordinary, and to bind,
because they may continue, and the reason of them continue, where
it is not so in extraordinary.

4. The like we say of examples merely occasional. The occasion
ceasing, the thing ceaseth; and therein we judge but as we do of
other things under the law, when yet Moses gave direct rules, as in
eating the passover, that they were commanded to do it with staves
in their hands, and in haste, was merely suited to the occasion of
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the first passover, because that night they were to travel, and so it
did not bind afterward.

If you say, Shew me a complete system of directions out of the
examples or rules given, and we will believe you;

To this we answer: 1. That in the main and substantial matters,
we can shew enough to guide the present practices of churches in
managing the great and necessary ordinances of Christ. We gave
one instance afore for all the rest, about dispensing the censures of
the church. And 2. By finding express order taken about small
things (as to carnal eyes they may seem to be), we may be directed
in greater; as how and when to order the collection for the saints,
on the first day of the week, and to treasure up by a man’s self
weekly, as God hath blessed him, whereas another set day in the
week might have served, according to human prudence, as well;
and to lay up as God hath blessed a man, at the month’s end, might
seem to have been as well in a way of human arbitrary prudence,
and have been left to men’s directions, and yet the apostle makes
this an order in Corinth, and in the churches in Galatia. Now, think
we, if God took care and bound up human wisdom, and interposed
his own in matters of such small moment, as these circumstances
seem to be, we cannot but believe he hath done the like in all things
else of a like nature; and either he would have given no rules about
such things, or have left a complete rule, if we could find it out.
That in digging, we find such small medals as these, here and there,
stamped by God’s authority, and bearing the image of his wisdom
and sovereignty, doth encourage us to dig, hoping to find that
whole treasure that is hid in Christ, in whom we are complete for
all treasures of knowledge and wisdom. And this binds up our
understandings from daring to coin by human wisdom and
authority, any the like institutions, lest we should set up our posts
by God’s, and eke out by human prudence those things which we
see God hath used his wisdom to deliver to us (as by such instances
evidently appears), wherein we ought to suspect our ignorance of
his will, rather than his faithfulness, to deliver all of the like nature.
And, 3dly, We are to be careful in doing what we find a rule and
examples for, and so whereunto we have attained, walk. We find
that true of Christ, and made good by him unto us, that in doing
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the will of God, we know it; and in matters of practice, experience,
with faith waiting for light, helps to the knowledge, more than all
the study in the abstract in the world can do. And therefore, though
we profess we know not rules for every case or query that may be
put, yet so far as we have attained, we walk; suspending where we
want light till God reveal it, knowing that God will accept this: we
finding that in all sorts of human actions, in all callings and
relations, there are a thousand cases wherein men are to seek for
direction out of the word, and yet they do not forbear to walk in all
those relations, till they are resolved of every particular case and
duty that may fall out. And so in matters of doctrine, if we should
forbear to believe the truths we know and have received, until we
have a complete system of undoubted verity, and Paul’s form of
wholesome words in all particulars, we should be ever learning,
and never come to the knowledge of, and assent to, any truth.

And therefore our desire is, that the churches of Christ would
in this age (wherein these things are inquired into, and the
reformation of discipline yet imperfect) walk by this rule, that so far
as they agree, and in common have found out the rule, to walk by
it, and be obliged so to do; and wherein they differ, or want that
light which others have, they might be left to that rule which God
hath set up, as the great peace-maker and arbiter in his churches,
not to judge one another for these things, but to say with the
apostle, ‘These that are otherwise minded, God shall reveal it to
them in his due time;” and in so doing, know God will accept us,
and we hope men will.

Chapter V: That there are ordinances of public
worship established in churches u...

CHAPTER V

That there are ordinances of public worship established in churches
under the New Testament, which are to continue to the end of the world.

I design not to discourse here of the doctrine of ordinances, as
it is stated against the seekers, who yield the being of such
ordinances to be of divine right, and no deficiency to be in Christ’s
institution; and yet assert that as a rose in winter hath a being in the

60



world, of right, as well as any other fruit of the earth then extant,
only there is not a way or means of its actual existence by reason of
the season, so ordinances have a right of being in the church, but
antichrist hath withered all things, and made an interruption in
ordinances, ministry, &c. An unhappy generation of men have
risen up, who cry down all ordinances as forms, yea, and would
rank them as forms equally with all the idolatries in popery, or any
other superstitions, in all which (say they) God was in those
appearances served, as well as in those that were once of his own
institution; so making them all one, and all forms alike, they
pretend to live in the Spirit, and not only without all these, but
above them. But the prophecy of Jude, and other holy apostles,
Paul and Peter, have given in caution concerning these: Jud 1:18-21,
‘How that they told you there should be mockers in the last time,
who should walk after their own ungodly lusts. These be they
which separate themselves, sensual, having not the Spirit. But ye,
beloved, building up yourselves on your more holy faith, praying
in the Holy Ghost, keep yourselves in the love of God, looking for
the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ unto eternal life.” The separation
there is to be interpreted by what, as the opposite thereto, the
apostle exhorts true believers unto. ‘But you, beloved, building up
yourselves,” &c., Jud 1:20. What he mentioneth as means of grace to
preserve them to eternal life, from these it was these men
separated, pretending to live in the Spirit; and therefore, with
indignation, the holy apostle saith of them, that they were “sensual,
not having the Spirit.” They separated not from other Christians,
but from these things, that were means of grace when influenced
by the Spirit. I will not meddle with any of their evasions, but only
positively speak that which concerns the truth of my position, and
prove the existency and continuance of gospel ordinances, as
baptism, the Lord’s supper, &c. I will begin with that scripture
upon which I have discoursed on another occasion, namely, to
shew the danger of living in the practice of prevailing lusts, under
ordinances. That which now I shall make use of that scripture for, is
to shew both the existence and continuance of ordinances, of
baptism, and the Lord’s supper, under the New Testament.
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1Co 10:1-6, “‘Moreover, brethren, I would not that ye should be
ignorant, how that all our fathers were under the cloud, and all
passed through the sea; and did all eat the same spiritual meat, and
did all drink the same spiritual drink: for they drank of that
spiritual rock that followed them; and that rock was Christ: but
with many of them God was not well pleased; for they were
overthrown in the wilderness. Now these things were our
examples, to the intent we should not lust after evil things, as they
also lusted.” Compare it with 1Co 10:11: ‘Now all these things
happened unto them for ensamples; and they were written for our
admonition, upon whom the ends of the world are come.’

The general scope is, to shew how, for the substance of them,
the fathers enjoyed the same spiritual ordinances, which now our
baptism and the Lord’s supper answers to, and which these
Corinthians, and all Christians generally, lived under, only with
that difference which that dispensation of the old had in it from this
of the new. As that those were more shadowy, and in their
immediate ordination but types, as their baptism then pointed forth
immediately; their total deliverance from Egypt, as then baptized
unto Moses in the cloud and the sea; (but yet under that to us
believers is held forth our baptism as union unto Christ, of whom
Moses was a type, and the deliverance of our souls from hell and
Satan); whereas our ordinances now have that outward rind shaled
off, and Christ only, and baptism unto him, are barely and nakedly
held forth, &c. Now, I shall but prosecute two observations; which
to me seem natural as to this assertion out of the Scripture,
concerning these two ordinances of baptism and the Lord’s supper
here particularly specified, and so consequently concerning all
other parts of instituted worship under the gospel.

Obs. 1. Observe first, that these ordinances were generally
received and practised by the Christians of those times.

Obs. 2. Observe secondly, that these ordinances are to continue
to the end of the world.

To prove the first observation, I remark the note of universality
which the apostle useth. As he says that those Israelites were types
of us, and their ordinances types of ours, so in making the parallel
between us and them, he carefully inserts this, that as all of them
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were partakers, and lived under those ordinances then, so all of us
Christians do partake, or ought to do, of these sacraments that
answer unto those types of theirs now. Of the fathers, as he calls
them, in the wilderness, he says it no less than five times: ‘All our
fathers were in the cloud, and all passed through the sea, and were
all baptized unto Moses in the cloud, and in the sea, and did all eat
the same spiritual meat, and did all drink the same spiritual drink.’
And answerably, concerning the Christians of those times, he utters
it in all their names, and involves himself: 1Co 10:17, “We are all
partakers of that one bread;” and says the same of baptism: 1Co
12:13, “We are all baptized by one Spirit, into one body, and do all
drink,” &c.; and Rom 6:3-4, ‘Know ye not, that so many of us as
were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his death?
Therefore are we buried with him by baptism into death.” He
argues from the known and generally received profession and
practice of all Christians: Know ye not, ‘that so many of us as were
baptized,” that is, that whoever of us that profess baptism into
Christ, profess baptism into his death, as the thing intended by it.
The us there is the generality of Christians, distinguished usually
by that word from heathens: as Rom 14:7, 1Co 8:6, “To us there is
but one God,” &c., that is, we Christians profess all, and generally
so. And his scope being to shew how sanctification flows from
being in Christ, his argument is drawn from a general principle of
the us of Christians. As many of us, to a man, as we use to say, as
have been baptized into Christ, and do profess that part of religion,
are all taught that the import thereof is to be therewith baptized
into his death. So that his expression, as many of us, imports not, as
if some were and some were not baptized (for then his argument of
sanctification had not been binding to the generality of Christians,
which, it is evident, it was in his intention), but it imports the
contrary, that as many as were Christians were all baptized, and
were taught this to be the meaning of that great point and principle
of religion, that as they were baptized into Christ thereby, so also
into his death.

I observe, also, out of this, 1 Corinthians 10, that it was in
esteem, yea, and taken for granted, a point of the then religion, to
receive the Lord’s supper. For observe how he reasons against their
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eating in the idol’s temple things sacrificed to idols: 1Co 10:21, “Ye
cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils: Ye cannot
be partakers of the Lord’s table, and of the table of devils.” He set
these two one against the other; to eat in the idol’s temple as a point
of heathenish religion, and to partake of the Lord’s supper as a
point of our Christian profession. Now, that he might be sure at
once, for ever to knock down that idolatrous practice, he useth this
argument drawn from that, which, according to all the then
received principles, could not be denied. He argues with them in
this manner: A main practice of your Christian profession, which
you all take up, and of which you must in effect renounce your
profession if you renounce this practice, is the Lord’s supper. It is
the outward badge of your Christian religion, and you must utterly
renounce that if you will needs also practise this other of eating in
the idol’s temple, for there is a contradiction between them, ye
cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils. Christ cares
not for your coming to his supper, but had rather you should keep
away, if you also receive the devil’s sacraments. Thus he plainly
works upon this firm ground, in which they knew he must not be
at a loss, that they must continue to drink of that cup, that they
must partake of that table; so he takes that for granted, as sacred to
them, and then infers that other, of not eating in the idol’s temple.
And it is as if he had said, I know I have you fast here; that you will
never forsake assembling yourselves for the Lord’s supper, or
neglect to do it; this, I hope, you will all say presently, that you will
never do. Now, then, saith he, I tell you, you cannot partake of the
Lord’s cup and of the devil’s; choose you whether you will give
over the one or the other, upon your peril. He holds them hard to it,
in this one, whilst he argues from thence against the other. Now, as
to the opinion of some men in our days, that profess they are not
bound to the Lord’s supper, and think it is no point of any religion,
but that they can live without it or above it. If the devil had thought
of this, yea, and put it into the heads of any in those days, unto
such the apostle Paul’s argument would have had no strength or
force of conviction. For if he had said to them, “Ye cannot drink the
cup of the Lord in the sacrament,” &c., as 1Co 10:16, they might
readily have said, or any one for them: This is no argument to us, it
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reacheth not our principles, for we think not ourselves obliged to
drink the cup of the Lord, nor to eat at his table. And, indeed, those
that profess this principle, I except the dark scrupled seekers, can as
well partake of the mass as of the Lord’s supper; they are all to
them but forms, the one as well as the other, and a Christian may
use all, and is above all. This, as to the first thing I observed,
concerning these ordinances.

Obs. The second observation is, that there is to be a continuance
of these ordinances to after ages, which, out of the scope of the text,
I demonstrate thus: that twice in the 6th verse, and in the 11th
verse, in making the reddition or application of the story of the
Israelites, both for ordinances and for like punishment due to the
abuse of them, he says, that in these they were tOnoL fjuv, types of
us; so 1Co 10:6, which is their conclusion as to their enjoyment of
like ordinances, and so 1Co 10:11, as to our incurring the same
punishment he had from the 6th verse discoursed of; he subjoins,
‘These things were written for our admonition, upon whom the
ends of the world are come.” So that all Christians, that do live
under, or ought to live under, these ordinances, partaking of those
sins, are to partake of these punishments, as well as these
Corinthians. Some of the seekers, interpreting that place in Mat
28:20, ‘Go, preach and baptize, I am with you in all things, to the
end of the world;” the words being in the original, TeAelag tov

awwvog, in the singular number, would have this determine in the
tirst age of the church; whereas, everywhere in Christ’s speeches
afore, the very same phrase in the singular also is put to express the
end of the world, or, as Paul says, 1Co 11:26, until Christ come.
In Mat 13:40; Mat 13:49, also, you have the same phrase, where is
meant the end of this world, when the day of judgment comes, as
also plainly distinguished from the end of that age wherein
Jerusalem was destroyed, Mat 24:3. And Christ also adds in this
place of Mat 28:20, the word alway, which means, all the days or
times to the end of the world. And so all the ages between are
implied. Well, but farther, here you see that, in 1Co 10:11, it is
affirmed of the Lord’s supper, as well as baptism, that they concern
all them upon whom the ends of the world (in the plural) are come,
that is, all the ages that succeed each other in this last scene of the
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world. So as indeed, if any were to be excepted, those rather that
lived in the first age comparatively should. We have lived sixteen
hundred years since Paul wrote this, and upon us, rather than upon
them, it might be said that the ends of the world are come. I will
but cast in this out of this scripture more, and I think it is not
altogether to be slighted as to this head. You see he plainly parallels
our sacraments and theirs as types and anti-types. Now, what
should be the mystery then, that when he speaks of that
sacramental rock, which was Christ, and says that they drunk
thereof, he would needs insert one circumstance concerning it, that
is yet not so evident in the story of the Old Testament? The rock
(says he) ‘which followed them,” that is, all along through their
travel in the wilderness. It is to be supposed the rock stood in its
own place, but Moses striking it, and a river of water springing
forth served them with water, not only in that place, but followed
them in all their journey in that desert; which the Psalmist
intimates, Psa 105:41, ‘He opened the rock, and the waters gushed
out; they ran in the dry places like a river.” Surely this is (as here)
added to no other purpose but to make up the parallel in our
ordinances, the anti-type. When God had struck Christ the rock,
and opened his side (and it was for us rebels too, as Moses then
called the Israelites, that water and blood came forth, which are
communicated to us in baptism, which is a washing by water, as
blood is held forth in the Lord’s supper), these ordinances were as
channels cut out by God, through the means and conduct of which
this rock should follow us, and that whilst the church is in the
wilderness, and on this side Canaan; as that did, as a sacrament to
the end of their journey. And so in this was the type fulfilled to
them, in the primitive ages of the church, and is yet to be fulfilled
unto us, upon whom the ends of the world are come.

I shall now, by other arguments, farther prove that there are
ordinances, or instituted worship, under the New Testament, to
continue unto the end of the world.

1. The new covenant hath ordinances of divine worship
annexed unto it, as well as the old covenant had; for which the
coherence of the eighth and ninth chapters to the Hebrews, the
latter part of the ninth, and the beginning of the tenth, are a clear
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evidence. The scope of that epistle is indeed to shew how the
worship and ordinances of the Old Testament were translated into
a worship under the New, in substance answering to it; and how
Christ, as an high priest, was as faithful to God in his house as
Moses was, Hebrews 3. In the eighth chapter, having treated of the
two covenants, the old and new, and by the new understanding
that, wherein the promise was, ‘that they should not need to be
taught,” &c., Heb 3:10, then presently upon it, Heb 9:1, he goes on
thus: “Then verily the first covenant had also ordinances of divine
service, which was the tabernacle, and the worship performed
there; so Heb 9:2-7 : ‘For there was a tabernacle made; the first,
wherein was the candlestick, and the table, and the shew-bread;
which is called the Sanctuary. And after the second veil, the
tabernacle which is called the Holiest of all: which had the golden
censer, and the ark of the covenant, overlaid round about with
gold, wherein was the golden pot that had manna, and Aaron’s rod
that budded, and the tables of the covenant; and over it the
cherubims of glory shadowing the mercy-seat; of which we cannot
now speak particularly. Now when these things were thus
ordained, the priests went always into the first tabernacle,
accomplishing the service of God.” I lay hold of the word also, as
implying that therefore the new covenant hath the like ordinances;
and not only so, but observe that, in God’s intention, our
ordinances were the first of the two, and the chief, though theirs
tirst in time. For he says not, the new covenant hath also, but the
old had also; for ours were more the substance, theirs more the
type and shadow; yet so as both must have ordinances of divine
worship, the new as well as the old, whilst it continues. And Heb
9:10, they were appointed, but until the time of the reformation, or
change of worship to be made, not of the abolition of it; and what
those ordinances are you know.

2. If there be no instituted ordinances to continue, then the
second commandment is utterly obliterated under the gospel, or
under the times of the gospel, in which these ordinances are
supposed to cease. What is the difference between the first
commandment and the second? The first commands such worship
to God as is always and for ever due to him; as he is God, and we
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creatures, which is termed cultus naturalis, natural worship; because
due upon the account of our being creatures, and so indispensable
and eternal, and continuing in heaven, as to fear God, love him, &c.
The second commands instituted worship, or such means and helps
of worship as God sanctifies by his institution, as helps and means
to worship him by, and convey himself to us, which continues
whilst we are on earth. Now this commandment hath been and
hath continued in all the states which men have gone through, or
shall go through, whilst on earth. And though the duties have been
changed, as the priesthood hath varied, or as God was pleased to
signify his good pleasure, how he meant to be worshipped, yet so
as in all states on earth, there have been some or other such duties
belonging to the commandment in force; which sufficiently argues
that command to have been, and to be still, in force in all states.

1. In innocency, those two trees, the tree of life and of the
knowledge of good and evil, were two sacraments admonishing
Adam, the one of his mutable condition, the other sealing up the
promise of life. Under the law, it is evident that a commanded
worship was in force; under the gospel, which began to be
preached by John, together therewith was baptism instituted, of
which Christ (who represented us) did in the name of us all as head
say, ‘'Thus it becomes usto fulfil all righteousness;” and he began an
example unto us therein. And indeed, if there were no second
command in force under the gospel, then there were no such sin as
idolatry, or false worship of the true God, as far as concerns the
means of worship. There will be no idolatry but what is heathenish,
or the worship of a false God. Now the consequence is good, for the
negative part of the command, ‘Thou shalt not make to thyself an
image,” or use false means to worship the true God, is founded on
the existence of a positive part, that there are means or institutions
of true worship appointed by God. But now there is such an
idolatry and superstition of worshipping God by false means,
forbidden under the New Testament. For, Colossians 2, Paul bids
them to take heed of will-worship, and voluntary humility not
commanded: Col 2:21-23, ‘Touch not, taste not, handle not: which
all are to perish with the using, after the commandments and
doctrines of men. Which things have indeed a show of wisdom, in
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will-worship and humility, and neglecting of the body, not in any
honour to the satisfying of the flesh.” And John, that lived to the
end of that age, at last still chargeth them to keep themselves from
idols, 1Jn 5:21. It was an admonition not so much against
heathenish idolatry, which is to worship outwardly another god, as
against popish, which was coming upon the world (as Paul also
foretold both to Timothy and in his other epistles), and for which
God brought upon the Christian world those plagues which have
befallen the Grecian churches, Rev 9:20, and for which Rome also is
threatened, Revelation 17, 18.

3. If there were no ordinances, God should have no provision
for his public worship, and Christ should have no court on earth.
Two things are the glory of a king, the laws and jurisdiction by
which he rules abroad, and the state and reverence done him in his
own house at home. Christ is the king of nations, Rev 15:3, and
therefore all are exhorted to worship him, Rev 15:4. In Heb 3:1,
Christ is as well termed our high priest as our apostle. As our
apostle, he hath given forth our faith, in the doctrine, and we
believe it; as our high priest, he is the leader of all the worship of
the New Testament, as the high priest was of old. The apostle
makes an inference from this: Heb 10:21-25, ‘By a new and living
way, which he had consecrated for us through the veil, that is to
say, his flesh: and having an high priest over the house of God, let
us draw near with a true heart, in full assurance of faith, having our
hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience, and our bodies washed
with pure water. Let us hold fast the profession of our faith without
wavering (for he is faithful that promised), and let us consider one
another, to provoke unto love and to good works, not forsaking the
assembling of ourselves together, as the manner of some is, but
exhorting one another; and so much the more as ye see the day
approaching.” Christ is an high priest, therefore he hath an house, a
court on earth, and therefore worship, in which you must draw
near with inward washings and sprinklings (as the priests of old in
the type did with water, &c.); and therefore he must also have
assemblies to be worshipped in. So, Heb 10:25, it follows, ‘Not
forsaking the assembling of yourselves together.” He exhorteth
them to meet in churches, as the Jews did in synagogues; so the
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word v émovva ywynv signifies. And now such assemblies must
have ordinances to converse with God in, as they accordingly had
preaching and singing of psalms, 1Co 14:23-26, and sacraments of
the Lord’s supper, 1 Corinthians 11, to which all were bound, for
they were to tarry one for another, 1Co 11:33; and that being the top
ordinance of the gospel, their whole assembling or meeting was
denominated from it, Act 20:7, when the disciples met to break
bread; and 1Co 11:20 “When ye come together into one place, this is
not to eat the Lord’s supper.” Thus their assembling to worship,
and their eating the Lord’s supper, are promiscuously put one for
the other. So among the ancients, this did bear the denomination,
being termed sacracOva&ic,” and is put for the whole of gospel
worship in the prophecy: ‘From the rising of the sun, even, unto the
going down of the same, my name shall be great among the
Gentiles, and in every place incense shall be offend unto my name,
and a pure offering; for my name shall be great among the heathen,
saith the Lord of hosts,” Mal 1:11.

[6] See Mr. Joseph Mede, p. 355 of his works, Edit. London,
1677.

But to prove the continuance of these two ordinances, both of
preaching and of the Lord’s supper, we need only consider that
Christ hath adjoined his promise to them both. Christ’s promise is
annexed to that of preaching, Mat 28:20, ‘Teaching them to do
whatever I have commanded you, and lo, I am with you to the end
of the world;” and as for the Lord’s supper, Paul expressly says, ‘As
I received of the Lord, so I deliver to you,” 1Co 11:23. It is therefore
one of those commands of Christ, “And do this (said Christ, Luk
22:19) in remembrance of me,” which is there expressed as a
command, and implied by the apostle, 1Co 11:2, ‘I praise you that
you keep the ordinances as I delivered them to you;” whereof this
of the Lord’s supper was one, and a great one, insisted on
throughout the chapter. And writing to the Thessalonians, and
giving a warning to them, and to those that should live in the times
when popery should overspread the world (of which speaks 2Th
2:3-13), he admonisheth as a remedy against these
seducements: 2Th 2:15, “To hold fast the traditions which you have
been taught, whether by word or by epistle.” This, though given to
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the Thessalonians, yet must needs more property concern those
that should live in the times when the perverting of ordinances
should come into the world, for then is the most need of that
exhortation; when there is an advance of popish innovations, then
is the proper season for it. And therefore, though it concerned those
Thessalonians in those times, when the mystery of iniquity began
to work, yet upon the same ground more fully it concerns us in
these times, when this mystery of iniquity hath prevailed. For their
sakes, therefore, this was written, upon whom these latter ends of
the world are come, and so concerns us and our forefathers who
reformed from popery, to hold firmly to Scriptures and ordinances
as a preservative against popery. Yea, Paul goes further: 1Co 11:26,
‘For (says he) as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do
shew forth the Lord’s death till he come;” and again, ‘Do this in
remembrance of me.” It is as if he had said, Christ must be absent
till the day of judgment, and the heaven of heavens must contain
him till then; and to keep up the remembrance of that great love of
his dying, he hath appointed this as the memorial of him whilst
absent, till he come. And what manner of coming that is, which
puts the period to this his absence, the angels have resolved us, and
also how he will come: Act 1:10-11, ‘And while they looked
stedfastly towards heaven, as he went up, behold two man stood
by them in white apparel, which also said, Ye men of Galilee, why
stand ye gazing up into heaven? This same Jesus which is taken up
from you into heaven shall so come in like manner as ye have seen
him go into heaven.” If ye say he is already come in spirit, do but
consider who was more filled with the Spirit than Christ himself?
and yet he was not only baptized, but in being baptized, professeth
his observance of it to be for this end, to fulfil all righteousness; and
he seems also to speak in the name of us, i.e. of all believers, and so
it becomes us to fulfil, &c., Mat 3:15, because he, as the head, gave
example to all his succeeding members. And not only so, but
though he thereupon received the Spirit, and was in spirit in the
wilderness, and that above measure, as John testifies of him, Joh
3:34, yet he lived under the observation of all the Jewish ordinances
of worship, as going to the feasts, eating the passover, &c.
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Chapter VI: That by excommunication more is meant
than bare casting out of the c...

CHAPTER VI

That by excommunication more is meant than bare casting out of the
church. — That it is an ordinance of Christ, to deliver the excommunicate
person to Satan in his name and power.— The rules which Christ hath
given for church admonitions and censures.

Though this ordinance of excommunication be described many
ways; as, 1, ‘Let him be to thee as an heathen and a publican,” Mat
18:17; Matthew , 2, “With such an one, no, not to eat,” 1Co 5:11; 1
Corinthians , 3, it is expressed as a ‘casting out of the church,” 3Jn
1:10; yet over and above all this, it is called a delivering unto
Satan, 1Co 5:5 And now that by this phrase more is intended than
simply an ejection out of the church, these following arguments
evince.

1. That word of delivering to Satan imports something positive,
distinct from and including more in it than ejection out of the
church. It imports a giving up a person to receive a positive
punishment from Satan, therefore is more than a casting out of the
church. This is apparent, for as the sentence of a judge (though it
doth not pitch upon the consequent of the punishment of death,
viz., the sending a man to hell, nor doth he express the sentence he
judgeth him to by that) imports more than a mere casting the
condemned man out of the world, for the sentence directly
expresseth that punishment which the judge hath power to inflict,
viz. the carrying of the man back to the gaol from whence he came,
and from thence to the place of execution, and that there he should
be hanged (though he doth not put it into the sentence, in the name
of the king to deliver this man to the devil to be damned), so in the
sentence of excommunication there is more implied than a casting
out of the person out of the society of Christians; for the judgment,
the sentence, and that in the name and power of Christ, is to deliver
unto Satan. It is not to leave the man unto Satan only, but it is to
deliver unto Satan, which is an act of authority; to give him up unto
him, as to give a man up to the jailor or to the tormentor. Thus
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when God speaks to Satan of Job he is in thine hand (saith he), I
have given him up unto thee, Job 1:12; Job 2:6.

But you will say the bare casting of a person out of the church
still imports but the consequent of it, viz. a delivering him up to
Satan, as to deprive of light is to give up to darkness. But unto that
it is answered, that what the formal sentence of excommunication
pitches upon is more than a mere consequent of the person’s being
cast out, or is more than accidental; for what the very formal
sentence of excommunication pitches upon, and which is in the
power of Christ, is not barely leaving the man unto Satan, but a
delivering of him unto Satan. Yea, this is in the very definition of
excommunication, and therefore is not to be omitted. For that
which is the positive form of the sentence, and by which
excommunication is expressed, containeth the essential terminative
object or matter of it, that a man is so delivered up to the devil, as
in the name, so in the power of the Lord Jesus. Now this, viz. the
delivering of a person to Satan in the name of Christ, is a distinct
character of excommunication, as that is of baptism, I baptize thee
in the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. As in
the act of ordination, when you say, I ordain thee a minister or a
pastor, it imports truly what is said, and not only in a metaphor but
a reality; so in this act of excommunication, it is with the power of
the Lord Jesus to deliver such an one unto Satan; therefore when
Christ doth gift commission to the church to do it, in his name and
power, this being the formal sentence, his power concurreth to it.
Now this is more than to throw out of the church, for if there was
only a power to throw the man out of the church in the name of
Christ, without a power to deliver unto Satan, the church would
have no more prerogative than what is a common thing to all
societies. But now when the church can give Satan power over a
man, this is an act of the power of Jesus Christ indeed, peculiar to a
church of his.

2. Again, if excommunication puts a man into a different state
than merely that of being again thrown into the world under Satan,
as the world is that never professed Christ, then it imports some
distinct thing from casting out of the church. But a person’s being
excommunicated is a differing thing from being in the world, or
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under Satan, as the world is. And it is so not only in this respect,
that they that are in the world, and never were of any church, are
so in the world as withal they never were of any church, as this
man hath been, but it is also different in respect of some special
power that Satan should have over this excommunicated person;
which is evident by this, because that power which Satan hath over
a man unregenerate in the world is to carry him on to sin, to work
effectually in the children of disobedience, Eph 2:2, therefore we are
said, Col 1:13, to be translated out of the kingdom of darkness, that
is, of Satan, who, as the strong man, keepeth all in peace. But so to
be delivered to Satan cannot be the meaning of excommunicating a
man, for the intent of this is to destroy the flesh and to save his
spirit, therefore it is not to deliver a man unto Satan so as to be a
man of the world out of the church. Again, the difference is evident
by this, that this man’s punishment is in other respects greater than
that of a man unregenerate in the world, for as the apostle saith, the
saints may eat with them of the world, but with such a one as is
excommunicate they are not to eat, 1Co 5:11.

3. Excommunication imports a positive punishment, for it is a
spiritual revenge. The negative throwing out of the church is but
that which is common to all societies; ‘But the weapons of our
warfare” (says the apostle) ‘are mighty through God, having in a
readiness to revenge all disobedience,” 2Co 10:4-6, as will be
evident if we do but lay all these following things together. 1. That
Satan is ready to punish the man in his spirit by terrors, and to set
on his sins with horrors if he have leave from Christ. 2. This man is
by the power of Christ given up, and not left only to him. 3. He is
given up to Satan to punish and correct him: 1Ti 1:20, “‘Whom 1
have delivered to Satan, that they may learn not to blaspheme,” that
is, that they may learn how horrid a sin it is to blaspheme by what
Satan inflicts. The word translated tolearnis in the
Greek madevOwot, which is, to be disciplined as a child is, to learn
by rods; so that being delivered unto Satan to learn how dreadful it
is to blaspheme, implies that Satan is to whip them, that they may
learn by a suitable punishment what it is to blaspheme, by Satan’s
casting hellish terrors into their mind.
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4. And the analogy of a man’s sin when he deserveth
excommunication, and the punishment itself, seem to be suitable,
and that the sin deserves it in a way of proportion. For when a man
is obstinate, the frame of his spirit is such that he doth not regard
the ordinances, therefore to be cast out of the communion of saints
would not be a sore punishment to him, neither would that be
enough to bring him in; and therefore the only way to bring this
man in is to have Satan set on his back with terrors, as in the work
of humiliation at first.

5. Then again, such a man hath grieved the Holy Ghost the
Comforter, and therefore he is suitably given up unto Satan as an
accuser and tormentor; and so the phrase of delivering unto Satan
seems to mean a spiritual punishment opposite unto joy in the
Holy Ghost, which is the fruit of obedience; that as the ‘kingdom of
God is joy, and righteousness, and peace,” Rom 14:17, ‘the peace of
God shall guard your hearts through the working of the Holy
Ghost,” Php 4:7, so that estate this man is given up to is an estate of
terror and darkness; it is not to be an unregenerate man, but it is to
be under the bondage of Satan.

6. And then again, excommunication is called the retaining of
sin, and binding of sin, a binding of sin upon the conscience. Now
the question is, Quo efficients? by whom this should be done. This
sentence of delivering him unto Satan, implies that Satan hath
power given him to set his sin on upon his conscience; and that he
is able to set sin on upon the conscience is evident from other
scriptures.

7. Again, we do find by experience that where
excommunication is not administered rightly, there the saints
oftentimes are given up to very great terrors of conscience, and that
from Satan, and left to great temptations; the Lord sometime
working without the ordinance that which he doth work by the
ordinance of excommunication when it is rightly administered.

8. This fruit doth seem to have been in that Corinthian, 2
Corinthians 2, for the apostle desires them to forgive him, lest he
should be swallowed up with over much sorrow, 2Co 2:7. It seems
to be more than an human sorrow, or more than a sorrow which
would have been from the Holy Ghost’s working, for that would
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not have swallowed a man up. It implies, therefore, that he was in
Satan’s power, “We are not ignorant (saith he) of his devices,” 2Co
2:11, and that his devices were to keep this poor man in his
clutches. And the phrase there, ‘swallowed up,” answereth to what
is said of Satan in other cases, ‘He goeth up and down seeking
whom he may devour,” 1Pe 5:8; whom he may drink up, so the
word signifieth, katanir).

9. And again, excommunication may seem to be more than
merely a throwing out of the church, by that parallel of a greater
excommunication than what is ordinary, that anathema-
maranatha, 1Co 16:22, which was not only to give a man up to Satan
for a time, but to give him up into an eternal curse, when they saw
that a man which had been a professor loved not the Lord Jesus
Christ, that is, hated him, as sinning against the Holy Ghost. Now,
if the church in that case hath power more than to eject, viz., to eject
with an eternal curse, never to receive a man more, which God
ratifieth in heaven, then in the ordinary casting a man out of the
church, though there be hope that he may be recalled again, the
way of doing it is not merely a private punishment, or a throwing
him out of the church, which should work upon him in a moral
way of a sorrowful thought and sense, that he is cast out from
among the people of God, but it is a giving him up to Satan to
terrify him; God sanctifying that, as he doth other afflictions, to
bring him in.

10. If excommunication were nothing else but a seclusion from
the church, then for the substance of the act it would be no more
than a continued suspension; for if the substance of the act be the
same, they do not differ, though the one be done out of an act of
authority, the other not. They will admit him again upon
repentance if he be excommunicated, as well as when suspended;
and if he do not repent, they will not admit him, no more than
when he is excommunicated; and when he is excommunicated he
needs not a new admission, as when he is suspended and repents
he doth not; so that for the extrinsecal act they are all one. But
excommunication hath a spiritual punishment attending it, and
therefore answerably when that Corinthian was to be received
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again, 2 Corinthians 2, they are not simply to pass an act of
forgiveness, and to receive him again, but to comfort him also.

If it be objected that we do not always see this effect of a
spiritual punishment following excommunication.

1. We reply first, that there have been very few
excommunications in the world that have been from those that
have had the right power of doing it, and those excommunications
which have been administered by the rightful persons yet have not
been due, because proceeding on too slight occasions, and such as
have not deserved excommunication.

2. They have in their excommunication trusted more to the
power of the magistrate, when it should have come to a writ de
excommunicato capiendo, or to horning of a man as in Scotland,
banishing him, or depriving him of his estate, &c., they have
confided, I say, in the magistrate’s power, and in his punishment,
more than in excommunication, or else why have they recourse to it
to make a man repent? Whereas if they would wholly leave it unto
God to inflict that which he hath ordained to be the punishment,
and that sufficient too (for all his means are sufficient, as the
apostle says, ‘the weapons of our warfare are mighty through God
to revenge all disobedience”), 2Co 10:4, it would prove efficacious
enough to all ends and purposes, and sufficient for such a man
would that punishment be. But because they put confidence in an
arm of flesh to bring him in, as if that were more an effectual means
than the power of God, therefore God makes his ordinance to be
but as an arm of flesh, and to have no other effect or fruit than what
the magistrate’s punishment hath.

3. It is with this as with all other ordinances, which do not
always attain their end which they are principally ordained for,
because that God works freely by them. Preaching is ordained to
convert, yet there are millions of men to whom the word is
preached upon whom it hath not this effect; for although they have
all heard, yet they have not all believed, Rom 10:18. It is enough
that God hath ordained it to such an end, and it takes place in
some, as the apostle speaks; and so also hath this very ordinance
wrought in that very way, as divers instances might be shewn.
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4. Jesus Christ always fulfils what he hath promised: Mat 18:20,
‘I will be with you, and in the midst of you,” either to bless this my
ordinance by giving repentance, or giving up to a reprobate sense.
IS0 as excommunication hath usually its effect one way or other,
the man is given up unto Satan; and if it have not that direct effect
of terrifying of him, so as to bring him to repentance, he is given up
to a reprobate sense, that Satan entering into him as into Judas, so
that he turneth a persecutor, as was frequent in the primitive times,
that men once excommunicated turned persecutors; they forsook
the assemblies of the saints, which was a step to the sin against the
Holy Ghost, Heb 10:25-27. When they were thrown out, they would
come at them no more, and so were given up unto Satan for ever.

[7] Parkerus de Polit. Eccles. lib. cap. 5.

Obj. In Mat 18:17, all that is said is only, ‘Let him be to thee as
an heathen and a publican.’

Ans. 1. There he speaks in the language of the Jews, and so
expresseth excommunication only by what casting out of the
synagogues was amongst them; as elsewhere Christ expresseth the
ordinances of the gospel, under the Jewish phrase, ‘Leave thy gift at
the altar,” Mat 5:24. Now the Jews did not know what it was to be
delivered unto Satan, and therefore no wonder if Christ did not
expressly speak of it in that place of Mat 18:17.

But, 2, one place expounds another, and that which he calleth
there, Mat 18:17, ‘Let him be to thee an heathen and a publican,” is
in 1 Corinthians 5. called a delivering unto Satan.

Then, 3, this delivering unto Satan was exemplified in the
punishment of Judas, for after he was gone out (as it is judged by
Piscator and others, he did not receive the Lord’s supper, but was
sent out) presently the devil entered into him; he was a branch cast
out, Joh 15:6.

4. Though our Saviour Christ expresseth it to them in the
Jewish language in Mat 18:17, yet to the same apostles when this
ordinance of excommunication came to be exercised in a church,
his Spirit expresseth more fully what was the intent of that
ordinance, not simply to throw a man out, to avoid outward
converse with him, and in that sense to be as an heathen and a
publican, but to be a delivering unto Satan. So that as the church of
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the gospel in the privileges of it exceedeth that of the law, and that
privilege they had in the synagogues, so the disprivileging of a man
from the communion of the saints under the gospel hath an higher
punishment than the synagogues knew.

5. When Christ said, let him be to thee as an heathen and a
publican, he expresseth there not so much what the church’s
censure pitcheth upon, but what the consequent is, viz., the manner
of their converse afterwards towards him, therefore he saith, let
him be to thee; he saith, not only let him be to the church, but to
thee; he expresseth it by what is the consequent, but in 1Co 5:5, he
expresseth the formal sentence, when the apostle saith, “‘No not
with such an one to eat’; he expresseth there indeed the consequent
of the sentence, but delivering unto Satan is put into the sentence
itself.

I shall urge one argument more to prove that excommunication
is not merely an human ejection out of a society, but an ordinance
in the church established by Christ’s institution, because Christ
hath given us express rules for church admonitions and censures;
we find as direct rules chalked out for the series and order of
proceedings therein, as any state can take for ordering proceedings
in civil causes.

1. For the matter of Christ’s censures, what we are to censure in
men, and how we must apply those censures, we have our limits
and rules in the word, so as we need no orders or canons to be
made to make new matter, or the chief matter of church censures;
for plainly it is told us that sin only is the subject of church
cognisance, that it is a transgression of some law of God: ‘Them
that sin (says Paul to Timothy, 1Ti 5:20) rebuke.” Now, what is sin
and not sin, the word is the sole judge of, and a perfect rule of.

And 2. It is scandalous sin that is the matter of censure, sin
judged so by common light, and received principles; sin that goes
afore to judgment, that you may read afar off, 1Ti 5:24. Doubtful
disputations and sins controverted are not to be made the subject of
church censures; for if the weak are not to be received to such, then
neither are they to be cast out for such. Instruction may be used to
consciences ignorant, as the phrase is, 2Ti 2:25; but admonition only
for sins taken for granted, and professed to be sins by the light of
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nature, and the common light of saints, 1Co 5:1; 1Co 5:8; 1Co 5:3;
‘For how else shall all fear’? 1Ti 5:20.

2. For the ways of dealing with such sinners, we have
admonition, ex communication, and rejection prescribed.

(1.) Admonition: “Them that sin rebuke,” 1Ti 5:20, and that not
privately (if the sin be open), but publicly, afar off, to the end others
may fear.

(2.) For excommunication we have warrant, after
admonition: Tit 3:10, “After the first and second admonition, reject,’
which, in 1Co 5:5, is called, ‘delivering unto Satan,” &c.

(3.) We have order given for the degrees of proceedings in
these, as orderly as any law can make provision, for the indemnity
of men innocent and just, proceeding in any civil court in order to
amend men.

1. If the sin be private, so as thou alone knowest it, “That thy
brother sin against thee,” Mat 16:11; Mat 16:15, ‘Go and tell him his
fault, between him and thee alone, if he hear and repent (as it
is Luk 17:3), thou shalt forgive him,” and it shall go no further. This
provision hath Christ took to preserve the reputation of persons, so
to mend them as not to blaze their faults; and this not for one so
sinning, but if seven times, that is, never so oft, Luk 17:4.

2. If he neglect to hear thee, that is, repents not, then take two
or three and tell him of it afore them, and if he denies not the fact,
and yet repents not, then thou hast two or three witnesses of his not
denying the fact, and yet of his obstinacy and hardness in not
relenting, and of his impenitency; so it follows, ‘That in the mouth
of two or three witnesses, every word may be established,” that is,
brought into public.

Therefore, 3. Now the matter, though but private at first, is
ripened for church cognisance: ‘If he neglect to hear them, tell it to
the church.” But if it were a sin that is public, that it is, though
privately committed, yet made known, commonly reproved, and so
commonly known, as it is 1Co 5:1, then the church is to take
immediate notice of it publicly, without telling it in private; and
those that can accuse, should impeach, as 1 Corinthians 5. he
shews, and also 1Ti 5:20.
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But, 4, if it be a sin that is suspected, and cannot be proved
(whether commonly reported or private), and that by two or three
witnesses, the officers are to cast it out of the church proceeding,
and not to receive it: ‘Receive not an accusation,” so as to proceed in
it, unless it appears evident by two or three witnesses. This rule is
given about admonishing officers, 1Ti 5:19; but it regards also every
man else, Mat 18:16. Then, when any sin is thus made of public
congnisance, 1, they are to admonish; 2, to excommunicate in case
of obstinacy and impenitence.

To conclude all in a word: if Christ had not settled by his
institution the order, discipline, and government of his churches; if
he had not given established rules for church censures,
admonitions, and excommunication; if a certain platform of church
government had not been fixed by him, we should have no warrant
to endeavour a reformation, when the order and discipline of the
churches of Christ is impaired, and almost lost; for there would be
no rule to go by in such a reformation. And without a rule of divine
institution, there could be no setting things right when amiss,
no 010pbwotg, as the apostle calls it, Heb 9:10. Nor could we
produce any warrant to advance the spiritual sceptre and kingdom
of our Lord Christ, if we did not know, by the rules and laws of his
own institution, what it is.

Book II: Of the divine institution of a congregational
church. —That it is not second...

BOOK II

Of the divine institution of a congregational church. — That it is not
secondary, or consequent upon a charter given to the church universal, as
virtually included therein, but is immediate and proper to it.— That
Christ instituted such a church in Matthew 18 and gave the power of the
keys to it.—That such congregational churches were primitive and
apostolical, proved from the instances of churches planted by the apostles.
— That the constitution and order of such churches, is most fitly suited for
the edification of the saints, and most exactly accommodated to their
various conditions. — That Christ hath not only instituted a
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congregational church, but hath appointed what the extent and limits of it
should be.

Chapter I: That the institution of particular churches
is not virtual only, or s...

CHAPTER

That the institution of particular churches is not virtual only, or
secondary, and dependent on the charter given to the church universal,
but immediate and proper to them, as particular churches.

They who assert the general church to be a political body, seem
to be divided into those two several ways of explaining it: 1. That it
cometh to be a political body ascendendo, so making a congregation
to be ecclesia prima, a church first designed in the institution, and
which the institution falleth upon; but yet, that by the virtue of the
same commission, that saints make up a particular church, many
churches may make up one church, and more of those churches
may make up a greater church, for appeals, &c. And so, by the like
reason, the universal church cometh to be a political body, the
national or provincial churches being but ecclesiee ortee, removes
from, and representations of those that are ecclesiee primee, the first
churches, which are congregations. This opinion I shall consider
when I come to discourse of the nature of synods, and their
subordination.

2. Others form the institution to be descendendo, as asserting the
tirst principal charter to be given to the church universal, so as that
is by institution first a church, and particular congregations have it
but by a derived right, as lesser leases have theirs out of a greater
charter. And the reason that is given is this, that when the church
universal was but so many (or if it were again reduced to so small a
number) as might meet in one place, they met by virtue of being the
church universal; but that it afterwards was multiplied to so many
as that they must meet in several places, which is the occasion of
forming particular churches; this is accidental and occasional, and
so they are to be regarded as one church still, and so that first
fundamental institution goes on. For number or multiplication of
churches is not the object of God’s institution; for God ordained not
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first that churches should be many. If these many particular
churches are framed, it is with proviso and sub conditione, namely,
only when they are so far multiplied. Nor did Christ give such
command, that when they did arise to such a number, they should
make several churches; only necessity doth that, which yet still
proceeds by virtue of the general grant.

But to refute this, consider, 1. That if there had been a time in
which the universal church was so small under the New Testament,
living also together, as they might have met in one place, they had
not met by virtue of their being the universal church, or being a
mystical body to Christ, as the church universal is; for they had
been a church mystical unto Christ, though they had not so met,
even as the church mystical now is a body to Christ, though it
never doth thus meet. Yea, those saints who then made this church
universal might have worshipped apart, and singly, and God might
have ordered it so; therefore, that they should meet, and meet
together fixedly for supernatural ends and ordinances, this
dependeth over and above, upon a special will of God superadded
to this universal church as such. If, therefore, when the universal
church was no more than could meet in one place, it must have had
for those fixed meetings, and the privileges of them, a divine
appointment, and if it met then, it must be by virtue of a special
institution; then, afterward, when it was divided into many
congregations, they must meet by a special divine institution too. If
the universal church was no more than could meet in one, yet they
must then have, for those fixed meetings, met by a special
institution and privileges, and afterward, when they are many, they
met by the same special institution also; and so what at first suited
their condition, when they were no more than could meet in one
place, suiteth their condition afterward, when they are multiplied.

2. They could not then meet qua universal catholic church, for
the universal catholic church is called such in respect of its being in
all nations, both Jews and Gentiles. Whereas the institution of a
particular church is the same, whether there be no more saints than
can meet in one place at once, or whether there be more. When they
are many, those many do set up several congregations, upon the
same special ground that the universal church did set up a meeting.
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And the universal church did so meet in a congregation, by a
special superadded ground over and above their being a church
universal, for it further depended upon God’s will, that they should
all meet thus together fixedly; for they might have met but
occasionally sometimes, and they might have met in several
companies, or they might have worshipped privately, and God'’s
ordinance might only have been so administered; for if they meet
for these ordinances qua church universal, then in heaven they
should meet for them too. So, then, that they should meet in one
tixed society for public worship, is by institution. And,

3. This institution of meeting together, was rather made and
suited for the saints when multiplied, than in respect of their being
one body as an universal church.

For, 1, under the New Testament there never was a time that
we know of, after the Jewish law came to be dissolved, that this
universal church could meet in one; for although not at Jerusalem,
yet surely in whole Judea there were more scattered up and down
than could have met in one place.

2. Under the New Testament, when the church universal is
multiplied to all nations, in respect of which it is called the church
catholic, by way of distinction from the Jews, then it is so scattered
as that they cannot meet together, no, not by way of representation,
So as, indeed, this pretended principle, that institutions should
mainly fall upon the church universal, is such as was never
practised, nor extant de facto, neither at first nor at last.

Then, 3, we may observe that God did frame the institution of
his churches, according to what, in the wisdom of his counsel, he
hath determined and foresaw would fall out. His institutions are
such, as he in wisdom knew would best suit the condition of saints
in all ages to come, under the gospel. He therefore ordered
particular congregations, as the most commodious seat of public
worship, government, and order, and as the best and fittest security
to preserve the saints from scandal, and also the means of
maintaining among them the most entire kind of communion
which could be attained.
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That particular congregations do not meet as assemblies for
public worship and ordinances, by virtue of a charter given first to
the church universal, is evident from these reasons.

1. If they do meet by virtue of the general charter of the church
universal, and they needed no other warrant than that, then if they
meet occasionally only, some saints together at one time, and others
at another, and not fixedly, whether for government or worship,
they do thereby satisfy the obligations they have by virtue of the
general warrant. And, indeed, to make running churches and
societies of saints up and down in the world, would more satisfy
the obligation of the general charter, and come up more nearly to it.
Therefore, for them to have a fixed special tie to particular churches
in a constant way, when the churches are many, must needs be by a
further special institution.

2. If they thus meet by virtue of their being the church
universal, then they met by virtue of it only in all times, and then
afore the law was given; and so the same government that is now
pleaded for, from the notion of the church universal, should have
been then. And then, likewise, after the law, the Jews should have
met by the law of the church catholic; and if so, there should be
now the like meeting for public worship of the whole church as
was then, viz., three times a-year. Was their meeting by virtue of
their catholic communion, or as they were a nation? As they were a
nation, surely; for if multitudes out of other nations had been
converted, they had not been (as the Ninevites, and the like, where
they had not been bound to the ceremonial law, neither were the
Jews themselves, that lived out of the land, dispersed) bound to
come up to the Sanhedrim. And suppose that they had been the
church universal, yet that they were cast into a national way was by
institution, over and above that universal consideration, as they
were the seed of Abraham.

3. If the institution of a particular church depend on the charter
tirst given to the church universal, then where there are more of
believers, and more of elders, there would be more of the keys, if
they had them by virtue of the universal church. For why? There
would be more of the universal church in such a body. The
institution, therefore, must fall primarily upon their being a
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particular body to Christ, meeting in his name, by his special
commission, though the persons be but two or three, that is, a few
in number; which argues that he doth not put his institution barely
upon their membership or station in the church universal, but upon
the formality of their being his body thus united; his blessing is
given to them, as formed up by institution, whether they be saints
more or fewer, as among the Jews also it was in their cities and
towns, as well as they were a commonwealth in their nation.

According to this asserted charter of the church universal,
whenas he saith, ‘Tell the church,” Mat 18:19, it should be meant
primarily of the church universal, for the institution and rule for
church proceedings would fall first upon it. But he speaks plainly
of a particular church (and the Christian church being as then to be
gathered when he uttered it, if he would have made a charter to the
universal, then had been the fittest time to have expressed it) for he
declareth his institution there, when he had but a few disciples
about him, and those with him, and yet declareth his institution for
all ages, to tell it to that next church whereof a man is a brother.
And if the church universal had been intended here, then the
church of the Jews had not been intended as the pattern, which
would overthrow the main assertion of our presbyterian brethren.

5. The truth is, that the meeting of the universal church is but
occasional, for in all the ages that the church was to run through, it
hath seldom been, yea, could never be. And when that which we
call general councils have been, that they were rather for matter of
doctrine than for government, or for appeals about persons, and
that the institution could not fall upon. It is true in Mat 16:18, the
word church is taken indefinitely, and for the church universal, but
yet not as an institution political, therefore he doth not say, he will
give the keys to it, but unto Peter, as representing both saints and
ministers, to be divided into several bodies, as afterwards Christ
should appoint it.

Chapter II: That the grand charter of church
government, or the power of the key...

CHAPTER II
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That the grand charter of church government, or the power of the
keys, is granted not to ministers in particular only, excluding the people,
but to the whole body of believers.

If any were to set down the model of any government
whatsoever, the first and most necessary thing is, to set out first
what commonwealth, corporation, or body politic, should be
the substratum, the seat of that government, in and among whom it
is exercised; and to set out the bounds and extent thereof, by which
the jurisdiction of that government is limited, and unto which, as
the subject matter thereof, all the particulars of that government are
suited and proportioned, as the building is to its foundation; and
also the situation and measure of the ground which they make the
seat thereof. Therefore, in the inquisition after that order and frame
of government which, we conceive, Christ hath instituted for his
church, it is most proper to begin in seeking out what kind of body
or society it is which should be that proper, adequate, entire seat
and subject of this government, what the bounds and extent thereof
are wherein Christ would have his government exercised, and
within which confined. I call the church sedes, or seat, not in
allusion to that ancient phrase used for the subject of ecclesiastical
jurisdiction, which phrase yet strengthens this use of it, but in
allusion to that Scripture phrase, 1Ti 3:15, where he calls the
church édpaiwpa, that is, the ‘seat or ground of truth;” and as of
truth there, so, say I, of worship and government. This, therefore,
as the foundation, shall be the subject of discourse, and upon the
finding the true abutments hereof, doth the ending and
determining of most of those suits and quarrels of this age about
church government depend. The first charter granted by the
founder, and the patterns of those master builders the apostles, and
the proportions of those primitive churches, must be our guide
herein.

Begin we therefore to inquire what is the true purport of the
tirst grand charter of all the rest, and what help that will contribute
hereunto; as we find in Mat 16:19, “‘And I will give unto thee the
keys of the kingdom of heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt bind on
earth shall be bound in heaven; whatsoever thou shalt loose on
earth shall be loosed in heaven.’
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1. Where, first, he no sooner mentions (and it is the first
mention) a new church to be builded by him under the New
Testament, but he, together therewith, makes mention of keys, both
as means of building it and of governing it, following the metaphor
of a house therein. And Peter having newly made a confession that
Jesus was the Son of God, he being declared and owned by him as
such, Christ utters himself again to him, as the Son of God indeed,
speaks of building and contriving anew of his house, as a
prerogative proper to him as the Son, which to the same purpose
the apostle in like manner allegeth: Heb 3:3-5, “‘Christ as the Son
over his own house, is the builder thereof,” which prerogative he
here holds forth, saying, I will build my church, and I will give
keys. The church he intends is the church of the New Testament,
which (the Son being himself come) was to be moulded and built
anew by him, especially after his ascension. And the keys he means
are ‘the keys of the kingdom of heaven’ (as the state of the church
under the gospel is called), which, to shew he is the Son, and hath
all power committed to him, he professeth to dispose of anew (as
the keys themselves were new) to another sort of persons than
before; the keys of knowledge and government having been before
in the hands of high priests and Levites, &c. Now as the church was
to be of a new frame, and the keys were new, so he declares a new
disposement of them to other persons than the former. So that this
place strengthens the assertion that Christ as the Son is the builder
of his church, Heb 3:3; Heb 3:6, and the institutor of all power and
means of building in it; and also it proves that the frame and
government of the church under the Old Testament, delivered by
Moses to those that sat in his chair, cannot be a set rule of the frame
and form of government of the church under the New. For Christ
the Son being come, shews his prerogative by declaring the old to
be done away with, saying, I will build, I will give the keys, &c.
Whilst he speaks of a new, the old is done away; yea, the persons to
whom, and the extent and limits of the power are to be set out by
him, as well as what those keys shall be by which he will build and
have his church governed, and he therefore says to Peter, ‘I do give
to thee.” In that he singles him out electively, it argues his special
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designation of the subject or persons (whoever they be) to whom he
will bequeath them.

2. That Peter here, in this promise of the keys for the future to
be given, should stand in a representative respect, and not merely
personal, all writers in all ages and all sides, though in Peter’s name
laying several claims unto these keys, do universally acknowledge
and observe. Some say the grant is to Peter only considered as a
believer, having made confession of his faith, that Christ was the
Son of God, and therefore representing the church of believers, as
unto whom all church power should be first given. Others assert
this grant to be made to Peter as an apostle, and so representing the
apostles and ministers only. Thirdly, others, as the papists,
vindicate a personal privilege of Peter’s above all other apostles, yet
therein representing his supposed successor, the bishops of Rome.
Learned Cameron almost alone would have it that this was a
personal privilege to Peter, wherein none others did succeed him.
Thus much seems evident to us, that our Saviour Christ speaks
unto Peter under a double consideration in these words, Mat 16:19,
and the words before. The one was merely personal, and therein he
speaks to him under his own proper name, Simon son of Jonas, and
so pronounceth him blessed, for that his confession, which
accordingly expressed his personal privilege (which under that
name he had even from circumcision) of his being saved, without
any mention of the gift of the keys. But then, secondly, he gives him
withal a new name, and ‘I also say unto thee, Thou art Peter,” or
rock, which was a new and mystical name, as the words following
shew, ‘upon this rock.” ITétpog and métoa answering each other
as fides and fidelis. And under this new name now put upon him he
gives him a further privilege, ‘I will give to thee the keys,” namely,
as thou art Peter. This was not so much in a personal as a mystical
consideration, upon which his new name was given him. And to
strengthen this, it may be observed that God in first delivering his
promises and grand charters unto all sorts, singled out some one
man in whose name the grand charter should eminently run. So
Adam was fixed upon, when God, in his name, gave the earth unto
the rest of the sons of men. So Abraham was singled out to
represent the church, both of the Jews and Gentiles, but especially
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to represent the Jews who were his children, to whom God gave the
promises of the Land of Canaan, as representing all his seed, and of
the whole world as representing all the saints, Rom 4:13. And
accordingly he did upon it change his name
from Abram to Abraham. Thus in like manner here doth Christ deal
with Peter. He first blesseth him personally as Simon, then changeth
his name to Peter, and so bequeaths this charter of the keys, in his
like representation of others, to whom in him the grant is made, as
well as to himself. For Peter was still more forward than all the rest
to utter his faith that Christ was the Son of God. Elsewhere indeed
(as in Joh 6:69) he speaks in the person of all the apostles, but here,
where this grant is first uttered, singly in his own; and on this
occasion Christ honoureth this great and eminent confessor of him,
as that man in whose name this great charter should run, he
bearing therein the persons of all sorts that were to have any
portion of power, whether of his apostles, extraordinary officers, or
of ordinary officers, as also of the church of believers, and even of
all to whom ever any portion of the keys was for the future to be
given: yet so as this honour was peculiarly his, and he is singled
out to be this common representer of all others under the New
Testament, which honour he doth bear to this day in his name,
even as Abraham had the like honour under the Old Testament.
And to evidence this the more by the event, Christ did in an
especial manner honour Peter to be the founder; as it were, and
beginner of the new Christian church (as Cameron hath observed
out of Tertullian) when he converted that multitude at one sermon,
Acts 2.

Neither yet is this to be understood, as if those keys were given
unto Peter to convey the keys unto others derivatively, but he takes
them representatively (and therefore it was not necessary that all
power should be in Peter’s person as an apostle, otherwise than
representatively) and that not repraesentatione reali, as if he received
all power for the church over her, as a king or a parliament doth,
who represents a commonwealth (as the papists and episcopal
divines and others say of the officers, that they represent the
church) but only repraesentatione typicali, a typical representation (as
Baynes distinguisheth), that is, that power which the church, or
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others that were officers unto her, should receive in themselves
afterwards, he now received in a representation both of her and
them, as a common person standing for and spoken to for all the
rest. And Christ therefore doth not say I give, which if he had
spoken to him as an apostle, constituting him such thereby at
present, he would have done, but I will give, for the future, because
many of those whom Peter represented here the power was
afterwards to be given to, when the Lord should be pleased to
declare it by himself or his apostle.

3. Further, as all this is spoken of Peter here as a representative
person, so in an indefinite and general way. And as it is the first
great promise and charter, in which all particular portions of
power, to whomsoever afterwards distributed, are included, so
likewise as the other first and great promises of God use to be, this
is as comprehensive, so indefinite also, not designing at particulars.
Such was that grant of the earth to the sons of men, whom
afterward God divided into several nations, to whom by his
providence, suited to his decrees, he set out the bounds of their
several habitations, Act 17:26, and in Deu 23:8. The like was that
first charter made of Canaan to Abraham, which was afterwards
particularly designed out by lot to the several tribes, &c., whose
right was yet all indefinitely comprehended, and intended in that
tirst grant to Abraham. So accordingly all the expressions in this
promise are general and indistinct, and to be taken in an indefinite
and comprehensive way.

1. As first, where he saith, he will build his church, it is hard to
know how to limit it, for he means all sort of churches; he means
the mystical church, for he saith, “The gates of hell shall not prevail
against it/ which is only true thereof, for they have prevailed
against particular churches, and may; and yet again he must
include particular churches too, for it is certain that the mystical
general church hath not the power and exercise of all the keys, but
only as divided into particular churches, or if it might be supposed
to have the keys of rule in general councils, yet not of the
sacraments, not of preaching the word, for, as for such ordinances,
that church cannot meet, and therefore exerciseth them only in
several parts, and divisions of itself.
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2. Those words, the keys, are a general comprehensive
expression, answerable to that of the word church, taking in keys of
all sorts, viz., the keys whereby the universal church, as such, is
built and reared, that is, those means whereby men are converted
and made members thereof, which God oftentimes blesseth in the
hands of others than ministers. And they are therefore called ‘the
keys of the kingdom of heaven’ at large, not the keys of the church,
as restraining it to a political church; and therefore (as Bellarmine,
though to a wrong purpose, urged, namely, for the transcendency
of the pope’s power above the church, yet for the thing itself
rightly) is larger than that in Matthew 18. It is there meant of a
church political, but the keys here in Mat 16:19 have relation to the
opening the door of faith, as in Act 14:27 it is called, and therefore
implies all means of conversion. And accordingly the opposite
thereunto is the gates of hell, which shall not prevail. And yet again,
on the other side, the keys or the power that is given to particular
churches are intended, for this is the general grant, afterwards
settled in Matthew 18, where ‘Go tell the churches” is mentioned.
And the binding and loosing spoken of there is comprehended
under the binding and loosing which is spoken of here; so as
churches of all sorts, and keys of all sorts, keys given to churches in
a way of discipline, and to private persons to build up one another,
keys given to officers of all sorts, apostles and others, are all here
intended. And therefore Melancthon well saith, Claves ecclesize date
sunt, sed juxta electionem a Christo institutam. And it is certain that in
Matthew 18 he instituteth a church power, as touching the persons
to whom it belongs, distinct from Peter’s, and that of the apostles as
such; and yet whatsoever church power there mentioned was to be
in any, Peter receiveth it here. And as when we say all civil power
is in a kingdom, it is meant, sensu diviso, the king hath one part, the
nobles another, the people another; and the several officers of a
kingdom, they have their part; and so it is here, and all at the first
was now given unto Peter, as bearing the person of all these.

4. Whereas the controversy hath been, whether Peter
represented the apostles and the ministers only, or whether he
represented the church also, or whether Peter is here personally to
be taken as the sole and single subject of a personal privilege; we
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say all these are here intended by Christ in this his first promise,
uttering it himself in this indefinite way, which was afterwards to
be further and more distinctly divided, and set out by himself and
his apostles. So that whether Peter had it granted to him as an
apostle, and as an apostle representing apostles and other
ministers, we will not contend; but yet, that Peter had it also
representing the church itself, and saints built upon the rock, the
arguments are as convincing and concluding to prove it, if not
more, than those that on the other side are framed to prove the
words should be spoken of him as an apostle representing the other
apostles and elders; and therefore we safely take in all. The main
argument urged to prove that it is spoken to him as an apostle, is
drawn from this, that the person spoken unto, viz. Peter, was an
apostle, and the other apostles were present, and so intended; and
therefore this grant here should be restrained to Peter and them as
such. And the arguments for the other, namely, that ordinary
believers also should be intended, is taken from the occasion and
ground of Christ’s speech, which was a confession of faith made by
Peter, and therefore that Christ should take in, and intend other
ordinary believers and confessors to have an interest in the keys, as
well as elders and apostles, and accordingly to have been by Peter
represented. So as the pleas of this suit (so far as concerns this
place) do lie between the sort of persons spoken to, and that were
present, and the qualification of that person as a believer, namely,
and the ground of Christ’s speech; and all the arguments that are
brought to prove they were given him as an apostle, are not
exclusive that they are not given him also as a believer. Austin’s
expression, Non tantum Petro, sed ecclesia, not to Peter (that is, as an
apostle) only, but also to the church, doth rightly divide the share
between both.

The occasion of the promise was Peter’s confessing that Christ
was the Son of God, which holds forth nothing proper unto
ministers only, or himself as an apostle only; and therefore the
privilege here must be common unto that sort that make confession
of faith, as well as to ministers. It was a common faith confessed,
not of what belonged unto apostles only, but unto believers; the
promise is therefore suited unto the occasion. And this is a stronger
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inference than that other which is brought, that he represented the
other apostles only, namely, because that they were present,
whenas Peter here did not intend to speak it in their names, as
in Joh 6:69 he did; but rather, he steps out and prevented them, and
therefore also Christ speaks first unto him in his personal
condition, ‘Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jonas;’ and then in his
representative condition, as representing those whose faith he had
confessed, as well as the apostles, whom, if only or simply Christ
had intended that he should represent, he might have spoken to
them all as well as to Peter, they being then present.

And then, again, his name, Petros, Peter, which Christ here
anew gives him, with the reason of it, viz. “upon the rock,” &c., in
an allusion to Petra, signifying one built on the rock, and so of the
same nature with the rock, argues this to have been Christ’s scope
in promising to him the keys. This change of his name thus
into Peter elegantly served to suit and answer the thing which
Christ was speaking, namely, the building his church on the rock,
whereon Peter, thus confessing himself, was built. “Thou art Peter,’
that is, Thou art built on this rock, thou art a stone in this rock, and
unto thee as such I speak. And further, he doth not say, Thou shalt
be called Peter, but Thou art Peter, that is, Thou art a stone, thou art
built on rock; and thus it answereth to his being a believer, which is
all one as to be a member of the church so built, and therefore it is
spoken of Peter, considered in the person of believers, built with
the rest of the church upon the rock, as well as the apostles, whose
privilege alone this was not; and it is farther observable, that of all
the apostles, this Peter, here spoken to, should, if only intended,
alone use this very similitude to this particular purpose, and in
effect apply what is said here of himself, Thou art Peter, to all
believers, in 1Pe 2:5, “Ye also, as lively stones, are built up a
spiritual house,” &c.; as if he had said, It is not I only that am
the Peter that Christ intended; it was not spoken to me, but unto
you all. And his expression in 2Pe 2:1 is all one with this in his first,
‘To all that have received like precious faith with us,” i.e. with me;
as in 3Jn 1.9 John saith, ‘that receiveth not us,” that is, that receiveth
not me. And almost all divines of all sides do thus far yield this:
they say the keys are given primarily to the faithful, only they
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explain it and say, they are given in bonum ecclesiz, for the good of
the church, but unto the officers of it.

Obj. 1. If it be said that if they be given to Peter as a believer,
then unto all believers, to women and children, and the like.

Ans. The answer is, first, when it is said the keys are given to a
believer, it is to be understood not reduplicative, as if only and to all
such all sorts of the keys are given; but extensive, that is, to Peter, as
representing believers also, and not barely as an apostle, but yet
such believers as after should be more specially determined to have
their share in them. For they are given unto believers, in Peter
representing such, according to Christ’s disposement, after to be
declared. It is an indefinite charter, to be formed up by him
afterwards, only now declaring that those of that sort should have
them. And Christ hath afterwards made a peculiar exception of
women not to speak nor to usurp authority in the church, 1Co
14:34; which being an exception, it must be from a rule, and
so, firmat requlam, argues and confirms that the rule is, that males
have liberty and power to speak and judge in some cases. And yet,
secondly, even they have a sprinkling of the keys in their
proportion, if you take keys in that large sense before explained; for
the keys of conversion and edification may be, through God’s
blessing, in their hands. Their speeches and instructions in private
may, and often do, convert and edify the souls of others; thus, Tit
2:4, ‘That the aged women may teach’ (namely, by private
instructions and the like) ‘the younger women to be sober, to love
their husbands.” And other of them may be instruments to convert
or build up servants and children, friends, &c., in their families;
yea, ‘their husbands may be won without the word, by their chaste
conversation,” 1Pe 3:2. Yea, and as members of a church, they have
power to bind sin upon a man, in private personal admonition first,
which is a degree, and in order to that public, if a man repents not,
which yet personal admonitions of others to those not in church
fellowship (as in England formerly) are not in order unto. For when
a woman doth tell a man of his sin, if she makes it out and prove it,
she tells it him with this bond upon him, that if he repent not, she
bringeth it to the church; and so she binds him before and in the
church, which she doth as a fellow-member, though not as a judge.
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And the same sentence that a woman hath thus pronounced in
private against him, the same the church afterward ratifies, even as
what the church ratifies is bound in heaven. The mistake of the
objection lies in this, to infer that because women have not the
authority, the public power of the keys, that therefore they have no
power of the keys committed to them, whereas none have all that
others have, not the apostles themselves.

Obj. 2. If further it be objected, that the keys are given to others
than believers, as to ministers, though not true believers; —

Ans. The answer is: Yet so as that they are visibly believers, or
they ought not to be ministers; so Judas was. And so if it be given
to ministers only, and apostles, it is supposed that they are faithful:
‘The things that thou hast heard, commit to faithful men, that they
may teach others,” 2Ti 2:2. “Just, sober, holy,” Tit 1:8.

Obj. 3. And if it be said further, that then they are given to
believers singly, and out of church fellowship;

Ans. The answer is: Although they are here given to believers
materially, yet formally, but as built up in a church, according as
Christ should after order it. And if we speak of the judiciary power,
elders themselves must needs be supposed to be set over a church
ere those keys are given unto them; and so also what is granted to
saints hereof, those keys must needs fall under the same
supposition. But if we speak of the keys in a larger sense, so they
are given to all and every one singly, whether they be in church
fellowship or no. Now, Christ’s grant here being general and
indefinite, though it takes in all, yet each according to Christ’s
order; and so if the judiciary keys are said to be intended, they
must be understood to be here given, as Christ afterwards should
particularly design how they should be exercised, and that is, and
can be, only in church society; and whether by saints or elders only,
as they are rightly formed up into fixed bodies.

But for a conclusion, that which from this place we take along
with us, towards the finding out the seat or subject of church
power, is this, that the keys were indefinitely and materially here
given, as well to saints as elders, in the person of Peter, in their
several proportion, and afterwards were particularly determined,
and held forth in the rules and examples set by the apostles.
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Chapter III: That before a company of believers or
saints can become the formal ...

CHAPTER III

That before a company of believers or saints can become the formal
seat of government, they must be united into the state and order of a
church. — Reasons given why this is necessary. — A demonstration of it
also from the example of the primitive churches, planted by the apostles.

This first charter, or grant of the keys, both to the saints and
officers, being but indefinite, and given unto them as materially
considered, as the command and blessing to multiply, is to men,
Genesis 1; ere these can become the formal seat of government or
public worship, there must be an orderly moulding and casting of
this matter, both saints and officers, into several bodies or societies,
for the exercise of these keys; which both the necessity of the thing
requires, and also the examples in the New Testament do warrant
and confirm unto us.

1. The necessity of the thing requires it.

For, first, otherwise there would be no order, which in the
church of the Colossians the apostle doth so praise in them. He
might have commended the saints in that city for their personal
holiness, the teachers among them for their gifts, but he further
rejoiceth in their order. And as order in any multitude or company
of men primarily respects their union into a body for such ends and
purposes among themselves as thereby they seek to attain, so here
in this case quod non est formatum, non est vere unum, what is not
formed is not truly one. This outward order is as the form that
gives the unity. An heap of stones is not one body so properly as an
house, although the parts in such a heap be homogeneal, and of one
and the same kind; and the other consists of several materials,
heterogeneal, and of several kinds, as wood, stone, iron, clay, &c.
Yea, and the indefinite collection of all such materials into one heap
are not a building, although they be squared and fitted to be joined
each to other, the beams and rafters by their tenons and mortices
and the like; but that all these should be reared, and artificially
erected into one building, it is that which makes them one body, in
such a respect as the other are not.
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2. Secondly, There would otherwise be no government at all.
When God gave forth that law, Gen 9:6, ‘He that sheddeth man’s
blood, by man shall his blood be shed;” over and above this
indefinite commission given, it was necessary for the due and
orderly execution hereof that there should be orderly societies of
men, which should be the seat of a government by which this
punishment should be exercised. God’s way in this law, and so
Christ’s meaning in that gift of the keys, Mat 16:19, cannot be like to
that which Cain, through the horror of his conscience, feared, that
any man or every man that met him might kill him. So neither is it
indefinitely and promiscuously in the power of any, the next
company of saints and elders, to judge an offending brother. And
reason confirms this; for, 1, it is this form and orderly union of
them into a body that makes any company the seat of government,
and to have a power among them; and how can there be true
government without a seat of jurisdiction in which it must be
exercised? And that must be a body politic, according to the nature
or kind of the government or polity exercised in it; if civil, then it is
a commonwealth or corporation, &c.; if ecclesiastical, it is a church.
A politic body is not made up by a multitude, for then a company
of men at a horse-race were such; nor is it local union in the same
place, for so at a stage play a throng or a crowd meeting would be
such.

As forms in natural bodies are necessary to constitute them
such as well as matter, so an union and moulding into one is
needful to constitute a body politic; yea, a judicial power doth as
much depend upon a formality of order as it doth upon a material
qualification of persons. Take a company of ministers, or what sort
of persons else, however qualified or denominated, they have not
that power (which yet doth belong to ministers) indefinitely, or as
any way met, but as formed up into bodies, as a power in a
kingdom is not given to justices of peace indefinitely or
promiscuously met, but as met according to commission in several
circuits and distinct bodies from them. Burgesses of parliament,
although lawfully chosen to be such, yet they have not
parliamentary power, but as met in parliament according to the law
of the kingdom; and the legality of the meeting doth give as much
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power and authority as the qualification of the persons. The
authority is the result of union, and that legally and lawfully made,
as well as it is founded in persons fitly qualified. Power in civil
things is not so much given to mayors and aldermen as to the
corporation; though the whole corporation exerciseth it not, yet it is
their privilege, and they have such and such a power amongst
them; it is not alone the privilege of the magistrates so much. That
heathenish town-clerk of Ephesus, when the men of that city met in
a promiscuous way (and perhaps the very same men of that city
had panegyrical meetings for some acts of government, as election
of magistrates and the like), yet because then they met not
according to the order of that city, he says of it that it was an
illegal éxxAnoia, assembly.

3. Without this union and order of society, persons offended,
that ought to complain, should not have whither to go to accuse, or
the party offended be obliged to come. Nor would it be known
whose the care and duty were to take on them the cognisance and
judging of it, and whose sin it was if it were neglected. If these
companies of elders and saints in a great city were fluid and
promiscuous, and but like such companies as met at sights, or
shows, or ordinances, without any incorporation or embodying, so
as all being in an equal liberty to go one day to this, another to that,
company, &c., the same persons never met in one place unless
casually and providentially. If twelve such meetings were in one
such city, what shall oblige me to any one more than the rest? If I
come to receive in any one, and they upon occasion would proceed
judicially to deal with me, I might plead and say, I am no more
accountable to you than the rest, I receive as often with them as
with you, I belong as much to other assemblies as to you; and what
have you to do to judge me more than they? And besides, it being
(in this way) but providential that the same persons the offender is
accused unto to-day should meet in one place another day, when
all have an indifferent liberty, without any set or fixed
incorporation, at the utmost it is but his forbearing to assemble
with the company for that time or in that place any more, and retire
unto those other, for he is at his freedom so to do.
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Again, in this case, all that any of those companies can inflict
upon him is but for that time to suspend him from communion
with them; but to proceed to excommunication they cannot, not
only because that imports a fixed company he is cast out of, but
also because there is nothing to oblige him to attend that company
to be so often admonished, as his sin shall become an obstinacy and
fit matter for excommunication. Or what shall oblige those of this
individual company to whom the complaint first came, that they in
relation to and for his censure’s sake should meet so often together,
as that he may be publicly admonished by them so many times as
in the end deservedly to be thrown out?

Yea, 4, this union and order must needs hold in such societies
where the very punishment is to cast out of that body they were
tirst within, for to cast out and to be within are correspondent, and
answer each to other. Now the punishment to be exercised is not
only a personal withdrawing by every man apart (as occasionally
they should meet him), but a sentence publicly agreed on; and the
sentence then in use in the primitive churches was to cast out of the
church, Joh 3:10 (as to expel and cast out of a city, or town, or
family), which unless they were a body formed up among
themselves, and he one within to them, they could not do.

II. As the necessity of the thing, so the examples of those
primitive churches argues them to have been formed and fixed
bodies that were the seat of worship and government, and do agree
with these fore-mentioned principles.

First, The very denomination of churches (as of churches in
Judea, Galatia, &c.) doth fall in with and confirm that first reason,
that the saints and elders in those countries were cast into distinct
and several bodies, and diversified by several corporations and
relations. It imports not a distinction of them only as saints
materially from the world (as the universal church whereof they
are parts doth), but a distinction of them into several companies
among themselves, namely, the universal and great church parted
into several lesser companies and churches. Nor can those set and
fixed titles arise from several promiscuous acts of meeting of these
saints and elders providentially, but it includes, in the Holy Ghost’s
language, a settled state and incorporation in order to settled

100



meetings. As the word presbytery notes out not simply a company
of elders, but united into a body for government; so the
phrase churches imports not simply a company of saints and elders
met, but a stated society; so as when the union of their actual
meeting is dissolved, they still continue the same, as the companies
in London are still so many companies in state, though not in act,
when every man is gone to his own house, as well as when met in
their common hall. They are not only a body because or when they
actually meet, but they are a body in order to meeting, and there is
a power in their governors to call them together again. And this
also all the comparisons of an house to God, &c. (speaking of
particular churches), implies, not simply acts of meeting, but a
compacted state.

And that the churches then in the primitive times of
Christianity were such bodies is evident, for, 1 Corinthians 14, the
apostle calls not only a particular church an whole church (as
likewise elsewhere, Act 20:28, the church of Ephesus is called the
‘whole flock,™ and that at Corinth ‘a whole lump,” 1Co 5:6, each
therefore making a distinct body, an whole and entire body,
bounded within itself, as any other corporation is): but further, he
speaks of that church as importing a stated union in relation to
meeting actually: ‘If the whole church,” says he, 1Co 14:23, ‘come
together.” They were therefore a church in order to meeting, even
when they met not, and are at home, in respect that the union and
bond to the same laws and ordinances still remained. They were
not a church simply because they met or when they met, but they,
the same persons, were to meet because they were a church in a
stated and constant relation. And suitably to this, he elsewhere says
of them, “When you are gathered together to cast out such an
one,” 1Co 5:4-5, because they were to meet as a body in a constant
way. And upon this fixed relation of each unto the whole, the
apostle lays upon this same church this as a duty, as to meet for
worship, so to stay each for other, in 1Co 11:33, and so not to meet
in promiscuous several companies (as men at ordinaries) for the
sacrament. There was therefore a set company known to each other,
obliged to meet in one in a constant way, and so was an whole
church in a fixed relation.
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[8] Though it be not 6Aog in Acts 20, yet it is so elsewhere in
other places.

And such were all the churches the apostles wrote unto, and
gave ordinances forth unto: ‘So I ordain in all the churches,” 1Co
7:17; ‘we have no such custom,” saith he, 1Co 11:16, ‘nor the
churches of Christ,” whom he praiseth for keeping the traditions he
gave them, as 1Co 11:2; and rejoiceth in their order, and whom he
blameth for occasion of divisions, in respect of their public
meetings, as 1Co 11:18-19; 1Co 11:21-22. Now all this argues that, as
churches, these were bodies and societies in a fixed and settled
relation, for his manner of writing is parallel with that, as if a king
or his superior officers should write in his name to all corporations,
shires, and bodies politic, giving out laws and proclamations and
edicts to be observed by them in their assemblies, which, if they
were not fixed and settled bodies, but only unfixed and uncertain
fluid assemblies, they were not meet subjects capable thereof, nor
of orders to regulate them. This also the state of the seven churches
of Asia, whom Christ directeth those seven epistles unto, with
several inscriptions to the several angels of those churches,
evidently argues; they were fixed bodies, having each their elders,
an angel (collectively taken, as the use of that phrase in that book
is), in a special relation, to whom therefore, as to the mayor or
alderman in a settled corporation, the letters are directed. And he
blames them, as bodies or societies of men fixedly incorporate, for
sins passed in their public transactions as they were a body, as
suffering Jezebel to teach, &c. And further, he threateneth to
remove the candlestick, Rev 2:5, that is, their church state, as they
were a standing seat and subject of the ordinances of the gospel, as
the Jewish candlestick was; for the seven candlesticks are the seven
churches. Rev 1:20. As these candlesticks were these churches,
distinguished each from other, so these churches were the saints
and elders, as candlesticks cast and moulded into a set and
standing form, and so thereby made distinct each from other,
though all made out of the same lump of the church universal,
therefore chosen out as standing patterns of the frame and fabric of
other churches then extant or to come. And as that and the like
threatening concerns succession, so it further argues a fixed
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combination, that is the subject of guilt, for that combination
continuing, though the persons then alive should all die, yet if the
same sins continued in persons that succeed members of that
combination, that church or body, in respect of the fixed state of it
continuing, would inherit it; for by reason of such a fixed union or
stated society or corporation, it comes to pass that not only a
company of men are one body when their assemblings or meetings
are not, though in order to such meetings, as well as when they are,
but farther, that they continue the same body to succession, and so
each of these the same church or candlestick, notwithstanding it
may suffer alteration in increase or lessening, in respect of
particular persons. Yea, though the matter, the gold, the persons
that now make up one of these candlesticks, should all be removed
by death or otherwise, yet the candlestick continued the same,
because the same settled church state continued; as in this respect
the company of mercers, or any corporation, is the same it was an
hundred years ago, because of this settled order and union, and is
capable of being threatened to have their charter taken away, their
corporation removed, or the main privileges of it some way
nullified, though the original persons do not still dwell in the same
city.

2. And as in respect of public worship, so in respect of
judicature; the churches then were bodies cast into fixed relations.
This made the church of Corinth (as, 1Co 1:2, it is called), a seat and
subject of judicature and government: 1Co 5:12, ‘Do not ye judge
them that are within?” and “What have I to do to judge them that
are without?” Here was, first, a set and certain judicature among
themselves, as the word judging imports; secondly, a body, within
which whoever was, he came under this judicature, for they judged
them within, as corporations or bodies politic use to do them
within themselves. There was something then that made a special
relation, which was the ground of their power to judge this person,
and brought him within the compass of their jurisdiction. And it is
further expressed with a denial of power over others that are
without, “‘What have I to do to judge them that are without?” I that
am an apostle, that have the largest jurisdiction and commission,
what have I to do in it? And his power and theirs did differ; for
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though he might judge as occasion was in any church where he
came, yet he lays it as a special peculiar duty upon them, to have
power over them that were within themselves; and that power
belonged unto them, as the other belonged unto him. And the
persons that are said to be within, to that church of Corinth to
whom he writes, could not be the church universal, for then the
church of Corinth should have had power to have judged all or any
other churches of saints in the world, as well as itself, and so a part
had power over the whole. There was, thirdly, a duty lay upon
some persons among them, to whom this belonged, ‘Do not ye
judge?” and a sin that lay upon them for their neglect, which lay not
upon another company, ‘Do not ye judge them within?” And have
you hitherto neglected it?

3. Thirdly, The special relation of elders to their churches, and
the members in particular churches among themselves, doth
evidence that not any company of Christians, but such as embodied
together into and settled in the order of a church, are the subject
and seat of this grand charter of the keys, or the ecclesiastical
power.

(1) The relation of the members among themselves doth
evidence it, 1Co 12:27, where he descends from the discourse of
union of the members in the universal body of Christ, which he
calls Christ, 1Co 12:12, to a more particular enforcement of the
duties of that special relation that was amongst the members of the
church, as a particular body to Christ; and so to oblige each to
other, not only by that general law of the universal relation, but
further by virtue of a more special one contracted among
themselves, being made a distinct and entire body to Christ in
particular, by being one church. And so the obligation was not only
doubled upon them, but further, the proportion of the general tie
(which was more diffused) was contracted into a narrow and lesser
compass, and as holding analogy with it, was so made stronger and
more vigorous. Thus we understand those words to be a special
application of that general doctrine premised in the former part of
the chapter, which treats of Christ's body, the church universal.
‘Now ye,” the church of Corinth, ‘are the body of Christ, and
members in particular,” in a more special relation; and so owe all
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those duties in a special manner, one to another. In this respect
also, sometimes when the apostle hath occasion to mention a
member of a particular church, he specifies it with a special
distinctive relation, ‘Epaphras, who is one of you,” Col 4:12;
and Rom 16:1, ‘Phaebe, our sister, who is a servant of the church
which is at Cenchrea,” is commended to communion with them, as
standing in special relation to that church. So when he speaks of
elders, a special relation to a particular church is intimated, which
could not be unless those churches had been fixed bodies for state,
and not promiscuous assemblies in respect of acts of meeting. Thus
the same Epaphras, as to his common relation of membership in
that church of Colossians, is mentioned, “who is one of you;” as
afore, Col 4:12, and also as to his more special relation as an officer
of that church, ‘who is for you a faithful minister,” of whom they
had been taught the gospel: “As ye also learned of Epaphras, who is
for you a faithful minister,” and in a special relation your minister.
He still held his relation of a minister for them, though for the
present occasionally employed with Paul. Thus the ordinary elders
were set over particular churches, and so had a special relation to
those churches as elders of them; and the relation was the rise and
foundation of their call to be elders, as Act 14:23. The apostles, who
were general elders in all churches, by virtue of apostolical
commission, ordained ordinary elders in every church; and these
elders were specially appropriated €1 tovg, to them, and were to
take care of that whole flock which appertained to them, Act 20:28;
and so they were entrusted with the care of them, and to watch
over them, as those that were to give an account to God for their
souls; and therefore they were their peculiar charge, Heb 13:17.
And in respect of this relation, the Holy Ghost directs those
epistles, mentioned Rev 2:2-3, to the several particular angels of
those churches in Asia, who therefore had their churches assigned
to them, for which they were to give an account, and more
accountable for their sins, in which they are accordingly blamed.
And these elders could not have a special settled relation, if
these churches were not cast into a fixed settled state, as churches
under them; for the one are relations to the other; and therefore the
Holy Ghost directs his epistles to the churches also, Revelation 1, as
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well as to the angels of these churches, for in their relations these
two were commensurable.

4. And lastly, these elders and these churches were formed up
into fixed and settled presbyteries, so 1 Timothy 3; and the acts of
ordination were not attributed simply to an indefinite company of
elders (as promiscuously or any way met), but to a presbytery,
which imports not simply an act of meeting by a company of
elders, but (as the word is paraphrased by our translators, with
respect to the Jewish Sanhedrim) “the estate of elders,” Act 22:5. As
if we should say, The common council did ordain so and so, it
notes not out simply a meeting of a company of wise men in such a
city, but is met in an united body. And if these presbyteries were a
tfixed and united company of elders, then the churches must needs
be also, to whom they were a presbytery. And so this is a further
argument than that former, which was drawn from the special
relation of elders, singly or personally, or loosely taken, which was
ordinarily fixed to be a settled church. But if further, we consider
these elders as united into a presbytery, it yet more importeth this.
For though it should be granted to be a truth, which some affirm,
that every elder were an elder indefinitely of the church universal,
yet every presbytery is not a presbytery to the whole universal (no
more than every common council in each corporation is a common
council for the kingdom, though each burgess met therein must be
capable of being a burgess in parliament for the whole kingdom),
but, as specificated, such must relate only to some particular
church. If therefore the government were seated (as our brethren
would have it) in presbyteries, yet these bodies must be fixed and
incorporated. Or if in churches with their elders (or else nowhere),
yet if their elders were presbyteries to their several churches (as is
evident they must be), then those churches also were fixed bodies
over which they were placed. Yea, and the Scripture doth, in
terminis, in plain terms, attribute the act of ordination to a
presbytery, that is, a company of elders united in their relation and
in that action; and as much to this their united relation, as to their
being elders. And so the validity and legality of the act depends as
much upon this as upon their being elders met; as if a man should
say, Such a thing was done by the common council, certainly he
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means thereby that it was done not only by men that are
councillors promiscuously, in that sense as lawyers are called to
give counsel, as occasion is, singly or apart; but it imports they met
as a common council, so embodied, that the act hath a legality, an
authority therefrom. And the validity as much depends upon that
incorporation of theirs according to a law, as upon their being men,
and so qualified.

Chapter IV: That Christ in his institution of
ecclesiastical power, Matthew 18, ...

CHAPTER IV

That Christ in his institution of ecclesiastical power, Matthew 18,
hath granted this power of the keys only to saints embodied and united in
the state and order of a congregational church. — That though it should be
granted that Christ in this institution had a regard to the constitution of
the church of the Jews, yet it would be evident that he intended a
congregational church.

Moreover, if thy brother shall trespass against thee, go and tell him
his fault between thee and him alone: if he shall hear thee, thou hast
gained thy brother. But if he will not hear thee, then take with thee one or
two more, that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every word may be
established. And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the church:
but if he neglect to hear the church, let him be unto thee as an heathen
man and a publican. Verily I say unto you, Whatsoever ye shall bind on
earth shall be bound in heaven; and whatsoever ye shall loose on earth
shall be loosed in heaven. Again I say unto you, That if two of you shall
agree on earth as touching anything which you shall ask, it shall be done
for them of my Father which is in heaven. For where two or three are
gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst of them.—Mat
18:15-20.

There are three things may be proved out of this place. The first
is, that church power is by Christ’s institution. Secondly, that a
particular congregation is there meant, and so we have an
institution for it. Then, thirdly, that suppose there were a
subordination of churches above particular churches, that yet the
particular church should finally excommunicate, and that the
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supposed superior orders of presbyteries should not take it out of
their hands.

1. The first is plain, that here is an institution of church power,
as is evident by comparing it with Mat 16:18-19, where it is said, ‘1
will build my church, and I will give thee the keys.” He speaks
indefinitely. That place affordeth this evidence, that Christ is the
only builder of his church ("Every house is built by some one,” Heb
3:4), and of all things about the house: “The builder of all things is
God’ (saith he), namely, Christ, who is God, as he had proved in
chap. 2. Having spoken this indefinitely in Mat 16:18-19, here,
in Mat 18:15-16, he particularly determines the seat and subject of
this ecclesiastical power. Here, in Mat 18:17, Christ uttereth himself
definitely, ‘Tell the church.” The jus proprietatis is in Mat 16:19; the
right of propriety is stated in the right of administration. The jus
executionis, in Mat 18:16. He doth not give it to saints and officers
simply, but as formed up into bodies. Matthew 16 holdeth forth
that they are to be saints, making confession as Peter did. There is
the matter of a church, to whom the keys is given; but Matthew 18
holdeth forth how that these saints are to be formed up into several
bodies or churches, and so to execute this power. Therefore he
speaks of them as ‘being gathered together in his name,” Mat 18:20.
Their being saints, or faithful, is not enough; but order is to be
added to faith (as in Col 2:5), which order is held forth here, in Mat
18:15-20.

2. The words of Christ here, in Mat 18:18, “Verily I say unto
you,” which are institutive; “And again I say unto you.’

(1.) That word Amen, or verily, est idem quod firmum et ratum,
shews the thing to be firm and ratified, as Amen doth also, being set
to our prayers. And here so it is taken; for it is with a promise of
power from him, confirming and ratifying of such meetings as he
speaks of. And a promise to any thing that is beyond the law of
nature implies an institution; for what is an institution but a setting
up something with promise, to have a blessing in it beyond the
efficacy of the thing?

(2.) ‘Again I say unto you,” saith he, Mat 18:19. The
word again is additionis, moreover, a superadded expression, as Mat
4:7,"Again it is written.”
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(3.) The words I say are institutive, or commanding with an
efficacy; as they are used in Luk 5:24, ‘I say unto thee, Arise.” And if
they be only assertory (as some say they are), yet being spoken by
the Son, of his own house, in his mouth they are edificatory, or
institutive of it.

(4.) Jesus Christ giveth power to a brother to admonish, and
that in an ordinary way, in order to excommunication; then bids
him take two or three, and then tell the church. And it is not a
matter of indulgency or liberty, or privilege (as Cameron
observeth), that his speech importeth, for that is, whenas there is a
benefit to one’s self by it, which, if I will forego, I may; but what is
spoken here is per modum imperii, by way of command, for it is for
the gaining of a brother. And it is in order also to a court sentence,
when it is brought to the church; and the word established, Mat
18:16, that is, the sentence shall be firm, and fixed, or ratified,
confirms this to be his design and meaning.

(5.) To reckon a brother as an heathen, if obstinate after this
course is taken with him, is an act of power, which, if Christ had
not given, should not have absolutely necessitated it.

(6.) He saith, “‘Where two or three are gathered in my name,
therefore it is an ordinance. What makes other things an ordinance,
but that they are done in the name and power of Christ? Is
baptising in his name an ordinance, and so gathering together in
his name also? And in his nameis all one, as in his power and
authority, by commission from him; and to such ends and purposes
as he hath appointed, whereof one is to throw out an offending
brother. He speaks as the Messiah, that did anew form his church,
and put a new title upon their gathering together; calls it
‘assembled in my name,” as the Messiah is come in the flesh. And
whereas before he did authorise the whole nation, and made the
trust unto them, he reduceth it now to a fewer company, to two or
three gathered together in his name. All assemblies, if they be not
established by authority, are unlawful, Act 19:39. Therefore these
assemblies that Christ here speaks of, must be established by the
law of Christ.

And thus much may suffice to shew in general, that let it be
meant in church power, whatever it is, it is by institution.
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And when he saith, ‘go tell the church,” he imports authority
and power, placed in that company he calls a church, with which
he invests them. The word church in this is an authoritative word,
and the authority the church hath is his; and whom should she
have it from, but from him? And therefore, in 1Co 5:4, they are said
to be ‘gathered together in his name, and in his power.” And by
comparing this place and that together, it appears that his intent is
both institutive and directive, only with this difference, that in
Matthew 18, Jesus Christ speaks by way of directing a brother what
to do when he is offended; and upon that occasion mentions what
authority he would give unto his church, and assemblies of his
saints gathered together in his name; but in the other text, 1
Corinthians 5, Paul gives forth the direction to the church itself,
calling upon them to perform their duty, according to the power
and authority given him by Christ. As an apostle, he commands
them, when gathered together, to deliver such an one to Satan, and
(saith he) “do ye not judge them that are within?’ That is, have ye
not power to do it from Christ, is it not a duty lies upon you? And
he parallels it with that power himself had, according to
proportion. Now the power he had, all grant to be institutive, for
otherwise, what power could one man assume over the churches of
Christ? And so likewise without the like institution, what power
could a church assume to deliver a man to Satan, which is out of
their natural and moral power to do?

I shall now demonstrate that a particular congregation is meant
in this, Matthew 18, and that a particular congregation is there
instituted, and instituted, too, as having that power of
excommunication.

Now that a particular congregation is here meant, is proved
first out of the place. The church intended here, is a church
appointed for worship as well as for discipline. Not only because
that meeting to pray is mentioned, as well as to correct offences; but
because if that be a church which is appointed for worship, it were
strange if Christ should in his first institution mention that church
which is only for discipline, and not that which is for worship also.
2. Out of presbyterian principles.
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And, 1, out of the place it is apparent that a particular
congregation is meant, take church to be interpreted by whatsoever
you will that Christ alluded to, then in use.

There were many unformed sects, that had several companies
belonging to them, that were of the same principles and regular
order; who, although they held a general communion with the
church of the Jews, yet the manner of these sects was to have their
synagogues and schools (as Paul was brought up at the feet of
Gamaliel; and we read of the school of Tyrannus). And if any of
them transgressed the principles of their order and sect, they were
brought (as Grotius saith) before the whole; and so they were
reproved évwniov ndvtwv, that is, before all. And now if this
allusion be to such a church or company, then the people are taken
in, such as should meet and hear; and so then, Jesus Christ so fixed
his institution, as the people as well as the officers met, for even
those sects supposed guides, who did bring it to the whole
company of that sect, whereto a man belonged. Secondly, if the
allusion were to this, then according to the liberty that was then
given, of having disciples, our Saviour Christ had then a church
upon earth which he spoke actually unto. For he had by him twelve
apostles and disciples, who after grew unto one hundred and
twenty. And, therefore, according to the law of those times, he
directs them, that if any offences were among them, after two or
three witnesses taken, they should tell it to this church. Although
Judas had sinned, yet he had not so sinned, as to have witnesses
against him, until his betraying of Christ, and then (as our Saviour
Christ prophesied of him, Joh 15:6) he was cast out as a withered
branch. And then, 3, that phrase of gathering together in my name, is
an allusion to that custom in those times; for the manner was then
to call disciples by the names of those they followed, and their
meetings by their names, as Herodians were so styled from the
name of Herod. ‘In my name’ (saith Christ), that is, such as profess
me, and set up such schools in my name, are to observe the rules
which I set them, for their order and government. Christ here
expressed how his churches should, after his death and ascension
into heaven, be ordered under the New Testament. As it is said,
‘the Scripture foreseeing that God would justify the Gentiles
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through faith (Gal 3:8), made the promise unto Abraham;” and as
God, foreseeing that when the Israelites came into Canaan, they
should live in cities, and be a kingdom or a nation, accordingly
ordered beforehand their government, and gave laws aforehand,
for that nation of the Jews as such, when they should be in their
own land. So here, the church of the New Testament, being to be
multiplied and scattered, that they could not assemble in one, as
that national church of the Jews did, Christ aforehand speaks, what
he would have his churches under the New Testament to be; and
his institutions are suited to what in his counsels and providence he
had determined should be, and he knew aforehand would fall out.

2. If, secondly, the allusion be to the Jewish way that was
appointed by God, and had been of old, then either the Sanhedrim
is meant, or the synagogues, with the officers there. But in the first
place, the Sanhedrim is not meant; for (as Cameron saith) that is
never called ecclesia, a church, no, not by the Septuagint. But be it
that this word had been used of it, yet private offences (of which
Christ here speaks) were never brought to the Sanhedrim; but
Christ speaks this of private offences, for it is, ‘if he offend thee,
then take two witnesses,” and then tell it to the church. Whereas
there were but four cases which belonged immediately unto the
Sanhedrim, and those were cases of difficulty, when the private
judges in the cities could not end the controversy, who yet had full
power to have done it. And then, in the third place, Cameron’s
reason why the Sanhedrim is not meant, is good, because the
evangelists do still call it npeofuvtéolov Tov Adov, and that now
only Christ should call it ecclesia, a church, when it is nowhere used
by the Septuagint, under that name, would be very strange.
Secondly, if his allusion be to the government of every town, this
makes for the way of congregational churches. For every village
had their government entire within themselves: Deu 16:18, ‘in all
their gates.” If it were a small town, there were three elders (to
which Christ here alludeth), and in the cities one and twenty. And
from the towns to the cities there was not an appeal, but
immediately to the Sanhedrim.

3. His allusion rather is unto the synagogues in every town,
which were the ecclesiastical state. The books of Moses were read
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in every city, in the synagogues, Act 5:21. For every city had their
synagogue, and so then in this sense, to “tell the church,” was to tell
that particular synagogue (whereof they were members), both to
people and rulers. Now that Christ alludeth to this appears,

(1) Because that excommunication was exercised in their
synagogues, not in the Sanhedrim. Indeed, the Sanhedrim might
make a law, as a rule according to which men should be
excommunicated; but the synagogues executed it, therefore it is
called, ‘casting out of the synagogues,” Joh 16:2. And synagogues
were not governed by an association, but each synagogue had its
rulers, Joh 9:22; and in Joh 16:2, ‘They shall cast you out of the
synagogues.” And a synagogue was a particular assembly, such as
congregations now: Luk 7:5, “He hath built us a synagogue;” Mar
1:21, “Christ entered into the synagogue and taught.” And when a
man was cast out of the synagogue, and would come into the
temple, they used to say to him, when he would offer to enter into
the temple (although they refused him not to enter thither, for he
held communion still with the temple), May he who inhabits this
temple give thee an heart to hearken to the words of thy brethren,
that so they may receive thee.

(2.) In every one of these synagogues there were two or three
officers. They had rulers, Act 13:14-15; Act 18:7; Act 18:17. And
therefore Christ alluding unto this saith, ‘If two or three agree.
They used to have three at least, that a major vote might cast it
among the rulers. And they used to have two or three admonitions
afore they cast out, and thirty days between every admonition.

(3.) In a manner, all other authority was taken from them, but
what they exercised in their synagogues thus, or in the Sanhedrim,
which dealt only in the great matters of blasphemy; whereas this
authority of synagogues was for offences of brethren; and therefore
it is still said, they should bring them into their synagogues when
they questioned them, as Luk 12:11. The Romans took away all
other power from them. But here they could inflict punishments:
‘They shall scourge you in their synagogues;” it was the place of
their punishment, so Mat 23:34; they whipped in them, for they had
no other courts left, Act 26:11. And they had rulers, for the casting
men out from thence. And perhaps these meetings in the
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synagogues are those which are called Synedria in Mat 10:17. And
in Luk 12:11, ‘when they bring you into the synagogues,’ is
mentioned first, and then, “‘unto magistrates and powers,” namely,
the civil magistrate, which in Mat 10:17 is rendered thus, ‘They will
deliver you up to the council,” or Sanhedrim, and they will scourge
you in their synagogues; and then follows their being brought to
the civil magistrate in the next verse, ‘and shall bring you before
kings and governors.” And some interpreters say, that the allusion
is here, inMat 18:17, to that synagogue government and
worship, ecclesia and synagogus being used promiscuously.

(4.) These synagogues were oratories, places of prayer and
preaching, therefore Christ doth also subjoin here, ‘if two meet
together, to ask,” or to pray. It is not meant only of praying when
they administered discipline, for it is praying about any business,
for they used to worship and pray in the synagogues, as well as to
cast out of the synagogues; their worship and their discipline there
being of equal extent. And the word that is used in this text of Mat
18:19, cvudwvrjoworv, shall agree, signifies a meeting, as well as a
consent, so Gen 14:3; and the words also that Christ useth, Mat
18:19, “Again,” or moreover, ‘I say unto you’ (having spoken of
discipline afore, and now of prayer), do hold forth the scope of this
church to be as well for prayer as for discipline, and so to be
understood of such a synagogue as was both for discipline and
worship, or prayer. And then the addition of the last words, Mat
18:20, ‘For where two or three are gathered together in my name, I
am in the midst of them,” is the general conclusion to both; so that
the meaning is, that whether they meet for worship or prayer (of
which he had spoken, Mat 18:19), or for discipline (of which he had
spoken, Mat 18:17-18), Christ is in the midst of them. Now, as our
Saviour Christ’s allusion was unto that synagogue government and
worship then extant, so particular churches and congregations
under the gospel, in answer thereunto, are expressed unto us,
under the word synagogue. They have that name, because unto
them did Christ allude; and they suited his institution under the
New Testament. Jas 2:2, ‘If one come into your assembly, it is in the
Greek, &g v ovvaywyr)v, ‘into your synagogue.” He speaks of
synagogues for worship, as in Heb 10:25, ‘Forsake not the
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assembling of yourselves together.” It is
there émovvaywynv, meeting in a synagogue, which is a particular
meeting for worship, which is therefore called the house, that God
hath under the New Testament, Heb 10:20, whereof Christ is said to
be the high priest.

And, indeed, the analogy between their synagogues and our
congregations holdeth exceeding far. They hold two or three
officers that were rulers of the synagogue, and we profess, for kind,
that there are three sort of officers, —pastors, teachers, and elders.
And the Jews, in a manner for the substance, use the same
expression concerning their synagogues; they had two wise men to
teach, and one to discern; and therefore Christ saith, ‘where two or
three are gathered together.” And to be an heathen and a publican,
and to be cast out of the synagogue, was all one; and the
word synagogue and ecclesia, or church, are all one in the Septuagint;
and so, consequently, to be cast out of the church, corresponds to
their ejection out of the synagogue.

And to this hath Christ framed the constitution of his church
under the New Testament, that it should be both for worship and
government, as the synagogues were within themselves. And
although these assemblies are called synagogues as for their extent,
yet they are called temples as for their privilege. And this
constitution of Christ suited with the primitive times of the gospel;
for the Jews, being dispersed in several nations, they had
synagogues in all cities, and an entire government within those
synagogues. Yea, even in Judea, in some one great city, there was
but one synagogue, as in Capernaum, Mar 1:21. Thus, at Antioch
too, the Jews had a synagogue, Act 13:14-15, as also at
Thessalonica, Act 17:1, and at Corinth, Act 18:4, where the Greeks
and the Jews were met in one. Now, the Christians being to be
called out of all places, and being dispersed, as these Jews were, in
all nations, Christ suited a government to these conditions of the
synagogue-government, and answerably fixed his institution of
churches, in imitation of the Jews dispersed, who had synagogues
amongst all the Gentiles, in their several cities. Christ chose not the
legal way of a national church, or of a sanhedrim, or of going up to
one temple for a whole nation, but he fixed on synagogues, as
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titting his turn best, for he chose churches out of nations, and so did
not hold to one national church of the Jews; and, therefore, we read
of churches in Judea itself, and not church, Gal 1:22.

And to strengthen this assertion, it may be observed that our
Saviour Christ did not take nor follow the institution of the Old
Testament, but the appendixes of it; as for example, in the Lord’s
supper he instituted the bread and wine, answerably to the bread
and wine which were appendixes of the passover, and he refuseth
the paschal lamb, and chooseth the bread and wine. So likewise, as
the Jews used to baptize proselytes, so he refuseth circumcision and
takes that baptism. Thus also as the synagogues were, as it were,
chapels of ease to the great church, the temple, where moral
worship only was, he lets the stately temple worship go, and the
glory of a national government, and chooseth this mean way of a
synagogue, but yet endows it with the privilege of a temple; that so
whereas, before, God was worshipped in the mount and in the
temple, he is now worshipped as much, and as truly, and as
spiritually everywhere, and in every synagogue having the same
privilege. And, indeed, Christ's way in the ordinances and
institutions of the gospel was to choose that which, in comparison,
was before to the Jews, and to the world, foolishness; thus he chose
the foolishness of preaching, and instead of taking the high priests
and rulers, he takes fishermen, &c.

4. But yet, though Christ might speak in the language of the
Old Testament, it is not necessary that his meaning should be that
the churches in the New Testament should be formed according as
the old were, but the contrary. Our Saviour Christ had said before,
in Mat 16:18, ‘I will build my church;” and, as he speaks of new
keys that are to be given, so by that he prepares their minds to a
persuasion, that he would have a new church distinct from the
former. And then afterward, here in Mat 18:17, he tells them more
distinctly, that they should ‘tell the church.” And if it be said that
they understand not what he meant by the word church, or that
they could not apprehend that he meant by it a particular
congregation, and that they knew not too what he meant by keys,
for certainly they knew not the particular ordinances which he
intended under that general expression, the keys of heaven; and so
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neither knew they what this new church, in Matthew 18 (to which
they were to tell) might import; the answer is plain, that the Holy
Ghost was to come on them, to tell them afterwards. And, indeed,
our Saviour Christ spake of many things which they then
understood not, as of the resurrection: Mat 16:21, ‘I will destroy this
temple, and build it in three days;” and also, ‘that his kingdom was
not of this world,” Joh 18:36. So when he washed his disciples’ feet,
they knew not then the meaning of it; but he saith, he would “send
them the Comforter, which should tell them all things,” Joh 14:16,
and Joh 16:30; but yet it was necessary that Christ should deliver
the main foundations of all those truths which the Holy Ghost
afterwards should enlighten them in. Moses delivered many things
in the wilderness concerning the government of the church of the
Jews, which they could not so well understand, till they came into
the land of Canaan; and though they knew not the place that God
would choose, yet many of the laws that Moses gave depended
upon it. But,

2. Our Saviour Christ had, according to the liberty that then
was given unto all several sects (though we call not his such), built
a church; he had a little flock, as he calls it; and as he began to
institute baptism, and began to institute the Lord’s supper afore he
died, so to institute this church; he began it as other ordinances,
afore his death, and he did cast Judas out of it. And,

3. The manner is oftentimes to speak in the language of the Old
Testament when the same thing is not meant. As when Christ
speaks of the person offending, Mat 5:22, he expresseth the degrees
of punishment to several sins, under the names of three courts
amongst the Jews, and yet he meaneth spiritual degrees of
punishment. Thus, too, in1Co 9:13, the whole service of the
sanctuary is called the altar ('He that serveth at the altar, must live
of the altar’); yet there is no such altar erected amongst us, as was
amongst the Jews. And the prophets also, prophesying of the times,
of the gospel, spake of our ordinances under the notion of the Old
Testament, yet meant other ordinances anew to be instituted; so
in Isa 66:23, ‘They shall go from one new moon unto another.’
Though under the gospel we have not monthly feasts and meetings
as they had, yet the meetings that we have are expressed thereby.
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And so now here Christ speaks of a church, that as the Jews had a
church, so likewise, under the New Testament, there should be a
church to which offences should be brought; but that officers alone
should be that church (supposing that the ruling officers are called
the church in the Old Testament), it followeth not. For the
word presbytery, which was given to the eldership of the great
Sanhedrim of the whole nation of the Jews, is now given to the
presbytery of every congregation. So as though he useth the same
word to express the institution of the new churches of the gospel
by, yet it follows not that it is of the same kind with the old, or that
it runneth in the same way. But,

4. We are rather to interpret it by what kind of churches we
read afterwards that the apostles erected. As Moses was interpreted
by the prophets, so is Christ's mind in this to be known by his
apostles; for the Spirit came on them, and did reveal unto them
Christ’s mind and intention. The trial, therefore, will lie upon this,
what bodies, and consisting of whom, are called a church in the
Acts of the apostles, and in their epistles.

What that church is upon which the institution of Christ falleth,
is not to be argued merely out of the analogy of the Old Testament,
for that will not set up an institution in the New. But when we have
found out what manner of church in the New Testament Jesus
Christ hath instituted, we are then to consider the analogy of that
form thereunto, so far forth as Christ hath applied it.

Now both in the phrase of the New Testament, assemblies,
consisting of elders and people, and of the saints, are called
churches; and in the words also of Mat 18:20, “Where two or three
are gathered together in my name,” Christ tells us his meaning of a
church. And unto this church, say we, doth the analogy of all the
church under the Old Testament hold, if you take the due
proportion; and as the excellent stories and allusions in the Old
Testament are brought into the New, to set forth things that come
under the New, in the book of the Revelation, in their several
proportions (therefore, speaking of Rome, he calleth it spiritual
Sodom, and Egypt and Babylon, &c.), so we find that all the types
of the Old Testament are applied unto these assemblies. Thus as to
the temple, which was the seat of worship, and the sacrifices there,
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congregational assemblies have carried away the analogy of them
by Christ’s institution; for they only are the fixed public seats of
worship, where spiritual sacrifices are offered. In congregations,
the living stones are built up together, to offer up living sacrifices,
acceptable unto God, as in2Pe 2:5, Eph 2:22. And unto these
assemblies are the same promises made that were made to the
whole nation of the Jews, when they were a church encamped in
the wilderness: “Upon all their assemblies shall be a cloud, and a
pillar of fire,/ prophesying of the gospel, saith the prophet
Isaiah, Isa 4:5. And all the privileges which that nation had as a
church (take them in a spiritual respect) hath every congregation of
saints now. This, therefore, is called the house of God, over which
Christ is an high priest, Hebrews 10; which, in Heb 10:25, he
interprets to be the assembling of themselves together. In the
compass of such an assembly also hath Jesus Christ contracted
appeals sufficient, for first (says he) tell him of his fault thyself,
then take two or three, and then go tell the church; and then he is
bound in heaven, as the supremest judicature, Mat 18:15-19; and
God hath so advanced the state of the New Testament above that of
the Old, that as the glory of the second temple exceeded the first, so
doth the glory of the saints now in these assemblies excel all
former. Every believer is a priest now; yea, the allusion in the
company of saints assembled for worship, in Revelation 4, is unto
the twenty-four priests that were over the twenty-four companies
of priests. And the officers now are, as the four beasts in
Ezekiel, Rev 4:8, and are as angels rather than priests, called
therefore the angels of the churches, Rev 1:20. The saints all are a
royal nation, and the name of the city of God is written upon every
assembly. The great presbytery or Sanhedrim of the people is the
presbytery of every congregation. Every church is a city unto God;
it is the city of the living God; it is the holy city, and hath a
government within itself, of elders within its own gates. Yea, here is
the synagogue-government also, unto which the allusion also is;
and these assemblies are so called, as I proved in the foregoing
chapter. Yea, and as God chooseth the mean things of the world
under the gospel, so he chose that synagogue frame, because the
worship therein was wholly spiritual and moral; it was not the seat
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of ceremonial worship, as was the temple. The government of the
synagogues was natural, to cast any person out of themselves, as all
bodies have by the law of nature, with a punishment suitable
annexed, viz., to keep such from the esteem of worshippers, and
that they should be accounted as heathens and publicans. Thus
Christ hath chosen a way more spiritual, more natural, suitable to
the communion of saints, that hath less pomp and glory in it. He
hath taken this Bethlehem, that was the least, the lowest of the
governments amongst them, and hath made it the greatest, and
endowed it with the privileges of all the rest. It hath both national
and temple privileges, and Sanhedrim privileges also; it hath the
spirituality of them all. There they have the Lord’s supper instead
of the passover; there they have the altar, 1Co 10:16-17, &c. What
glorious things are spoken of in Jer 3:14-16 : “You shall say no more,
The ark of the covenant of the Lord, neither shall it come to mind,
&c.; ‘1 will give you pastors, according to mine own heart, which
shall feed you with knowledge and understanding; and I will take
you, one of a city, and two of a tribe, call them out, and bring them
to Zion.” That Zion is where the pastors are teaching, therefore
meant of congregations. He doth not take nations, but select out of
nations, out of cities and tribes, saints here and there, and formeth
them up into congregations, because they have pastors that feed
them; and in such congregations is the feeding of the pastors with
knowledge and understanding. And this succeedeth the ark of the
covenant, having the privileges thereof. It is a prophecy of the
calling of the Jews under the gospel.

And yet if that judicial government (as we may so call it), that
was in Jewry, were the pattern of all church government future,
although it would indeed then, by the analogy of it, erect a national
assembly over the lesser churches, yet even that would conduce
more to the establishment of the congregational way we contend
for than our brethren will yield them, and will militate against the
presbyterian pattern as it is practised, and that in these particulars.
For,

1. First, each town, as well as each city, had all government
within their gates as much as cities; and the elders in the towns
were not to appeal to the elders in the cities, but immediately to the
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national assembly. In Ezr 10:14, there were the rulers of all the
congregations (which was all the whole nation) mentioned, and the
elders of every city, and judges thereof; city, according to the
Hebrews, was every little town. Thus Moses is said to be read in
every city in the synagogues, that is, in every town; for they had
synagogues in villages, Act 15:21. In Deu 16:18 (saith he), ‘Judges
and officers shall thou make thee in all thy gates,” that is, in every
town; and therefore the rabbins do say, that if it were a big city,
where there were one hundred and twenty families in it, there were
twenty-three sat in the gate; if it were less, then but three, for there
was no court consisted of less.

2. Secondly, those towns were not ruled by a combination, but
had a government entire within themselves, unless things were too
hard for them.

3. Thirdly, the appeals unto the Sanhedrim was only for the
decision of law-causes, in a doctrinal way (as if that the judges of
Westminster Hall should inquire of the parliament for the meaning
of a statute; and were bound to pronounce sentence according to
their interpretation of the law), though still the judgment of the
matter of fact, and to pronounce the sentence itself, was to be done
by authority and jurisdiction of each town, like as we also contend
that all censures should be by particular congregations.

Obj. If so, then their government was not uniform.

Ans. Yes, only in lesser proportions; in the smaller towns, they
had three rulers, and in their cities and greater towns twenty-three,
the law of God not determining how many elders should make up
the judicature, either in the one or in the other; as also in
congregations, God hath not determined how many, but, according
to their proportion and necessity, hath left a liberty of choosing a
greater or lesser number.

Chapter V: That though it were granted that the
power of the keys in Christ’s in...

CHAPTER V
That though it were granted that the power of the keys in Christ’s
institution, Matthew 18, was given to the elders or officers, and not to the
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people, that yet in a greater probability of reason, the officers or elders of a
particular congregational church are meant. — That in all probability, too,
the institution of such churches was designed by him, because their
conditions and order best suits the ends of the edification of his saints.

If by church, in Mat 18:17, were meant the officers, yet still the
officers of a particular church, for there is a presbytery in every
church. And the mention of two or three doth rather carry it to that
meaning. So that if by church should be meant the elders, yet the
question will return, What elders, in relation to what church? To a
particular church, say we. Thus when it is said, in Jas 5:14, ‘Send for
the elders of the church,” it could not be the elders of a presbyterian
church. Our presbyterian brethren acknowledge that particular
congregations are churches; they are the first of the name in this
institution, and are first intended, and are therefore called ecclesiz
prime, the first churches, even by presbyterians themselves. We are
sure also that particular churches have the name of a whole
church: 1Co 14:23, ‘If the whole church meet in one.” We are sure,
too, that the first churches in all places were but particular
churches, even in Jerusalem itself. The apostles did not forbear
making a particular church in any place; they did not stay till
Christians were multiplied, so as to make many churches in one
place. Now such a particular church, before churches ever
multiplied, had a government within itself, by virtue of Mat 18:17.
And if so, if here be an institution, it falleth upon it, and it exercises
its government as a church by virtue of its charter.

1. That a particular church is meant in Matthew 18 is evident,
because it is such a church that is spoke of, whereof a man is a
brother; and now he is a brother first, and more peculiarly, of a
particular congregation; that is the reason why you excommunicate
him out of the particular church, when out of none of all the rest.
And when you bring the matter at last to an issue, you tell the
church of it more than any of the rest, for that congregation being a
church by the order of Christ, it is to be brought unto that church
tirst, which the offending person hath the relation of a brother unto.
Now, see who are in the right, our presbyterian brethren or we;
they think themselves bound to tell the church, because he is a
brother of it, but not at first; whereas Christ saith, Tell this church
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tirst, and if he will not hear what that church says, ‘let him be an
heathen.

2. The method that Christ here prescribeth evidently argueth it
to be a particular church; for, 1, saith he, do thyself deal with him;
2, take two or three witnesses; 3, tell the church. This must needs be
that particular church, that is, the next body, for that particular
church is a church, and it is his church; and it is a body in ascent
next to the two or three witnesses; and if there be any such thing as
a church classical, that is a degree beyond it.

3. All that are for presbyterial government, do by virtue of this
place in Matthew 18 tell it to the congregational elders, the
presbytery. And so then, that the particular congregation is meant
in this, Matthew 18, both their practices and principles do import;
for they argue from this place by way of analogy. They argue from
hence the power of many churches over any church, because, look
what power the first church hath over a brother, that many
churches hath over a church; and therefore, according to their own
concessions, this first church is first meant as the measure of the
other, and, therefore, what is said here in Matthew 18 must be first
true of the particular congregation. For they make a combination of
churches, for to deal with offending or disagreeing churches upon
this ground, that a particular church is that which is here appointed
to deal with a brother. If, then, the argument doth run by way of
analogy, then the power of their greater churches is fetched from
the power that this particular church hath. And they argue that
therefore they have an entire power over many churches, because
that this hath an entire power over its own members; and that what
power is in a particular church, is in the whole body of churches
jointly. And therefore, by the presbyterial concessions and
principles, the institution must first fall upon this church
congregational. For if any man would argue from what power a
corporation hath over its members, that the like power many
corporations may have over that corporation, it would imply that
that corporation hath an entire power over its own members; and
look how much of the entireness of the power you take away from
the particular corporation over its members, so much you weaken
the argument and analogy for the power of many.
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In a word, all the arguments of all sides,—of papists, that
would have the pope to be the church; of the episcopal party, that
would have the bishops to be the church,—all argue from the
word church. And they say, that a diocesan hath power in a diocese,
because a whole diocese may be one church; and so many elders
may make up a presbytery over many congregations, because
many congregations make one church. So as all these, and the
presbyterian government itself, can prove their claim only as they
can make it out that they are a church. Now, particular
congregations do, and may, put first in for it, that they are
churches; therefore, as a church, they must have a power over their
own members, as the other have over churches, according to their
own principles.

4. The first and primary institution must fall upon particular
congregations as the seats or bounds of the first power, whether the
institution be supposed to fall upon them as churches or as a
presbytery. If it falls on them as churches, the greater churches
consisting of many congregations are but orte, or sprung of this; if
it falls on them as a presbytery, they are but compounds and
decompounds. The native and first genuine church is the
congregational, the other are but representative churches, whenas
this is more real.

5. As the institution of a congregational church in Matthew 18
most suits with Christ’s aim and design, the communion of saints,
so it most agrees too with that promise of his presence, Mat 18:20.
What kind of assembly is most likely to be pitched upon by Christ,
to be made his court on earth, but that wherein he is worshipped;
and where there is the personal presence of his saints, for whose
sake he is present with the officers of a church, and not as they are
officers abstracted from the church, or meeting without it? And,
indeed, it was for the honour of the saints, and was becoming of
their state under the gospel, that not elders alone, but that saints
gathered together with the elders, should be those fixed bodies to
which the power should be given: for so the style runneth, ‘the
churches of the saints,” 1Co 14:33. And what is the church without
the presence of Christ? And what is more a church, than that to
which more of the promise of the presence of Christ is made? Now
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to the saints, and also to the elders, as joined and united in bodies
with saints, is the promise made. Those promises, ‘I will walk
among you,” &c., 1Co 6:16, Eze 37:26-27, is made to the bodies of
saints. So then, if we take the state of the saints under the New
Testament, where every one comparatively is said more to know
the Lord, comparatively unto those of the Old, it is answerably in a
way of comparison more suitable to reason, than if the government
should be placed upon bodies formed up, the institution should fall
upon such bodies as have both saints and elders. And if there were
no other reason, yet this might be pleaded for it, that the officers
have, though not formal power from the people as officers, yet a
virtual power, concurrence, and assistance (through the promise of
Christ’s presence with them) as such from the presence of the
saints, in respect of the execution of their office and the blessing
thereof, which they do not carry about them alone, especially in
such acts, wherein they do things as for the people, and which do
concern them, as acts of jurisdiction do. Although, as elders
dedicated unto Christ, they might have a blessing in preaching
unto them, and that as elders, or in prayer, or the like; yet in all
ministerial acts of jurisdiction that belong to a church as a
corporation, they have a virtual assistance from the concurrence of
the people with them, doing all this in their presence. Thus the
elders among the Jews, besides the blessing of their calling, as being
elders, and united into a body over that nation in a Sanhedrim or
council, had also a blessing from the place where they should meet,
the place that God should choose, as also their sacrifices had; and
should the same Sanhedrim have met ont of that place, they had
not had that assistance, neither could the acts have been counted
acts of jurisdiction. This principle the papists themselves seem to
acknowledge, who make the assistance that the pope hath, when he
speaks infallibly as a pope, to be not alone, but in the cathedrd, in
the chair; and so in council with the cardinals; and so in a state or
kingdom, though the ultimate concluding and ratifying of laws
doth lie in the king, yet he doth not do it alone, but having all other
estates of nobles and commons present, or else what he doth is not
legal nor binding. Now so, under the New Testament, though all
church power should be supposed to be formally in the elders, yet
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not as abstracted from the presence of the saints, which is instead of
the place that God then chose among the Jews, in which they had
an especial blessing and assistance. Nay, he hath now chose a better
temple for elders to exercise their jurisdiction in, temples made of
living stones, that is, churches consisting of saints, from the
concurrence of whose spirits, prayers, and applications, the acts
done by the elders in a church do receive their strength. So Jesus
Christ is in the midst of the elders, because his promise is to be in
the midst of the saints, their spirits join and concur in the act, and
so there is an efficacy running along therewith. And this honour at
least was meet to be given by Christ to his saints under the New
Testament. For what though the elders be as the loadstone, yet as
the virtue and efficacy of the loadstone depends upon its being set
in steel, so the virtual blessing of the elders’ actions in matters of
jurisdiction (which are the highest acts of church government)
depends upon their being in the midst of saints that concur with
them. And therefore, in Mat 18:17, it is said, ‘Tell the church,” that
is, the elders joining with, and in presence of the people. Although
the eye is that member that doth see for the body, yet it hath the
virtual efficacy that enableth it to see, from its being placed in the
body; and as the eye cannot see out of the body, nor can one body
bring in another body’s eye to see withal; so cannot this power of
the elders be carried out of its seat, nor a foreign power be brought
in. And therefore, when the apostle says, in 1Co 5:4, “‘When ye are
gathered together with the power of the Lord Jesus;” and so in 2Co
6:16, ‘I will walk among you;” and in Mat 28:20, when Christ
promised, ‘I will be with you to the end of the world;” he speaks not
only of ministers, and the successors of the apostles, but of those
also that believe through their word, for so inJoh 17:20 he
interprets it, and likewise in Joh 15:16, “your fruit shall remain,” and
so be both with ministers and saints as successors of the apostles;
this being the honour of the apostles, not only to have ministers to
succeed them, but churches and believers also, with whom Christ
is. And therefore in the Revelation, where Jesus Christ’s presence in
the church of the New Testament is presented, with allusion to that
of the Old, Revelation 4, although the vision is of the church
universal materially considered, yet formally the representation of
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it is made as it is the seat of public worship, and therefore
represented under the idea of a congregational assembly, as
appeareth (as Mr. Brightman and Parker and others have observed)
in that it is set forth in order to acts of public worship performed
therein. Thus there is the laver to wash in, as in the temple there
was before they worshipped, unto which the apostle makes the
allusion for meeting in the house of God for worship, Heb 10:21-
22; Heb 10:25, verses compared, ‘Let us draw near with a pure heart
and bodies washed,” which afterward (Heb 10:25) he expounds to
be assembling themselves together. And in that Revelation 4, the
four beasts, who are the leaders and the chorus for worship, when
they fall down and cast down their crowns, the elders do so too.
Now those assemblies, in which Jesus Christ hath thus set his
throne and temple, they consist of elders and beasts having eyes,
&c., that is, saints and officers, for such is the advancement of the
saints now in comparison of those under the Old Testament, that
they themselves are called the elders, and the four living wights are
those four sorts of officers of congregations. The thing we cite it for
is this, that the throne and presence of Christ is with the beasts, as
joined with the twenty-four elders, and in assemblies made up of
both. And therefore the officers are said to be set in the church, 1Co
12:28, and so to work still as set in the church, but they are nowhere
called the church itself.

[9] See his exposition on the 4th and 5th chap. Rev. in vol. 2 of
his works. [Vol. III. of this edition. — Ed.]

Yea, and though the apostles were made immediately by Christ
without a relation to any special or particular church, and in order
principally unto gathering and rearing up churches, yet the choice
of one apostle was made in a congregational church consisting of
angels and people, Acts 1; and Paul and Barnabas, though made
apostles immediately by Christ, yet received their ordination in
such a particular church, whilst the elders were ministering unto
the Lord in the church of Antioch, Acts 13; yea, and they
themselves ordinarily did not exercise any acts of jurisdiction,
either of ordination or excommunication, but as still present in a
particular church. They did not set up a court unto which churches
were to come, but they rather came themselves and visited
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churches, ordained elders in every church, with fasting and prayer
in the churches, and ordinarily they excommunicated not (though
they might give general directions) but in a church. And however,
if there might be cases wherein the apostles did excommunicate
alone, yet they were very extraordinary, and no way to be imitated,
as their miracles are not. They did not excommunicate when
absent: 2Co 13:10, ‘Shall I come with a rod? ‘And when I come, 1
shall bewail some of you,” &c. As, therefore, the apostles did not set
up a court out of particular presbyteries, so presbyteries are not to
set up a court out of particular churches. Yea, in that only instance
of a synod which we have in Acts 15, the transactions of the
apostles and elders were in and with that church of Jerusalem,
where the brethren also were present. Thus hath God honoured the
saints of the New Testament, that the promise of the presence of
Christ should be made to them when gathered together with their
officers, and that he will be with the officers even as such for the
people’s sake. “You know’ (saith the apostle to the Thessalonians)
‘what manner of men we were among you for your sakes,” 1Th 1:5.
They have not only a ministerial power for them, but they have a
ministerial power through them, as having it for their sakes and by
virtue of their communion, God’s promise being to be in the midst
of them by virtue of their presence. So as although they have not a
power derived to them ab ecclesid, as from the church, yet they have
it derived to themin ecclesia, in the church, and also
instrumentally ab ecclesid; and although they act not the power that
is in the church in their stead, and for their ease doing such acts as
otherwise the church should (as those of the separation have held),
yet the assistance of the execution of their power is virtually in the
church, the promise being made to them as a church. Neither are
they the church representative, having a power absent and
abstracted from the people, as is the nature of all representations
(for nothing is represented that is present), but the church itself is
the sedes, the virtual seat, in which this power is exercised, as the
body is of the actions of the principal members, the spirit, and
strength, and vigour of the whole body concurring and assisting in
the acts of all such members, and therefore excommunication is in
the name of Christ, that is, as some say, invocato nomine, or of Christ
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called upon; and so as having the prayers of the people of God to
assist, to put force and efficacy into it. And so ordination is done
with fasting and prayer; and the prayers of the saints, the least
saints, have as much influence unto the virtual assistance of the
officers in their acts before them as the prayers of the elders
themselves; and, therefore, the presbyterial acts that are abstracted
thus from the people have not that efficacy in them as when the
body of saints and elders are joined together. So as the institution
falleth not only upon elders, but upon elders and people as a body
formed up of both, not only because all acts of worship and
jurisdiction are for the edification of the saints as well as of the
elders, but it is because that Jesus Christ will have the assistance of
their spirits and of their prayers, &c., which have as much efficacy
in them to prevail with him for a blessing as those of the elders had.

And in this respect the keys (as was said before) are given unto
Peter both as a saint and as a minister, as both respects considered
did meet in him, when the keys were given to him, so that the
words fo thee include both; so that at least the keys are so given to
the ministers as to be exercised before and in the presence of the
saints, having an assistance from the concurrence of their spirits
and desires. The papists would have the keys given to Peter alone,
simply and absolutely, only they say indeed for the church, but
they do not make the church the subject to which the keys are
given. Others do make the church the first subject to whom the
keys are given, and not only for whom, but then they make the
elders the representative church, and so that they are given to
elders only to be exercised instead of the church. But we say they
are given so to the church as that if they should not be the formal
subject of parted power together with the elders, yet they are the
virtual subject in which the elders should exercise them; and hence
it is that the denomination of church is from the saints, and not
given to the officers anywhere in the New Testament. The officers
are said to be set in the church, but they are not called the church.
For the church of Christ must needs be a body to Christ, that still is
the periphrasis of a church. Now, as in 1Co 12:12, “A body is not one
member but many,” (and from thence it is rightly argued that a
bishop is not the church, for he is but one); so nor is a presbytery of
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elders, although many, the body, for they bear not the immediate
relation of a body to Christ himself, but are only the representation
of his body. And as members of all sorts do make a natural body,
not only members that are the principal, and rule the body, but also
those that are ruled and ordered, so is it here.

And when Christ in Matthew 18 saith, ‘tell the church,” having
first told the party alone himself, then brought a brother or two, as
the sin of the offending party doth by this increase and grow more
heinous, so the number of those by whom he is now to be rebuked,
that are called the church, must be supposed to increase also, and
therefore not two or three elders of a congregation alone. This last
is the last and the highest remedy, and therefore the publicness
must not lie only in respect that they are public persons, officers;
for if it be told privately only in a consistory, it is as private as if it
were told to two or three of the brethren before, or it may so be that
the same elders had been taken to be the brethren that should
admonish him. By the word church, therefore, is meant a greater
company, and therefore not the elders alone, but the elders before
the church, or rather the elders in the church, with whom the
church is to join in the admonitions and rebukes of him.

If it be said that by making the people thus the church rather
than the elders, it argues that more authority is given to the people
than the elders in the church. The answer is, that that follows not; it
only follows that there is more efficacy and virtue by reason of the
church, and the presence of the elders in the church, although the
authority should lie in the elders themselves, as the virtue by which
the eye seeth lieth in the body subjectively and virtually more,
though the eye alone is the instrument of seeing.

We argue also for this congregational institution to have been
rather appointed than the other, because that the bounds of this are
certain, and are natural. God (as Baines saith) did never set a
church but he did set certain bounds of it; as when he made the
Jewish church a nation, he set the bounds of it to be that of a nation.
Bellarmine argueth that therefore bishops are not divino jure, of
divine right, because God did not make dioceses, and did not set
them out by lot, as he did that of the tribes. And it was therefore a
great contention among bishops of old, in those times of the fourth
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and fifth century, to whose jurisdiction such and such villages or
towns should belong. In a word, the church is God’s house, and
God hath not left it unto man to frame his building to what
proportion he pleaseth. Christ’s body instituted (which is
resembled unto the natural body throughout the epistles) is to have
set limits of it, a maximum quod sic, and if it have all the parts that
can have communion natural in the same common acts of nature
together, though it be never so small, it is a perfect body; so as it
hath a prescription, and bounds are set it, both for parts, and
a maximum quod sic for degrees of stature. Now we have natural
and set bounds for all instituted churches, in this way of
congregational churches.

1. The same assembly that doth meet for worship is to meet for
discipline, so that discipline and worship is of equal extent as
touching the seat of it. Now the public worship is upheld by no
other society in a constant way, nor can be, but by congregations, as
many as can meet to edify in one place. And therefore by
preserving of fixed congregations, God hath always preserved the
essentials of a ministerial church, that although it suffered
additionals of corruption in power, and of tyranny in popish
bishops and popes and the like over them, yet still because the
institution of a church fell upon congregations, there were true
ministerial churches, and a true baptism and the like in all ages.

2. The congregational government hath its bounds natural from
a sufficiency of elders, for the sorts and kinds of them. There is no
sort appointed on purpose or alone for presbyterial government; as
for episcopal, it was pretended there was; but even all the sorts that
are, the seats of them are congregational; and where all are, there is
a sufficiency of eldership, as we shall after shew. A congregational
church had elders of all sorts appointed to it, as for what belongeth
to worship, pastors and teachers, and as for what belongeth to
men’s lives, ruling elders; and there is no more elders but of these
sorts in the greatest presbyteries over many congregations. Yea, the
presbyteries themselves of many congregations must come
furnished of all these sorts, out of their having all these sorts in
their particular congregations. And our presbyteries cannot say,
This church shall have a pastor, and this church shall have a
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teacher, and this church shall have a ruling elder, and so we will
make up a presbytery out of all these; but every church is the
seat de jure, by divine right, of all these, and every church hath need
of all these, and Christ hath appointed these to congregations first.

3. We can derive the limits of congregational churches from the
time that is instituted for worship, which is the Lord’s day, which
God hath fixed, and on which day no other churches meet, and so
there is no set time for the exercise of a presbyterial church. It is
Baines his argument against the bishops, that God did appoint for
all church meetings under the law a time. And in Tertullian’s time
we read that the censures of excommunication were executed upon
the Lord’s day, and admonition and the like, though things might
be prepared upon the week days. And the apostle’s words in 1
Corinthians 5, that they shall cast him out when they are met
together (he doth not bid them meet together on purpose), seems to
incline to it. We know of no time that God hath appointed for all
ordinances (whereof this is one) in a set way as the fixed season of
them, but only this Lord’s day, and upon this day presbyterial
churches cannot meet for government.

4. That the duties which lie upon the relation of elders to
preach and to rule should all be of the same extent (for the subject
of them over which they are exercised), all this falleth in naturally
with the institution of congregations, and elders over them, and the
relation of elders to them. Men should not govern ordinarily
beyond their preaching. This is evident from what the New
Testament holds forth concerning elders in their relations to their
flocks committed to them, the exhortations and charges to them of
duties towards those flocks, founded upon that relation; as also the
duties of their flocks to them, which is like to be the truest measure
to find out the extent of their power and bounds of their flocks,
whether for the ordinary way it be limited to one congregation or
many. For those exhortations must needs be supposed suited to the
boundaries of churches, and to that constitution and extent of
relation wherein the elders of these primitive times were placed
over them. And like as in the question about polygamy, what the
Scripture hath said of the duties of man and wife, which were given
and suited to the extent of that relation, as God from the beginning
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bounded it, manifestly evinceth that one man cannot have many
wives, but one; so it may be argued as to the point in hand.

We have hitherto taken this for an undoubted maxim, that as a
mutual relation is the fountain of all power, whether economical,
civil, or ecclesiastical, so the extent of all power is commensurable
with the extent of that relation. A master, as a master, hath power
but over such servants of whom he may say, ‘I am your master’;
and they of him, “We are your servants;” ‘for what hath any man to
do to judge another man’s servant?’ as the apostle speaks, Rom
14:4. And so correspondently here, those elders that assume to be
over either one or many congregations, must have, as the office of
elders, so the relation of elders unto that one, or those many
congregations, that they may be able to say, We are your elders,
and you all our church; which two are, in Scripture expression, the
relate and correlate, as king and kingdom, magistrate and
commonwealth; all which falls in naturally for the set bounds of a
church to be those of congregations. Whereas the bounds that the
presbyterial way goeth by in all their subordinations are uncertain.
You have not a certainty of number of officers. Some particular
congregations have as many officers as some classes have had.
Neither is it essential to that government that there should be many
congregations; for they acknowledge that it may so fall out that
there may be but one congregation that may have all the
government in it in cases of necessity. But it is essential to
upholding worship in all the parts of it, that there be a fixed
congregational church.

And to make the jurisdiction of cities to be the pattern of
ecclesiastical government cannot be a certain rule. For London, or
greater cities (as suppose Grand Cairo was converted), would
vastly exceed the lesser; and so the rule would fall in disproportion
if you come in the country towns and villages. And indeed what
reason can be given that God should proportion an ecclesiastical
government to the boundaries of the civil? What! Because the cities
under the Roman empire had a jurisdiction in them, and they over
their suburbs, must their churches have so too? Hath God thus
conformed his church unto the government of this world? And
besides, all states have not the like government, neither was the
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government of all countries a city government; and so there could
be no certain rule for church government, if it were to be chalked
off by these measures.

Neither is the government of nations a certain rule for that of
the church, for the Jews after that rate, when they were two nations,
should have been but one church. And, indeed, to form the
institution of a church to that boundary had been to do it from
what is accidental; for that they should grow up to a nation is
accidental. God did find the Jews a nation entire, entered into a
covenant with them, and so made them a national church. And if
God had designed a national church under the New Testament, he
would have given laws aforehand, as he did for the Jews when they
should come into cities; so that, although they were now in the
wilderness, and they were not to come into cities, till they came
into Canaan many years after, yet he giveth a law for that condition
of their being a nation and living in cities.

Chapter VI: That congregational churches were
designed in the institution of Chr...

CHAPTER VI

That congregational churches were designed in the institution of
Christ, proved from instances of the primitive churches planted by the
apostles. — The first instance assigned from the states and order of the
church at Corinth.

Now, for the proof of all or most of the particulars of which I
have discoursed in the preceding chapters, I shall bring, as the
conclusion of all, the instance of the church of Corinth, which is the
greatest and surest pattern, and the most complete of all other. It is
the greatest pattern, because it answers to the institution in
Matthew 18 (as in the directions given to that church in the 1
Corinthians 5 and the phrases that about excommunication are put
into it, being compared with that in Matthew 18 doth appear.) As
there Christ, in the promise that he makes to the church, when it
bindeth sin, useth that phrase, “Where two or three are joined
together, I am in the midst of them,” Mat 18:20; so here likewise,
in 1Co 5:4, the apostle’s direction runs in the same phrase, “‘when
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you are gathered together.” As there Christ saith, ‘gather together in
my name,” so here the apostle saith, ‘when ye are gathered together
in my name, and with the power of the Lord Jesus.” As Christ there
in his promise saith, ‘I will be in the midst of you,” when ye are so
gathered; so here, speaking of their gathering together, and
throwing him out of the congregation, the apostle useth the same
phrase, “Take him from the midst of you.” As there, upon his being
cast out, he is to be reckoned as an heathen and a publican, with
whom the Jews would not eat, so here, if a brother be thus, they are
not to accompany with him, no, not to eat with him. It is the surest
instance of the ordinary power left in a church, because it was a
church that was formed up, in which there was that ordinary
government which was to continue to the end of the world. The
instance of the church of Jerusalem is an instance, though of the
tirst church, yet for the government of it hath this extraordinary in
it, that it was then governed by the apostles, and therefore cannot
make a pattern of the government of churches, and the power of
elders therein, which should ordinarily and for continuance be
exercised. But this is an instance of a church whom the apostle Paul
leaves to their own power that is within them (‘Do not ye judge,’
&c., 1Co 5:12), which they had exercised and practised. The church
of Jerusalem also had many other things extraordinary, as that
about having their goods common, &c. But the rules that he gives
to this church are such as he gave to all churches; so when he
speaks about laying up, not making their goods common, as at
Jerusalem, but the ordinary way that was to be observed
concerning alms, ‘Let every man lay up’ (saith he, 1Co 16:3-4; 1Co
7:17) “as God hath blessed him; and so I ordain in all the churches.’
So as the pattern hereof is held forth, as that which held
correspondency with the ordinances in all churches in the primitive
times. And therefore is!"” an argument against the bishops; when
they urged the instances of Timothy and Titus, presbyterian divines
used to answer, that the instance of their government will not hold
as a pattern for episcopal government, because that their
government was extraordinary and for the present, but that we
must take that which was the ordinary government that was left in
the church, and make that the pattern. So we may say of the church
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of Jerusalem, and the government thereof at first by the apostles,
whilst they were there, comparatively to this of the church of
Corinth, that it is not so great a standing pattern to us. And this of
the church of Corinth is the most complete pattern of all other
churches, for he doth give direction almost about all sort of things
concerning worship and government, and he utters more rules in
his epistles to this church than any other. Thus he gives instructions
concerning the sacrament, 1 Corinthians 11; about ministers’
maintenance, 1 Corinthians 9; about matter of seandal and offence,
1 Corinthians 8; about collection for the poor, 1 Corinthians 16; how
to order their meetings, 1 Corinthians 14; about covering and
uncovering in their assemblies, he saith he had left traditions with
them, and wherein they practised according to his traditions he
commendeth them, 1Co 11:2. He speaks also of the power amongst
them to judge of doctrine, 1 Corinthians 14; and that they were a
church that had power amongst them to order things for matter of
worship in a decency —‘Let all be done decently, and according to
order,” 1Co 14:40 —and many things of the like nature. And last of
all, it is the only instance and example of excommunication, the
highest censure which the apostle gives direction about, and tells
them they had power to do it, 1 Corinthians 5.

[10] Qu. “in’? — Ed.

Now, concerning this church, there are all these things
appertaining to a church, and the institution, and power, and
government thereof held forth here; as,

1. Here is a church; so it is called.

2. Here is the qualifications of the members, a church of
saints, 1Co 1:2, conformable to which all other churches were to be
as to the constitution of their members also: 1Co 14:33, ‘As in all the
churches of the saints.” All the churches consisted of saints then,
that were visibly such, as this of Corinth also did.

3. It was a church formed up into a body, as all those phrases
imply, that they are called a whole lump, 1Co 5:6, and a whole
church, 1Co 14:23, entire, complete within itself; which whole lump
would be leavened, not only by way of infection by the incestuous
person, but by way of guilt, if he were not cast out.
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4. It was a body which had power to judge them that are
within: ‘Do not ye judge them that are within?” 1Co 5:13, that is,
within your own body, and society, and fellowship; therefore he
saith, ‘Put away from among yourselves,” 1Co 5:13; therefore he
useth those phrases, ‘Fornication is committed among you; that he
that did this deed may be taken from among you,” 1Co 1:1-2. It was
a church formed up that had a jurisdiction over them within (and
to them without he could not reach); and if they had power to cast
out, they had also power to take in; it was therefore a formed body.

5. It was a fixed body in respect of the relation of the members
one unto another. Why else doth he bid them to tarry one for
another when they were to eat the Lord’s supper? 1Co 11:33. And
that they should not take the sacrament alone, one company by
themselves, and another company by themselves, which, if such a
promiscuous unfixed way was lawful, they might have done, but
they were to tarry one for another, that all the church might as one
body at once receive. Now, if they had not been a fixed company,
why should they have been obliged thus to have tarried, or who
could have known who was absent and who present?

6. It was a church also that had elders over them, and those
more than one; for speaking of the ordinary teachers that were
ministers amongst them, some say (saith he), ‘I am of Paul, and I
am of Apollos, and I am of Christ,” 1Co 1:12; which he in a figure
transferred to himself and to Apollos, herein speaking in his own
person; but it tendeth to represent the persons of their teachers, the
ministers to whom they did give maintenance, and were therefore
officers: 1Co 9:12, “If others be partakers of this power over you, are
not we rather?’

7. It was a church having set bounds, by which they might
know who were within and who not; for when he saith, ‘Do not ye
judge them that are within?” 1Co 5:13, he doth not mean all saints
in all churches, but it must be those within themselves. The bounds
set by this, that they might be as many as could meet in one
assembly, 1Co 14:23. ‘If the whole church be come together in one
place,” &c.

8. It was a particular congregation. 1. This is evident from their
divisions and contentions, which he findeth fault withal, as in a
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whole church, a whole body, ‘that there be no schism in the body,’
as he himself expresseth, 1Co 12:25, applying it to them, ‘now ye
are the body of Christ, and members in particular.” He speaks of
these divisions as being among those that did meet in one for
worship: 1Co 11:18, ‘For first when ye come together in the church,
I hear there be divisions among you, and I partly believe it.” And
this division was in their meetings in the church for worship, 1Co
11:22. And “have ye not houses to eat and drink it, but despise ye
the church of God?’ the assembly of the saints, as he reproves their
divisions and disorders in respect of the sacrament. To remedy
these divisions, he bids them tarry one for another, 1Co 11:33. Thus
these directions concern them that are one congregation for
worship, that use to meet in one place; and, 1Co 12:21, he saith they
were members of one another in particular, in a more special
relation. Now, that special particular near relation is that between
those of the same congregation, where they meet fixedly for
worship, by the consent and before the people, of which a man is
therefore cast out, which he is not out of any other church in the
world. 2. In this respect he calleth them a temple to God, speaking
against them that caused divisions in the church: 1Co 3:16, “The
temple of God are ye,” and that he that went about to destroy it by
divisions, God would destroy him. He speaks not personally of
each member, as in 1 Corinthians 6, but in respect of their church
state, as they were a body, in opposition to divisions. Now the
temple is for all the ordinances of worship, therefore called the
house of God. 3. He gives directions to them as to a whole
church, 1Co 14:23, “If the whole church be come together in some
place.” 4. He speaks of it also as a church, which was to receive
edifying together by the ordinances administered, so 1Co 14:5, ‘1
would that ye all spake with tongues, but rather that ye
prophesied: for greater is he that prophesieth than he that speaks
with tongues, that the church may be edified;” so 1Co 14:12, ‘See
that ye excel to the edifying of the church.” And if the whole
congregation, &c.; and 1Co 14:26, he speaks this in application to
them all in respect of their meeting: ‘How is it then, brethren, when
ye come together,” &c.
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As their assembly for worship proves them to have been a
particular congregation for worship, so also the directions given
concerning excommunication evince it, 1 Corinthians 5; for if they
had been many congregations in respect of their members, 1. He
would have written to that particular congregation whereof the
man was, as that congregation (at least the elders thereof) which
should (according to presbyterial principles) be told first of an
offending member before he is brought to the classical. He would
have named that church he was thus a member of, and written to it
in a peculiar manner, whereas now he names none, but writes to
the whole church. 2. When his directions come to fall upon the
execution of the act, he doth not mention the sentence so much that
was to be passed (according to our brethren) in the presbytery, but
the act of execution, the act of delivery to Satan, was to be done
when they were met together; which being to be done in that
particular church whereof he was a member, if there had been
many congregations there, he would have named that church as
that in which it should have been done. Especially considering that
the apostle in his writing pitcheth upon that solemn act of
excommunication, which completeth the throwing of a man out,
which, as all grant, is done and performed in the gathering together
of that particular congregation, whereof a man is a member. 3. If
there had been a classical church over many congregations where
the elders meet, and a congregational church too, where this person
did meet with the elders of his own church and the congregation, if
there had been these two several sorts of church meetings, it would
have been obscure and dark, unto which the apostle’s directions
should refer him; so as there would have been need of new
distinctions of meetings as well as of elders and churches, when the
apostle speaks but of one. Yea, the apostle saith, ‘when met
together,” 1Co 5:4, namely, for other ordinances upon the Lord’s
day, that then they should give this sentence of excommunication.
He doth not give directions that they should meet together on
purpose for that, but as discipline is to keep worship pure and
subserveth it, so also is it to be performed when the whole meet
together for worship, that the person also may see out of what a
communion he is cast. 5. Saith he, ‘Do not ye judge them that are
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within?” If there had been congregational churches, one whereof he
had been a member of (for he could be but a member of one), and
another classical church, here had been two withins, and which of
these should the apostle intend? Our presbyterian brethren say,
that the congregations have power to judge things within
themselves, so that they must needs have one within, and why
should not their within be the within here intended for the ultimate
throwing out of this man?

9. This church at Corinth also had an entire judicature within
itself, not depending upon the advice of any for sentence, and the
like; for he speaks of the whole act, ‘Do not ye judge them that are
within?” He useth the same word that he useth of himself and his
power, ‘Do not ye judge’ (saith he), speaking of them; “what have I
to do to judge,” speaking of himself. And (saith he) ‘when ye are
gathered together with my spirit, and the power of the Lord Jesus,
to deliver such an one to Satan.” So that they were not dependent
upon the apostle, to come to him for the sentence; only in their
neglect the apostle writes to them as an apostle, with this rule, to
excommunicate such an one if the party be found guilty, which the
apostle did never know but by hearsay, therefore could never pass
a judicial sentence; but he finds fault with them, because they had
not done it, for do not ye use to do it? saith he. Have not ye power
to do it? ‘Do not ye judge them that are within?” He doth not say,
‘whom I have delivered unto Satan,” but directs them as a church of
Christ having such power to do it.

Object. But it is objected by some that he did it for a trial of their
obedience, and therefore their act was but an act of obedience in
them, but the power was in him.

Ans. The answer is this, that the power might completely rest in
them, and yet they obey the apostle in the act, as an apostle
directing them, when they neglected it; as when a prophet in the
name of God bade the magistrate to do his duty, though it is an act
of obedience in him to do it thus commanded, yet he hath power as
a magistrate in himself. And as in case a minister had neglected to
baptize, and the apostle had sent to him or commanded him to
have done it, the power of baptizing must be said to be in him that
baptizeth.
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10. If this church of Corinth had been a church that might have
associated, it would have done it, for it had neighbour church near
it, the church of Cenchrea, which was a port town to Corinth, as
Leith is to Edinburgh; and Cenchrea was but a small town, not a
city; but he writeth to the church of Corinth as an entire church
distinct of itself.

That the people have an interest in judging, we refer that to the
proofs out of this place, only we name it here to shew the
completeness of this pattern, for the forming of congregational
churches answerable to it.

Chapter VII: That the name of a church given in the
New Testament to congregatio...

CHAPTER VII

That the name of a church given in the New Testament to
congregational churches rather than any other (as is proved from several
texts, 1Co 11:18, Rom 16:1; Rom 16:5,1Co 4:17, &c.), proves
congregational churches to have been intended by Christ in his institution
of a church, they most properly being both in name and nature such. —
That a presbyterian assembly of elders cannot properly be called a church,
evinced by several arguments.

To decide the controversy about the divine institution of a
congregational church, we may put it to the trial, whether single
congregations with their elders have more the style of churches in
the New Testament, than the elders of many congregations as
assembled in a consistory, and let that determine it. Now that those
congregations where God is publicly worshipped, and the
preaching of the word, and the sacraments administered, are called
each of them a church, is evident.

1. In1Co 11:18, “When you come together in the church,” he
speaks of their meeting for the Lord’s supper, 1Co 11:20, and in 1Co
11:22 he calls it so again. So their meeting for preaching and for
singing of psalms, he calls it a church, 1Co 14:2; 1Co 14:19; 1Co
14:23; he calls it a whole church meeting for those ends. And there
he gives not the name to the meeting or assembly, but to the state
and company, 1Co 14:28, for the rules he giveth there are for
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ordering of worship. So too in Rom 16:4, saluting Aquila and
Priscilla (who for his life would lay down their own necks), he
giveth these congregations the name of churches; ‘unto whom’
(saith he) ‘not only I give thanks, but also all the churches of the
Gentiles;” and Rom 16:16, “The churches of Christ salute you.” Were
those a company of elders over many congregations met?
presbyterial churches, that did testify their thanks unto Aquila and
Priscilla? Or were they congregations of saints and strangers also
where Paul had been? He had related unto them his own danger,
and Aquila’s, and Priscilla’s, exposing their lives for his; and can it
be supposed that the saints, as making several presbyterial
churches (who are so vast, like ours, as the people never meet to do
it), did salute the Romans, and Aquila and Priscilla? No; rather the
several congregational churches might well have an opportunity to
express the remembrance of them at their meetings. And the first
verse and the fifth verse of Romans 16 will easily prompt us what
manner of churches he meaneth, when he speaks of all these
churches, that they were such as was at Cenchrea; ‘the church
which is at Cenchrea,” saith he, which was a small port seven miles
off Corinth; and Rom 16:5, saith he, ‘Greet ye the church that is
(i.e. that met) in Priscilla’s house.” Such churches as these were the
churches of the Gentiles, who saluted them. If we come to the
epistle of the Corinths, saith the apostle, 1Co 4:17, “‘As I teach
everywhere in every church.” Doth he mean these presbyterial
churches or consistories, or congregational? Surely the churches
where Paul still preached and taught must be congregational; for
those assemblies are the subjects and seats of teaching. Take also
the 17th verse of the 7th chapter, and bring it along unto the 11th
chapter, “‘So I ordain in all the churches;” and “We have no such
custom, nor the churches of God.” What! presbyterial or
congregational? Let but this one consideration decide it. The
custom of which he speaks that the contentions were about, was
whether men should be uncovered or covered praying or
prophesying. Now, all the meetings for worship where men and
women, and where the angels (whether celestial or elders), were
present, these assemblies where these ordinances were used he
calleth churches, and he saith they had no such custom. And in
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these respects of meeting thus for worship they are distinguished,
churches, and are made several churches, in the plural; and the
general usages of all these churches, as constituted and ordered by
the apostles everywhere, he here presseth. If we come to 1
Corinthians 14, he there gives order about prophesying in their
meetings, into which strangers came and were converted; 1Co
14:25, in which they had psalms and doctrines; 1Co 14:26, where
men and women were present; 1Co 14:34-35, and therefore
congregational meetings are meant. And he enforceth these
directions he gives, with the examples of all the like churches in all
their meetings: ‘God is not the author of confusion, but of peace, as
in all the churches of the saints,” 1Co 14:33. These must needs be
congregational assemblies and churches that met, for he speaks of
the churches of the saints in common. Yet still, you see when he
speaks of churches, yea, and of all churches, he speaks of them as
such. And, 1Co 16:1, when he writeth about laying up contribution
for the saints (the gathering and disposing of which belongeth unto
particular congregations, for the money, to be sure, is had from
thence): “As I have given order,” says he, “to the churches of Galatia,
so do ye;” he meaneth those churches of Galatia he wrote to,
Galatians 2; and these must be all congregational, for to order that
collection belongeth to the several congregations. And 1Co 16:19,
‘The churches of Asia,” saith he, ‘salute you. Now, the many
congregations under a presbytery, they do not meet to give salutes;
they were therefore congregational, for with a congregational
church in this salute he doth join them all; for he addeth, “Aquila
and Priscilla saluteth you, with the church that is in their house,
and why should we not think that he speaks uniformly in the same
verse? This, we see, is the uniform style of the apostle when he
speaks of churches, and of all churches.

2. As for the very name church in the New Testament, the place
of congregational meetings almost in all languages hath the name
of church, which name no places for general councils or
presbyterial meetings over many congregations at any time have
had. Not that we think the place of meeting to be properly called
the church, but only kataxonotucwe, but yet it had originally its
name from the meeting and the persons, which were properly

143



called the church, and from their stated condition to meet in one
place, the place was so named. The clergy, indeed, hath been called
the church, but not as met or assembled in any synod, but in the
indefinite universal notion. But the place for the congregation is
called the church, and the meeting of the saints hath the same
name: 1Co 14:34, ‘Let your women keep silence in the churches.’
And their constant meeting in a fixed manner, and their state in
order thereto, is called the church, Act 11:26. The sacrament also
was anciently called cvvallig, i.e. the meeting, their meetings being
said to be to break bread, Act 20:7. And in the great Bible the
word church is always translated by congregation. And among the

Grecians, ExkAnjowux was never used for a representative meeting
only of officers, but of the people also; and so it is in Act 19:39-41,
where the people making a tumult, it is called ExxAnowx, although
an unlawful one. And although that Christ, Matthew 18, used the
Hebrew phrase, yet churches being to be set up among the Gentiles
under the New Testament, that phrase was used also which was
conformed unto what theirs signified.

Also, under the New Testament, the name church imports the
saints, the people, in a more peculiar manner; and therefore the
meetings where elders are severed from the people are not called
the church (Grotius in Mat 16:18). And this too the expressions
which are used in 2Co 6:16 shew; ‘Ye are the temples of the living
God; I will dwell in them, and walk in them; and I will be their
God, and they shall be my people.” And in Act 12:5, ‘Prayer was
made of the church,” i.e.of the saints, “‘unto God for Peter.” Yea, this
word church is taken for the people of Israel under the Old
Testament, as Act 7:38.

3. We desire one place to be given where the name church in all
the New Testament is given to the meeting of the elders alone.
When the apostle speaks of all the churches, he gives them this
appellation, ‘all the churches of the saints,” 1Co 14:33; but he
nowhere expresseth the churches of the ministers or elders, no, nor
of the apostles neither. Now, can we think that Christ in his first
institution (Matthew 16 and Matthew 18), which the apostles were
to interpret afterward, and to give directions to us about it, meaned
the word church in a signification different from what the apostles
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used? This would be a strange procedure indeed. How, then, can
the elders lay a claim to the things, when they have not a sufficient
ground to challenge the name of a church? As Parker, replying to
Dr. Billson’s assertion of the keys being given in Peter’s person to
the church of ministers, very well says,!"! that it may be denied that
the name church is ever in the Scriptures restrained only to the
priests. Clemens Romanus, when he writes to the church of
Corinth, writes to the church, and not to the presbyters (so the
apostles too in their epistles), and writes also from the church at
Rome. And when all the apostles were met at Jerusalem, yet they
alone are not called the church, being but (as Moses is said to
be, Heb 3:2-5, a part of the house, but nowhere called the house) a
part of it: Act 8:1, “The church was scattered except the apostles.’
And indeed, if the elders were the entire church, then they were the
house of God, whereas they are but stewards in it, 1Co 4:1. The
apostles, though they had the care of all the churches, and that
power in their hands which the generality of elders would never
claim, yet they were but officers in the church, not the church.
Many churches become one church to no officer in the world but
Christ; but this pretence of the elders being the church, would
make many churches one church to a company of elders, that they
may govern them; and in relation to them as representers of the
church, they must be called one church. What though the Old
Testament frame or language be urged, we grant there was then a
church representative, but the gospel knows no such now.

[11] Parkerus de Polit. Eccles. lib. iii. c. i., Clemens Epist. ad
Corinth, p. 1.

4. Surely a settled congregation of saints deserveth the name of
church more; and suppose places could be found in Scripture
where it is taken both for elders and the people apart, yet those
meetings that have both elders and people of both sorts must needs
have more of church in them. We can give instances that the
disciples apart are called the church, in distinction from the officers.
You cannot give one instance where the officers are called the
church in distinction from the disciples. Certainly those that have
the power have the name, and not those only that have the name
equivocally or metaphorically.
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5. A presbyterial church is called a church in relation to the
people of those congregations, by their own confessions, when they
interpret the church of Jerusalem, the church of Ephesus, to be
many congregations (and the presbyterial’s argument is built
thereon), and that the people of all those congregations make one
church under that one eldership. Now, it is strange that they
should have a name of church only as they are the subject or object
of discipline, and yet not so much as meet for that discipline
actually neither, for so they cannot in a presbyterial church. The
poor people of those churches have no communion of saints
together herein, but such as they hold with all other churches that
are not under the same presbytery; and yet they are, according to
presbyterial principles in their officers, as representing them, a
distinct church classical from all churches else. So they make use of
the name from the people, when the people enjoy not the thing. The
poor church of Jerusalem, Act 8:1 (when it is said that the church
was scattered), affords you an argument that therefore there was
but one church for discipline in Jerusalem, and in that respect it is
called one church, when yet the scattering was not upon the
presbyterial church that exercised discipline, but upon the people.
They were not in the representative body persecuted, and yet
though they were scattered as a church personally, and not
representatively, and persecuted as a church personally, not
representatively only, yet, according unto the presbyterian
principles, they never met as a church personally, but only
representatively.

If it be said that the people in classical assemblies may meet;
yet it is no otherwise than the people in the next classes, which if
they will may come thither, neither can they all possibly. You lay
no more obligation on them to be present than you do upon the
people of the next classes, and therefore in that respect the people
of that particular classis are no more of that church than those of
other neighbouring presbyters.

6. Those assemblies must have more of church in them, not
only that have both elders and people, as congregations have, but
that have constant worship in them, as well as government; and
our presbyterians allow some government to congregations, i.e. to
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the elders of congregations. Worship is the chief end of a church.
The formal notion of a church is to meet and communicate in
worship; and where there can be no church-fellowship and
communion to the edification of the whole, there cannot be a
church, which may be illustrated by the natural body, to which still
instituted churches in Scripture are compared. The eye, the hand,
the head, they serve to several uses in the body, yet they are so
united as they are all nourished with the same individual
nourishment, and from the same stomach, and therefore this is a
several body, having all these parts, from another body. So is it
here in the churches instituted, they are such as have a communion
in all the common ordinances, not only in the same kind, but in the
same ordinances individually in a constant way. And the analogy
of the church universal, and the churches particular, will help to
illustrate this further, for the church universal being one body, is
therefore fed by one kind of ordinances. As there is one body, so
there is one baptism for kind. But the particular churches which are
instituted, are such bodies as are fed with one and the same
individual baptism, and one and the same individual Lord’s
supper, and so are one bread. In a word then, all can come to those
classical churches, or they cannot come. If they come, then they are
to make one church for worship too; if they cannot come, then there
cannot be a fellowship for the edification of the whole; and when
the communion of saints cannot be exercised, how can that be a
church? Every church is a temple: Eph 2:22, 1Co 4:16, ‘“The temple
of God are ye.” Now the temple did chiefly relate to worship, and
was the subject of all ordinances, and the place where the
Sanhedrim sat too. Answerably under the New Testament, the
preaching of the gospel is called serving at the altar, 1Co 9:14.
So 1Pe 2:5, the saints are built up to offer sacrifices. God’s house is
called an house of prayer. The church is called a body to Christ:
‘One body and one bread’ (as was said afore), 2Co 10:17, because
they partake of one bread. But none of these do belong to a
presbyterial church; they may pray occasionally, but the ordinance
of prayer and constant worship is not there. Public worship lies in a
communion, therefore it is to be only with those that can enjoy
communion together. Yea, it is made the very definition of a church
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in the article of the church of England, which article we hope will
never be changed, Ecclesia est numerus fidelium (so others also define
it) in cultu divino et disciplina communicantium. The church is a
number of believers communicating in divine worship and
discipline, which a presbyterial church is not. The end of a church
is that God may be publicly worshipped; he would not have
instituted churches else, but principally for that, therefore he had
congregations to do it, in which only it is done; and discipline
superadded is but to keep that kind of worship pure, for
government is but casting out of the body impure members; and
therefore the great ordinance of discipline, of excommunication, is
when they are met together, then they are to cast out from amongst
them. As the intent of it is but to keep the worship pure, so
answerably it is to be exercised then when they meet to worship;
but presbyterial churches meet not for worship, but discipline only.
Now as the body is ordained for meat principally, and
nourishment, and is not ordained for physic but occasionally, so it
is as to the state of the church, and therefore our divines make the
essential notes of a church to be the word, sacraments, and
discipline; but in these presbyterial churches the word and
sacraments are wanting, and there is only government. The general
assembly of the saints in heaven is a church in relation unto
worship, and though there is no discipline there, yet they are never
more a church than when they are there. And the apostle also,
speaking of the church in the New Testament in Hebrews 10, saith
that now there is an house of God, because there is an high priest,
as well as before, Heb 10:21; and therefore (he saith) ‘Let us draw
near’ (he speaks of public worship), ‘not forsaking the assembling
of ourselves together,” Heb 10:25, and that in synagogues, for so the
word signifies. And therefore in Matthew 18, as discipline, so
prayer is meant, and unto that is the promise of Christ to be in the
midst of them more peculiarly made, and upon occasion of that.
And indeed it were exceeding strange, that seeing the chief end of
churches (which are congregations) is for worship, and that is the
great business for which they are appointed, that if there were
many congregations in those of Jerusalem, and those of Antioch,
and the like, as is pretended, that there should not be mention of
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those many congregations under the names of churches, but that
discipline only must carry away the denomination of their being
one church, though many in relation unto it. If there were one word
in any of those instances, that there were many churches among
them making one church, it were something; but there is not.

7. If such a presbyterial company of elders were a church, then
discipline must merely constitute a church as a church. And so the
objection against the episcopal government, viz. that for
government alone there was an order of priesthood, namely, a
bishop, will come with greater force here, as being very strange,
that for government alone there should be a church instituted. And
that discipline doth never constitute any kind of church is clear,
because that which can abesse, not be, and adesse, be, without the
destruction of the subject, will never constitute it. But so all divines
do say of discipline, that a church may be a church, though it be
defective in discipline, therefore it is not that which doth constitute
a church. And this principle the church of England is concerned to
hold up, or else they will justify separation from them, as having
been hitherto no true churches. But lo, here is a church, a
presbyterial church, that is a church upon no other consideration
but for discipline.

8. And add to this, that since presbyterial government makes
congregations (which are churches, having each their elders over
them) to be united for government unto one presbyterial church, let
us but consider how many several churches it makes.

(1.) For, first, there is the particular congregations, consisting of
people and their elders, for worship; they are one sort of churches.

(2.) There is, secondly, the eldership in every one of those
congregations, which, according to their principles, is the church,
for they interpret Matthew 18 to be, tell that eldership, that is, tell
the church; there is a second sort.

(3.) Then, thirdly, there is all these elders met in one for the
government of any of these congregations; there is a third sort of
churches. For these elders must be a church in a true sense for the
people, or they cannot meet; and if they will challenge government
by virtue of Matthew 18, they must needs challenge to be a church.
Now let it be considered, that those are not so much subordinations
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as national and provincial (which are but subordinations of the
same kind, for the same ends), which consists of greater or lesser
number of elders; but these are diversifications, several sorts of
bodies going to make up one church, that it might be complete both
for worship and government. And that it is a diversification is clear
by this,

[1.] Because they are churches for differing purposes. The
congregations are churches for worship, but the particular
elderships and presbyterial elderships are only for discipline; now
ends do diversify such bodies.

[2.] They are not the same churches by way of accumulation, as
many things of the same sort laid together, which is clear by this,
because the particular churches consist of people and elders, but
these have elders of churches only. And as we urge in our
argument that is drawn from elders, that this presbyterial
government would make one man to be a double sort of elders,
both a ruling and a teaching elder,—a ruling elder to some
churches, and a teaching elder to others,—so also this makes them
several sorts of churches.

[3.] It must needs make a diversification of churches. For as
when many families unite into a city for government, there is a new
relation and notion, so now here, there is the notion of a new
church. And then,

[4.] Add to this (which heighteneth the absurdity of it), that
whereas the presbyterial church is made the complete church, they
yet do want those great and main ordinances for which principally
a church is said to be a church, as the sacraments and the like. So of
the two, this greater church is the less complete, and therefore is
less the church than a particular congregation.

And if you say they are made complete churches by being both,
yet you make at leastwise two sorts of churches, as we said before;
and you make a whole church more uncomplete as it is in the
whole than it is in the parts.

If it be said that the church universal is one, and yet hath no
ordinances as a church, as preaching the word and sacraments, and
yet it is truly a church, we answer, it is not a church instituted in
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relation unto ordinances, but a church mystical in relation unto
persons and personal graces.

This also farther addeth confirmation to us, that the
supposition of there being many congregations in all, or many of
those cities, under a common presbyterian government of many
elders, thus in the general only held forth, leaveth room for, yea, is
the occasion of, a variety of suppositions of several frames and
forms of government which those congregations might be cast into,
both in relation to their officers and to the members mutually
among themselves. 1. As that either they were conventus
promiscui (as Didoclavius calls them), promiscuous unfixed
assemblies, some meeting together at one place or time, some at
another time with others, having no fixed relations. Or else that
they were fixed meetings, in respect of the members divided into
set determinate companies meeting constantly together. 2. Or else,
otherwise, supposing them set and fixed congregations in respect
of the members, yet there are other as various and more difficult
suppositions that may still be made concerning the relation of these
officers and elders, how they were disposed of to the right
performance of their duties, which the command of the word lays
on them toward their flock; as whether they were either fixed and
appropriated to these several congregations respectively, some to
one, some to another (as it is in most of the reformed churches, and
is with us, and we suppose will not be altered amongst us), or else
unfixed in respect of all the congregations, so as equally and
mutually in their course these ministers might preach and officiate
to them all by turns (as in some cities in Holland). And then, 3, if
you suppose them fixedly divided into several congregations, then
another question cometh, what power those elders that are
appropriated to each congregation should have over the flock?
Whether over all, or none, or some part? Now it is the supposition
of there being many congregations under one presbytery, that only
is the ground of this uncertainty, and bringeth in this variety of
suppositions of these several ways how these things should be cast,
whereas the supposing of them to be but several distinct churches,
though great ones, will make all things fall in naturally. For then
there could be but one way of casting and moulding members, nor
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could there be but one common relation of elders; and so all those
duties and things that are spoken about the power and duties of
elders, and of the members amongst themselves, and whatsoever is
spoken of churches and elders, their dues and duties, run all but in
one channel. And then consider too (supposing them many
congregations) that the designing out which of those suppositions
was the pattern left by the apostles, was a matter of as much
moment (as touching the point of the right ordering of
congregations) as this common presbyterial government can be
supposed to be of, inasmuch as it concerns the execution of all
mutual duties between people and pastors, and the administration
of all holy things amongst them, appertaining to this particular
government of the several congregations; and upon the right
ordering and settlement of them, and of these elders’ relations to
them, doth the right government and administration of all holy
things depend. And yet consider too, at the same time, that we do
not find the Holy Ghost making so much as a mention of any such
distinct subordinated congregations to a classis (only the multitudes
of believers are looked upon through multiplying glasses to argue
it), much less giving any hints to discern by, in the history of the
apostles, or in the epistles, what the frame was of these supposed
churches, and what their particular special relation to elders in this
supposed variety was. There is not anything to any such purpose
extant, in either that instance of Jerusalem, or any other of those
examples of cities, that are pretended to hold forth this multitude of
congregations making one church under one common presbyterial
government. This hath long and doth still stick in our consciences,
because the Holy Ghost is silent, and hath not left us the least
footsteps in the sacred history, to discern in which of these ways
(supposing many congregations thus making a church for
government) the apostles did settle the constitution of this church,
and how they did dispose the relation of these elders and officers to
those several congregations.
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Chapter VIII: The instances of the churches settled
by the apostles in the lesse...

CHAPTER VIII

The instances of the churches settled by the apostles in the lesser cities
and wvillages, prove a congregational church to be according to the
apostolical and primitive form.

Let us now go over all the examples of the churches in the New
Testament (which must interpret Christ’s speech in Matthew 18),
and let us see whether they were classical or congregational. For
the instance of the church of Jerusalem and the like, we will speak
to them under the consideration of the churches in greater cities.
But let us now go over all the other.

The first churches we read of in the beginning of the gospel are
in Act 9:31, “Then had the churches rest throughout all Judea, and
Galilee, and Samaria, and were edified, &c. These are called
churches in that common notion whereby churches constituted by
the apostles were distinguished one from the other. And is this
their diversification and title of churches like to have been in a
classical respect or congregational, as here he speaks of them
generally? Let the words and circumstances of the story be
considered.

1. It was in the beginning of the gospel that these churches had
been raised; and the special means we read of whereby they were
erected, was Peter and John's ministry, of whom we read, Act 8:25,
that ‘returning to Jerusalem, they preached the gospel in many
villages of the Samaritans,” as also some of the dispersed from
Jerusalem had done. Act 8:4, “They went everywhere, dujAGov,
they went through all or about,” namely Judea and Samaria, as
Philip in Samaria, Act 8:5. And as their preaching had been
everywhere, and in villages, which is chiefly noted, Act 8:25, so
accordingly the churches that were constituted out of those
converted, are said to have been in all Judea and Samaria, &c., and
therefore in villages. For that the Holy Ghost should aforehand in
the Acts so remarkably relate their preaching in many villages of
Samaria, and then make mention of churches throughout Samaria,
argues his intent to have been to shew that these churches were

153



those in these villages; and these not as gathered into cities, but
remaining throughout Samaria, as the gospel had been preached in
the villages. Nor needed they now (for they had rest) forbear to
hold up their church-fellowship in the several places of their abode.
And therefore when upon this rest Peter took the opportunity to
visit them (as in the next verse of that 9th chapter it is said Peter
passed through all, namely, as it is translated, all quarters where
these churches were scattered, some here, some there, up and
down), all of them, whether in cities or in villages, are in one
uniform respect called churches, for his speech wherein he involves
them all promiscuously is similar, and so meant of the same kind of
churches. Now is it imaginable that throughout these regions or
countries the churches whereof he speaks should be all such
classical churches as are now amongst us, when at the beginning of
the gospel but a few saints and professors of Christianity can be
supposed to be scattered everywhere up and down? It was well if,
by reason of their being so thin sown up and down in those
regions, they could make up congregational churches with elders to
them.

2. When it is said that these churches had rest and were edified,
is it likely he should speak this of these churches as classical, as
such which meet but in their elders for exercise of discipline; or
rather of these churches as enjoying rest in the ordinances of
worship on the Lord’s day, public prayers, the word, sacraments,
and all other means of edification and comfort, for the preservation
of the purity of which, discipline doth but subserve? They are the
congregational churches, and the communion the saints have
therein, that are the great means of comfort, edification, and
multiplication of churches; and the enjoyment of these, in rest, is
that which is the greatest outward mercy and privilege. And
therefore when he sets out the condition of those times, “Then had
the churches rest, and were edified,’ he means congregational
churches. And when he says the churches were multiplied, which if
understood of more and new churches erected, doth he reckon
their multiplication by presbyterian churches, that do consist of
many congregations each of them? Is it likely a multitude of many
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more such churches were erected? No, rather they were so many
tixed congregations of believers.

2. Let us come to the next mention of churches in that story, Act
14:23 (slipping over that church of Antioch, Acts 13, the
demonstration of which to have been a congregational church, we
refer to another place, when we examine the state of churches in
cities), “And when they had ordained them elders in every church,
and had prayed with fasting, they commended them to the Lord,
on whom they believed.” That these were congregational churches,
will appear in like manner by the like circumstances of the story.
In Act 13:14, we read that Paul and his company came to Antioch in
Pisidia, where the Jews refusing the gospel, ‘Lo, we turn to the
Gentiles,” said Paul and Barnabas, Act 13:46, ‘For so the Lord hath
commanded us; I have sent thee to be a light of the Gentiles, that
thou shouldst be for salvation to the ends of the earth, and many
believed;” and accordingly, Act 13:48 and Act 13:49, “The word of
the Lord was published throughout the regions.” Then Acts 14, Paul
and Barnabas fled to Derbe and Lystra, cities of Lycaonia, and “unto
the region that lieth round about, and there they preached the
gospel.” Here again, as afore in Pisidia, so now in Lycaonia, not in
cities only, but in the regions they preached. And this is noted to
shew the spreading of the gospel (for to what end else should the
preaching of it be recorded?). And Act 14:21 it is said, that when at
Derbe they had taught ikavoug a sufficient competent number in
that city, they went again to Lystra, Iconium, and Antioch, the chief
cities of those countries Lycaonia and Pisidia, in the regions of
which they had preached the gospel, as well as in those cities. And
the story relates that the end and purpose of this second visit of
these places was to confirm the disciples, Act 14:22, and to gather
them into churches, and ordain elders over them, Act 14:23, whom
they had afore preached unto and made disciples. Thus they made
fit matter for churches by making disciples, Act 14:24, and then
moulded and formed them up into a way of order for worship and
government by elders established in the several congregations. For
these churches they thus formed and ordained elders unto were
surely congregational. For,
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1. If we suppose them to have been only the disciples in these
cities of Lystra and Derbe, Iconium and Antioch, yet it is not
supposable that in each the number of disciples should arise to
more than one congregation in a city, now in this beginning of the
gospel, and in so short a time; and yet they were formed up into
churches, and had elders in every church. Or,

2. Can we suppose that the apostles stayed gathering them into
those churches with elders till their number would arise to many
congregations in each city sufficient to make classical churches, and
that they did not till then constitute them churches, nor placed
elders over them? Can it be imagined they would keep men out of
ordinances so long, or that themselves, being apostles, and to sow
the gospel in the world, would still stay so long till everywhere
such members did arise? Yea,

3. The 21st verse intimates (in the instance of Derbe) their
manner to have been (and as there so in other places), that when
they had preached the gospel to that city, and had taught many (or
as the word is, ikavovg, made a sufficient and competent number
of disciples, and sufficient for what? Act 14:23, to make up a
church, and whereof some might be fit persons for elders therein),
then they used to leave that city and went to other places, as there it
is said they did, and so long to stay there till there were a
sufficiency for a church and elders; or if before they could
accomplish this, they were driven out, then they either returned to
form them into churches with elders (which was their end of
coming this second time to Lystra and those cities, to confirm the
disciples, and ordain them elders, as now to become a church), or
else afterwards sent evangelists to them.

And 4. As those disciples were in the regions about as well as
in the cities (for afore it was noted in the story, that in the regions
about, both of Pisidia and Lycaonia, the gospel was preached), so it
must be supposed that these churches were set up in the countries
about, as well as in the cities. And it is hard to think that all the
Christians should leave their callings and dwellings they were bred
and born in, to come up to the cities to make classical churches, or
that they were so many converted in the villages as to make
classical churches there. Paul saith, 1Co 7:10, that he ordained in all
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churches, that men should abide in the callings wherein God called
or converted them in; and to suppose that husbandmen in the
countries should leave their callings of husbandry, &c., and come
up to the cities, where they could not exercise that calling, to leave
their livelihood, and wives converted to leave their husbands,
children their parents, servants their masters, and come to dwell in
the cities only, and not rather have churches made up in the
countries also, is hard to think. But,

5. And lastly. These could not be classical churches here, but
congregational, for it is the first ordaining of these elders to these
churches that is here mentioned, and not an associating of many
congregations into one eldership; and therefore here is a gathering
congregational churches, and ordaining elders thereunto

apart, kat’ ékkAnoilav. And there must be a sufficient company of

Christians ere a congregational church is made up, as a number of
congregations with elders must be supposed ere a classical church
can be framed. This being therefore the first framing them into
churches, and ordaining them elders (or else you must suppose
churches long afore they had elders), it must be in a congregational
way. And further also, there is this reason, that these congregations
being then fixed for officers and elders, if these elders were
ordained to these churches, their ordination as elders must be to
their several churches respectively, and not to the common
eldership made up of them. And such were called churches,
endowed with elders proper unto them, and so much the word
(and that is added in that Act 14:23) doth import, ‘they ordained or
chose avtoic to them elders in every church,” that is, to every
church they chose their own proper and peculiar elders, fixed and
appointed unto them.

That this was the primitive way of planting the gospel may
further be confirmed by that parallel place to this, Tit 1:5, where
there being many believers already converted (as many passages in
that epistle do argue) and yet not in most places formed up into
churches with elders, the apostle left Titus an evangelist (whose
proper office it was, as appears by the epistle, and that to Timothy,
to settle believers and churches in their right frame and order,
according to the apostle’s directions given), to ordain elders in
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every city or town (as shall be shewn by and by) where any number
of believers were to make a church, and where fit and meet men for
elders might be found to set over those churches. And that which
Luke, in the fore-cited Act 14:23, calleth ‘ordaining elders in every
church,” Paul here calleth ‘ordaining elders in every city,” and the
one interprets the other. And the apostle’s practice there is here
turned into a command or direction, as given to Titus, which
therefore, as it bound him, binds us to the ends of the world; and he
adds, ‘as I appointed thee.” Now his meaning is, not that elders
should be ordained in every city simply as it was a city or body of
men, for elders and church were relatives, as shepherd and flock,
and therefore elders were not ordained but to a church; and
therefore to say he ordained elders in the city, necessarily
supposeth a church extant in that city unto which these elders were
ordained, and therefore the ordination was only in such cities or
towns where a church was, and a competent sufficient number of
believers to make a church. For that must needs be the reason why
Paul himself did not cast and mould these people in Crete
converted by him presently into churches with elders as fast as they
were converted, because a church should have a convenient
competent number, and fit men to be elders unto them, before they
be formed into such a body. And therefore he being called away
too soon, he left Titus behind him to finish that work.

The writers for episcopacy have made use of this place to shew
that in the apostle’s times they planted churches only in cities (and
it is certain that they bestowed their pains chiefly therein), so that
they make the apostolical institution to be, that look how many
believers soever were in a city and the villages about it, so many
were to make one church diocesan for government; and therefore
to ordain elders, kat’ ékkAnoiav, in every church, Act 14:23, is all

one, and to ordain elders kata mOAwy, in every city, as here, Tit 1:5,
and this by the apostle’s own ordination, ‘as I appointed
thee,” i.e. over these cities, and so the churches therein and the
vicinity thereof, he as one man was as a bishop set. And some of
those for the classical government do make use of the same notion,
that all churches in a city, when multiplied, were by apostolical
institution to be but one church for government, as well as at first
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when they were but one congregation; and the elders at first
planted in that first church were still to continue, together with all
the elders that should anew be set over those churches, as one
eldership, a presbytery unto them in that city as one church. The
appearances for this opinion we shall speak to when arguments for
the presbyterial government come to be discussed. In the mean
time, as to this place, if we interpret it by that former, and consider
all circumstances, it makes for congregational churches and
elderships over them. For,

1. This direction was given to Titus, now in the first beginning
of the gospel in Crete; for Paul having newly been there with him,
and having converted many up and down in the island, he left
Titus behind, to ordain them elders. So as here was the first erection
of churches and elders; and therefore it was in the beginning of the
gospel, at which time all the saints, in each great city converted,
were but as many as might make but one church. And it was the
duty of saints, that all the saints in a place cohabiting should join in
one, rather than in divers companies, for worship, and all
ordinances, and not divide, both because of unity and more
presence of the Spirit, and the solemnity of the worship, and for all
these ever to continue one church, till absolute necessity would
cause a division into many; hence in this beginning of the gospel,
he writes to him to ordain elders in every city, because his
ordination was, that saints cohabiting should make one church, and
not divide for all ordinances, and that they should have elders,
more than one, set over them, both for worship and government,
because, de facto, there were but so many in the greatest cities as
would make but one church. And,

2. This being interpreted by the former, kata

oA by kat’ ekkAnolav, city here therefore is not meant literally

the extent of a city, but metonymically it is put for the church then
extant in any city, and so doth not necessarily import that the
extent of the church government should be by God’s ordination
equal to the extent of the city; as if because there were in a city so
many as would make more churches, he was not to ordain them
elders, kat’ éxkAnolav, in every church in those cities, as the
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apostle had done, for they were not to be elders to that city, as a
city, but to the churches in that city; and as congregational churches
are meant in Acts 14, so also they are here intended. But,

III. And chiefly, as church by church, in Acts 14, was not in
cities only, but in villages, or market country towns, so here
also katax mOAw is to be understood, for the word moAig, when
indefinitely used (as here), is taken not for great cities only, but
country towns. And accordingly, in the New Testament, when the
planting and propagating the gospel is mentioned, the business
here spoken of and concerned, we find that when the commission
to preach the gospel is given to the apostles and disciples, that the
word moAg is taken for villages as well as great cities, as being
those they were sent to preach unto, as indifferently and
promiscuously as to cities; and, therefore, when like directions are
given to frame churches, and set up elderships over them (as here),
it is answerably to be taken. Thus in the commission given, Mat
10:11, whereas Christ says, ‘Into what city or town ye enter,” the
evangelist Luke says, Luk 10:8 (uttering the same commission),
‘Into what city ye enter.” That word therefore is put for all and both,
and therefore he useth a general indefinite word, éigc v &’ av

oAy, ‘Into whatever city ye enter;” that is, city of any sort or kind,
small or great, as intending towns, as well as cities strictly so called.
And further, he, in his speech, useth it as the contradistinct term to
house or family, of which he had said before, ‘into what house ye
enter,” so now into what city, and therefore intended to take in all
sorts of towns, consisting of more families than one. And the
practice of the twelve apostles, who had received commission, in
Matthew 9 interprets it; Mat 9:6, it is said they went through towns,
preaching the gospel, where the word fownsis only used, as
including cities, as in Luke the word cities only is used, as including
towns; and so the one promiscuously is put for the other; for in the
preceding verse, Mat 9:5, Christ, in his commission given, calls
them cities; “‘When ye go out of a city’ (says he) ‘where you have
preached, shake off the dust;’ and then, in the execution of this
commission, they are called towns, ‘they went through the towns
preaching,” , Mat 9:6. And further, in Mat 10:23, when Christ
teaching them if they were persecuted where they preached, to fly;
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if they persecute you in one city, fly into another; that is, if
persecuted in one town, fly into another; what, were they
persecuted only in great cities? Yes, in, towns, for they were
whipped in synagogues, and synagogues were in villages, Mat
10:33. And is the direction given to them to fly into smaller towns,
if they might be safe there, as well as into cities, or there only were
they to have the promise of protection? So Act 14:6. Paul and
Barnabas fled to Derbe and Lystra, and the regions about, as well as
to the cities, and there had safety, and preached the gospel. And
Christ further adds in that place, “you shall not have gone over all
the cities of Israel,” &c., that is, the towns, for in towns they
preached. And so Christ himself preached in all cities and towns,
and so did the apostles, and it was their commission so to do.

And it seems there was something special in the state and
condition of Crete, why the word moAic should be there used. Crete
is but a small island, and there are at this day but three cities in it.
In the apostle’s times, there were four hundred cities (for so Pliny,
who lived not long after them, relates) said to have been in it,
which were but small towns. And therefore Beza hath translated
it oppidatim, town by town, as also so understanding it.

Now, therefore, if the word noAwc be indefinitely taken for
country towns, as well as great cities, when commission was given
to preach the gospel, why should it not be taken also in that sense,
when direction is given to make up churches, and ordain elders to
them, in the same places where it hath been preached? And
therefore to ordain elders, katx mOAwvis not to be confined to cities
only (where many congregations, as is supposed, have been), but in
country towns, or very small cities (when in Crete there were so
many), where churches may be supposed to have been, and those
to be sure but congregational, and in both such cities and towns
only where churches and saints, (kavor, sufficient to make
churches, were found. So then katax moéAwv, city by city, Tit 1:5,

and kat’ ékkAnoiav, church by church, Act 14:23, are all one. And

if in greater churches there were more than one elder, then their
elders were ordained kat’ éxkAnoiav, church by church.
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And surely it is a hard supposition to suppose that in Crete the
apostle Paul, and Titus the evangelist, had preached only in the
cities, when the commission was to teach all nations, and therein
towns as well as cities, as they had occasion. Was God’s elect in
cities only? and were not country souls as precious? And if they be
converted unto God, were not they to be taught to do what Christ
commanded, as well as those in cities? and to become churches,
and to have the privilege of all ordinances? Or were they to come
up to the cities for them, and to the elders there, as the tribes did for
judgment to Jerusalem? These are harder suppositions than what
the presbyterians put upon us, as an absurdity, that the fruit of the
apostles” preaching should in great cities arise to the conversion but
of so many, as to make but one congregation.

And besides, if city should here, Tit 1:5, be taken strictly for
greater cities, then here is no commission to Titus to ordain elders
to churches elsewhere. And so then the institution of the bounds of
a church, and the extent of the jurisdiction of elders, should be cast
rather to the mould and extent of great cities; that if one city, then
one church, one eldership, though there were never so many
congregations in it; and thus elders in every city is to be understood
of greater cities, then not of the churches in towns and villages,
where there could rationally be but one church in a town. But why
the pattern of church government should fall upon, and be framed
rather to the example of a city, and so conformed to the mould of
the civil government in cities especially, and not as well upon the
way of country towns, when Kata méAwv will import the one as
well as the other (and the pattern surely was uniform in both), we
see no ground of reason for difference. Why should we imagine
that the apostle should still so have in his eye in these directions to
Titus, classical presbyteries (which are but the external government
of the church), as to take care of the ordaining elders, as in relation
hereunto, and not much rather for the ordaining elders in order to
the worship of God in churches, and for the establishment of their
relation of elders to congregations or churches.

Let us go on from these fore-mentioned, to all other that are
either called churches, or where the saints, written to by the
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apostles, may by circumstances be supposed to have been gathered
into churches, under elders and officers.

In the epistles of James and Peter, written to the scattered Jews,
we find mention of elders, and therefore there must be supposed
churches, whereof they were elders; and we find indeed mention of
elders of the church; and let the circumstances be considered,
whether those may be more rationally supposed congregational or
classical. Let us consider their condition.

1. They were Jews scattered, and as some probably conceive,
were many of them of those scattered, Acts 8. And as such, both of
these apostles did write to them; and as scattered up and down vast
regions, whole countries, Asia, Bythinia, Cappadocia, and therefore
not thick sown (being strangers), nor in multitudes, living so near,
that they can be supposed to have made associated churches.

2. Those scattered persons, therefore, must rationally be
supposed to have made up churches of themselves, as those of the
Dutch strangers do in London, and the English in Holland; and not
to have promiscuously mingled themselves with those natives of
the countries they were scattered into; for they had a differing
language from the Gentiles, though turned Christians. And this we
find in Aquila and Priscilla, who being Jews, and having had a
church in their house (namely of Jews), in Rome, as Acts 16 of that
epistle; and afterwards the Jews being banished from Rome, Act
18:2, Aquila and Priscilla removed, but kept their church together
still distinct from the native Asiatic Christians. Therefore, in 1
Corinthians 16 we read of the church at their house in Asia, and as
some think at Ephesus, and there joined or mentioned with the rest
of the churches of Asia, in Paul’s salute unto the Corinthians, and is
mentioned apart from them, because it was a church of Jews,
strangers scattered among them, and kept distinct from them. And
yet it was such a kind of church (though less) that all those
churches in Asia, made mention of together with it, were of (both
that particular church, and all the rest, being alike spoken of
promiscuously under the name of church and churches, as being all
like churches); and it will easily be granted, that that church in
Aquila and Priscilla’s house was congregational, for it is an instance
alleged by the Assembly at Westminster, of many congregational
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churches in Ephesus, whereof that was one particular. Now look as
Aquila and Priscilla, and their fellow strangers, kept a distinct
church of their countrymen (which is the reason that church is in
two epistles so apart singly mentioned), so in like manner did these
scattered strangers cast themselves into churches of themselves,
and their own nation, distinct from the other Gentile believers in
the places where they came. And it was usual then for the Jews to
have synagogues for them of their nation in several cities. And,
therefore, both James and Peter writeth unto them apart as
strangers; and they involve not the mention of any Gentile
Christians with them, because they themselves were apart from
them. And yet they writ to these thus scattered and kept distinct, as
to churches that had elders, “The elders that are among you” (says
Peter), 1Pe 5:1-2, ¢v Outv. The phrase is of distinction, that as they
writ to these Jews apart from the Christian Gentiles, so the elders
that are év vutv, elders of you Jews, peculiar to you, that is, that
belong to any of you. And therefore James, Jas 5:14, also exhorts
them that were sick among them, or of them, to send for the elders
of the church, not as if these had but one church, for that was
impossible, being scattered over so many countries; therefore he
speaks indefinitely, as giving a direction that they should send for
the elders of those churches where they were, so as they had
churches and elders. And these elders must be considered (in that
speech) as elders of congregational churches (as was afore
observed), for how can it be imagined that men scattered so far off
from one another, should be commanded to send (when sick) for
the elders of a church classical, and such a church and elders, as
common to such churches, to be intended? The sick persons could
not send but for elders that were ready at hand; and therefore a
congregational church is meant and intended, and the elders of it.
And, therefore, farther in the second chapter, the same apostle
James, speaking in the like indefinite manner, ‘if a man come into
your synagogue,” €ic TV ovvaywynyv (says he, Jas 2:2), that is, into
any of your synagogues where you worship, a phrase proper to
express their church meetings unto the Jews (seeing, as was said,
they had synagogues in several places). And what in the 5th
chapter he calls the elders of the church, here in the second he calls
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a synagogue, calling their assembly (as it is well translated) such.
And these elders of the church (which was a phrase suited to the
Greek idiom) is in analogical phrase of speech, or by way of
similitude, all one as to say, rulers of the synagogues among the
Jews, their churches being congregational, of as many as could
meet to worship, like as the Jews’ synagogues were; and their
elders as their rulers, and the government of these Christian
synagogues of Christian Jews, like to the government of those
Jewish synagogues, that were scattered up and down out of Judea
in Gentile cities (Whereof we so often read), which was an entire
government within themselves, for they were therefore called
rulers of their proper synagogues. And according unto the analogy
of those assemblies of churches of theirs, with their elders over
them synagogue-wise, is that in Peter (who writes to the same
persons) to be understood: 1Pe 5:1-2, ‘Let the elders among you
feed” (by preaching and ruling) ‘the flock” (indefinitely taken as
synagogue in James, and for the several flocks respectively); and in
that he writes to them to feed by preaching as by ruling, and the
same to do the one that did the other, it falls in with the former
notion, that he means congregational elders, who as they are fixed
for feeding by preaching to one flock, so they must be for ruling
also, or else these are divided in their extent, when yet the precept
both is alike given, and made of like extent. But of this hereafter.

Chapter IX: That the account which the Scripture
gives us of a single church est...

CHAPTER IX

That the account which the Scripture gives us of a single church
established by the apostles in one city, demonstrates congregational
churches to have been by the primitive institution of Christ.

We now will go over all other instances of congregational
churches, as they appear settled by the apostles in cities.

1. The church of Colossians was but one, which is argued by
this, 1. That the apostle, writing to that church, writes to them as a
whole church; and also that their ministers that were over this
whole church were fixed ministers unto them; and, if so, then that

165



whole church could be but one congregation, for he that is a fixed
minister hath a relation, for his teaching, but to one congregation.
Now their chief minister Epaphras was a fixed minister to that
church: Col 1:7, “‘who is for you a faithful minister of Christ:” Col
4:12, 'Epaphras, who is one of you. If there had been many
congregations, to one of which he had been fixed, he had been
more that congregation’s minister than all the rest; and his special
relation had been to them, and therefore his salutation would have
been mentioned, as especially to his own church, more than to all
the rest of the congregations, as his labour and pains (when
constant among them), was more to that particular congregation
than any other. Since, therefore, his salutation is to all the Colossian
Christians, it is evident that they were but one congregational
church, whose pastor he was. And again, the apostle writes to the
whole church, as those that had learned the gospel of Epaphras,
who was for them a faithful minister. Now if Epaphras had been a
tixed elder to one congregation, and there had been many more
there beside, that one congregation had been the congregation who
had comparatively learned the gospel of him, more than all the
congregations besides; and Paul would not have written thus
indefinitely, and alike of all, if there had been many. For he had
been a faithful minister only to that congregation he was fixed to,
and properly theirs as concerning communion, by way of learning
and teaching, wherefore the apostle would have singled out that
congregation in his speech from all the rest, if there had been more
than one. And then, as to their other ministers, Archippus, Col 4:17,
the apostle enjoins them to say to him, ‘Take heed to the ministry
that thou hast received of the Lord, that thou fulfil it.” Had he been
a fixed minister to one congregation, and there had been many
congregations there besides, the main of his ministry lying in his
preaching and personal watching over that one congregation he
was fixed to (for that which a minister doth in ruling in common
over all the congregations, according to the classical suppositions,
is the least part of his ministry), the apostle would have singled out
that congregation, with whom he walked continually, as those that
should have said to him, Fulfil thy ministry; because that they who
were his constant hearers must needs be best, if not only
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acquainted with what the fulfilling of the main and constant part of
his ministry was, and with what were any neglects or defects
therein. Seeing, therefore, he writes to them thus indefinitely, in
relation to their own ministers, without any distinction, it argues
that they were but one church, having these elders fixed to them for
preaching and government. And of this church he saith, that for
their faith and order, for their doctrine and worship and
government, they were complete, and his heart was comforted, as
well in the one as in the other, Col 2:2; Col 2:5; and he encourageth
them to walk in both, according as they had received of Jesus Christ
the Lord; and, if so, then to keep that order too (which already they
had), without any alteration, to which he would never have
exhorted them, if it had been their duty (when multiplied to more
churches) to enter into another different order and form of

government, kat’ ékkAnoiav.

2. There is the church of Philippi. The apostle speaks of them in
the beginning of the gospel as a church, saying, Php 4:15, that “in
the beginning of the gospel, no church communicated to him by
way of giving and receiving, but only them;” and in the beginning
of the gospel, even in the greatest cities, a church was no more than
could meet together in one. Now, look what manner of church they
were at the first, he speaks of them as such still, and useth the same
style: ‘No other church but you,” saith he.

3. The church of Antioch is another that is to be considered. It
was an entire church, having government within itself. For if it
could have discerned that controversy in Acts 15, and so had been
capable of deciding it, it had power to have done it, and need never
have sent to Jerusalem. They did not, therefore, as wanting power,
appeal thither as to a court of judicature, but only sent for advice
and counsel in a difficult case, wherein their opinions disagreed.
‘And the church at Antioch ordained that Paul and Barnabas
should go to the apostles at Jerusalem, to consult them about this
question’; and it was as one church that they did thus determine;
also of Barnabas and others, that ‘for a whole year they assembled
themselves with the church,” or in the church, év ) éxkAnoia, ‘and

taught much people.” And the word éxkAnoia relateth to
assembling together; so the kind of the church must be answerable
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to the kind of the assembling; and if the assembling was for
worship, then the church in which they met was a congregational
church, which is the seat for worship; and we believe that none will
say that many churches are ever called one church in respect of
assembling for worship. But here that they assembled for worship
is plain, for they assembled themselves in the church and taught
much people. Now the church in which there is teaching is a
congregational church. And besides that, he saith it was in the
church (as the Greek hath it), not only with the church. If there had
been several congregations in this city where the word had been
taught, speaking of assembling for teaching, if ever, or at any time
he would have mentioned those many congregations, surely he
would have done it upon this occasion, especially relating to matter
of fact, he would have spoken distributively. For why should he
call congregations churches upon other occasions (as often he
doth), or in any other relation, and not upon this; whereas the
relation here is purely congregational, for it is for teaching the word
and worship? Again, 2, we read twice of the meetings of that
church together, Act 14:27. When Paul and Barnabas came back to
give an account to those of Antioch, from whom they had been
commended to the grace of God, it is said, “When they were come
and had gathered the church together, they rehearsed all that God
had done by them.” Did they make the relation to the classical
elders only? Did not the rehearsal concern all the people, as well
every soul amongst them as any sermon, it being to shew how God
had opened the door of faith to the Gentiles that they might glorify
God? And in Act 15:30, it is said when they came to Antioch to
deliver the epistle from the church at Jerusalem, they gathered the
multitude together, and at that time made a sermon, an exhortation
to them; and he calleth this multitude brethren: Act 15:32, “They
exhorted the brethren with many words, and confirmed them.
Thus, as the meetings in the church of Jerusalem are six or seven
times mentioned to be in one, so the church of Antioch is here twice
so mentioned.

4. We have an account of the church of Troas. A church they
were, for they had elders; and elders they had, for they had the
sacrament; and it was at a meeting but in one place, Act 20:7, and
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Paul stayed there seven days, till they met. They all met to break
bread, and all in one; for it was in an upper room where Paul
preached to them, and if there had been more congregations than
one, he would have preached to one at one time, and to another at
another time.

5. By the churches of Galatia (as they are styled 1Co 16:1), doth
he mean congregational churches or classical? Congregational only;
for, first, when he speaks of them, it is concerning collection for the
saints: “Even as I have given order to the churches of Galatia, so do
ye.” Now the order for collection for the saints concerns
congregational churches, not classical: ‘Let every one of you, upon
the first day of the week, lay up in store as God hath prospered
him” (i.e. lay up in the common treasury of the congregation), ‘that
there be no gathering when I come.” And then, 2, if they had a
provincial church, he would certainly have called them so in his
epistle to the Galatians; but when (as we see there) those churches
were corrupted with corrupt doctrine, and he exhorts them to
purge out the old leaven, Gal 5:9, he then writes to them as to
churches that were apart, to purge out the old leaven, as the church
of Corinth did, and each to become a new lump. If they be
considered as one lump, yet it was as being leavened by way of
infection, but that in 1 Corinthians 5 is by way of guilt.

6. The church of Laodicea, mentioned in the epistle to the
Colossians, was also but a congregational church, Col 4:16. “‘When
this epistle is read amongst you, cause it to be read also in the
church of the Laodiceans.” That church wherein reading the word
is, is a congregational church, for reading is a work of worship.
And if in other places he had ever called a church in relation to
government consisting of many churches, yet here, if there had
been many churches, and many churches for worship, he would
have said so, and have thus expressed himself, ‘Let it be read in the
churches of Laodicea.” He would have spoke of the duty, and of the
subject of the duty, in a suitable way. When he speaks of the
reading of the word among the Jews, he saith it is read in every
synagogue every Sabbath day; he speaks distributively, and so he
would have done here.
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7. I shall now proceed to prove that the churches of Asia were
congregational churches.

1. That the church of Laodicea was a congregational church we
refer to what hath been said.

2. Five of these Asiatic churches even Downam acknowledgeth
not to have been in great cities; and such are to be supposed
probably to have but one congregation, those smaller Ccities
containing but Christians as made one church in each of them.

3. The constitution of all those churches for worship and
government was one and the same; and therefore, if Laodicea and
some of the rest were but congregational churches, then all the rest
were so too. For they are in tended all as types of all churches to the
end of the world. Now, if some of them had been congregational
churches, and others had been classical, they could not have suited
the state and condition of all churches, both congregational and
classical, which have a government and a constitution different.
And the apostle, Revelation 2, 3, writes to the angels of those
churches, as having an entire government among themselves; and
he writes to them about matters of discipline, and therefore regards
them as uniform for the matter and seat of government. And if that
be true, which some historians have reported,!” that Laodicea was
destroyed by an earthquake in Nero’s reign, long afore the time of
John's writing the Revelation, then it must needs have been
intended only as a type. And that all these churches were uniform,
appears by this also, that in the closure of this epistle, what he
writes to one church he writes to all, ‘Hear what the Spirit saith
unto the churches,” which is all one with the conclusion of the
whole book in Rev 22:16, ‘he sent his angel to testify these things in
the churches.” And if congregational churches be acknowledged
churches in the Scripture phrase, they must be intended in that
speech; and that those should be mainly intended appears by this,
because that the book of the Revelation was only to be read in such
churches. And likewise that they were congregational churches
appears by this, that he writes to them as to the seven candlesticks
which Christ walked in the midst of, and he threateneth them that
he would remove the candlestick. Now, by candlestick he
interprets the churches, chap. 1:1; and they are candlesticks
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especially in relation to worship. It was an ordinance of worship in
the temple; and it is therefore in Zec 4:2 put for the completing of
all the temple for worship, and all the utensils of it, for though their
Sanhedrim for government might be complete before, yet the
temple was not then built, in which God was to be worshipped;
and indeed the promise of the presence of Christ is most in respect
of worship, which the saints are most constant in; and when he
threateneth to remove the candlestick, certainly the chief
threatening falls upon their church state, and the enjoyment of the
ordinances of worship, such as preaching, the sacraments, &c. And
whereas some would argue many congregations to have been in
every one of these churches; bishops have done so, because in the
end of each epistle he concludeth, ‘Let them hear what the Spirit
saith to the churches,” as having many churches in each church of
them; we answer,

[12] Tacit. Annal. lib. xiv.

1. That it is a speech all one with that in Rev 22:16, ‘I have sent
mine angel to testify these things in the churches;’ for as that is the
closure of all, and is meant of all churches, so this is the closure of
each epistle, and is meant by way of example of all churches in the
world, he singling out seven for all the rest.

And 2. It is but such an indefinite speech as that in Rev 13:9, ‘If
any have an ear, let him hear;’ so here the meaning is, let every
church hear.

And 3. If that notion be true of Mr. Brightman’s, that they are
types of all churches to come to several nations (as it is most
probable they are), then it hath a clear other meaning than that of
there being many particular churches in each of those cities.

To conclude, we find that in all those epistles of Paul when he
writeth to the several churches of Philippi, Colossus, Thessalonica,
&c., he writeth to them most and chiefly concerning the duties
which lay upon them in respect of their particular relation to that
particular congregation whereof they are members, and with
whom they have a fixed communion, and do ordinarily converse
with both officers and people. Now, if there had been more
congregational churches than one in each of these cities (as is
supposed), there is far more reason why he would rather have

171



written to them under the style of several churches in such a place
(as he doth when he writes to the Galatians), when he urgeth such
duties upon them, rather than to have given them the title of one
church, in respect of an association for government only. If he had
written of matters of government only or chiefly to them, then the
expression of calling them one church had been suitable to the
duties he exhorts them to; but the duties principally concerning
them, as they were members of distinct congregations, having a
nearer communion both towards their officers fixed to them, and
the people fixed in a near communion with them, he would rather
have used the style of churches than of one church, if there had
been many churches in those cities. And farther, since, according to
this supposition, the primary relation of pastors to churches being
in the several distinct congregations, but the relation of these
members one to another, as they are a classical church, being but a
secondary relation, it were strange that when the Holy Ghost writes
and speaks to such and such churches in such and such a city
(supposing many), he should write to them only under the notion
of a classical church, and mention that only, and not mention their
other church state as being several churches, making one church,
nay, not so much as speak, that they were several congregations.
Since they are churches congregational in the language of the Holy
Ghost, and that the main of what is a church (as hath been shewed)
falls upon them as such, how can we think that this association into
one church, which is a secondary thing, should wholly carry away
and swallow up the name, style, and title of the other? And that
which further strengthens this consideration is, that when they
write to churches, in a nation or in a province (as in Galatia, and in
Asia, and in Judea, and the like), if that a politic association (such or
the like association to this whereby it is affirmed that in one city
many particular congregations are made one classical church for
government), if such a one were intended, then they would as well,
and by the same reason (in writing to such churches in a nation or
province), have written to them under the notion of one church as
well as when they did write thus to them in a city. But the apostle
when he writeth to a whole province, then he
saith churches(although according to presbyterian principles they
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are as truly one church in the same political respect that a classical
church is one in respect of many congregations of a city); but, on
the contrary, when he writeth to a city, he doth give them the name
of church, without the least mention of churches therein as making
that one church. And the reason is strong, that he should have done
the one as well as the other; for if many churches were called one
church in a city, because that is the greater association whereby the
lesser churches were governed, by the same reason he would much
rather have called the churches of Judea one church, because the
association in a province or nation is larger and greater than that of
many congregations in a classical church in a city.

And whereas some argue from the multitude of believers in a
city, as too great to make but one congregational church; if the case
had been so, it had been then more conducible for the apostle to
have expressed the multitude in such cities by the name of
churches in a city than by calling them one church. And it is strange
that when the story is told of the apostles coming to such or such a
city (as in the Acts it is), it is still said they called the church
together, as when the people were called together in Antioch, Act
14:27. For if they had been many congregations, and had met in
parts by way of distribution, it had been a much more proper
phrase to say, they called the churches, if there had been more in
such a city.

Object. The apostle still, in writing unto the saints in great cities,
calleth them one church; and it were strange if that, in the apostle’s
times, they should not have multiplied in such great cities to more
than one congregation.

Ans. 1. As you say it is hard to think that there were no cities
that had but!™ one congregation, so it is as hard to think that all the
churches in other places, villages and cities, should not be uniform.

[13] Qu ‘more than'? —Ed.

2. There might be some cities where there might be more
churches than one, to whom they wrote, as the city of Rome to
whom Paul wrote, might have more churches than one; for he doth
not in his epistle call the saints there one church; and though he
speaks of a church in Aquila and Priscilla’s house, yet his phrase of
writing otherwise is only to the saints at Rome.
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3. All those that write against episcopacy, both of the Scottish
nation and of our own, have with one mouth affirmed, that it
cannot by manifest argument be made out that the churches
mentioned in the New Testament were more than could meet in
one congregation.

4. The meaning is, that when the story of the Acts and those
Epistles were written, that then there were no more, but not that
afterwards there were no more.

5. Although the apostles did specially preach to cities, yet let it
be considered how little time they were forced to stay in cities,
because they were to lay the foundation of the gospel in all the
world. And though Paul stayed three years in or about Ephesus,
yet it doth not appear that he stayed so long time in Ephesus itself;
but, as in the 13th and 14th chapter of the Acts it is said they went
into the countries, so likewise he did.

6. The apostles did teach the saints in every city to become one
church, and to hold together so long as possibly they could
continue in one congregation with edification. And how great and
large a synagogue in a city was, we may see by that instance of
Capernaum. And the Christians met in the cities, and built
synagogues for meeting-places, as well as the Jews were allowed to
do in the cities of the Gentiles.

Chapter X: The constitution of a congregational
church evidenced to be by the wi...

CHAPTER X

The constitution of a congregational church evidenced to be by the
wise appointment of Christ, because it is so exactly accommodated to the
various conditions of saints.

Let us now see whether of these two should in reason be the
institution of Christ, and which, a classical or congregational
church, would suit most with the condition of the saints under the
New Testament. God hath still moulded his institution, and varied
it himself according to what was the future condition of his church.
Whilst the church was continued in families, as under the old law,
he sorted his government and ordinances accordingly. When they
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grew up to a nation, he fitted a new government on purpose for
them. When in the wilderness, a tabernacle only; when fully settled
under a kingly power, a temple. Now, under the gospel, the
condition of saints in nations varying in several ages, he hath
framed his ordinance of church-state suitably.

If it be said that therefore when churches should multiply to a
nation, then the government is to be suited unto that nation as
such.

We reply, 1. When we see whole nations truly turn Christian,
an answer is to be given.

2. God saw it would fall out otherwise with his saints in the
New Testament, that they would still be redeemed out of nations,
therefore still suited his government to his own design.

3. If in his providence he foresaw that nations, being turned to
him, should have an answerable government, as the Jews had, he
would have given rules answerable. As although the church in the
wilderness was not grown up to a kingdom, and had not a set place
for worship, and was not come to be disposed of in several cities (as
when they should inherit the land of Canaan they should), yet God,
foreseeing what he would bring them to, did not give laws only
that suited their church state in the wilderness for the present, but
he told them that when they should come into Canaan he would
choose a place to which they should bring their offering, that this
should be the law of their king, and also appointed what their
government should be when dispersed into several cities and
towns. And so answerably if he had intended a national form of
government for his saints under the New Testament, and all things
suitable thereunto (when as yet they were not grown up to national
churches), he would aforehand have prescribed laws accordingly.

Now, 1, this institution of congregational churches was such as
would suit all times, of the beginning of the gospel and of the
continuance of the gospel. The first churches were such necessarily,
as was said afore, and when multiplied did still continue so, and
might govern themselves, without foreign oppression.

2. It suits all places, villages as well as cities; and we must
suppose saints to be as well in villages as in cities. And those
villages had elders for worship and government, and the rights of a
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church. And if God were to make one uniform law, why should the
institution be conformed to cities, as is pretended, and that made
the pattern and the jurisdiction of all the rest, rather than that of
villages; for God is the God of the valleys as well as the hills, and
there must be the same uniform rule of both? But now, though the
institution, to have the saints with their elders make one classical
church, might be supposed to suit cities well enough (for it was but
having many churches in them), yet the lesser towns it would not
suit, thus to form them up, under the government of a presbytery
of many congregations, especially in those times when they were
scattered.

3. This institution of congregational churches suits also with all
conditions of the church of Christ.

1. With the times of persecution as well as the times of peace. I
may say of this congregational government as of faith; it is said of
faith that it is a standing grace, it is the materia prima, the first
matter, out of which all riseth and into which all resolveth. A man
liveth by it in prosperity, and if he be in desertion, all is resolved
into it. And so it is of congregations, it agrees with all estates, with
all times. And though you suppose other governments, yet that
always existeth, and all begin from thence; therefore these are
called ecclesiz prime, and the other ecclesiz orte.

2. It suiteth the condition of the saints, being scattered all the
world over. Whole nations are not saints fit for churches, for the
saints are but a company redeemed out of nations. As therefore
among the Jews, when they were scattered, their government was a
synagague government (therefore some think they began that of
synagogues when they first went into Babylon, which we will not
dispute), therefore as synagogue government suited with the
scattered, the dispersed condition of the Jews, so this suits best with
the scattered condition of the saints under the gospel.

3. The constitution also of churches was certainly uniform, in
cities and in villages, or wheresoever or in what time soever, the
government of them was uniform. When Christ bade them teach
every nation to do what he commanded them, he intended that the
rule should be uniform, whatever government the nations had; and
therefore also the apostle’s phrase and style is still, 1Co 7:17, ‘So 1
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ordain in all the churches.” And that which will suit all churches, all
states, all times, is certainly rather the pattern than any other.
Christ did not make one form for cities and another for villages,
one form for times of persecution and another form for times of
peace, for what suited times of persecution would suit times of
peace also; and, as the laws of men consider what is best for the
generality of men, so the institutions of Christ considered what was
best for his church of the New Testament, throughout all ages, and
all conditions and places whatsoever.

4. It suits best for the condition of churches, in times, whether
pure or corrupt, reformed or to be reformed, when the churches are
generally overgrown with corruptions.

5. By reason of this, that the institution of Christ doth thus fall
upon congregational churches, to be those churches which should
be the complete seat of worship and government, there was a
provision made (and in the event it hath fallen out prosperously)
that the truth and the substance of his ordinances, and of church
state (taking it as it is itself, a ministerial ordinance), and of the
ministry, might and hath continued in all ages. For there being a
necessity (if there should be any worship at all) to have
congregations for to continue, and uphold the public worship of
God; and to that end, to have ministers over them to perform the
worship, in this fundamental institution of his, all that profess the
Christian name throughout the world in all ages have agreed; and
by this means, Jesus Christ hath preserved the truth of a church and
ministry, and substance of worship, in the midst of all those
varieties of government of several sorts of patriarchs, archbishops,
and bishops in that hierarchical way, as also of general councils and
other assemblies subordinate to them; and so whatsoever false
superstructions have been made, or whatever interruptions, yet still
this fundamental constitution of his hath remained, and could not
have been secured to continue in all ages (fall out what would) in
any other way.

But the great thing, upon which all depends, is to find out what
essential thing it is that church institution should fall upon. We say,
that the end of churches is a fixed and immediate communion of
saints in all ordinances, and that the formal and external part of the
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institution is but suited so as to attain this end; which is, that saints
should be knit together to meet in one for ordinances, having their
officers that have relation to them, by whom the ordinances are
externally dispensed. So as it is not an accidental thing, or mere
external thing (as that they should meet in one place) that the
institution falleth upon, but it is the most solid, and substantial, and
essential thing, that can be supposed to be the ground of so great an
institution. We shall gradually make out the meaning of this
assertion, by these following considerations, which will make the
glory of Christ in this institution, and the consentaneousness of it to
spiritual reason, and the highest ends that may be supposed to be
aimed at, to appear.

1. Communion of saints is the adequate end of a church as
such, be it what kind of church soever; and therefore in the creed,
the church catholic and communion of saints are joined together,
and do follow one another, for the one is the end of the other; and
all particular churches are therefore also called the churches of the
saints. And as the church is framed and formed, answerably, such
is the communion; and such as the communion is to be, such is the
church to be reckoned, the one being suited to the other.

The church catholic (as now it is called, in respect it is in all
nations), although it is one body to Christ, yet the saints therein
cannot have, as saints, a fixed, standing, set communion, but
occasional; either occasional if outward, or secret and invisible if
inward, such as the church, in one age, hath with the church of
another age that went afore; such as the church now in heaven and
in earth may have together, and in that respect, an ordinance or an
institution could not so well fall upon it. But meet it was, that
besides this kind of communion, there should be on earth a
communion of saints, suited to the state of the church whilst on
earth, that should be most entire, and the nearest that can be, and
most resembling heaven, for the public worship and glorifying of
God in a common enjoyment of ordinances.

2. Under the gospel, the communion of saints is nearer and
more intimate than was under the law. As the church exceedeth it,
so the communion is to exceed it; and as their ordinances are more
spiritual, so their communion. There is a greater distance of the
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saints of the church catholic in their habitations under the gospel,
than of the Jews under the law. The Jews were nearer as people
dwelling in one land, and so were capable of a nearer communion
all together than the church catholic now is capable of; yet because
it was a nation, therefore their communion was ordered in the way
of a national polity, as a government by representation and a
representative worship, wherein the females were represented in
the males, and yet not frequent and often neither, for it was but
three times a year. The communion therefore of saints, then, was
carried on in a worldly way (as the state of men in kingdoms, and
commonwealths, and in civil things is), and therefore it was a
worldly external frame, and the communion answerable. And that
of the synagogues was but for the reading the word and prayer
only, and not for all sorts of ordinances of worship. The catholic
universal church cannot attain to so general a communion under
the gospel, as the national church of the Jews did, by reason of the
difference of language, and distance of places, and dispersions into
all nations; and yet they were to attain to a nearer communion, and
more intimate, and the entirest that the saints on earth, are capable
of, and so to have churches framed as to attain to this.

3. The greatest and entirest communion that saints are capable
of, must therefore be by parts on earth, to have communion in
public worship and ordinances. It is therefore necessary that the
saints should be cast into such assemblies, wherein they might
partake of one spirit by ‘one bread,” whereby they might partake of
one and the same bread individually, which is therefore called the
communion of the body of Christ, and whereby they are made one
bread, as in the 1Co 10:17. And therefore it is that the Scripture
doth express that communion by that word meeting, or being
together, in ordinances, Act 2:46, 6poOvuadov, ‘with one mind or
spirit, importing that which is the spirit and life of public worship,
which (above all other actions done by a multitude) is to have the
nearest union of spirits, wherein the entire communion of saints
lieth, and whereby God is glorified. And for several churches to
meet in the same manner, or at the same time, for the same kind of
ordinances, herein doth not lie so much communion, as an
uniformity between them. But this is the most internal lively
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communion, to join in the same act, at the same instant, altogether
to God, and is the greatest imitation of heaven, where one spirit
will run through all, and God will be all in all at once.

4. And to make yet the communion nearer (for it is to be the
nearest), it must be of persons fixed and constant in such a
communion; for that is still a more entire nearness, that the same
persons should still in an ordinary way meet to join in their spirits
in the same ordinances, and so inwardly and jointly thus to glorify
God as well as externally. The continuance and the fixedness of the
same persons, makes still the union the entirer. And therefore, if,
for to enjoy the entirest communion of saints on earth, it was
necessary to part the saints for public worship, then also it is
needful to part them into fixed bodies, which still also is the nearest
resemblance to heaven, which is the perfection of communion.

5. To make this communion yet more entire, it is necessary that,
as they should fixedly join in ordinances of worship, so in all other;
and that the same persons should enjoy the same ordinances, and
one kind of ordinances as well as another, that as they are preached
to by the same elders, so they should join in the same prayers, have
the same breathings of the Spirit from those prayers, partake of the
same bread, feed at the same table; as in a family, the entireness of
it lies in this, that they have the same father and mother, the same
master and mistress, partake of the same bread every way, and of
the same family duties and family comforts; and so now this
communion, in a particular church, both as to worship and
government, is uniform. Yea, and acts of government being
worship (which the souls of men are edified by, as well as they are
by sermons) are wholly spiritual. It is not here as in Israel, whose
government was more carnal; for it was the judging of civil causes
(civil and ecclesiastical government being all one, mixed together,
as the church itself was), it was in such controversies and cases, as
now men plead in civil bars about estates; only God was pleased to
give laws himself for ordering of such things. But the apostle in 1
Corinthians 5, and in 1 Corinthians 6, severeth the judging of
matters in the church, as a church, by way of excommunication,
&c., from their judging of things about this life. A church as a
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church meddleth not now with them, for these affairs of it are
wholly spiritual.

So that, for a conclusion, if all the wits of the world should have
studied a way to contrive what kind of church to erect for the
entirest communion of saints, to attain to that end which is the end
of a church instituted, they could have pitched upon no other but
this; neither could there have been such a way found out of all
other as this is. If that the church universal, the communion of it,
had been only occasional, the saints meeting only by virtue of being
members of the catholic church promiscuously and indefinitely,
sometimes in one company, sometimes in another, though by this
promiscuous and indefinite way, there had been a more extensive
communion of saints indeed (that is, each saint might have come to
have joined in public worship with more numbers of saints, at
several times, with more variety); yet it had not been so intensive,
so near and high a communion, as for the same saints under the
same officers fixedly to meet. And besides, they could not have had
an excommunication out of this communion, unless first knit into
fixed bodies; neither could they have chosen officers, unless such
whose office should cease with the act and performance, which
indeed is not an office; for that is a separation of a man to a
continued performance of a duty. Nor would it have brought that
blessing, that a constant dedication of men to an office for
perpetuity would do, which could not be done in that occasional
fluid way.

If that such congregations and officers, though bounded within
such a compass of a city or so, should have remained unfixed,
though associated together within such a circuit or compass, yet
this would not have made this entireness of communion of saints,
as by this way of fixed congregations there is. And also, in this case,
the institution of a church would have been pitched upon some one
part, or particular kind of communion, and upon something less
principal in it, and not upon the adequate and full foundation of it.

For, first, in this unfixed way of people and officers, though
bounded in a compass, this number of saints should have heard
this minister to-day, and with other saints have heard another to-
morrow, none meeting one day together, that do another day, in
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which also all might run to one officer still where he preached and
leave the other, which would not breed an orderly communion, but
rather a confusion; but to have the same officers to be fixed, and the
same persons to enjoy the dispensation of the same officers, as in a
family children and servants are under the same governors, this is a
nearer and entirer communion.

Secondly, in this classical way, there would indeed be a
constant and a fixed communion in government, of the elders
(namely, of such a circuit) who, when matter of government was to
be exercised, should all meet; but they would not permit (in such a
way) or let in the elders of the same province, to meddle as often as
they would come, no, not though occasionally they were present
there, or came thither to that end. But now to have the same elders
and people fixed for all acts of government, and yet to have them
unfixed in respect of performing of worship (when that is the main
end both of the communion, and for which elders are appointed),
and not to have the same fixed companies of people that
communicate in this company with those elders, as in this unfixed
way they have not, this would put too great an inequality between
communion in government and communion in worship, and make
the inequality on the part of worship rather, because government is
fixed of the same persons, people, and elders, and yet worship,
wherein is the nearest communion, is left unfixed. And surely, if
communion, and entireness of public communion, be the end of a
church, the frame and mould of the church should rather be cast
and shaped to that which is the entirest communion, than unto that
which is more loose. Now, in worship (as to the acts and duties of it
performed) there is a capacity of an entirer communion than in
government, because the duties thereof are more constant.

If, thirdly, the people be fixed for worship in several bodies,
but the elders fluid in a circulatory preaching (as it is pleaded), and
so they are made one church, because the same elders that teach do
also govern them too, and so they have a near communion in
worship too, because they are at times taught by the same elders; if
this (I say) be made a ground of moulding these several
congregations into one church, yet it is defective, for it makes the
people’s communion, in enjoying the same elders at times

182



successively, to be the foundation of church institution (yea, and in
this case of the first church proprie dicta, or properly so called),
rather than the communion of saints, and of the same persons of
the saints meeting fixedly for worship. But it is hard to conceive
how the oneness of a church should be settled, rather on such a
temporary communion in elders, than on a constant communion in
ordinances, whenas the same elders are enjoyed by these persons
but at times (which is an uninterrupted™ communion also); yea,
and there are no times neither, wherein as to acts of worship they
enjoy the same elders all together. Now that such a relation of
elders, and communion in them, in such a broken way, should
carry away the great privilege of a thing (becoming the ground of
the institution of it) from constant communion, both of the same
saints and elders, and be preferred thereto in this respect, seems
strange. And if it be said, that yet the saints themselves in this way
meet, and have all communion in those acts of government, though
not in worship, yet first, however, it cannot be thought that an
occasional communion (as acts of government comparatively are)
should carry away the formation, the shaping, and the institution of
the first church; secondly, the women (who though they have not
the interest of jurisdiction, yet of communion, and of deprivation,
and of virtual assistance by their prayers, &c., they have) are
excluded, unless such churches be so framed that they also be
present.

[14] Qu. ‘interrupted’? — Ed.

Fourthly, if we take that other presbyterial way that is
practised, wherein they are fixed for communion in worship, both
elders and people, but not for government, yet even here that fore-
mentioned entireness of government is parted, and the communion
of saints in that one respect divided; and, being divided, the
ground and foundation of all and either being (as was said) the
communion of saints, is thereby weakened many ways. For, 1. Still
this communion is partial, and by that means each stands but upon
one single basis, whereas both joined it might stand on two. For
now, in this case, the communion in worship (the blessing of which
should strengthen that of censures, which is a casting out of the
communion) is the ground of the meetings of each congregation;
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but communion in government in common, is the foundation of
another church over all congregations. 2. A communion of elders,
rather than of the saints, is the foundation of this supposed
institution of a church; and the communion of saints therein is but
representative, and at second hand, themselves being absent. It is a
communion for them, but not a communion of them; yea, they have
no communion, not of presence in the sentence and in the
execution, but are only congregations of those elders, that did make
a church concerned therein; but, on the contrary, a communion of
saints, even in government, is the ground and end of erecting of a
church, and therefore it is called one church in relation principally
unto them.

Now, then, to wind up all: if there may be such a communion
of saints under the gospel, so adequate and entire, and churches so
formed, as that the same saints should join in the same worship,
with a joint, constant, inward, individual communion therein, and
these saints may have, and do enjoy (as our brethren grant) fixed
elders, by whose ministry and dispensation they partake with them
in the same worship, which makes their communion yet
comparatively more entire (for, in the presbyterial way, there
communion is principally by elders, and therefore in this also, a
due consideration is to be had, as adding a farther entireness); and
these elders being a presbytery, yea, and enough to make a
presbytery for all acts of government (as we shall after shew a
company of elders in congregations to be), at all which acts of
government, which are for the edification of the saints, they can be
present and have a personal communion, as well as in those of
worship; if, also, the communion of saints be the end of erection of
particular churches, and is the measure fitted; for finis dat mensuram
mediis, the end gives measure to the means; and if this end may be
adequately and entirely attained this way, why should partial ends
be preferred to total and complete, all ends meeting in one? Yea, if
communion of saints in worship be the chief communion, yea, and
the communion of saints be the principal fundamental cause of all
church institution, why should not it draw to itself communion in
government also, when there is a sufficiency for the performing the
acts thereof? Why should the communion of elders be taken off
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from the communion of the saints? Why should a presbytery be
erected that is taken off from a church and assembly of saints, when
yet there is a sufficient presbytery over a church of saints, that meet
for all acts both of worship and government, and when yet these
greater presbyteries would challenge their power from this lesser
presbytery of churches, rather than from the name church, and yet
take it off from these churches they pretend to be a presbytery
unto? Yea, why should any affirm that, although a particular
congregation had a sufficiency of elders, yet it is God’s ordinance
that they should associate, for whereas the avoiding of division is
pretended, it makes a worse division, dividing worship from
government, and elders from the particular churches of saints, and
so parting from them, that wherein they ought to have the entirest
communion. So as, all things considered, the institution of a
particular church falls most happily, uniformly, and adequately
upon a congregation entirely and alone, and upon no other manner
of assemblies at all.

Chapter XI: That the forming of saints into churches,
under the government of el...

CHAPTER XI

That the forming of saints into churches, under the government of
elders, is a matter of that needful order as requires a divine institution for
it. — That it was also requisite that the extent of those churches, and the
limits of the elders’ jurisdiction, should be set and determined by Christ.

But this being granted, that churches in the New Testament are
formed and fixed bodies, which are either the seat of worship or of
ecclesiastical government, and likewise that there is a necessity it
should be so, yet the next question will be, whether the settled form
and order of these bodies, the extent, bounds, and compass thereof,
into which the church universal should be parted and divided, and
which should be the seat of government, be set out by Christ’s
special appointment and institution, or hath been left by him to
men to frame and order, according to the common rules of
edification, as matters of circumstantial order use to be. But we
humbly conceive this to be a point of such order, and of so much
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weight and moment, and belonging to the substance of
government, as that, if there were any special institution and
designment of other things belonging to the order of church
government, then also of this; as appears to us whilst we take
estimate and comparison with any other particular acknowledged
to be the subject of institution, as also established by more direct
warrant. For the satisfaction of this query, we shall give the general
demonstration of the dtiof it, that it is and must needs be so,
whatever the form and extent of these churches and bodies that are
the seat of government shall prove to be, which, whether
congregational, classical, provincial, or national, we yet dispute not.
What at the present we endeavour to make forth is only this in the
general, that whatsoever kind of form or extent they are moulded
into, this form and extent must be set out and taken from some
institution. The quale, or what sort of bodies, and what measure
thereof Christ hath instituted, is to be afterwards discussed. And
although the proof hereof will not be full and complete until the
demonstration of the quale, or of what is the particular form or
boundary and extent, both of church and the elders’ jurisdiction,
and this be shewn to have been instituted, yet we shall for the
present endeavour such a demonstration as shall be sufficient for a
general foundation to that which follows, and enough to confirm
the point as in the general.

Now, for the more distinct proceeding in this, there is a double
seat of government conceived to be in these bodies of saints and
elders, whether according to our brethren’s principles or our own.
According to our brethren’s, all government is put into a body of
elders, and so they make the elders the subjectum inhasionis, the
inherent subject of all power; and the church or the company of the
taithful to be subjectum occupationis, that is, the subject committed to
them to be governed. Even as in a corporation, where, though the
power and government is in the magistrates alone, and so they are
the subjects of inherency in whom the power resides, yet a limited
extent of jurisdiction, namely, a corporation of people, in such a
compass or precinct, is the subjectum occupationis, the seat, the
circuit over whom and among whom their government is extended,
and within which confined. But if, according to our principles, the
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government is instituted by Christ to be mixed of in aristocracy of
elders and a democracy of the people, yet still the like supposition
necessarily ariseth, that there is, and must be, a limited seat or
precinct in which this ecclesiastical government is exercised, which
we call the seat of government. And look what authority is in the
body of elders, as elders, it is within that seat or compass. That
which therefore these following general arguments and
demonstration aim at, is to prove that the extensive limits and
bounds of each ecclesiastical authority, and accordingly the
proportion and measure of those bodies, or churches, the seat
thereof, and in which it is exercised, is a matter of that nature,
weight, and moment, as to have a special line of institution, by
which it may be measured forth. And to that end the
demonstration hereof shall be framed and fitted to prove these two
things.

1. That the forming up of elders into bodies or presbyteries, and
the limits and boundaries of the extent of their power, is a matter of
that nature, as must be set out by institution.

2. That, answerably thereunto, the setting out the compass,
measure, limits, and extent of those bodies of saints and elders
making churches (which are the seat or subject in which a company
of elders shall have a jurisdiction, and that company of saints the
privilege of government, and unto which the extent of their
jurisdiction is to be limited), must also be set out by a special
institution, and that their privilege to become such depends upon a
special charter also.

We might speak to each and either of these severally and apart,
but that indeed these two, the setting the limits to the extensive
power of elders, and also the setting out the measure of those
bodies unto which their government (whether joined with the
people, or alone, we yet argue not) shall extend and be confined,
are both commensurable each to other, and do mutually argue each
other. For all power and government, in what company or body of
rulers soever, that are the subject in whom it resides, must have a
seat, compass, or precinct of men united in one in which to exercise
their power. And the true measure of their extensive power is from
the measure of the extent of that seat, so as the proving of either of
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them to be necessarily done by institution is to prove both; for they
mutually argue each other, and the extent of the one is resolved
into the other. And therefore if the extent of any one be of divine
institution, the other must be of divine appointment also, as we
shall after shew.

Seeing, therefore, that these two are so conjunct in the nature of
the thing, and mutually the demonstrations each of other, we will,
in discoursing of them, put them together, sometimes having
demonstrations that jointly concern both and are common unto
both, sometimes such as concern either of them singly, in such a
method as may best serve to clear the truth of this assertion, which
to us lays the foundation of deciding this great controversy, as in
the sequel will appear.

We shall rank our arguments under these four heads:

1. That these two fore-mentioned are substantial points of
order, and therefore are to be fetched from institution.

2. That they are matters of such order, as other things are of,
which we do find (and all do so acknowledge) to have been matter
of institution.

3. That the wisdom and prerogative of Christ (who is the
supreme instituter and lawgiver to his church) is as much
concerned and interested in the institution of these, as in any other
things he hath instituted about officers and church government.

4. That spiritual reasons, suited to the nature of the things
themselves, fall in to confirm this.

The truth of the consequence of these three first is justly
founded upon what we have already said of institution, as that the
Colossians received their order from Jesus as the Lord, as well as
their faith. And besides, that the substantials of church government
should be set out by institution, all sides have acknowledged, and
the case therefore must needs be like, in all matters of like order
and substantialness; for the wisdom and prerogative of the
lawgiver is alike concerned to appoint one as well as another; and
else, too, church government consisting of things of like rank and
nature, some of them should yet be divine, some human, and so it
would consist some part of gold and some of wood. So as here we
need but apply those generals to the confirmation hereof; but yet
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we shall further endeavour to confirm them all along, in the
mention of, and together with, those particular proofs which we
shall allege for the heads fore-mentioned. And those reasons shall
not only or simply be drawn from paralleling these two points of
order with other things, which are substantial in all government,
and are acknowledged almost by all, especially by our brethren, to
be matter of divine institution, in and about church officers and
government. We shall not thus only deal by consequence in the
closure of the proofs for the second head, but also by Scripture,
more directly holding forth the truth thereof, and all backed and
seconded with an harmony of spiritual reasons, according to the
nature of the thing, falling in and suiting to it.

Only let this be taken along and remembered, that the scope of
these reasons in this place is only to demonstrate this in the general,
and in the 61y, that it is so, and not now to prove the point, by laying
out the very particular bounds and limits set by the Holy Ghost; for
that is to be tried out afterwards by our brethren and us, who of us
can shew the surest and most ancient landmarks hereof, which
particulars, when they shall come to be delineated and set out, and
confirmed by Scripture and reason, the proof of this general truth
will be found more full and complete, by whatever either side can
shew to be the true and notive characters of the institution thereof.
But till then we must necessarily, here in this place, content
ourselves with general arguments, and which are accordingly
suited to this scope, and none other.

1. I shall begin with the first head, that both these are as
substantial matters in church government as any of those other
about the institution of officers” power, &c., can be supposed to be.
To evidence which, what fairer estimate can be taken, whereby to
judge of what is substantial in this government, than from what is
in all men’s apprehensions such, in any government whatever?
Now, take any society of men that are embodied for government,
and if the officers and laws of it are defined, the commonwealth or
body itself, the bounds and limits of its jurisdiction, are defined
also, and by the same hand the one at first is constituted, the other
is too; and this is true especially of such bodies as hold, from a
supreme power, the charter for their government, as all churches
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do hold their order from Christ the supreme founder. In this case, it
is every way as essential to have the body of people itself formed
up into an unity, and the extent of their jurisdiction set by that
supreme power, as to have officers over it, and laws by which they
are governed. The first is necessary in itself for the good of those
bodies (in relation to orderly government), and it is as necessary as
the setting out the extent of every man’s lands which he possesseth,
and of which the abutments and limits are as exactly mentioned in
their deeds as anything else; and thus necessary is setting down the
extent of jurisdiction of every incorporate town, and accordingly
set forth in their charter. Thus London is differenced from
Westminster, which otherwise would be judged but one city and
one incorporate body; and this was necessary in their first edition,
and to preserve distinction and entireness of government, without
confusion and usurpation.

2. For the other particular, it is as necessary to confine those
officers and their jurisdiction within the compass of certain seats
and bodies politic, as to define and limit the acts of their power,
and wherein to judge and intermeddle. In all civil bodies,
kingdoms, commonwealths, &c., their laws are as exact to set down
the limits of jurisdiction, the extent of power, as the degree, or kind,
or sort of acts of power to be put in execution by those entrusted
with it; and all officers in several provinces, or bodies incorporate,
that get a commission of power from the supreme power, have in
their commissions and charters as express a mention and definition
of the circuit and extent of power as of their acts of power, so as a
greater nullity ariseth not from any other thing than from
extending power committed beyond the bounds of jurisdiction; and
it is a premunire as well to do an act of government out of their
jurisdiction as an undue act within it, as to arrest or imprison out of
their jurisdiction. And that mayors or bailiffs shall judge only
within such a town or borough, is as express in their charter (or at
least that the limit of their jurisdiction being determined within the
same, their power without is null and void), as that they shall be
mayors and bailiffs there. And thus this parallel confirms both
parts of the argument, both that it is alike substantial, and also that
therefore it alike depends upon the determining of the supreme
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lawgiver. And although this estimation be taken from man’s law
and civil government, yet it is in a matter that is alike common to
both. If indeed church government could be supposed to be a
matter of that nature, that such boundings and determinings of the
seat and extent of elders’ jurisdiction, in order to government, were
not existent in it, and necessary thereunto, as well as to other
government also, but might be transacted promiscuously without
any such boundings, then indeed the form of the parallel would not
carry it to erect anything in church government by a parallel from
the civil. But all that do or will acknowledge any ecclesiastical
government, as they do acknowledge fixed bodies of saints and
elders (which the former assertion cleared), so withal they must
acknowledge such a determination necessarily to be made to bound
those seats of government and extent of elders’ jurisdiction, either
by God or men. Now, therefore, in this we only argue that the
determination thereof is of that nature that it must be set out by the
supreme Lawgiver, as well as other things are that concern this
government. Thus much, however, is preparatory to what follows,
that this assertion is most rational and coincident with the like
principles of reason human, though of and about a matter spiritual.
Yet because it will be said it is but an argument from men (which
yet in the case of ministers’ maintenance, as in other things also, the
apostle useth to produce and confirm thereby the rationality of a
divine ordinance about this matter, when yet there were other
grounds also for it in the Scripture that it is such), therefore we will
proceed to the other general head, that the forming saints into
churches, and setting the bounds thereof, are matters of such order
as God and Christ hath instituted, we shall endeavour to make
forth (proceeding by degrees) both by paralleling these with other
matters of order about officers and church government which God
hath instituted, and by demonstrating that these are as great points
of order as those other which Christ as a Lord hath given; and we
shall also evidence it by the addition of such Scripture proofs and
instances as do directly hold forth the truth thereof, and so confirm
too that other parallel reason about them.

Now, to prove the parallel between this and other matters of
order, let this be premised and taken along, that this second sort of
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reasons, drawn from comparing these, or either of them, with other
things that are instituted, and thence proving the institution of
these also (though we insist not only or wholly on them) is in this
case just and sure; for we stretch not the argument from parallel or
like reason to find out any new thing in church government, whose
existency is argued and founded merely upon parallel reason. That
way of reasoning we leave to our brethren, in rearing up their
whole fabric upon the parallel reason of a particular church,
Matthew 18, to the prejudice of that foundation which these are
built on. But the limiting of elders’ jurisdiction and the seat of their
ordinary government being a thing that necessarily existeth, and
which must be acknowledged to have place already, or else no
orderly government can at all be supposed to be (as both sides do
acknowledge); if, then, the question shall be (which is the thing
now before us), whether the setting out those limits, &c., be a
matter of that nature, as should be set out by the institution of
Christ, as other matters of parallel nature are, or whether Christ
hath left them as things of that inferior alloy and nature, and so of
small moment as to be determined by the common rules for
edification, as other circumstantial matters are; in deciding this case
and question, and for the general demonstration of it, certainly
parallel reason will carry it, that these things are to be set out by
God and not left to men, especially when there shall be added unto
these, scriptures that directly speak the same thing that parallel
reason doth. This being premised, we shall speak to each singly.

I. We begin first with that of the bounding the extent of the
power and jurisdiction of elders. That this is to be found set out by
institution will appear, for the 6tiof it in the general, both ways,
either, 1, by comparing it with other matters of order, &c.; or, 2, by
what the Scriptures do more directly hold forth about setting the
limits of the extensive power of officers; or, 3, by reason falling in
therewith.

1. It is evident, by comparing this point of order with other
things which our brethren themselves, according to their principles,
do hold to, and acknowledge to be matters of instituted order, in
many of which we also concur with them. Let but an impartial
comparison and estimate be taken and made with other things,
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concerning church elders and their power, which they cleave to, as
instituted, even to a nullity for the want of it in other persons and
things. They do shew themselves sufficiently tender and jealous of
having institutions, for the exercise of any part of ecclesiastical
power, and will allow none but persons authorised by an
institution, and in such and such a way, to the exclusion of others
for want of institution. For example, 1, why else do they exclude
the body of the people from having an interest of suffrage in
excommunication, or casting out of the church, or ordaining elders,
and confine these acts, and all other supposed acts of government,
onto elders only? 2. Although to excommunicate, &c., be an act of
government that belongs to the office of eldership, yet they would
allow no one elder to excommunicate alone, no, not in that church
whereof he is pastor in a special fixed relation, but it must be elders
united into an aristocracy, because it is by institution so implied,
‘Tell the church,” &c., which is always more than one. Yea, they
assert™ that such an act of excommunication is null and void, if but
by one elder alone. Yea, 3, if any one pastor, though never so
eminent, should be set up in a lawful presbytery to be of
the quorum in that presbytery wherein he is a member and an elder,
so as nothing should be done but with and by his consent and
suffrage, though not without the rest of the presbytery also (which
was all that power that bishops anciently challenged and
exercised), yet this would be, and is denied to any, as a thing
beyond that degree of power given any one man among the rest.
And, 4, those that are acknowledged elders, namely, ruling elders,
they would strictly debar from preaching, from praying in public,
or blessing the people, or administering the sacrament, because
these are acts of the preaching elder’s office by institution, or else
why are they excluded if Christ would not have them so? Yea, 5,
though the substance of the act of ordination (which they call missio
potestativa) be an act of the whole presbytery, ruling elders and
others, yet the right of laying on of hands, which is the lesser, they
allow not to ruling elders, but appropriate it to preaching
presbyters in the presbytery. And, 6, although there may be many
elders in a particular church that make up therein an eldership,
who, when alone, without neighbour churches, did exercise all, and
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had complete power of excommunication, &c., within themselves
(as they grant), yet when churches come to be multiplied, or there
are neighbour churches whom they may associate with, many of
our brethren hold that in this case they have no longer warrant or
power (at least not as to the exercise of government within
themselves), but are to join in common with those other elders of
churches for all acts of government. And all this must be because
Christ hath, by institution, so fixed the power of governing (in
respect of the acts thereof), as they are not, by any other or any
otherwise, to be put in execution. Yea, 7, if that the churches go and
choose, &c., cull out a certain company of their officers, and all the
churches in a kingdom should choose them that should be set apart
for acts of jurisdiction only, and attend them in a set and constant
way (as the Sanhedrim in Jerusalem was chosen), our brethren
would say, that although here were elders chosen out of all the
churches unto such acts as are the acts of elders, according to their
principles, lawfully thus chosen, and that they make up (according
to them) one body or corporation representatively of all the rest, as
the national assemblies use to do; yet if these should be thus
constantly set apart unto such a work, they would deny this to be
lawful; and the unlawfulness must lie in this, that they are not
formed up according to the institution. So that a little variation, in
this kind, must still have a new institution for it, according unto
them. And shall there not be the like for the bounding the exercise
of elders’ extensive power, which is of as much, if not far more
moment, than many of these things can be supposed to be of? And
then, lastly, add to all these an eighth principle, which singly and
alone concludes the general point in hand, but, joined with those
other, brings the forces of them all more strongly up to the
conclusion. In the controversy with the bishops, there is a
distinction of a double ecclesiastical power; the one potestas
intensiva, the other extensiva. The one imports a further degree or
kind of power, the other a further extension of power. And in both
these respects they distinguished a bishop from an ordinary
presbyter. In respect of power intensive, a bishop might do some
acts a presbyter might not do, even as a presbyter might do acts a
deacon might not do, which constituted these three several orders
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in the church. A bishop might ordain and excommunicate, not so a
presbyter. And as they made them to differ thus in acts of order,
and intension of power, so in respect of jurisdiction, and in that
respect chiefly, that is, that an ordinary presbyter was set over
some particular flock and congregation, but a bishop was, for acts
of ordinary government, set over a whole diocese, and over many
congregations, to rule them in common, as making one church.
And so an archbishop, though he was of the same order with a
bishop (for they made those two not to constitute two several
orders), yet, in respect of a larger extent in territory or jurisdiction,
they were said to differ in respect of extension of power. Now our
brethren, and all those who writ against this further power of
extension and jurisdiction in bishops, called for an institution for
such a further degree and extent of power, as well as for a new
order of power, and that not only as to the large pretended power
in a bishop beyond a presbyter’s, but also of an archbishop over a
bishop. So do we also require an institution for that power which
our brethren claim. An usurpation lies not only in an undue form
of government that Christ hath not instituted, as to set up one man
to rule, when it is in the hands of many, which is to erect a
monarchy when Christ hath ordained an aristocracy, which is the
ground of exception against episcopal power. Nor doth it only lie
in usurping undue acts of power, which Christ never instituted;
but, further, it lies in a company of elders taking on them an extent
of power, for territory and jurisdiction, larger than that extent
which an evidence of institution can be produced to warrant. In
this case, although a company of elders do in their proceedings take
on them to execute none other but such as are due acts of
government, for the kind of them, and those regulated according to
such rules as the word warrants (as in respect to the sins proceeded
against), nor none other acts but which belong to the office of
elders; yea, and though all this be done by them, as cast and
combined into a joint body (no one man amongst them assuming
more power than the rest), and so this government be carried in an
aristocratical way (which is the right form that Christ, according to
them, hath instituted), yet if they stretch the extent of their power
unto a larger line or circuit than Christ hath made the territory or
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seat of church government, this must needs prove an usurpation,
let the pretence be never so specious, and the proceedings
otherwise never so just. For extensive power must be warranted by
institution, as well as intensive, or the measure or kind of power;
whereas yet we perceive many that are zealous for institutions in
those other things, would (so far as we can understand) have the
boundaries of the extent of power ecclesiastical to be left (with
other things of less moment) to be ordered only according to the
common rules of edification, and of the law of nature, as human
prudence shall think fit to dispose and set them out.

[15] Mr. Rutherford’s Temperate, Peaceable Plea, p. 5.

II. Unto which add, secondly, that God hath, both under the
Old Testament, as also the New, made the bounding and setting
the extent of church officers’ extensive power the subject of his own
institution and designment; which confirms the truth of this point
in the general.

1. First, in the Old Testament (which we have not now recourse
to, as our brethren use to have, as an instance that the same
particular extent of government that was then should be the model
of Christ’s institution under the New, we shall confute that largely
afterwards); this was the matter of Christ’s institution. As therefore,
under the Old, the several sorts of officers were appointed, and also
their limits of jurisdiction, so now under the New, as Christ hath
instituted the kind of officers and elders, so he should set out the
extent of their jurisdiction; especially since we suppose such
officers having such a power (as our brethren and we suppose) by
institution, it is therefore necessary that it should be determined,
either by God or man, what the extent of their jurisdiction should
be. We do not herein urge the analogous like reason, of the Old
Testament and the New, to raise up the like particular rule and
institution, for the extent of elders” power, now as then; but only as
a proof of this general maxim, that when we find the like subject of
institution in the New, the reason will hold, that as there was an
institution set for the bounds of the intensive power of officers
among them (as of the order of priests above Levites, &c.), and their
several work accordingly designed, so the bounds of jurisdiction
and of extensive power, in the government of that state and church,

196



were set out by the same hand also. So, in like manner, Christ hath
ordered things in the new gospel administration. They under the
Old Testament had those that were their elders of cities and towns,
whose power was bounded within their several cities and
territories, and this set out by a law. They were, in the case of
murder, to measure the ground, and the elders of that city unto
which the field a man was killed in was nearest, were to
intermeddle in it. And they had their general elders for the nation
or people distinguished from the other, so that the extent of their
jurisdiction was general, proportioned to the extent of the nation,
who are therefore called ‘the elders of the people” in general, Luk
22:66, and which were that Sanhedrim and ‘state of elders’ at
Jerusalem for the nation, Act 22:5, and so distinguished from those
they called elders of a city, Rth 4:2, Jdg 9:3, 2Ki 23:8. And as in these
scriptures singly, so Ezr 10:4, we have both mentioned with their
titles of distinction: ‘Let the elders of all the congregation stand,
and with them the elders of every city, and the judges thereof.” The
one had the whole body of the nation for their jurisdiction; the
other had only their several cities. Thus also the bounds of
extensive power, as well as intensive, was set out by the word of
the Lord in the hand of Moses. The several charge of four sort of
Levites, in the things of the sanctuary, was divided amongst them
to have care of, and the limits of extensive power of jurisdiction
were fixed in the hands of four men over each of those companies
and bodies of those Levites, as you have it, Num 13:3, which were
called overseers over the rest, Num 11:14; Num 11:22. The like
might be shewn in the order of priesthood; there was the intensive
power, which was equal among them all; and above the Levites (for
order of office) there was by institution, in the high priest (as
Aaron), a further or intense power of office, for some services
above the rest; which degree of intense power was by the special
call of God, Heb 5:4. And as of a power of intension, so of extension
or jurisdiction, there was a settled appointment. There were set
over several companies of priests, chief priests that were in those
several circuits superior to them, Mat 2:4; Mat 27:1, Act 19:4, 2Ch
36:14, who were twenty-four in number.
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2. Secondly, In the New Testament, we find the several extent
of officers’ power and jurisdiction to have been matter of
institution. Our scope is not here to set out what the particular
limits are, for that belongeth to an after discussion. But all that we
shall now produce, is but to confirm the point in the general.

(1.) We find differing extent of officers’ jurisdiction to have
been, not only matter of institution, but also to have, among other
things, put a difference upon officers, such as, in imitation hereof,
the pope and the bishops challenged, in difference from ordinary
presbyters. This was one thing made an apostle differ from an
evangelist, and an evangelist from ordinary pastors and teachers,
that an apostle had the care of all churches committed to him,
whereas an ordinary elder was designed to an actual care of a
church, as a governor in a family is of his house, 1Ti 3:5. In the 1
Corinthians 5, the apostle strongly intimates the difference by a
comparison of his power as an apostle, and theirs as Corinthians,
and that this power differed in extent: ‘Do not ye,” says he, ‘judge
them that are within?” Namely, yourselves, and within your own
body: “What have I to do to judge them that are without?” His main
scope is to shew, that in their proportion they had power to judge
all within their jurisdiction, as he had in his; and that as his
jurisdiction was, in the extent of it, limited to all within, that is, all
churches of Christ, in opposition to heathen, and he had no power,
he had nothing to do to judge them without, so theirs was also
extended to all within themselves, but no further. I that am an
apostle (says he) have a limited jurisdiction in my kind, and you in
yours, and as I am to do my duty in my jurisdiction, so you in
yours. And if the apostle would not stretch himself beyond his line
(as his own phrase is) of jurisdiction set out to him, then ordinary
elders much less are to go beyond theirs.

(2.) The New Testament is express for it. The Holy Ghost hath
appointed the extent of elders’ jurisdiction over their own flocks,
and to extend to every soul therein in particular, even over the
whole flock whereof they are elders, and that as a whole flock,
importing an entire body of persons committed to them. Therefore,
the extent of a like kind of power any further, or over any other,
ought much more to have a special institution, which so far as it
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wanteth and cannot produce and shew the bounds for, from
institution, so far it is a nullity. Now we have an express scripture
concerning the elders of the church of Ephesus (whether it be
congregational, or presbyterial, or diocesan, we do not now
dispute, but shall afterwards try it out upon which the institution
falls), that they all and every one of them had an extent of power by
express commission given them to that whole flock, and that the
Holy Ghost set them over that whole flock, as in charge
commended to them: Act 20:28, “Take heed to yourselves, and all
the flock, over which the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers.’
Men had not chalked out the limits of this flock, nor set them out
this their bounds of power and care over it, but the Holy Ghost
made them overseers, that is, constituted them, as, Heb 3:2, it is
said of Moses. And when it is said the Holy Ghost made them, it is
not meant in respect of the personal call of those elders, for
ordinary elders were not chosen by an immediate revelation of the
Holy Ghost, as Paul and Barnabas was: “The Holy Ghost said,
Separate me Paul and Barnabas,” Act 13:2. But so these elders were
not made here: the constitution, or making, or appointing and
instituting them, must therefore necessarily be meant of the Holy
Ghost’s appointing that office of elders in which they were, and
that he specially was the author by his institution of that kind of
designment of elders to an whole flock as elders, as their special
charge, within which to take care as elders of all, and by virtue of
which (they undertaking the charge) the institution and
commission of the Holy Ghost fell upon them. As when a king hath
granted a charter to such or such towns, to have such and such
rulers over each of those whole towns, though the king put not in
the officers, yet because the towns choose them, as authorised by
his special charter, ordering their choice and designing their
jurisdiction, it may in charge be given to them, that the king hath
set them over this whole town to govern it. And what is attributed
to the Holy Ghost thus, respects not a prudential management
only, but the Holy Ghost’s office being in a special manner to be the
author of that word, and those directions of Christ, by which the
apostles did give forth the pattern of ordering and framing
churches to these Ephesians and other churches, therefore it is
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peculiarly appropriated to him to be the author of all such
constitutions ecclesiastical, and this by so peculiar a prerogative, as
is as proper to him as to redeem is to the Son. And therefore man
may no more assume to set up a new kind of officers, or appoint
them the bounds of their jurisdiction in the church, than he can
redeem us. And therefore, as to the work of the Holy Ghost to the
church herein, mention is made of it, parallel with Christ’s
redemption, in those words: “Take heed to all the flock over which
the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers, to feed the church of
God, which he hath purchased by his own blood.” And one special
thing which is attributed to the Holy Ghost (as an instituter and
ordainer of matters in the church, and for which we cite this place)
is, as to constitute the office of elders, and the form of government,
that all should take care in common (for elders, not elder, are
mentioned) so to fix also the extent of their care, charge, and
commission to all that flock, the church of Ephesus, whereof they
are said to be elders, Act 20:17. It is his institution that elders
should take care, according to the extent of their relation to a
particular flock, as their whole flock committed to them; and by
virtue of this his ordination had they the full power of elders unto
this flock. So as that such an office of elders (not one elder only),
that such a flock, as an whole flock, should stand in relation to
these elders in common as the seat of their care and jurisdiction, —
all this was the ordination of the Holy Ghost; and if so, then the
extent of jurisdiction over such a flock is instituted, as well as the
office. Therefore, if these all, or any company of more elders, will
challenge a new and further extent of jurisdiction, than to such a
flock as Ephesus was, they must shew the like commission for that
extent from the Holy Ghost; for it was by a special commission
from the Holy Ghost they had power of jurisdiction to this flock.
And by the same reason that their commission over this flock was
by the Holy Ghost, by the same reason they must shew the like new
commission for a larger from the same Holy Ghost. We will only
add this, that in cases of this nature a negative argument holds; for
when extent of power depends upon a superior appointment and
designment, no further power than what is affirmatively declared
and extended in the commission can be extended but with a nullity,
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yea, and with the greatest danger; and so, unless the Holy Ghost
declares affirmatively the extent of elders” powers as elders, in a
body united (as here he doth) over a larger company of churches,
as the seat of their jurisdiction, all the elders in the world met
together cannot, nor may not, challenge it. A defect of commission
affirmative is exclusive in this case. Yea, farther, in that he mentions
this flock as that whole flock they had commission over, he thereby
speaks exclusively of any other, that as elders in a body they were
to exercise authority in. As in the like case, if a king gave a charter
to a mayor and company of aldermen, to rule such a company or
body of men in a corporation as an whole body they were set over,
it manifestly imported, not only that the extent of their power
therein being by his charter, therefore they must not exercise it as
such a company out of the confines thereof, without the like charter
renewed; but also, on the contrary, he who is the founder of their
power, and of whom they hold it, in his charter, makes that
company committed to them to be all or the whole flock committed
to their charge. This evidently argues that his charter sets bounds to
them, restraining them from taking on them to exercise their
juridical power elsewhere. So far is it from what the presbyterial
principles hold forth, that in an analogous way they may make new
extensions of jurisdictions, and in the same form model them.

(3.) Add to this that the Holy Ghost hath been pleased to set
limits and bounds of power to several ordinary officers in the same
church, wherein they are, in respect of a continual charge and
service, ordinary standing officers, and where all of them are in a
joint and common commission for the government thereof. And
look what distinction there is in their offices, and what is proper to
each office by his appointment, his command is answerably that the
one should not, by assuming to exercise the part of another,
entrench upon the office of another; so that he who is a ruling elder
should not take on him to teach as an ordinary pastor, no, not in the
church where he bears the office of an elder: ‘But let him that
teacheth, attend on teaching; he that exhorteth, on exhortation; he
that ruleth, on ruling,” Rom 12:6. Now, if Christ hath so set these
bounds in the same church and body, as for any to usurp the

other’s office, is that Umeoppovelv, or ‘taking on him above his
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proportion” (which he condemns, Rom 12:3, and prefaceth that
general rule with special aim to keep each in their due bounds and
station); then much more, or at least as much, hath his care
extended to set down the bounds of extensive power, which they
might know, that as in the same church the officers might
not vmepodpoovety, so the elders of other churches ought
not aAAotglomiokornety, intermeddle as bishops in another’s
jurisdiction (to use the apostle’s allusion), nor stretch themselves
beyond their line, as the apostle would not. Thus I have proved that
the extent of elders’ jurisdiction is to be fetched from an institution.

What is next to be demonstrated is, that the constituting and
setting out the measure and extent of that church which is to be the
seat of government, is also matter of divine order, and so to be
fetched from an institution.

The popish and episcopal divines have appropriated that
word order unto the constituting a church officer, and unto his
ministry, whether bishop or presbyter, &c. This, in their phrase,
they called being in orders, which in the thing carried this with it,
viz., their being of such orders or kinds of offices as Christ had by
his order appointed. But surely they narrowed the signification of it
too much, for it may be extended to all institutions whatever, and,
among other, to this of church state, and the constitution thereof,
according to an order set by Christ.

For, 1, in that order of the church of the Colossians, in which
the apostle rejoiced, the right constitution and formation of their
church state must needs be a main part intended. Order (says
Bishop Davenant) denotes their coadunation into one body,
namely, such as in an army useth to be, and so respects the whole
body itself, as united and consenting together, and so made the seat
of order. Now, as the disposement and appointment of the bulk
and body of the army itself, and the form, the extent, the wings
thereof, is a matter of as much order, and as essential, as to appoint
what officers shall be over it, or what discipline in it, so it is here;
and the order of this body of the church itself must be by some
hand, either human or divine; and sure it was a divine order the
apostle here rejoiced in, as we have before shewed. And this will

appeat,
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For, 1, if we consider the moment of this their church
constitution and formation, we shall find it was meet and necessary
that the Lord Jesus himself should appoint it; for this is the form
which the efficient always gives, as well as the matter. As in natural
bodies, the form constitutes them, as well as matter, so in all bodies
that are the seat of government, their ordinary frame and form,
wherein they are united according to a law or fundamental custom,
constitutes them such (that is, as they are politic bodies), as much
as being men of such a function or qualification and rank. Yea (as
was said before), since a judicial power of government depends as
much upon a formality of order, as it doth upon a material
qualification of persons, hence, therefore, it is as necessary (as was
shewed by many instances) that Jesus Christ should design out,
and constitute, and authorise the form and order, and the bounds
of his church, as that he should determine the qualification of the
persons or functions to whom the power is committed. For acts of
government, being to have his blessing in a peculiar manner, to
accompany them with a spiritual efficacy, as well as acts of
worship, it is as necessary for him to appoint the form or orders of
that body, in which he would accompany them with that efficacy,
as it is to assign out the material subject of persons and functions
that are to execute it; and this our brethren assent to, making it as
necessary for Christ to institute the form of government, namely, an
aristocracy of elders, as to appoint the function or the persons,
namely, elders themselves. For it may fall out, and often doth, that
for the matter hereof, the members of a church are not such, in
respect of their lives and qualifications personal, as should be in the
members of a church; and yet, because they take on them to be a
church, professing the name of Christ, and public worship, &c.,
hence ministerially they are a true church, as truly as an ungodly,
profane minister is a true minister, not in respect of his personal
qualifications, but as his office is an ordinance which he bears, and
whence it is that all his administrations, while in that office, are not
null, nor to be reiterated. The like is to be said of the church itself,
whereof he is a minister; it subserves ministerially as a church to
God, rightly to have baptism and other ordinances of Christian
communion administered in it, so as those ordinances are not null,
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though administered among such as are generally corrupt, and not
fit matter to be a church. That, therefore, these ordinances come to
be rightly and lawfully administered, in this church as a church,
must be by virtue of Christ’s institution and charter, that hath made
such a company of men, so and so meeting for such ends and
purposes, to be a ministerial church to him, and to be that great
ordinance, which is the seat of all other ordinances.

2. It is no less than the seat, the édpaiwpa, the grand
repository, as of truth (as 1Ti 3:15), so of government and worship,
and so it is the next receptive of all the promises that are made to
accompany the ordinances administered therein. We say it is the
seat, as of truth, so of government and worship; for, by comparing
the 5th and 14th verses with that 15th, we shall find that the church
of God is the same with that house of God mentioned 1Ti 3:14, and
likewise 1Ti 3:5: ‘If a man know not how to rule his own house
well, how shall he take care of the church of God?” A church, that
is, the subject of government, as compared to an house, wherein the
governor of a family ruleth. And it cannot be intended of the
church wuniversal, though universally, or rather indefinitely
expressed, namely, for any or for all the particular churches that are
by God’s appointment the subjects of government, of an elder’s
care and rule, as a family (to which it is here set in comparison), is
of an economic or household government; for the church there
spoken of is such a church as ordinary ministers take an actual
special care of, like as he that is a master of a family doth of his own
house more than all other. And this kind of church, to which the
proper care and rule of elders is limited, as it is the subject of
government, so it is the seat of truth, where by God’s ordinance it is
held forth with a promise to preserve it among them, and to
provide that it shall be sown in the hearts of the people of God, in
that great ordinance of preaching by pastors, which are God’s own
institution, and accordingly gifts are preserved and continued. As,
if the officers, the laws and statutes by which a college or town is
governed, be by charter, the incorporation itself is such much more;
so now, if the church be the seat of officers, then truly if God
instituteth the officers themselves to feed the flock, the flock, over
whom they are set, is appointed and ordained much more, and to
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it, as to an ordinance of his setting up, the promise of preserving
truth is made. And if it be the seat of all ordinances (as the apostle
says, 1Co 7:17, ‘I ordain in all the churches’), then the churches
themselves, which are in this respect the ordinance of these
ordinances, where he reposeth and betrusts them, and in which he
blesseth them, is much more Christ’s ordinance.

Yea, 3, whereas if either of these two, the bounds of elders’
jurisdiction, or the churches over which they are elders, are to be
fetched from divine right, it necessarily argues both; yet of the two,
the institution of the bounds doth mainly and principally fall upon
church, primarily upon church, and but secondarily upon the
extent of presbyteries. That of church is the more fundamental
measure of the division of jurisdiction, and that of presbyteries
proportioned thereunto. Thus, when it is said, ‘The apostles

ordained elders,” xat’ éxkAnoiav, ‘in every church,” or church by

church, it is not said that churches were made, kata

npeoPutépovg, according to the mould or cast of presbyters, but
elders were assigned according to the mould, measure, or latitude
of churches, and so the several bounds of church power is limited
by the distinction of church. Thus the style of the Scripture runs,
and churches were settled, and not presbyteries; and the distinction
was not then taken from the names of classes and presbyteries,
provincial and national assemblies, &c. And in Revelation 11
(where John takes the measuring reed in his hand), what is the
subject that reed is applied to, and whereof the measure is taken? It
is the temple, the church, and not presbyteries or elderships.
Therefore also Matthew 18, the style runs thus, ‘Go tell the church,
which if it should be granted to be meant of the elders, in our
brethren’s sense, yet of elders in relation to a church, and in that
respect so styled, as they are relatively the representation of some
church, within which their jurisdiction is bounded. So that if there
be any institution that limits the bounds of their power, it must
necessarily fall upon the bound of church first. Again, our
brethren’s reasonings doth confirm this, for the chief weight of their
arguments for the extent of the power of elders over many
churches, in those instances of Jerusalem, Ephesus, &c., is taken
from hence, that many congregations are called one church; and so,
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from the extent of elderships and elders, power is derived, and
measured thereby; and the chief power that is exercised, is to cast
out of the church, i.e. to judge them within their circuit.

To conclude: If either of these, the jurisdiction of elders, or the
measure of churches, are to be fetched from institution, or set
thereby, then both are to be so. The reason of this consequence is
clear from this (which was but intimated afore), that all power in
governors, or any other company of men whatever, must have a
territory, a precinct, a seat in which, and among whom to exercise
their power, and accordingly the extent or limits of that seat, is the
true measure of the extent of these governors’ power and
jurisdiction, the one being resolved into the other. If the one be
divine, the other is also; yea, so as although the Holy Ghost should
not have expressly and directly set down both, yet having done
either, it is sufficient; for the one follows upon the other, and so
consequently (as was said) if either be of divine institution, they
both are so. Now the reason of this consequence is clear, not only
from common reason, in its parallel of all jurisdictions else
(Wwherein the measure of the officer’s extent of power is resolved
into the measure of the bodies of men knit together in one, to such
or such an extent, whether taken from place, or whatever else is
made the boundary); but further, it may be particularly
demonstrated, that this ecclesiastical government is according to
the order of the New Testament. For suppose the power of
government, whether in whole or in part, be in a company of
elders, yet it is not given them simply as elders to their persons, no,
nor simply as a presbytery abstractedly considered (that is, as a
company of elders merely as such, continuing as they please over
these and these churches, or as few as they will), but whatever
jurisdiction is in them is given in relation to a seat; so as the
division and partition of elderships and presbyteries, &c., and their
extent and compass, ariseth from the partition and division of
churches, and the extent thereof. And although what these due
limits of either are is to be afterwards considered, yet these general
do argue, that such are to be found set out by the Holy Ghost.
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Chapter XII: That it is the prerogative of Christ’s
power and wisdom to determin...

CHAPTER XII

That it is the prerogative of Christ’s power and wisdom to determine
the due limits of churches, and the boundaries of the elders’ power.

The prerogative of Christ the instituter, is as much seen in
assigning a due extent of power to elders, and in measuring out the
just bounds wherein their authority is to be exercised, as in
anything which he hath instituted.

1. Christ useth his great prerogative in setting out, and in
constituting and bounding of the church that shall be the seat of
government, which is his house.

1. In all civil government (and if there be a government
spiritual derived from Christ, this parallel will hold) the stamp of
royal and supreme authority, which is the fountain of government,
is seen and exercised in nothing more than in the grant of privileges
unto a company of men dwelling together to incorporate for
government, as also in setting the bounds and limits of such a
jurisdiction; and this is fundamental to all the rest; and answerably
speaks the Scriptures. Thus in Heb 3:3-5, the prerogative of Christ
above Moses is argued from this as the highest branch of it, that
Christ was he that built the very house itself; and therefore,
answerably, this is for the honour of Christ. If a king had an infinite
number of subjects scattered over all the world, which could not be
governed in the whole or lump, but by parts, distinguished and
formed up into several bodies knit together, were it not his
prerogative as much, yea more, to appoint out the several
provinces or territories, and the bounds thereof, which he would
have governed exactly, as to appoint the kind of officers, or acts of
government? Surely it is more. Therefore, the founders and
disposers of the bounds of commonwealths at first have been
esteemed great, and more renowned than those that gave laws or
established the several kinds of officers. It cannot be denied, but
that there must be a commission from Christ to empower a
company of saints, that live in a neighbourhood together as saints,
to become a church to Christ, not in a mystical relation only (for
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that they are as saints, though they become not a seat of public
worship, and of an orderly government here on earth), but further
to become a subject of public worship, and also to enjoy a
government among them. As the things themselves thus enjoyed
are such as nothing more concerns God’s glory in the world, and
the good and benefit of the saints, so their becoming a church,
which is the foundation of this, and unto which, as such, the
privilege of these is vouchsafed, is as great a favour and privilege
as could be bestowed on them; which, therefore, must needs hold
as much upon a free gift and charter of Christ, the head and lord of
his church, as any other thing can be supposed to do. A gift and
favour it is, over and above their being saints and members of the
church mystical, electively bestowed, for such they might have
been, and yet never have been ordered so to meet. As to be a
minister to the church, it is a favour beyond a man’s being a saint,
or having gifts, and none is to take that honour to himself, but he
that is called of God, and hath a charter from him for the kind of
ministry designed (and therefore Paul makes that great character of
himself from God’s putting him into the ministry) so for a company
of saints to take on them the title and honour of a church, and an
whole church, as every particular seat of worship and government
doth, which is the title of the whole universal body of Christ, yea,
to take on them the relation of a body, an whole body to Christ, this
must be by a special charter and warrant, whatever company of
men there be that do it. None can give that title of church, unless
Christ hath given it, as none can take the title of being a city in a
kingdom, or of being a privileged place, but by charter. If none can
take on him the dignity of an earl, or of a viscount, or of any officer
of state, so no company of people can of themselves presume to be
a city, but by special charter, much less to be a seat of government,
whereby they become not simply a company, but a body
politic. Church, in this sense, is an authoritative word, and such
authority ariseth not from place or any external circumstance, no,
nor from meeting, but from a charter that adds authority, and
above such considerations, unto such a company.

2. That it should belong to the prerogative of Christ to
determine the bounds of elders’ jurisdiction, as much as to appoint
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the elders or kinds of officers themselves, evidently appears by its
parallel. When any officers derive their governing power from a
supreme state, it concerns the honour and prerogative of that state
to define the extent of the division of their jurisdiction, as much as
the kind of officers. If, therefore, it be universally found to be the
wisdom of all supreme powers, with one consent to judge and
account this bounding as justly to concern their prerogative, shall
we think that Christ hath been less jealous and careful of his
honour herein? Surely, either is no government at all defined by
him, and no sort or kind of officers set and distinguished by him,
but all is alike left to human prudence, as in civil government all
these things alike are, or it must be acknowledged, that the one
concerns the honour and prerogative of Christ to determine, as well
as the other.

I know it may be said, that though it is necessary, yet it must be
safely left to the law of nature, and to the rulers of prudence for
men to appoint it; and that yet however the partition or measure of
churches” and officers’ extent is divine, because God hath
appointed that to be the measure which men in their prudence shall
think good to appoint. But this is, indeed, to make both the extent
of officers” government and the measure of the churches, and the
seat thereof, to be both human, even as the extent of the power and
office of civil magistrates is, and is called, 1Pe 2:13. And magistracy
is called an ordinance of man, because the extent of it is left to men
to appoint as they shall think meet. And yet, if God had either set
the bounds and extent of officers” jurisdiction, or of
commonwealths, which are both considerable, then had both been
of divine institution; but since neither of them are so set, they are
human, although in the general God hath commanded that
magistrates shall have that measure of power which men and
commonwealths shall give them.

[16] Qu. ‘rules’? — Ed.

I will add one thing more to strengthen Christ’s prerogative in
this case, that spiritual reason, suited to the nature of the thing
itself, falls in to prove both the bounding the elders” power, and the
bounds of churches as the seat of government.
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1. I argue from the rise of the call of elders. For though it were
true, as some say, that all saints as saints, or as they are mystical
members of the church universal, have a full and immediate right,
without any further relation of order and union to a particular
church, ipso factoto enjoy all ordinances, yet take elders, or
ministers, and church governors as such, and they cannot be
supposed to have it simply as members of the church catholic, nor
have they it from their having gifts. The law of nature they cannot
plead, why they should have that power rather than other persons
in the church; and Christ’s charter immediately they have not, as
naming their persons. From whence, then, must it be that they have
their power as elders, but from an instituted relation? This must be,
then, some other instituted right and privilege given them. They
are given to the church, and so their rise must be from their relation
to a church; and by the same reason, the extent of the jurisdiction of
their office must depend upon the like; for what else should give
them power over these, or these churches, and not others? As it is
asserted by some that the power is given to saints, yet not to saints,
but as formed up into bodies; so those that will say it is given to
elders, must at least acknowledge it is given to elders as knit into
bodies, and set over such formed bodies. So as their jurisdiction
doth depend upon a relation to, and a rise of call, either from that
body, or at least into that body, which is more evident upon this
further reason, than that fore-mentioned will reach to. Because God
makes not elders immediately by his providential converting and
working on them, for so he makes saints; and yet he gives not, say
our brethren, the power to them, but as united into an orderly body
by institution, in which they exercise each to other. And the case of
elders” power is more depending upon an order and institution,
because they are called to be elders by a designation of men. Their
being elders at least is in order to a relation, and not by a
providential immediate working on them, or from God’s giving
them gifts, or by an immediate call, as the apostles were chosen,
afore God erected his church, to that end to erect it. There must be
formed bodies to give a rise to their call, by designing and
accepting them; and there must be a relation to those formed
bodies which they are set over, which must be set out by divine
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appointment, which alone maketh elders, and gives them their
powers; and so the rise of their call and their jurisdiction is
commensurable.

2. I argue from the necessity of the thing itself. Necessary it was
that the extensive power of elders should be determined (as well as
the intensive) either by God or man. If by God, we have what is
desired; if by man, either by the civil magistrates (and they were
not Christians for above three hundred years after Christ) or by the
elders themselves, and the churches, as they should agree it. Now
see the inconvenience to leave this part of extensive power to be
determined by men, especially by the elders themselves, whilst
Christ should take on him to determine only the other. Of all sort of
power, church power is that wherein, when men have any part or
any pretence to it, they are more apt to be ambitious of extending it
than any other. Witness the ambition of the prelates, and the
usurpation of the pope, &c. And they are as apt to usurp an undue
power in the extension of jurisdiction, as well as unlawful intensive
authority, as we have seen in popes and bishops. The latter have
assumed an undue extensive power over whole dioceses,
archbishops over provinces, and primates over nations, and popes
have usurped such a power over the universal church. This too
large power they have all challenged, as well as too much intensive
power, by which the bishops appropriate ordination to themselves,
which presbyteries (say they) may not do; and the popes lay a
claim to infallibility, &c. Now our presbyterian brethren quarrel at
that power in bishops, and the bishops oppose that universal
extensive power in the popes. Now the pope challengeth this
intensive power of infallibility, but upon this right, that having
such universal extensive power as the apostles had, therefore God
hath enabled him (as in that case he did the apostles) with an
infallibility suitable to that large extent of power; and therefore he
began his usurpation, with the pretence only at first to an universal
power for extent, in his title of universal bishop, and that brought
on the other, and crept up with it, and is supported by it, as the ivy
is by the elm. Thus Alexander the Great, being lord of all the world
in his own opinion, flattered himself into the conceit of divinity,
and of being a god, as annexed to that crown universal. So that men
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are as apt to err this way as the other, and as dangerously in the
consequence. It was therefore as necessary that Christ should set
bounds to the usurpation of men who were to be trusted with
church power, as to anything else; it was necessary to prevent the
claim of any one (as of bishops) to determine the form of
government in the church not to be monarchical; it was necessary
to prevent impertinent intermeddling in officers, to set the proper
bounds of each several officer; it was necessary to prevent a lording
over the flock, by setting down the acts of government proper to
elders. And so, that a stretching themselves beyond their line, and
an intermeddling authoritatively in churches not in their
jurisdiction might be prevented, it was needful to set down by
certain limits the territory of church government, seeing as true a
tyranny and lording might equally arise over the church by an
undue extent of jurisdiction as by the exercise of unlawful and new
invented acts of church power. And all this was the rather
necessary, because that if it had been left to common rules (as other
things of outward order are), and by human prudence to be shared
and divided, the clergy themselves, and elders of churches, were
like to arrogate the determination hereof (as in all ages they have
done); and if they themselves were to be the allotters of it, they
would be sure to look to their share, and that wisdom (they would
have it left to) would be sure to cast it so, and mould the frame of
the power of jurisdiction into such an order as should advance and
set up their power over all the churches. And herein the whole
multitude of elders and the clergy are as apt (yea, more apt) to be
tempted, as a few prelates, that usurp it singly, because the
dominion extends to the totum genus, the whole kind of them. Meet
therefore it was that the Lord Jesus himself should fix this, and
determine it as much as anything else that he hath done.

Then, 3, as to the bounding the churches or bodies of saints and
elders that should be the seat of church power, it agrees with all
reason that Christ should keep this to him as a part of his
prerogative, and that it should depend on his supreme authority. It
cannot be denied, but that (as was said) for a company of saints to
be a distinct fixed church within themselves, and so to be the seat
of either the ordinances for worship or government, is a
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superadded privilege to their being saints. If pastors and teachers
be ordinances and the gift of Christ, Ephesians 4, then to be
churches, and the privileges thereof, in and by means of which the
saints come to have a propriety in these, and a special relation unto
these, is a gift also, and so dependeth electively upon God’s will,
and so is the subject of institution as well as any other thing. And
these churches of saints are not only the object of government, and
in that respect the seat of it, but the privilege of government; the
endowment thereof is in a special manner conferred on the
churches, who are the seat of it; and thereunto is the grant
primarily made, and unto them the benefit redounds. Thus in civil
bodies that are the seat of government, the privilege and charter of
having a government respects the whole community itself
principally, and not the officers; and therefore it is called the
corporation’s, the town’s, or the city’s charter, and not the mayor’s
and aldermen. As, therefore, the main institution or charter falls on
the seat itself, and so upon the officers and the power in them for
them, and indeed on both by one and the same appointment, so
answerably the Scripture style runs still upon the church, taking in
the whole community of elders and people (‘So I ordain in the
churches,” &c., says the apostle), because that is the seat, the subject
of the privilege, and so of that institution that bestows and endows
it. Yea, and therefore the promise of Christ’s blessing and presence
is made to the church, that is the seat of government: ‘I will be
present,” says Christ, ‘in the midst of you,” &c., which, if it should
be interpreted of a company of elders, yet it must be as relating to a
church that is their seat, and to which they have a special relation,
and so by virtue of the promise made to the church itself, Christ
walks in the midst of the candlesticks, which are the churches. And
the efficacy of this government and censures therein depends upon
a special blessing, and the promise of a special blessing is always
the companion of his own institution. As no acts of government,
but such as are instituted, have the ordinary promise of blessing,
nor in the hands of any other than such as Christ hath given the
power unto, so all is confined too within that seat or extent of
jurisdiction he hath appointed; and upon this ground he is specially
present with those officers and those acts, in relation, and in a
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respect to that body or church whose elders they are, and to whom
the promise is principally made, and upon whom the privilege and
institution chiefly falls. In this respect, then, it must also as much
belong to his power and prerogative to set out some bounds and
limits of these churches, as to institute and appoint that there
should be churches that should have such a privilege. And the
reason is, because the greatness and worth of the privilege doth
more or less depend upon the ordering the extent and bounds of
that church, and will accordingly more or less redound to the good
and benefit of the saints therein, as these are set and ordered. And
therefore it was fit that the saints should owe this to none but the
wisdom of Christ himself; yea, nothing concerns the substance of
the privilege more; and therefore if the privilege itself be from
Christ, then this also. Take any incorporate body, if it be a privilege
to any such body to have officers and certain acts of government
appointed for and over them, then it is as much so too to have also
a circumscription of jurisdiction among themselves, as they are
incorporate; yea, their privilege and the benefit of it depends so
much upon it, that according to the ordering thereof it is rendered
greater or lesser, or perhaps made as good as void, so that all
depends upon the set determination of it, and had need therefore to
be set out by the founder as distinctly as anything else. The benefit
of all privileges depends upon bounds of enclosure, which, if left
common, the privilege is impaired. The privilege of such a body
lies, that inclusively they should have such a government and
officers within themselves, and also exclusively be free in such and
such cases from the jurisdiction of others; and if there be not
something of either of these, there is no benefit or privilege in
having such a government for officers; and yet neither of them can
be accomplished unless the extent of the seat of government itself,
and jurisdiction thereof, be set out and determined. And if so much
of the privilege depends hereon (as apparently it doth), should not
he appoint and set out the limits of these bodies, who is the author,
giver, and bestower of the privilege itself, to whom these societies
should wholly owe it, and not to the discretion of others, and who
also takes on him as his peculiar to appoint both the acts of
government, and affairs for it, and form of government they should
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be ruled by, the one being of as much consequence as the other?
Thus the proportion of the greatness of the privilege and benefit of
government, so much depending on it, it is meet, yea, necessary,
that he that is the author of this government should define and fix
it.

4. I shall further add another thing, which depends upon the
former, that the efficacy of all ecclesiastical power and censures,
depending on so supernatural a blessing, to subject the conscience
unto those censures (against which men’s consciences are apt to be
as obstinate and rebellious as to any kind of punishment inflicted
by men) it was as necessary that Christ himself should set out the
bounds of jurisdiction, within the compass of which men were to be
subject to those whom he betrusted with the government, as to
appoint any of those other things fore-mentioned; for men were
like to quarrel at nothing more than the right of power in those that
executed it, and nothing was more liable to exception than is this.
They still might say, What have you to do to judge me, unless you
can shew from Christ I am in the way of your jurisdiction? Yea,
how else also should it be known to whom it belonged, and over
whom to execute these censures; and who were in fault if they were
not executed? The apostle therefore stirs up the Corinthians to it, as
a duty belonging to them; and convinceth them of their sin (on
whom it lay, and on none else), that they neglected to censure that
offender, who was within their jurisdiction! ‘Do not ye judge them
that are within?’ says he, 1Co 5:12. And so far as the sword of the
Spirit is not managed by that hand, where Christ hath placed it, it
will be naked. And if so much of the blessing depends upon other
things of as small moment, as upon the true form of government
that Christ hath appointed, that is, to be administered by the many
(as Paul speaks), and not by one man, a bishop, and by men in
office, and not the people only, though many (as our brethren will
say, in so much as for want of these some of them do account the
act null and void, and to have been weakened, and as a wooden
dagger); surely of these censures it may as well be imagined, they
might receive a proportionable strength from the addition of the
like institution of the extent of jurisdiction over those that should
be within the reach of them, these being acts of the power of
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jurisdiction, as they have been commonly called, in distinction from
those other of doctrine and the sacraments. Sure we are that Paul
seems to put as much of the promise of the power to accompany it
upon this, that the incestuous Corinthian was within the
jurisdiction of the church of Corinth, and so had the promise of
Christ’'s power to accompany that ordinance to that man, as upon
anything else. For Christ still blesseth his own ordinance, when in
that right hand he hath placed it, and it may well be thought one, if
not the main reason, why the edge of this sword hath been found
so blunt and dull (as Laurentius Andreas observes) that there hath
been more power in one excommunication in the primitive times,
than in all since, though backed with the civil sword; because it
hath been in them that have not had the right of jurisdiction to
execute it; that whereas Tertullian says, it was in their
congregations tanquam fulmen, as a thunderbolt, it hath been brutum
fulmento us, a thunderbolt of no force; nulla major nullitas quam
defectus juris, nec major defectus quam jurisdictionis, there is no greater
nullity than a deficiency of right, nor a greater defect than that of
jurisdiction.

In the conclusion of the whole, I infer from this assertion chiefly
these corollaries.

1. That our brethren of the presbyterian way, if they would
prove and establish their several orders, and classical, &c.
assemblies, they must shew us institution for them.

2. And in this agitation let those that can produce out of the
New Testament the truest, genuine, natural evidences of the
bounds of an instituted church, as the seat of officers and
government, carry it.

3. That an instituted church, according to the true and lawful
bounds thereof, being the seat of the privilege, all power of elders
and officers is to be drawn down thereto, in the exercise thereof;
and in case of defect, elders are to be chosen to such a church, and
not that church taken in to other elders, and also all acts of
jurisdiction are to be exercised therein.
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Book III: Particular congregations, having a
sufficient number of elders and officer...

BOOK III
Particular congregations, having a sufficient number of elders and
officers, are completely enabled for all acts of government, and
excommunication itself, within themselves, as well as for worship.

Chapter I: That a particular congregation of saints,
having a sufficient number ...

CHAPTERI

That a particular congregation of saints, having a sufficient number
of elders, is a complete subject of church power and government, proved:
1, from the power which they have to examine and admit members; 2,
from their power of suspending from the sacrament; 3, from their being a
perfect political church.

This is agreed upon by all hands, that some particular church is
such a politic body, as hath entire power to cast out by
excommunication; and a casting out of that particular body is
consequently a casting out of all the rest, by the law of communion
of churches, whether implicit (one church reverencing the
judgment of another, till they see apparent cause to the contrary),
or explicit, by virtue of that their association. Now the question is,
what particular body or church it is, whether a fixed congregation
(whereof a man is a constant member), when it hath a sufficiency of
elders over it, or a presbytery of many congregations?

Proposition, One single congregation of saints, having a
sufficient number of elders and officers, is an entire seat of all acts
of government, and of excommunication itself, as well as of
worship. The truth of this proposition will appear, if we consider
the following arguments.

Arg. L If such a church with the elders are sufficient to try and
examine, and so admit ordinary members, without the help of
other churches, then it is sufficient to cast them out. For,

1. The one is an affirmative act, the other a negative act, but
both are acts of the keys, only turning several ways; the one
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opening, the other shutting; the one is but judging initial
repentance, the other is a judging of occasional repentance for a
gross sin. And there is as much reason you should require as
evident signs of repentance from the state of nature, as you do in
case of scandal. For as to men grown up, till they shew repentance,
there is this prejudice against them, that they are children of wrath
by nature even as well as others.

2. The not admitting of men to church ordinances, and not
receiving them, is an act of as great moment to men’s persons, as to
be cast out. If, then, churches be betrusted with the one, why
should not they be betrusted with the other?

3. If excommunication were more to the man excommunicated,
than a not receiving by way of admission, yet Christ’s honour is as
much concerned in what members are taken in and owned for his
body, as in what are cast out.

4. In all commonwealths, to enfranchise and to cut off belong to
the same power; yea, to enfranchise doth more appertain to it. For
parliaments only do enfranchise strangers, but yet lower courts do
cut men off by death, according to the law. And it holds in all
bodies else, for in families they have power to take in servants, and
power to cast out, and in colleges to admit and to expel.

Object. But it will be objected that, to excommunicate a man, is
to cast him out of all churches, and therefore it is the greater act.

Ans. 1. That simply alone doth not make it greater; for a man is
cast out of all churches, not formally but only consequently,
because the churches have and hold communion one with another.
Let the proportion be held between admission and
excommunication in this, and they will be parallels; for if you will
say that all churches about have an interest, because they are to
reject a man that is excommunicated, so they have an interest also
in admission, to receive him also if he be admitted, and they cast a
reflection upon that church he is of, if they receive him not by
virtue of his fellowship.

Ans. 2. A man in being so admitted into a particular church, by
virtue of that fellowship, he is received occasionally into
communion with any other church.

218



Arg. II. If a single congregation may suspend from the
sacrament without consulting others, then they may
excommunicate. This is evident,

1. From presbyterial principles, for those that hold
excommunication to be but a casting one off from communion with
the church, and not to include a further thing, viz.,, a formal
delivering him unto Satan, do make but a very small difference
between suspension and excommunication. A man
excommunicated they will admit to hear, and therefore his being
cast out of the communion of the church is but a depriving him of
the communion of the Lord’s supper, and that is also done by
suspension. Only the one is but a suspension from a few acts, this
from many; but both are till he repents.

If it be said that the consequent of excommunication is to avoid
civil converse, which is more than suspension, we reply, that even
so it is in suspension also; for there is to be a withdrawing from a
brother that walks inordinately, before he is excommunicated, 2Th
3:6. Yea, because a private brother ought to withdraw converse
with such an one, it is made a ground of suspension from the
Lord’s supper by the church, that the church should withdraw
communion with him, and so suspend him.

Arg. III. Add to this, that they who are a politic church, having
a sufficient presbytery and eldership, have a power to do all acts in
a church, and therefore to excommunicate. But such a congregation
is a politic church, and have a sufficient presbytery and eldership.

1. They are a politic church, and the least church hath thus
much power, that he that hears it not, let him be as an heathen and
a publican; and the greatest hath no more. All the churches in the
world may add advice in difficult cases, and a reverential authority,
but they cannot add power, for that Christ hath given to a church
as it is a church. The presbyterial divines themselves do argue the
power of excommunication in a presbytery, because it is a church;
only they say a congregation is an imperfect church. Whereas there
is not one Scripture in the New Testament that doth so much as call
a presbytery, over many congregations, church; or if it did, there is
then a greater thing to be proved (namely, this distinction which
the Scripture hath not made), that a congregation having an
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eldership is an incomplete church politic, and the other complete.
All churches may be imperfect in respect of moral power, in some
cases, wherein they need advice; and so a presbyterian church may
be imperfect, and may run into error, and so may a provincial, so
may a national, so may a general council. And if the imperfection of
a church should lie in this, that it is subject to another church, and
accountable thereunto (according to presbyterial principles), then
also a provincial and a national church were imperfect, and by that
rule they also should not excommunicate. But in a word, the
imperfection of a congregational church must lie, either in respect
of what they are as a church, or in respect of their eldership.

(1.) Their imperfection doth not lie in their being a church, for
they have more of church than any classical meeting of elders hath,
because they have both people and elders also, and so partake of
both sorts, which the other doth not. And the assembly have in
their vote acknowledged Matthew 18 to intend a particular church,
and the eldership thereof to be a church, although they do not
acknowledge it only to be a church, and our reformed writers call
congregations, ecclesie prime, the first churches.

(2.) Neither doth their imperfection lie in their eldership, as
being insufficient, for if so, then either elders are not an eldership
unto them for acts of government; or they are not a sufficient
eldership for all acts of governments. But,

[1.] They are an eldership or presbytery unto them for acts of
government. For where there are more elders than one united in
common for acts of government, there they are an eldership or a
presbytery, but so there are here. This is evident in the instance of
Jerusalem, brought by the assembly themselves, for they therefore
prove presbyterial government over many congregations, because
those elders met for acts of government, and that those many
congregations were one church to those elders. Now in a particular
congregation, where there are more elders than one, there is one
church, and there are likewise the elders thereof, meeting (say we)
with that church for acts of government, and that they may meet
apart (say they) for some acts of government. Of a bishop it is
said, 1Ti 3:5, ‘If he do not rule his own house well, how shall he
take care of the church of God?’ that is, to rule it, as the answering
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of one phrase to the other imports. And surely, if by bishop there be
meant a particular elder, having relation unto a particular
congregation, ruling in that congregation is there intended; and to
suppose that the house of God, that he is to take care of and to rule,
is many congregations, as met in a classis, is too hard a supposition,
especially seeing the argument is taken from ruling his family, and
he is placed in a congregation; and if the congregation should not
be meant here by the house of God, the comparison went per
saltum, by too wide a leap.

[2.] As the name church is applied to the house of meeting in
our language to this day, so this is an argument that congregational
meetings are churches, and so the name rector, which imports
ruling, continues also to this day. ‘Presbyters (saith Bains!”in
ancient time were in great difference, or of a double sort, those who
are called proprii sacerdotes, rectores, seniores, minorum ecclesiarum
preepositi. The bishop had not, nor challenged not, that respective
power over them, which he did over those who were numbered
among his clerks, who were helps to him in the liturgy, in chapels
and parishes which did depend on him as their proper teacher,
though they could not so ordinarily go out to him. The first sort
had power within their churches to teach, administer,
excommunicate, and were counted brethren to the bishops, and
called episcopi or coepiscopi, even of the ancient; but the presbyters,
which were part of their clergy, they had this directive power over
them, indeed, the canons ecclesiastical allowing the same. And this
power, in their own congregations, these rectors had, although they
were minorum ecclesiarum preaepositi, rulers over lesser churches. And
surely they that are fit to teach their own congregation, are fit to
govern their own congregation: the word to feed the flock implying
feeding them by ruling as well as by teaching. They that are parents
to beget, have power of the rod betrusted to them; and if they be fit
to govern foro interno, then much more with others foro externo. It is
a more apostolical work to beget, and to plant, and to multiply,
than to govern men being converted. That those that should be fit
to gather a church, and to bring it to fulness from small beginnings,
should not be fit to govern it, and to reap the fruit of it, but that the
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power should be in others that are extrinsecal to their
congregations, is absurd to think.’

[17] Bains’ Diocesan Trial, p. 66.

In the classical government, if they admonish not personally
only, i.e. each minister apart, but as a body in common, then they
meet for acts of government, and that in common as united; and if
there be no admonition in common wherein they all join, as an act
of authority of the whole, then such admonitions proceed from the
minister alone that doth admonish, and the other elders therein are
but as cyphers. Now, therefore, when there is elders, and these
elders united in acts and common, and those acts are acts of
government, there must needs be an eldership. And this the
reformed churches do acknowledge, and the commissioners of
Scotland in their papers do own this to be an eldership. The
reformed churches in France call it a presbytery, and the meeting of
the elders over many congregations, that they call the classis. And
what doth make a classical eldership to be a presbytery, but that
materially there are elders that have relation to those
congregations, and that formally they are united for acts in
common?

(2.) It is as evidently true that they are a sufficient presbytery. It
is true, indeed (as was said afore), no one is sufficient for any of
these things; and thus for moral imperfections, power might be
taken from the apostles themselves, who acknowledge this
imperfection of themselves; but they have a political sufficiency.
For

[1.] If it be said that the insufficiency lies in the fewness of the
number, and that in a classical presbytery there are more, in answer
to that, the rule saith, ‘elders of the church,” and so speaks of them
indefinitely; and our Saviour Christ saith in Matthew 18, “Where
two or three are gathered,” which the presbyterial divines do
interpret of the elders. In Act 13:1, there are three elders mentioned
at Antioch, and that they ordained two apostles, Barnabas and
Paul, who (say our brethren) acted as ordinary elders, when joined
together in the same act, and yet they ordained also, Act 14:23.
Thus the church of Colosse had two ministers, Epaphras and
Archippus, and yet that church was complete, Col 2:10. And they

222



were but one congregation, for they were pastors to them; “‘who is a
faithful minister to you,” saith he, and that in respect of teaching,
for, saith he, they had “heard it from him,” Colossians 4. And when
the Scripture hath not put the sufficiency upon a number, why, if
there be but two, should they be excluded? And then too it may fall
out, that as many elders are in one congregation as in some classes.
It will not be denied by our brethren, that two churches may
associate and make a classis, and one congregation may have as
many elders, as these two smaller ones that do associate. And
assuredly their sufficiency doth not lie, that they have relation unto
many congregations, for that this should have the influence into
their sufficiency is hard to be supposed; besides that this is but a
secondary relation, for the primary relation is to their own several
churches, insomuch as it was sometimes affirmed by our brethren,
that they were not elders to all those several congregations
associated, but an eldership only. And that is but an extrinsecal
relation neither, whereas that relation they have to their own is
more intrinsecal, because they are chosen by them, and because
they personally watch over them, and are fixed amongst them,
whereas this is but raised by a mere association. And therefore this
relation, that they are elders over many congregations, can add
nothing to their sufficiency.

[2.] Or else, secondly, their insufficiency is supposed to lie in
not having all sort of elders in this congregational eldership, both
as pastor, teacher, and ruling elder. But if so, then a classical
eldership may be imperfect too, for in some of these, one that hath
the office of a teacher, or a doctor may be, is often found wanting;
or what if all ruling elders were wanting, and only pastors met,
were this an imperfect eldership? And if all sorts and kinds of
elders were necessary to make up the sufficiency of an eldership or
presbytery classical, then it were first necessary that every
congregation should have all these sorts of elders; for
a classis cannot oblige the congregations under them, that some
should have a teacher, others a ruling elder, others a pastor, to
make up all sorts among them; and besides, the first relation of all
officers, being unto particular congregations, as being primarily
ordained for them (for none is an officer simply made for a classical
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church), therefore the seat of all these sorts of officers is
congregations. And so, if that the classis have it, it is because the
congregations have all first; and if the classes be bound to have all to
make theirs sufficient, the congregations also are bound to have all
to make theirs sufficient.

[3.] Or else, thirdly, they are supposed deficient, because they
want ability.

But [1.] if they are elders of the church universal (as some of
our brethren affirm) and of all the world, and accordingly fit for
any work of elders, as their office is, it were strange that a company
of them in a congregation, two or three or more, should not be fit
for all the business in that congregation.

But [2.] their inability must lie either in want of skill or want of
power. If in want of skill, it must be either skill to discern the proof
of the fact, for which men are to be excommunicated; and if so, then
they are unable to admonish also, for they should not admonish
but upon proof of the fact; and to disable a congregation, people
and elders, to do that which any jury of a few men use to do
ordinarily in point of life and death, is very hard. Or else their want
of skill must lie in discerning, whether the sin be a sin of that
nature, that it deserves excommunication for the matter of fact, if it
be not repented of; but they cannot be supposed to want skill in
that, for then they cannot likewise suspend from the sacrament, for
they are to suspend but for such sins as, if not repented of, would
deserve excommunication. Or else they must want skill to judge of
repentance, or the want of it; but surely if a brother may be able to
judge of the repentance of a brother, in case of a flagitious sin
(which in public he should be excommunicated for, if he repented
not), then a church and these elders may be able to judge of his
repentance of public sins. Yea, if a particular eldership (according
to presbyterial principles) do find that the man repenteth upon
their admonition, though the sin be gross and heinous, they may
forbear to bring him to the classis, and receive him again, or else
their admonitions are in vain, and all must be brought however to
the classis. And if they may judge of his repentance, so as to prevent
excommunication, then they may as well judge of his repentance,
or of his obstinacy, when he is to be excommunicated.
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If it be said that the fault may be so atrocious that they cannot
so well judge of his repentance, the answer is,

1. Then all such sins should be brought immediately to the
classical presbytery, and not to the particular eldership at all, for
them to admonish or to deal with him in order to repentance.

2. The more heinous the fault is, the more apparent it is; and
therefore the better they may judge of it, and the easier an
excommunication should be for it.

Or, 2, their insufficiency must be supposed to lie in want of
power.

But, 1, if they be a presbytery in a church, they must needs
have power and authority to do all that a presbytery is ordered for,
or is ascribed to it. A presbytery and presbyterial acts are relative
and mutual.

2. All Christ’s ordinances and means are sufficient unto his
end. As a minister, if he be a true and lawful minister, hath
sufficiency both of gifts and power to do what belongeth unto him
as a minister, as to acts of all sorts, and the least as well as the
greatest, so if Christ do ordain a presbytery to govern as a
presbytery, it is a perfect means for all presbyterial acts; for God’s
appointments are perfect, and God’s means for government are as
complete as his other means, of preaching and the sacraments. A
presbytery, if it be a presbytery, is as perfect as a presbytery, as a
particular minister is as a minister. A minister is a complete
minister, not to preach only, but to baptize; not to baptize only, but
to administer the Lord’s supper; not to preach one part of the
counsel of God, but all; not to administer the bread only, but the
cup; and if he is the minister of one sacrament, then also of another,
for there are no such ministers as the bishops, deacons.' Now,
look what a minister is in his kind, that elders are in their kind; and
if they have power to admonish, then power to excommunicate.

[18] Qu. ‘bishops’ deacons’? — Ed.

3. If they be fit for one act of government, then for all acts, of all
sorts and kinds (for of them we speak now); we do not say in all
cases, for a case may be too difficult for them, and then they seek
advice; but we speak of the kinds. If they be able, they have the
power, in one as well as the other, which is proved.
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1. Because our presbyterian brethren’s own arguments do run
from instances of one part of government to all. They cannot give
instances of all acts of government done by those that they suppose
to be classical churches; but they argue from some few, and those
less than excommunication, as in the instance of the church of
Jerusalem, they argue from the less, from having received alms,
that they meant to prevent a scandal. Yea, they argue that because
the synod in Acts 15 might with an authority doctrinal declare, that
therefore they might excommunicate; so we argue, if a
congregational presbytery may do all these, then they may
excommunicate, and it is their right to do it. Our presbyterian
brethren can give no instance of any one that did all; and until they
have an instance that classical churches did all these, it may still be
said that classical churches be imperfect. And how then shall they
or we know what is a perfect presbytery, and what is not? To give
them power to admonish, to suspend from the sacrament, and not
to excommunicate, is to make them imperfect. If, then, they are
furnished with power, they must likewise have ability; for what
Christ gives power to do, to that he gives ability sufficient.

If it should be said that congregational elders do but govern in
foro interno, I answer, 1, that is the same that the bishops allowed,
only unto pastors of congregations, affirming themselves had only
the external judicature. Then, 2, they rule more than in foro interno,
for they set up an outward judicature in a church, of elders, united
in common, even while they admonish in common, and suspend
from the sacrament in common.

So that, to conclude this argument, to say that they are
insufficient for ability and power, it Isaiah , 1, a wrong to Christ in
reproaching his means as insufficient to his ends. It Isaiah , 2, a
wrong to the presbytery itself. It is enough to take away the power
from them; but to take away a man’s power and his estate, and
make him a ward, under pretence that he is not able to manage it,
or hath no power to do it, is the greatest wrong that can be. 3. If
some elders and congregations be found insufficient, then they are
insufficient to be elders; put them out, or let them only be wards;
shall the law be general for their sakes? 4. If you ask what is a
sufficient eldership, we ask you what is an insufficient, and
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wherein insufficiency lieth? And let not churches be kept imperfect
(when it is their due to have a sufficient eldership), that under the
pretence of that, the necessity of presbyterial government may
appear. But as in case of separation, the assembly hath affirmed
that if there be want of officers or the like, it is required that there
be a supply, and that there be not a separation; so in congregations,
let there be a sufficient eldership, let there be a supply, let not the
power be taken away. For thus the bishops took away ruling elders,
and did leave but one pastor in a congregation, that so they might
have the better pretence to govern, and to do all themselves.

Chapter II: The fourth, fifth, and sixth arguments, to
prove a single congregati...

CHAPTER II

The fourth, fifth, and sixth arquments, to prove a single congregation
to be a complete subject of ecclesiastical power, drawn, 1, from being a
body of Christ completely ordained; 2, because worship and government
are commensurate; 3, from the nature of excommunication.

Arg. IV. They that are a body organised with all the members,
have all the privileges of a body; but a church having a company of
elders, especially if of all sorts, is a body to Christ, and completely
organized. The completeness of the natural body has not in the
multitude of members, but in having all. And that such a body thus
complete should not have all power that a body can be supposed to
have over its members, is very strange. And again, that power and
liberty which is to be given to every brother in his proportion, is to
be given to every complete body of Christ in the like proportion as
it is a body. Now, every brother hath power as a brother (and as it
is his duty) to withdraw from him he doth judge to walk
inordinately, 2Th 3:5. And then every body that is rightly organised
must therefore have power as a body, in a suitable proportion, to
cut off any rotten member; and if it can heal itself, to do it of itself,
the law of nature will teach it, as it is a body, so to do. That is not a
sound body that hath not strength to purge out its own excrements.
All bodies and societies of men have power still within themselves
to cast out any who are destructive to the society, so families have
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(every lamp purgeth out its own leaven), and every particular
company in a greater city have that power so far as their own
company reacheth.

The power which the synagogues had and exercised,
congregations surely may have now. The Sanhedrim might give the
law in the abstract, directing who and what kind of persons were to
be cast out, and for what; but they meddled not with the particular
sentence and applying of it to any man, nor did the towns and
cities that judged in their gates. Neither were the synagogues
bound to advise, but only when the case was difficult, which is
clear by this, that the Jews had synagogues in all the cities of the
Gentiles, dispersed up and down the world, and had their several
rulers in them, and they were not bound to come up to Jerusalem to
the Sanhedrim. These synagogues, though they could not cast out
of the temple, yet cast out of themselves they might; and therefore a
man was cast out of the synagogue.

As we argue in the case of baptism of children, that God hath
not straitened but rather enlarged his grace, and the liberty and
promises thereof under the gospel, so we do argue here, that the
liberty of such assemblies (as the synagogues were), which Christ
hath now instituted, must have all the privileges they had, and so
much the more, by how much, that the assemblies of the saints are
now more noble than synagogues were then, they being called a
temple, the house of God, a holy nation, and a royal priesthood;
and upon every assembly, under the gospel, God creating a cloud
and a pillar of fire, these have all the promises and privileges that
the temple and the nation of the Jews had, therefore surely as much
as the synagogues. The prophet Jeremiah, Jer 3:16, makes the
privilege of every church under the gospel to be as great as that of
the temple at Jerusalem, where the ark was, the place where God
did choose for the Sanhedrim to sit in, and to govern that nation.
‘In those days’ (saith he, speaking of the times of the gospel), ‘they
shall say no more, The ark of the covenant of the Lord” (which,
therefore, must needs be meant of the times of the gospel; for the
ark of the covenant of the Lord was the chiefest privilege, under the
law, till Christ), ‘neither shall it come unto mind, neither shall they
remember it, neither shall they visit it, neither shall that be done
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any more.” But, instead thereof, he takes one of a city, and one of a
family, and brings them to Zion, takes not the nation, but selects
some out of the nation; and gives them pastors according to his
own heart, as a greater privilege than that of the ark, and therefore
it is meant of congregational assemblies; for to them pastors are
fixedly and properly given to feed them with knowledge and
understanding. And if that every congregation enjoyeth a greater
privilege than the ark of the Lord, in having such pastors, then
surely it should also be governed by them, as the synagogues also
were by their rulers, who were called rulers of the synagogue, not
of the synagogues; for each synagogue had more rulers than one
for the government of them, as they were a synagogue, Mar 5:22.
Arg. V. If the seat of worship and government be
commensurable, and of equal extent, then a single congregation, as
it is the seat of worship, so of government. Now for worship, none
else do meet but congregations; and if the temple, altar, and
worshippers, be measured by the same line, Revelation 11, the
power that is in the temple is likewise so measured. If altar and
judicature be of like extent also (as they are, since the end of
discipline is to keep worship pure), then where the constant
worship is, there should be constant discipline, especially if
excommunication be a part of worship, as was said afore, as well as
admonitions are. It cannot be otherwise, but that the proceedings of
the whole discipline, admonitions and all, should be before the
whole church, which is as well to be edified by it as by preaching;
and, therefore, particular congregations are to be the seat of it. Thus
we shewed before, that the main end of a church was worship, and
that discipline was the appendix thereunto, to keep the worship
pure; and that so Christ, under the gospel, had made the bounds of
a church to be measured by that of worship: Rev 11:1, ‘Measure the
temple and the altar, and the worshippers;” and so all that belongs
unto it. And this worship and government, for the state of it, are of
equal extent, commensurable one to the other, which is made out
by this; that all sorts of churches that ever were, had worship and
government of equal extent. Before the law, when there was a
church in the house, and it went in a family-way, as the worship
was in the family, so the disciple! was in that family; and
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excommunication was a casting out of that family; so in Adam’s
family, it is said of Cain, that he fled from the presence of the Lord,
that is, from his father’s house. Whenas God did make a nation a
church, the church of the Jews (as it is called, Acts 7) in the
wilderness, they did set all their tents about the tabernacle, and so,
as one church, they saw the sacrifices. And when they were at
Jerusalem, they had answerably a national worship, they had
ordinances, as they were a national church; therefore the
Sanhedrim was to sit in the place that God should choose, to be
there for government, as well as he appointed the sacrifices to be
there. And for that moral worship in the synagogues, so far forth as
they were the seat of worship, prayer, and reading the word, &c.,
so they had also casting out of the synagogues. And although the
Sanhedrim might make laws for what sins to do it, yet the exercise
of it was by the proper rulers, who are called therefore rulers of the
synagogue. It is therefore Bains his argument against diocesan
churches,™ that there could be no such churches, because there
was no public ordinances of worship, as was in the national
churches of the Jews, unto which the males came. And yet the
episcopal government kept up this principle, for as they had a
diocesan government, so they had a cathedral worship in the same
place, as in a mother church, like that representative worship of
sacrifices in Jerusalem; and they had set meetings at them, to which
all came up; and therefore their principle in this was better than
this of the presbyteries, for they had a worship and a government
that was commensurable.

[19] Qu. “discipline’? — Ed.

[20] Bains” Diocesan Trial, p. 69.

Obj. 1. The performing of acts of worship by a minister belongs
to the power of order, but the power of jurisdiction is a further
thing. A minister may administer the sacrament, and perform a
work of order alone, but he cannot govern alone, but he must be
joined with others; and therefore worship and government are not
commensurable.

Ans. The question is not of the power, but of the extent of the
state both of the worship and government. He that is a minister,
and can alone perform an act of public worship, yet he must do it in
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public congregation; and so, although it be done alone by his
person, yet not beyond the extent of a congregation, but still
according to the limits and bounds of it. Now the seat of
government, and the extent thereof, is commensurable to the seat of
worship; so as, although he cannot perform an act of government
alone in the congregation, but with others, yet still those others are
but to be those who belong to that congregation whereto he is a
minister or an elder for performing acts of worship.

Obj. 2. The apostles had a latitude of power over all sort of
churches, and therefore the extent of worship, and the power of
government, are not commensurable.

Ans. Although the apostles had, in their persons, power of
government over all churches, yet still they exercised that power
(for acts of censure), but when they were in any of these
congregations, not in a consistory out of those churches, but as
personally present in the churches. And therefore the apostle saith,
‘“When I come,” I will do so and so; and ‘shall I come with a
rod?” 1Co 4:19-21. And when they came to any particular church, it
was an apostolic privilege proper to them, which is not
communicable to other elders; they were, cuumpeofvtepot, ‘fellow
elders’ (as Peter’s phrase is, 1 Peter 5), in every one of those
churches; and did for that time concur in the government of that
church, though with the interest of an apostle. So as still, de facto,
the exercise of all their government was in a congregation; and as
they administered not the sacrament of the Lord’s supper alone, or
out of churches, so nor did they excommunicate, but as joined with
a particular church; nor did they choose officers or elders, but as
present with churches, whom these were to be officers to. They
might give doctrinal directions to churches concerning
government, in which they were infallibly guided by the Holy
Ghost, but acts of government they performed not but in the
churches themselves, and as concreted and becoming one with that
particular church; and therefore the churches remained as distinct
churches, notwithstanding they were under apostolical
government, and many churches are nowhere called one church,
because under an apostle.

231



Arg. VL. That a single congregation, with its elders, is an entire
seat of government, is proved from the nature of excommunication
itself.

1. Excommunication relateth to communion, and communion
with churches is either fixed, and in a constant way, or occasional.
To throw a man out of occasional communion, is not
excommunication, it is but a secondary act, that supposeth first to
throw him out of a fixed communion. It is but non-communion, or
denial of communion, and keeping of him out of it, as all other
remote churches may do. And the execution of the act is from the
power of Christ; and that promise which he hath made, ‘I will be in
the midst among you, when thus gathered together,” Mat 18:20,
whereas the way of presbytery classical excommunication is as if
the congregation was gathered in the name of the presbyters, and
with their power, and that they could promise to be in the midst
among them. Excommunication therefore, formally and properly, is
a casting him out of a fixed communion; therefore that church,
which actually doth hold a fixed communion with him, hath that
power, and to them properly must belong the casting of him out:
‘Do not ye judge them that are within? saith the apostle, 1Co 5:12.
And so far as any were within to them, so far they had power over
them. Now to that particular congregation, whereof a man is a
member, a man is so within, in respect of a fixed communion, as to
no church else in the world; there is therefore a power of throwing
of him out, belonging to them, which belongs to no church, nor
unto all the churches in the world. Other churches can but throw
him out of an occasional communion as he shall come to them, and
therefore, answerably, their throwing of him out must be but
occasionally, as he shall at any time offer to come to them; hence,
therefore, the formal act of excommunication must needs be proper
unto them whom he holdeth a fixed communion with. Add to this
that other churches can throw him out but of that communion
which he holds with them, and the communion ordinarily he holds
with them, is but as being a member of a church associated with
them, supposing such an association, and as far as their interest
goes, so far their power may go, they may throw him out of their
association, but no further. But excommunication is a throwing of a
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man out of a fixed communion of all ordinances for worship; now
such a communion he holds not with other churches. They may
indeed throw him out of their own within, which is, for the fixed
part of it, but a matter of association for government; but the
congregations within, are in respect of ordinary communion in
worship. Now, answerable unto their interest is their power, and
therefore excommunication is to take him from the midst of them
(‘from among you,” 1Co 5:13) with whom he did use to worship.
The very import of the word excommunication is ex communi caetu;
the formal and direct act therefore of excommunication is to throw
him out of that fixed communion which he had. It is a casting out
of all other churches consequently, yea, out of the visible catholic
church consequently, but formally it is only out of that particular
church whereof he is a member. Other churches, by virtue of their
communion together, may ratify it by approving it, but that church,
which the act properly concerns in the formality of it, is a particular
church whereof he is a member, and therefore, answerably, the
formal power must lie there. And although this government of
Christ hath been never so much corrupted by a power set over
congregations, yet still the act of excommunication, or at least the
execution, hath been performed in the particular churches whereof
a man is a member.

2. Where, and by whom that act is done that excommunicateth
a man, there the power and the main of the power must lie, for the
substance of the act, and there alone. But in particular
congregations, and by the elders of the people thereof, that act
alone is done by which a man actually is cut off from communion
with all other churches, and whereby he is excommunicated;
therefore that particular congregation is the only, or at least the
main substantial subject of that power whereby a man is
excommunicated. We have an instance in the church of Corinth,
when the apostle directs them to deliver that man unto Satan when
they were met together. Whether the man was excommunicated or
no, it matters not; however, the direction was given, and the
direction falls upon the very act itself, when and where it was
actually to be executed and done, and in them it puts the power:
‘When ye are met together in the name, and with the power of the
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Lord Jesus, deliver such a man to Satan,” 1Co 5:4-5. There is the act,
and there is the power, all met together, and he speaks of the
ultimate act of excommunication; and where, and in what meeting
that is to be done amongst them, there the power resideth.

1. In all spiritual ordinances, the power is inseparable from the
act; and therefore to make the power whereby a man is
excommunicated to lie in one assembly, and the act of
excommunication to be performed in another, is to divide what
Christ hath put together. He that baptizeth hath the power of
baptizing, and that preacheth of preaching, and so those that
actually excommunicate of excommunication; and the act is more
than the sentence. If, therefore, they have the greater committed to
them, they must needs have the less. And,

2. Whom Jesus Christ betrusteth with the act, he mast betrust
them the power, because his power, whereof theirs is but the
execution, doth accompany their act; and therefore Paul saith,
‘when you are met with the power of the Lord Jesus, give such an
one to Satan.” It is not as in civil cases; there the power lies in the
sentence, but here in the execution. And indeed, the ultimate
sentence lies in the execution, and is all one with it, when in the
presence of all the church it is said, We deliver this man to Satan.
And, therefore,

3. In Scripture the power is expressed by the act. Paul saith,
‘Whom 1 did deliver unto Satan;” and so ordination is called the
laying on of the hands of the presbytery. The power of the
presbytery is expressly their act; and, therefore, where the act lies,
the power must lie.

Now, we ask this question, Whether a man be actually
excommunicated and delivered up unto Satan until he is so
delivered up at a meeting of that particular church whereof he is a
member, elders and people being present? We are not now
inquiring what proceedings are to go before preparatory hereunto;
but this is that we contend for, that where the act is done which
ultimately excommunicates him, there the substance of the power
lies.

Whereas it may be answered, that the execution is in the
congregation, but the sentence is in the presbytery; as in civil courts
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it is, where the man is sentenced by the judges, but actually
executed by the sheriffs. We reply,

1. That instances of civil proceedings will not hold here. For the
sentence by the judge is that authoritative act, as by him that hath
the power in law to cut the man off; but to execute the man, to put
him to death, that is an act of nature which any man can do, though
he that doth it is to do it lawfully, by virtue of the sentence; but the
act, whereby the man is in law killed, is the sentence, and therefore
he is from that time civiliter mortuus, dead in law. But so it is not in
this spiritual act of binding of sin, and of delivering unto Satan;
there must be a power and an authority that is in the persons, that
doth accompany them, and that as met together. And the execution
of the act is from the power of Christ, and that promise which he
hath made: ‘I will be in the midst among you, when thus gathered
together,” Mat 18:20. Whereas the way of presbyterial classical
excommunication, is as if the congregation was gathered in the
name of the presbyters, and with their power, and that they could
promise to be in the midst among them; and however there may be
many preparatory acts unto it, yet the thing is not done till it be
done by them that have the power; and, therefore, if the classical
presbytery will challenge it, they must all be present, but if the
congregation must do it, it is an evident argument that the power
lies there.

2. If the classical presbytery had the power hereof, then when
they do sentence him to be excommunicated, they ought actually to
excommunicate him, and complete it; for to say that the power
should be in them and not the act, whenas those that do the act are
to meet and gather together in the power of the Lord Jesus, is very
inconsistent. If they do not actually excommunicate, what they do
must be only a doctrinal direction, that the man deserveth to be
excommunicated, such as the apostle put forth in case of neglect,
when he gave his judgment: ‘I have judged already,” saith he, 1
Corinthians 5. ‘Let such a one be delivered unto Satan,” &c. But he
acknowledgeth the power to be in them, for saith he, ‘Do not ye
judge them that are within?” And therefore he saith not, I hath
delivered him, but that he bedelivered. And it is in this as in case,
suppose of baptism, that a minister had neglected his duty to
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baptize one, and the apostle had sent to him to baptize him, and
given his sentence such a one should be baptized, and should
turther press it, Do not you baptize such and such a one? do not
you use to do it? so he speaks here, ‘Do not ye judge them that are
within?” Do you not use to do it? Now, as in this case, the question
will be, whether the power of baptizing lay in the apostle or in the
minister that upon this doth baptize? Certainly in the minister, and
he doth that by an immediate commission from Christ; for he that
doth the substance of the act, in him the power lies, though he may
be directed in a case of neglect by an apostle when alive. And so
now, though a particular congregation in case of a neglect may be
called upon and urged by other churches, yet still, in the one case
as in the other, in them the power lies by whom the substance of
the act is done. Neither yet do we hereby intend to give that power
to a classical presbytery that the apostle had over Corinth, but only
we allege it thus far, that though the apostle had power to
command now when absent, and if he had been present, had power
to have concurred with them in the very act, that yet still the power
lay in them without the apostle to have proceeded, by whom the
act was to be done, according to the apostle’s direction.

3. According to the presbyterial practice, it is evident that the
power is not in them, but in the congregation; for after that they
have sentenced a man to be excommunicated, and it is to be
supposed that his sin is ripe for excommunication, and that he is
obstinate enough to be now excommunicated, then it should be
presently acted and done, if the power were in them. But they stay
the execution of it in the particular congregation for three days.
They give him three admonitions more, and the people are to pray
for him; and so they do manifestly de facto hereby put the ultimate
judgment of his impenitence into the congregation, and the
ultimate act of execution also. For if the man did repent, they were
not to excommunicate him; and because they judge him to continue
impenitent, they do excommunicate him, according to the
presbyterial practices.

If it be answered, as it is by some, that the sentence by virtue of
which he standeth excommunicated is that of the classical
presbytery, and that the elders of the congregations are but
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the praecones, they do not exercise the substance of the act, only
declare and publish it, then we reply:

1. That here is more than a promulgation, not only because it is
not presently done, but because other means of admonitions, as
ordinances of Christ, are applied to him to bring him to repentance;
and if so, it is apparent that when the classical presbytery intended
him to excommunication, that he was then not fit for
excommunication; for why should these authoritative admonitions
of his own elders come afterwards? They may as well continue
their admonitions publicly after his excommunication. Now, if his
sin were not fit for excommunication, so as they might take it upon
their consciences, he ought not now to be excommunicated; then by
virtue of their sentence he is not excommunicated when he is
excommunicated, for they sentenced him when his sin was not ripe
for it. So that according to their own practices, they make the
presbytery’s act to be but a doctrinal discernment, that in such a
case, if he continues thus and thus obstinate, he is to be
excommunicated. But

2. That which the elders in the congregation do is more than to
be praecones of the sentence of the presbytery, and their delivering
of him to Satan actually is more than a publishing, not only because
they do authoritatively as elders admonish him after the
presbytery’s sentence (and if they do authoritatively admonish
him, certainly they do authoritatively also excommunicate him
after their admonitions if he continues impenitent), but also
because when it is done they call upon the name of the Lord Jesus,
and they do it in the name, and with the power, of the Lord Jesus. If
it were a mere promulgation, there needed no invocation as an act
of theirs.

3. Again, if the form of the sentence whereby the elders of the
congregation do excommunicate him be considered, do not they
say, We, in the name of the Lord Jesus, and with his power, deliver
thee to Satan to excommunicate thee; yea, were not that
congregation in Corinth to do so, which the man belonged unto?
Whereas if the classical presbytery had the power, and these were
only the publishers, then the classical presbytery were only to use
those words because the power was in them, and the ministers
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were only to declare that such an one was excommunicated by
them in the name of the Lord Jesus. And if so, then all the eldership
of a congregation are to the classis, but even as curates are to the
bishops; and indeed the bishops” principles are more consonant to
themselves than this, for they say that the act of excommunication
is done and absolved, and perfected in their courts; and that the
curate doth only promulge it (as their manner is), but that the man
is indeed excommunicated by the bishop. But here there is a
pretence of leaving the substance of the act to be formally done and
executed by the elders of the congregation, and yet a denial that a
power to do it lies in them, and the power to do it assumed to be in
them, who yet profess they do not actually excommunicate.

4. If they were only pracones, then any man may do it, as well
as the elders of his own church.

If it be objected that in a congregation itself, when it is done, it
is done by one man that pronounceth it, the pastor of the place, or
the like,

The answer Isaiah , 1. That as in prayer, when the pastor is the
mouth of all the people unto God, he is but the mouth of those
people that are present, and do join with him; and it is their act, and
not the act of men absent; so it is here: in this act he is the mouth of
the elders, and the whole congregation as present, as of God to
throw this man out. But to make the elders of the congregation, and
the whole congregation, to be but the publishers of what the
presbytery hath done when they were absent, this is indeed to
make them mere publishers, which any man may do; yea, they
themselves may do it by fixing it upon the church door.

Chapter III: The seventh argument, to prove that a
single congregation is the en...

CHAPTER III
The seventh argument, to prove that a single congregation is the
entire seat of church power, because thus there appears a harmony in all
the ecclesiastical administrations.
Arg. As we proved that the constitution falls upon particular
churches, by shewing how naturally all things fall out in that way,
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and what distortions are in the other, so for the confirmation of the
complete power of particular churches for matter of government,
we shall now proceed in the like way of argument. For the
upholding of the subordinations of congregational and classical
assemblies, and of many congregations being under one common
presbytery, made up of elders fixed to several congregations, the
presbyterial divines are forced to invent multitude of distinctions
and divisions, thereby to uphold their principles. They are forced to
make one church for worship and another church merely for
discipline; a church real, which is of the saints, the body of the
faithful, that are a church to Christ, and a church representative, in
their elders meeting in a classical assembly; a church incomplete
and imperfect (such they make congregations); a church perfect
and complete for government (such they make a classical
presbytery); yea, indeed, as was observed before, they must make
three sorts of churches to make up one: 1, a church of the faithful
(for so the brethren are called in distinction from the elders); 2, the
eldership of each congregation, a representative church thereof;
and 3, a church classical, the elders of all those congregations
assembled in one. They must also be put upon finding out a double
presbytery for ordering of government, one congregational, the
other classical, when yet they are not able to give one note or
character of such distinction in the Scriptures. Yea, further, to
answer our arguments, they have been fain to say that the elders of
particular congregations have the relation of elders in sensu diviso to
each congregation, but the relation only of an eldership in sensu
conjuncto, as met in a classical presbytery, to all and each of these
congregations. And then also they must find out distinctions of the
difference of duties, what the elders owe to a particular church, and
what to all the congregations in common. They must also make the
same persons to be preaching elders in the exercise of their office to
their particular congregations, and ruling elders also in the exercise
of their office to all the rest, and yet are not able to make any
footsteps of any such distinction, or of any such boundary of
duties. And as the reformed churches would not have made that
distinction of those several sorts of elders under the New
Testament, had they not had distinct and peculiar characters of
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some that ruled, of others that especially laboured in the word and
doctrine,—Rom 12:8, “He that ruleth, let him wait on ruling; he that
exhorteth, on exhortation; he that teacheth, on teaching,’—and
unless they had found these footsteps of distinction bounding their
several offices, they would never have invented these several sorts
without them; so if there cannot be found like warrant for all the
presbyterian distinctions, can they be able to say that Jesus Christ
hath made these several sorts of churches, and these various
reflections of elders and their duties, &c.? And thus, whilst to them
there are many bodies and many churches, and lords many and
presbyteries many, our way is single, natural, uniform, and to us
there is but one church, one presbytery, having mutual relation one
unto another; one church for the seat of worship, the same church
for the seat of discipline, and hereby all these groundless
distinctions are in a few words taken away.

Now, as in the point of institution of congregational churches,
this uniformity is a confirmation to us, and the contrary is an
evidence of the falseness of the constitution of the other; so when
the point of power cometh to be disputed, what shall belong to
each congregation, the observation of the like uniformity in ours,
and distortion in theirs, confirmeth us that the power is completely
and entirely in each congregation, having a particular eldership of
itself. As before they are put to distinguish, so now in this to part
and divide the power between the congregations and these classical
presbyteries, and that for ordinary government. Their being out of
the right way produceth manifold distortions; their administrations
of the discipline, differing from the rules and practices held forth
by Christ, and his apostles in their epistles, unto which the placing
the power wholly and entirely, and completely, in a particular
congregation, falleth uniform and suitable.

Presbyterial divines, finding that particular congregations were
churches, and that as such they are intended in Matthew 18, ‘Tell
the church,” for shame they could not take all power from them, but
they must allot them some, because they were a church. And yet
because they could not uphold the constant and ordinary
intermeddling (and that not by way of appeal) of a classical
presbytery, which did challenge its primary cognisance, and right
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in excommunication, as well as the congregations, however,
therefore, they divided the power, and they put part of the power
in one, and part in the other. They put the sentence of
excommunication in a classical church, and the execution of it in
the congregational; and so, indeed, they do make two sort of
governments ordinary, for one and the same suit or cause or
matter, and person to be proceeded against. The particular
eldership of the congregation proceedeth so far as to admonish,
and to suspend from the sacrament; and then when the man is
obstinate, the classical congregation saith, Bring him to us ere you
presume to excommunicate him, that we may admonish him again,
and so he may be found further obstinate; and then, for the
execution, carry him down again to the congregation, and let him
be admonished before all by the elders thereof, and then again, if
obstinate, excommunicate him. Surely, if to complete
excommunication, there had been such divided proceedings in
Matthew 18, Jesus Christ would have said, Go tell the churches, and
not the church; for it cannot be denied but that these are distinct
churches, the congregational and presbyterial. Whereas, to us, as
there is but one congregation and presbytery, so but one complete
and entire government, whereof the congregation is the seat. And
however the knowledge of the matter may be first given to the
elders, and by way of preparatory cognisance they may consider of
it (to cut off accusations impertinent, and apparently defective), yet
therein they proceed not by authority; but all that they do in an
authoritative way, is done before the whole congregation, to the
edification of all; and so there is but one sort of public proceeding,
whereas our presbyterian brethren have many.

Now, to demonstrate the distortions of administrations in their
way, and the nullity of founding any such divisions and parting of
government and proceedings, we present these considerations.

1. According to their own principles and practices, this division
of power, and proceeding, to complete an act of government and
excommunication, is not paralleled with, or uniform to, the power
and the proceedings, in those other subordinances of churches or
assemblies which they would have erected for government. It is
known that they make five several subordinations: 1, ecumenical; 2,
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national; 3, provincial; 4, classical; 5, congregational. And all these
are built upon this one ground (the same that a congregation puts
in for), that they are all churches, only the greater still having
power over the lesser, as is affirmed; they are cast into these
subordinations. Now, then, let but the same be granted to
congregations in this its lowered condition; let it but have the same
proportion of subordination to itself, in comparison of classical,
that the rest have one to another; let all these contignations, that
consist of lower and upper rooms, be but uniform in this model;
and then, until a congregation doth miscarry in its
excommunication, it must needs have all the power within itself.
For classical and provincial, which are the two next subordinations,
each to other, provincial and national, do not divide a power of
proceeding, to complete one act of government between them (so
as the classical should have one part, and the provincial another; or
the provincial one part, and the national another; and so as after the
lower hath performed his part, it should be brought to a higher, to
complete the sentence); but each of them have an entire and
complete power to perfect what they take in hand to
excommunication; and matters are carried from one to another, but
only by way of appeal, and that too after they have completed the
sentence and execution, having full power to excommunicate
within themselves. Why, then, should the congregational, in its
conjunction and subordination to and with a classical presbytery,
be more injured than all the rest? Why should the classical alone
put in to divide the lands with them, and go half, and the greater
half; and not suffer the congregational to perfect and complete the
sentence of excommunication, as well as any of the other, and so all
to be brought (if at all) only by way of appeal to them? Whereas
now all is brought to the classical presbytery, from the
congregational, in a way of imperfection and deficiency of power to
complete the sentence. And this is the greater injury, inasmuch that
one of the great arguments, that (until of late, and of late also) hath
been pleaded for the power of classical presbyteries, and so of
synods, is but from the analogy of the congregation’s right, that
what power they have over a brother, a classis should have over a
congregation (as in our kingdom, the plea of inheritance of the
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eldest son of a yeoman is the same with that of nobles and gentry;
yea, and in the throne itself). But why alone should the poor
congregations be made copyholders, when all the rest are free and
entire in their own acts of judicature.

2. Our presbyterian brethren, by this, makes two courts of
judicature for one and the same cause, which is not ordinarily
found amongst men. It is true, indeed, in human courts, the lower
have only lesser matters or faults committed to them, debts of such
a value; and higher courts have those of an higher nature, or a
greater value. But look what matters are committed to them, they
are able to pass a final and complete sentence upon them, and have
power to execute it, if an appeal be not made; and if once a suit be
put in, they have power to end it, else it is no court. But here now
the congregational elders are allowed to intermeddle, and have
authority in all causes, even those that are the greatest, and the
most heinous sins, that deserve excommunication, without any
controversy and difficulty; but then they are allowed to proceed
but so far in it, and then to bring it to the classical assembly for
sentence, where all must be heard over again, ere they can proceed
to a sentence; and then it is brought to the people, and there it is
acted over again. And thus, as they make two sorts of churches, one
for discipline and another for government, and part the seat of
government and discipline, so, for to complete an act of one and the
same discipline, they make two several courts; and that not by
parting them, by distribution of causes of less and of greater
moment only, but of acts of judicature. And whereas the classis
pretends that it is the perfect and complete church, and the
congregational imperfect, according to these practices it makes
nothing more perfect than the congregational doth, as the law did
not; but when the case is brought to this same perfect church, yet it
is forced to send the party down again to the congregational (which
is the imperfect church), there to have the sentence completed.

3. Whereas the apostles, in their rules for public admonitions,
do make them to be two or three; Tit 3:10, “An heretic, after one or
two admonitions, reject’ as obstinate. This way of proceeding
makes three sort of public admonitions, to the number of six or
seven. It makes three obstinacies, and three public sentences
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against a man that is excommunicated. First, he is admonished by a
particular eldership (and we would know whether those be not
public admonitions, yea or no, such as the apostle intendeth; which
is done by a public court, to which we presume they will say, that
all the people may come, and in that respect it is to be accounted
public; or if not, yet that which is done by public persons, in a
public judicature, is public admonition). Then, before they bring
him to the classis, they must judge and censure him as obstinate,
and that by a major vote, or he is not further to be brought (and we
believe they will not censure him to be obstinate, unless he hath
had one or two admonitions, and that by them); there is the first
obstinacy. Then he is brought before the classical presbytery, who
are to sentence him to be excommunicated (which we believe they
will not do, unless they also have, by admonitions, tried whether he
hath been obstinate and impenitent, or no, upon those means
which they are to use also, which is admonition); then he is brought
before the congregation, there he is admonished again over and
over. And is it for the good of the man, or is it for the satisfaction of
the people, that they may see him obstinate, that he hath so good
admonitions given him? It cannot be merely for the satisfaction of
his obstinacy, unless these admonitions can be supposed fit to work
upon him. And then again, in the third place, he is to be judged
obstinate after all those, or else he is not be excommunicated; for if
he repented after all these, they are to forbear. And we may add,
that they must needs make a judging of as many repentances for
his absolution; and the judging of his repentance must be a
personal experience. Thus they multiply public proceedings
beyond the rule, whereas the proportion of Christ’s patience seems
to be set.

4. How doth the dividing of things thus retard their
proceedings in case of open and manifest scandals! How must
needs so many removes rather harden the man than soften him,
and instead of being a means of doing him good, be a vexation to
him! The pretence is, that hereby scandal is avoided if the party
repents; but the truth is, this enlargeth it, for either the scandal is a
thing commonly known in the congregation of the people, and then
it is best to have it examined and cleared, and that before them
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presently, if it may be, either by his repentance afore them, that
they may be witnesses thereof, or by his appearing innocent. If it be
not known commonly and ordinarily abroad, it is more scandal to
have it brought to strangers than to have it to be kept in his own
church; especially if that those of all the churches (who are
interested in what the elders of the classical presbytery do) or any
of them, may be present at pleasure.

5. This presbyterian way of excommunication causeth
ordinances to be misplaced, a less effectual after a more effectual,
for those admonitions by his own elders before the congregation,
being the last (according to order of nature in all remedies,
according to Christ’s order and degrees of proceeding in Matthew
18, and according to God’s order in his dealing with us), must be
supposed more powerfully effectual than the first. And yet, if the
power of sentencing the man be in the classical presbytery, by
virtue of which he is excommunicated, that must be supposed to be
more effectual to bring him to repentance. And then, also, they let
their classical admonitions be the last before excommunication,
whereas if those before the congregation be acknowledged to be the
more effectual, then where the more effectual admonitions,
according to the ordinance of Christ, are supposed to lie in order to
excommunication, there the power of excommunication must be
supposed to lie also.

6. A sixth distortion is, the deformity that is occasioned by
putting an interest into those two sorts of churches, congregational
and classical, in the point of excommunication, and dividing the
power between them, one for the sentence, the other for the
execution; which will appear from that interest the people have,
commensurable with the power that the elders are to have. We
speak not now of joining in the sentence of excommunication, and
of suffrage in the judgment, which will make a distinct argument,
and is as strong as any of the rest, for power of excommunication to
be proper and peculiar to a congregational church, and to prove
that whatever other power classical presbyteries or synods pretend
to, yet of all other they can claim no interest in this, because in them
there is wanting one sort or kind of judges into whose hands God
hath put the power. But suppose for the present that the whole
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people have but an interest of presence only at the admonitions
that are to be given to the party afore excommunication, and at the
act of excommunication itself, and give them but the lowest kind of
consent that may be, a tacit consent, when the act is to be done; yet
allow them to be present, that thereby such a tacit consent may be
held forth, and that they may be edified thereby, and that by
mourning over the party his heart may be broken, and the more
wrought upon, and their consciences may be satisfied in the
justness of his excommunication, because that they are to join in the
execution of it, and not so much as to eat with him afterwards.
Now this interest, both presbyterian principles and preachers do
give and allow unto the people of that particular church, whereto
he doth belong. Yea, the papists themselves, who do hold that what
is done in the congregation is but the promulgation of the
excommunication already completed in the bishop’s consistory, yet
give so much to the people, to that particular congregation whereof
he is a member, that there should be a promulgation. See the
Rhemist’s notes on 1 Corinthians 5. But presbyterian principles do
give more, for they will not excommunicate if the people be against
it; yea, a whole national assembly, if they should determine it,
would yet stop the execution if the people be against it. And
therefore we argued afore from dividing discipline itself, and from
the sentence of excommunication being given to the presbyterian
classes, and the execution unto the elders in the congregations, so
we shall now argue from the deformity or distortion that is
between the power given to the elders of those churches as one
church, compared with the interest of the people of these churches
considered as one church also.

The interest that these classical elders come to have together
with the elders of the congregation in the sentence, must be because
that they are elders of all those congregations as of one church. For
the strength of the argument that is alleged by the presbyterial
divines for such a classical eldership, is, that many congregations
make one church, whereof these elders in common are the
representation; and when they pronounce the sentence of
excommunication, as elders of all those congregations, as one
church, which they are an eldership unto, and by that one
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individual act of theirs, the man is authoritatively, and (so far as
concerns the interest of elders) in a special manner,
excommunicated out of all those congregations whereto they are an
eldership, as well as out of his own (so far as the sentence goes) in
such a special manner, as belongeth not to the next churches of the
presbyteries about, but by virtue of that fore-mentioned special
relation. And this common eldership, in this sentence of theirs,
must either have the relation of an eldership only to that particular
church whereof this man is a member, so as that particular church
and that common eldership make up the adequate relation of
church and eldership, in and for this their act, or this eldership hath
a relation to all the congregations. If the first be asserted, then there
would be so many several relations of elderships and churches as
there are churches upon occasion. For this common eldership, and
this particular church, would be one church in this act for this time,
and for this man’s excommunication, and they would be another
church at another time, in relation to another man’s
excommunication, in another particular church, which were
absurd. And if they act in this act as a common eldership to all the
congregations as one church, then the sentence doth formally cast
the man (so far as the sentence goes) out of all those churches as
well as out of his own, and by one single entire individual act they
do, as elders to this church, excommunicate him formally out of
these churches, and but virtually only, and consequently, out of all
other churches belonging to other presbyteries, as out of the
universal itself. And so far as the power of the sentence reacheth in
this common classical presbytery, he is afterward cast out
executively in that particular church whereof he is more especially
a member, by the same way of authority by which he is cast out of
that one church whereto he doth belong. For these classical elders,
being in their vote a church representative, they represent that
church whereof the man is a member, as making one with all the
rest of the churches.

Now, then, make these three things proportionable: 1, make
this interest of the people of all these churches, in their kind and
relation, proportionable to the interest of the elders to all these
churches, in their kind and relation, these making one church, and

247



they being but a common eldership, because these are one church;
and 2, make the interest of execution but answerable to the interest
of sentence; yea, 3, make the interest of the elders of that particular
church whereof the person is a member, but answerable to the
interest of the people of that particular church whereof he is a
member; and there will appear so great a distortion in the
presbyterian government, thus sharing with the congregational, as
will confute and overthrow it, and such an uniform in the
congregational as will establish: it.

1. As for the first, there is all the reason in the world, that if
these classical elders do lay the pretence to their common power
and authority because these churches are one church (and they are
all one church in respect of the people as well as of all the elders), if
this be the foundation of their plea, if it ariseth from this relation
and respect, then look what interest the elders as elders can pretend
to as one church, being one church representative, that individual
and like interest must the people that are one church also lay claim
to; for there is a disproportion, a great and a manifest
disproportion, in giving that to the elders as elders of a church, that
is not given to the people according to their proportion as a church.
As then by these elders in common, the sentence of
excommunication goes forth, and the man is admonished by them
as elders to bring him to repentance, and this is a common act of
that whole eldership, making a church to all these churches, so the
people must be present at these or some other admonitions of the
person (and that both for their edification and for to work
repentance in the party), that their tacit consent by presence might
be given, and that they (seeing they are to execute it) might be
satisfied in his being cast out. If, indeed, the people had, as a
church, no interest at all, then we acknowledge this argument
would wholly fail, and these elders must have the whole full and
entire power to give sentence, to execute, to admonish, and all were
to be done there in the classical assembly, and nowhere else, but the
whole business would be there completed.

(1.) If it be said, first, that the power of sentencing, and so of the
act of excommunication, is performed in this common presbytery,
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and that what is done in the particular congregation whereunto he
belongeth, is but the promulgation of it;

Besides what was said against that before, this further here
may be added, that the interest which the people have is not merely
to have it promulged before them, but that they may be edified,
and that they knowing the party, he having lived amongst them,
may mourn over him, yea, and bewail that such a scandal is fallen
amongst them, whereby their ordinances and communion was in
danger of being defiled, &c., and that the man hereby may be
wrought upon; yea, and it is necessary that the man be brought
afore that church, where he is personally to be excommunicated.
Now, all this is more still than bare promulgation of the sentence,
for that might be done whether he were present or absent. Yet still,
if there be an interest of promulgation, let it be in all the churches,
and all these churches as met in one common church, as the elders
themselves are. Or if there be an interest of being edified by the
admonitions, let it be in all the churches. But how can this be? If in
each congregation apart, how will your admonitions be more
multiplied, that were multiplied enow afore? And if in common,
how can they meet, as presbyteries are cast? Or when did they
ever?

(2.) If, secondly, it be said, that it is promulged in that fixed
church whereto he doth belong, in regard they have a special
primary interest, because usually he receiveth the sacrament there,
we shall speak to that under the third particular, by and by. Only
for the present consider, that if the interest of people and elders be
made up proportionally, so as that church hath a primary interest
in the person, because he hath a fixed communion in the sacrament
with them, which, if he there partake, would be ordinarily defiled;
and other churches have but a secondary and remote interest,
as genushath to theindividuum, whereas this particular
congregation is as the species to this individuum; then let the elders
of the classical presbytery, to make things commensurable,
acknowledge to have a remote and secondary interest also in their
power to sentence him, and so let him come to them but at second
hand. Or to make the commensurableness yet nearer, as in the
matter of promulgation, the people of all the other churches have
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but a promulgation at second hand, by hearsay, and have no
interest of presence at all; so answerably, let these elders of other
churches have but the like share in that power, and the controversy
is at an end; for then, as it is not at all promulged in other churches,
so the man would not be at all sentenced in the classical
presbyteries. But if they challenge the primary interest, and that the
power by which he is sentenced belongeth unto them, then let the
people of all those churches be acknowledged to have the like
primary interest of promulgation also, because that they are the
greater number in comparison of the church whereof he is a
member, that being but a part, the other the whole, and therefore
the congregation must have the lesser principal interest therein.

2. And secondly, if that the act of excommunication, that is
done in his particular church, is the formal act of excommunication,
by which actually he standeth excommunicated and delivered up
to Satan, and not until then; let but this act of execution be but
commensurable to the sentence, and then, as the sentence was
denounced by those classical elders, as making elders to all those
congregations as one church, so also should the execution be; and
so the man must be actually excommunicated, over and over, as
often as there are many particular churches to that presbytery.

3. And thirdly, if the interest of the elders of that church make
an eldership to that congregation, and be made commensurable
with the interest of the congregation, the one as elders, the other as
people, then, first, as this church hath the primary and the fixed
interest, and such a peculiar interest, as all the churches about him
have not, viz., an interest of communion suitable to his casting out;
as he had a fixed communion with them, it is therefore a fixed
casting out, which is properly the act of excommunication; and for
these reasons their consent is so required as none of all the
churches about, and their satisfaction to be sought, so as of none of
all the churches about. Now, then, answerably, let the eldership of
this particular church have but a like power of an eldership in their
relation to them as a church, and then the people’s interest being
consent, where consent only is required, and the elders’ interest
being authority and the sentence, it will follow that, as the liberty of
consenting is only in this congregation, so that the authority of
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sentencing should only be in these elders. And as other churches do
but declare their offence, if things have not been rightly
administered, so the elders of other churches should do no more.
At leastwise, as the consent of this people is actually required,
which is not of all the other churches, and as without which,
because of their interest, the classical congregation will forbear the
execution of excommunication, yea, a whole assembly will; so,
then, let the elders of this congregation, when they meet in this
classical presbytery, have but the like privilege; that if they do
dissent, and think the man is not to be sentenced, or be
excommunicated, the whole classical presbytery should not have
power to proceed to sentence. For will not you give as much to the
elders in government, as elders of that church, as to the people?
Will you prefer the interest of the people, which is otherwise laid so
low, before the interest of the elders, that are over them in the
Lord? And if that the elders of that church should have this
prerogative in the classical presbytery, the power thereof would
soon come to nothing, without disputing against it. And in this
case, these classical elders are not a presbytery in common, but the
pastor or eldership of the particular congregation would have some
kind of episcopal power in this presbytery, having a negative
among them. Or suppose that the elders of his own congregation
deny to promulge the sentence, and actually to excommunicate the
man, will you not give them the ministerial interest of elders in the
execution of the sentence of excommunication, as the elders in
common had in the sentence? Or will you send other elders to do
it? If so, then they, in that act, are an eldership to them only.

Chapter IV: The eighth, ninth, and tenth argument,
to prove a congregational chu...

CHAPTER IV
The eighth, ninth, and tenth argument, to prove a congregational
church to be the due subject of ecclesiastical power; because admonitions
are to be given, and excommunication to be administered, in the presence
of such a church.
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Arg. 8. If, further, the presence of the people in the church is to
be the seat of all authoritative admonitions that go before the
sentence of excommunication, made by the elders to them that are
accused of public sin and scandal, for their edification, and if the
act of excommunication is to be (as was granted) afore them, then
the seat of the power of excommunication is not in classical elders
by Christ’s ordination, but in elders that are elders of a particular
congregation. The reason of the consequence is clear, because the
party is to be sentenced to be excommunicated upon his being
judged obstinate, and he is to be judged obstinate after
admonitions. That, therefore, which is the seat or place in which
these admonitions are to be given, is also to be the seat of the
judgment of his obstinacy, and of the sentence thereupon. It were
strange that the admonitions and other proceedings that make way
should be public, and the judgment and sentence should be private.
It is so in no public courts. And if the particular congregation be the
seat of the antecedent acts, the admonitions, and of the consequent
act, the act of excommunication itself, it were as strange that only
that immediate® act of the sentence should be privately done by
the classical elders, and not afore the people. Besides, that the
classical elders are not to sentence, is evident by this, because those
that have the power to admonish, surely they must have the power
to sentence. And therefore, if the classical elders cannot nor do not
come to perform the acts of admonition before the people, then
they cannot be those that, according to the Scriptures, have interest
in the sentence as elders. Neither can they be that church which our
Saviour Christ speaks of, Matthew 18, because that the admonitions
of that church are expressed as liable to be neglected, and therefore
they must be supposed present at the admonitions. And as the
apostle too commends it as an ordinance, that the admonition
should be before the people, 1Ti 5:20, so classical elders cannot be
present.

[21] Qu. ‘intermediate’? — Ed.

Now, to prove that particular congregations are the seat of
public admonitions, there is that place in 1Ti 5:20, which gives
evidence, “Them that sin’ (saith he) ‘rebuke before all, that others
also may fear.” It is evident here that he doth give a direction to
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Timothy concerning church proceedings and keeping of a spiritual
court, and therefore in the verse before gives directions about
receiving an accusation, and how that accusation must be proved,
by two or three witnesses; and he speaks of all such public
admonitions or rebukes as are to follow upon the receipt of the
accusation, when it is made evident by witnesses, and of such
admonitions likewise as are in order to excommunication, and for
such sins as will deserve excommunication, if men be obstinate (for
if for any other sins, then certainly for those), and it is of sins in case
of public scandal which are the subject of excommunication;
therefore he saith, ‘Them that sin rebuke afore all,” then when a
man’s sin is public and comes to be taken notice of afore all. Now
he speaks to Timothy, that was an evangelist, and under him to all
church officers, to the end of the world, when evangelists (who
were extraordinary ministers) should be removed; and as other
directions that are given to him do concern the eldership of
congregations in after ages, so also this, to teach them how to
behave themselves in the house of God. Now with the same breath
that he doth give them power and warrant to rebuke when
accusations are brought orderly to them, he withal directs (and his
directions fall chiefly thereon) where these rebukes should be, not
privately, but afore all; and what all? Not afore all that are their
elders only, for they are to rebuke them afore all, that all may fear.
Surely therefore it is intended for the benefit, not only of the elders,
but of all the people.

If it be said that this place is to be understood but as that of the
old law, when a malefactor was to be put to death, it was that all
might hear and fear; and so these admonitions may be given
privately in the consistory, and yet all may hear of it and fear. The
answer is, that there is this difference between executing of
corporal punishment and giving of spiritual admonitions, that the
terror of spiritual admonition doth not lie in the hearsay, but it
works by the people’s personal hearing of it, and it is ordained so
to do. The power of that ordinance (as of preaching) lies in personal
hearing, and as faith cometh by hearing, so this fear must come by
hearing also; otherwise it were all one as to say such a man
preached a comfortable sermon that all might be comforted, or he
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preached the law that all might be terrified, and yet should mean
that all those that were at the sermon should have comfort in it or
be terrified by it. Therefore, as those that are wrought upon to fear
must be wrought upon by the admonitions, so it must be by being
personally present and hearing of them.

If it be said that it is in a classical assembly done in a place so
public, and in a court so open, where all may come if they please,
we reply that the apostle doth not only say that it should be done in
a place where all may come, but he lays it as a duty upon Timothy
to do it in a place where all do come, for otherwise one of the great
ends of admonition is lost; he bids him rebuke them that sin afore
all, “that all may fear.” If, therefore, our presbyterian brethren will
attain the end of their admonitions (that all may fear), it must be
done where all do use to meet; and if so, then either their classical
elders must come and meet in the particular congregations, or the
particular congregations must come to them, and so all the
company of people of the classical church must meet, women as
well as men; for they are capable of that particular part of
edification, of fearing, and why should they be excluded the benefit
of it? And whether the proceedings to excommunication according
to our own way, which is for the party to have his own elders,
before his own people, judicially to examine the fact and to give
public admonitions, edged with all sorts of Scripture, to bring him
to repentance; and if he remain obstinate in the view of all, then for
him to be excommunicated, or if he repents, to have that
repentance appear upon the place afore all (which all suit best, and
fall in with the congregational way) whether that this doth not
agree more with right reason, and all the ends that can be supposed
of examination, admonitions, and excommunication, either to work
upon the party, or to work upon others, or for the fairness and
equity of the proceedings, rather than the way of the classical
presbytery, let any rational man judge.

For what hath been said of excommunication or admonition,
and the ends of them, or any other end that the Scripture holds
forth therein (that go before or accompany excommunication) they
are better attained in this congregational government than in the
other.
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As, 1, for the examination of the person, that the evidence of
the fact, in a judiciary way, should be before his own people, and
by his own elders, is every way most equal, because that they are to
join in the casting of him out, and in the execution of the sentence
afterwards, and are therefore to be satisfied of the justness of his
being cast out; and there is that proper communion they have held
with, viz. a fixed communion, which no church else on earth can
pretend to. And if the people must be satisfied at any time, if after
the sentence by hearsay, and by relation (as the presbyterians
themselves acknowledge), it will much more satisfy them before,
when they hear the person himself examined, and all that he can
say. And if that be true of Cyprian, quod omnes tangit, ab omnibus
tractari debet, that which concerns all, the whole community, it
should be handled and transacted by all; and if that were not true,
yet surely this, that what concerns all should be handled afore all.

The like, 2, holds for those public admonitions that are to be
given, wherein also the people have an interest, that they may be
edified thereby, as well as by preaching; for what is discipline or
public admonitions but a public application of the truths of the
word of God to the conscience of a scandalous sinner, to warn
others and to bring him unto repentance? So as indeed acts of
discipline-admonitions are the most pastoral sermon, and so are a
part of the worship of God, which therefore the people of his own
church must have a peculiar interest in, as they have in other
sermons.

3. If it be looked at that the man is to be shamed as a means to
bring him to repentance, as in2Th 3:14; to have all these
examinations and admonitions, and to have all transacted that
concerns a scandalous sin before the whole church, tendeth more to
this. Neither can he be thought obstinate until such time as he hath
this means (which we see God hath sanctified) in a spiritual way
applied to him. In a word, for the whole we say, as Baines long
since said (and it hath a reason in it, therefore we quote it), that
when censure is the most sharp spiritual medicine, it were ill with
our church if he (speaking of their pastor) who is resident always
amongst them as the spiritual physician, should never have the
power of administering it. That which he saith of the pastor, to
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whom he gives the chief stroke in it, we say of all the elders of a
congregation that are continually resident with it.

If it be said that, afore he is put to this public shame before the
congregation, he should be authoritatively admonished by the
eldership to see first how that would work, we reply,

1. That either his sin is notoriously known to the whole
congregation already, res famosa, as was the case of the incestuous
Corinthian; and then it is fit it should be brought instantly to the
congregation, that he may be shamed; neither is it to any end that
the elders should deal in the case privately with him; but as the
scandal is public, the admonition should be public also, even from
the first. Or suppose his sin be more private, then if the private
means which Christ hath appointed hath not been used by those
that bring the accusation, as telling it first to himself and exhorting
him to repentance; and if that could not gain him, then taking two
or three or more, who also have dealt with him, and yet could not
gain him to repentance; in this case also the elders are not to
meddle in it before the church till such time as those means have
been used, for no man’s sin is to be brought to them till he hath
passed through those ways and means which Christ hath
appointed; which being done, then indeed the elders may
admonish him, having thus the cognisance of it; but yet therein
they are not to deal as an eldership in a judiciary way, but as those
two or three brethren who are to be called to admonish him should
proceed; though even such admonitions from elders would
perhaps have more authority, in respect of their relation, than those
of private brethren. But in case that a man hath passed through all
these means, and still is obstinate and impenitent, and hath stood
out Christ’s proceedings, now it is the man’s own fault that his sin
should thus be brought to light, and now nothing will cure him but
the shame of it by public admonitions before all.

Ans. 2. If (for the tenderness of his shame) he is first to be dealt
withal by the elders before he be brought to the congregation, yet
not by the classical elders, who are strangers to him, who, if they
keep an open court, as they ought to do (as all other courts are),
whither any one may come, then if not the shame of his sin, yet the
dishonour of it will be greater this way than the other, whilst it is
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kept within the compass of his own church, and of these who are
his brethren, and have known his converse, and have known also
his graces. And that shame he shall have thus before strangers will
be a means to harden him, whereas the shame that he shall have
before his own people will work more kindly, and be a means to
melt him.

Ans. 3. The presence of his own people in all these proceedings,
when he is thus convicted of the sin, when he is thus admonished,
and upon obstinacy cometh to be excommunicated, serveth to a
further double end, both as it respects themselves (so as no church,
nor no elders else whatsoever) and as it respects the person also,
and his good. For it respects the congregation themselves, both by
virtue of that special relation to, and communion they have with
him as one body to Christ; and therefore they are to sympathise
with him, to be humbled together with him for his sin, to bemoan
and bewail him and themselves, that such a punishment, even as to
them, should befall them, by such a sin falling out amongst them.
“You are puffed up,” saith the apostle, “you have not mourned,” 1Co
5:2. That law is to take hold on them, in respect of this proper near
relation which Paul giveth: 1Co 12:26, ‘If one member suffer, all the
members suffer with it; or if one member be honoured, all the
members rejoice with it. Now ye are the body of Christ, and
members in particular;” that is, the church of Corinth being a
particular body, have a more special relation one unto another
more than to any other churches. And this mourning, and the like,
is to shew themselves clear of that matter, which otherwise would
be a sin of that body; and as in all other relations, members of a
nation mourn for the sins of a nation, members of a family for the
sins of a family, so especially in this nearest special relation of all
other, each member is to mourn and sorrow for the sins of a
member as if it were the whole’s; because a dishonour is thereby
reflected also upon the whole, and an anger of God expressed
against the whole; for even church sins make God to be angry with
particular persons. As for that sin about the sacrament in the
church of Corinth, 1 Corinthians 11, particular persons were
visited: ‘for this cause some are weak and sick,” &c.; ‘therefore,
saith he, ‘judge yourselves, that ye be not judged.” It is therefore
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necessary, when a man’s sin is ripe for public admonitions, that his
own people should know it; and therefore that all these
admonitions should be afore his own, that the height and
aggravation of the sin thus set open before his conscience, to make
him repent, should be set open also before theirs, for all those ends
afore mentioned. And to think that the elders of a classical church
should representatively mourn for all the rest, or that, whereas the
cause of mourning is nearness of relation, that they should mourn
as his own would do, cannot be supposed. And then, 2, if it respect
working upon the man, if that be the end of this bewailing and of
this mourning, to break his heart, to have his own congregation
thus mourning, who have thus known him, and with whom he
hath communicated, and to see their hearts broken for his sin,
when they have not sinned, only are of the same body with him,
this must needs be an ordinance much more effectual to work upon
him than if he were brought afore all the national councils in the
world, who are taught'® with his sin but remotely, as the body of a
national church must needs be very remote to a provincial church,
and this also remote in its proportion to a classical.

[22] Qu. “touched’? —Ed.

Now we find that the proceedings thus to excommunication
are expressed to us by the very phrase bewailing: ‘I am afraid,” saith
the apostle, “that when I come, I shall bewail some of you;” that is, I
shall be enforced, as to admonish you, so to proceed further. And
so in 1Co 5:2, “You have not mourned, that he that hath done this
deed may be taken from among you.” To bring him before national
and classical assembles, and the like, may work in a civil way more
upon him, but in a spiritual way this is a means much more suited.

Lastly, for the act of excommunication itself, that then the
people should be present, we need not contend for, because it is
granted. And assuredly, if that they are to be present that they may
mourn and wail when any is thus cast out, their presence is much
more required afore, because their wailing and bemoaning of him
then might have been a means to prevent what befalls him.

Arg. 9. But if besides all these interests it be found that the
people of his own congregation have a joint interest to judge, and
that by way of suffrage, and concur in the sentence with the elders
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in the throwing of him out, or have such an interest with judgment
and cutting off a member that a jury have, joined with the bench of
justices and judges, and that they are to judge of the fact, and of his
obstinacy, and the like, why then it will clearly follow that the
power of excommunication must be in every congregation of
people and elders; and thus to have the man judged, both by the
one and the other, is the fairest law in the world. And we account it
even the glory of our nation, that no man’s life is subjected to the
judgment of all the judges of the kingdom, but that he must be tried
by his peers, per pares. That we shall speak unto when we come to
that head, that the people are to have a concurring interest with the
elders.

Arg.10. If no elders are to set up a consistory for ordinary
government but in the presence and before the church, then the
power of all acts of government must lie within the body of a
congregational church, because there are no other ordinary
constant church meetings of the body of the people, but only by
congregations; for all such meetings are to be of as many as can
meet in one place; and all are interested in it for the present, one as
well as another.

Chapter V: The eleventh and twelfth arguments,
proving single congregations enab...

CHAPTER V

The eleventh and twelfth arquments, proving single congregations
enabled to exert all acts of church power. — That such churches there were
in the first ages of Christianity. — That the apostles planted such churches
that had the entire power within themselves.

Arg. 11. There were in the first ages of Christianity bishops in
churches and villages. And in the sense of the ages in which this
was, it was all one as to have an entire government in a church, in a
village; for the entire government was in the hands of their bishops
in those times, such a government as is now claimed by the
presbytery. Therefore, from the practice of the primitive times it is
evident that one single congregation, with its elders, is a complete
seat of government as well as worship.
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Arg.12. The churches, in the first planting of them by the
apostles, were in all places congregational churches. Those in
smaller cities may well be supposed to have been always such.
Those in the great cities were at first such. Of Philippi, it is said that
in the beginning of the gospel it was a church, and it was so
called, Php 1:4; Php 1:15; and it was a church that had bishops and
deacons, Php 1:1, who communicated to Paul by way of giving and
receiving. In a manner, all sides have acknowledged this, even the
bishops themselves. Jerusalem itself at first was but one
congregation, and other greater cities also were no more; for can we
imagine that the apostles should stay forming up churches till such
time as they should multiply to so many as to make many
congregations under classical churches? So this is not supposable,
because that the apostles were to go over the world, and could not
everywhere stay so long; they therefore stayed till there were a
sufficient number to make up a church, and elders over them. And
to be sure, the first church of all had a sufficient eldership, for they
had the eleven apostles. And for them all to be officers to so small a
number at the first is infinitely less disproportionable to them than
for our great Lord and Master to serve and minister (as himself was
pleased at his last supper to term it) the sacrament of bread and
wine unto eleven apostles, and then to preach a long sermon unto
these eleven whom he had taken care of. And at the first, when
they were so few, as they continued in prayer together, Acts 1, it is
to be supposed they had the sacrament of the Lord’s supper, and so
were a church, seeing they had received it with our Lord and
Saviour, with commission from him to do the like. And this
congregational church at first having these apostles over them, who
(as our brethren say) acted the part of ordinary elders, must needs
be supposed to be as sufficient for a presbytery as afterwards their
acts can be supposed to be when they multiplied to more
congregations (as our brethren affirm). And if we could give no
instance of any act of government they did, yet it is certain that the
same power with which they did acts of government afterward as
such a presbytery, they had then at first; for they acted but out of
that power afterward which they had afore. And so in all those
other churches, when they were single congregations, having elders
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set over them, the like must be supposed. And when there was thus
congregational churches, having elders over them, they had the
right, and they had the power, to exercise all acts of government
within themselves, or else when the apostles left them, and
commended them to the grace of God, having set elders over them,
they had not been left to a sufficient means to take away offences,
and to purge out scandals, and to keep the worship pure, and to
preserve themselves for succession.

And if they had this right and power, they must have it by
virtue of that institution, Matthew 18. Here then, de facto,
congregational churches were invested with a complete power.
And so according to that maxim, Primum in quolibet genere est
mensura reliquorum, the first in every kind is the measure of the rest,
we have to plead, that the first churches in existence, with that
power we contend for, were such congregational churches which
we assert.

We further add, that suppose that these churches came to be
multiplied, or to have neighbour churches near them, what became
of that power and right, which as congregations having elders in
them, and as a church to Christ, they were invested with? How
should this power come to be taken away, or they come to lose it,
and be transferred unto an associate presbytery of many
congregations? If upon this association there had been a new
power, yet the old former power must be supposed to stand still
entire, or else they lose it (as the cities in Germany, before they
were united into that imperial body, had entire privileges within
themselves, and that they retain still notwithstanding their union,
only their association was for appeals and cases of common
concernment); and as the multiplication was accidental, so a new
accidental power might come over them, which they had not afore,
if they should miscarry in that they had afore; therefore that power,
which was first in them, is never to be taken from them. It is true
indeed, before their multiplication, this must be said, they were
independent churches, in that gross sense which is imposed upon
us; that is, they were accountable unto none. Why? Because there
were none near them to be accountable unto. But that was not a
privilege essential, but accidental; not positive, but because there
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was no other near existent. And yet not so neither; for if there were
any in the world, they should have appealed unto them. And
suppose a congregational church, alone by itself, can be supposed
to have an accidental independency private (which in this respect is
a negative privilege rather than a positive), yet still that positive
power, which they were entirely invested withal within
themselves, for positive acts of government, that was not invested
in them, because there were no other churches, but because they
were a church of themselves. And this power, if once they had it, is
not, by multiplication of churches, to be taken away from them. The
multiplication is but accidental, but the form they were cast into at
tirst is the essential form that constituted them a church and a
politic body.

2. When these churches were multiplied, and (as our brethren
would have it) continued, many congregations, under one
presbytery of the elders of each of these churches thus multiplied,
either that first church and their elders (which still remained fixed
elders unto them) have all the power and privilege they had afore,
or not, in this new government to come upon their multiplication
and association. If they have the same power and privilege, then
this proposition standeth good; only the question then will be, what
power over them (their own remaining thus entire) in a way of
dependency any other church can have, which we must afterwards
speak to. If upon this association, this particular congregation have
not the power it had afore entire within itself, then the form of the
government first constituted is clean altered, and clearly a new
form of government is set up; and that both in respect of the right
of the people, and the right of the elders in that congregation. If the
people had any interest of presence or of suffrage (which we
contend for) at the sentence of excommunication, and the
examination of things, by virtue of this new association that interest
is taken from them, and removed up into the classical meetings of
the elders, and into a government that is merely aristocratical. And
look as in a government consisting both of people and rulers, and
the interest of both, or including in it privileges that the one hath as
well as the other (though the one in a lower degree), if the one
becomes merely aristocratical, we count that government changed,
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and it will be a new form of government, so it would be here. Nor,
2dly, is it true that because the government (as our brethren affirm)
is in the rulers only, therefore it may be enlarged and dispersed to
other rulers of other congregations taken in with them, and the
people not wronged of their right. For, first, if the charter of a
people, of a corporation or body, should be that they should be
ruled by their own elders (whom themselves chose as a
corporation) by their own mayor, recorder, and aldermen, yet it
were a new form of government for them to come under two or
three mayors, recorders, and aldermen of other incorporate towns,
and they would account it so, 2, the rulers would think so too. As if
there were a family, the master whereof had entire government
within itself, and there were families increased, and they all joined
in a combination to rule all those families in common, and that in
such things wherein before he ruled alone; surely this would be
counted a new form of government. How else doth economics
differ from politics? Would not colleges think so, though associated
into an university? If the colleges should have those privileges of
choosing master-fellows, scholars, of admitting, of expelling,
invested into other hands, if all the jurisdiction which they had
when alone, or if any great part of it, should be exercised in
common for them, when other colleges are built; because they
become an university, they would account this a disprivileging of
them. So it would be here in this case of churches.

Chapter VI: Some exceptions made against the last
argument, as not conclusive, r...

CHAPTER VI

Some exceptions made against the last arqument, as not conclusive,
removed, how we are to consider the churches, at first planted by the
apostles, as patterns and examples to us.

To this argument there are many exceptions, which I shall
consider.

1. It is excepted, that the first churches, though but single
congregations, having elders in them, which did or might exercise
all church acts, cannot yet be drawn into an ordinary pattern;
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because the first must, out of a necessity, do that which afterwards,
when multiplied, single congregations that can associate may not
do. Even as though Cain at first married his sister, yet that is no
warrant for us now to do the like, when men and women are
multiplied; so neither can the instance of the church of Jerusalem,
or any other first churches, be the pattern to warrant single
churches now multiplied to do that which they then did.

Ans. 1. The apostles did stay in places but till there were a
sufficiency to set up a church; but if that presbyterian government,
over many congregations, had been the rule of Christ, and that they
must of necessity have been set up, they would have rather stayed,
or sent an evangelist to convert so many as to make up a sufficient
presbytery for a classical church. If Adam could, with his breath,
have made men and women, though he had stayed a while, Cain
should not have married his sister. And therefore, if that, by the
ordination of Christ, a presbyterial church were the first church,
God would have stayed, and the apostles would have stayed, as
God stayed giving the ark, and the tabernacle, and the law of the
government of a national church, till such time as the Jews became
SO many, as to rise to a nation.

Ans. 2. It lies upon those that affirm it, to prove that the
endowing single congregations at first with an entire power was an
act of necessity, and not voluntary, and as it should stand in all
ages. Had a presbyterian church government been according to
Christ’s institution, the apostles would have taught Christians to
remove out of the places where they could not make up
presbyterian churches, and to go into cities, where they might make
them, that so churches might be set up in their fulness at first.

Ans. 3. The power of a single congregation, to have acted as a
presbytery at the first, was not grounded on a case of necessity
(because there were no other churches existing to associate with,
and so was accidental to them), but this one alone congregation,
was essentially, and innately, and entirely complete in itself, and
within itself, as much as when afterward there were many. To say
the power of eleven apostles, as combined, was defective, because
but over one congregation, and but out of an extraordinary
necessity, would be the greatest derogation in the world. And if
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there could be a supposition, that there had been other churches
existing, or coming to Jerusalem, this presbytery of the first church
had not been bound to associate, as not having sufficient power
within itself. To affirm these things of this first presbytery of the
eleven apostles (as our brethren suppose it, and it is the main
foundation of their case) to have been defective, and their power
(now because over one congregation) to have been founded on an
extraordinary necessity only, as for Cain to marry his sister, in a
way below the warrant, as of the ordinary rule; thus first to cast
them (in this example) into the condition of ordinary presbyters, to
make it an argument for the presbytery, and then to cast their
power at first below the power of an ordinary classis, and to make
it then to be dependent on a providential necessity; how derogatory
is it to that transcendent power of such officers! So then, if they are
to be looked upon at all as the pattern of an ordinary presbytery,
then as such now, when over but one congregation, as much as if
they had been over many. For to say they were but as extraordinary
persons when over but one congregation, and afterwards an
ordinary college of presbyters, when many, is too incoherent and
inconsistent with itself to be affirmed. And then what is the reason
that this first existence of an eldership over one congregation
should not be as ordinary a pattern to warrant, as full and sufficient
a presbytery in one congregation, as it is for the supposed
presbyterial government over many? So that if it were ordinary, it
serves as much for us as them; and indeed for us first, because this,
as one congregation, existed first; and they were as much an
ordinary presbytery at first, as at last, and endowed with the same
sufficiency of inherent power. And if it were extraordinary, the
instance will not serve them at all, first nor last, for a ground of
presbyterial government. And surely if this church at Jerusalem
had so many teachers besides apostles, as is pretended, when these
congregations came to be multiplied (as is supposed) and divided,
here was (if ever) enough to have made several sufficient
presbyteries to these several congregations; and the association of
many congregations into one can have place but in case of defect,
not of sufficiency.
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2. It is excepted, that we are not to consider churches as they
were when the apostles first began, but as they were when the
apostles left them; and that ordo intendentis is one thing, and ordo
generantis is another. Thus nature first makes but a child, which
afterward grows up to a man.

Ans. 1. As to the first, we argue the example of those churches
which the apostles left, and, when they left them, commended them
to the grace of God, as in Acts 14, when they had chosen them
elders, as having sufficient means to support themselves. And (as
Bains” argues against bishops and their government over
churches) those whom the apostles placed as chief, in the first
constituting of churches, and left as their successors in their last
farewell which they gave to the churches, they had not, nor were to
have, any superior unto them in the churches, as is evident in the
instance of Ephesus, Act 20:28, and 1Pe 5:2. So say we, that those
whom the apostles left, having placed elders over them, and left as
their successors at their last farewell, commending them to the
grace of God, and so constituted, without mentioning of association
for government with other churches, they, by apostolical warrant,
were not to enter into such associations for matter of government
and jurisdiction.

[23] Bains’ Diocesan Trial, p. 65.

Ans. 2. As to that other part of the exception, we reply, that
certainly those churches that the apostles did thus leave, and the
power in them, and the presbyteries thereof, to do all church acts as
a presbytery now at first, were as perfect churches the first day (as
Adam was a perfect man when first created) as afterwards they
could be supposed to be. If nature at first do beget a perfect child,
with all the parts, it may indeed grow in stature; but all the natural
parts it hath when a man, it hath when a child; and though it may
grow in stature, it doth not grow in perfection, nor is defective of
any of its natural powers when a child, but all exercise their natural
functions when a child, as truly as when a man. And beside, join a
thousand children together, they will not make one man.

3. It is excepted, that although no churches may give away their
right, yet they may join with them that will corroborate their right;
so if the congregation that had a presbytery afore, be multiplied
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into another congregation, it retains the same presbytery, and is
one church still.

Ans. 1. Either it is at their liberty to retain their proper
presbytery, proper to themselves, and the other congregation goes
from them to have a new, or not. If it be at liberty, then Jesus Christ
hath instituted two forms of government, made two several seats or
subjects of entire church power, for men arbitrarily to cast
themselves into, which they please. This is to make two ordinary
patterns of two sorts of church government, one of a single
congregation, the other of the presbyterial over many, and to
warrant the sufficiency and completeness of either, when either of
them have a sufficient presbytery. But that Christ should leave the
government of his church so indefinite cannot be imagined; not
only because it is impossible that one of them should not be better
than the other, but also (as hath been said before) in respect to the
congregations themselves, because the one makes a vast difference
from the other in the point of fixedness and unfixedness of officers;
and further, because one would destroy the other. For allow but
this principle, that all congregations that may have a sufficient
presbytery may retain the right and whole government within
themselves, as the first subjects of it, as agreeing with the pattern,
and what church will subject itself to the presbyterial government?
And that this is not indifferent to all our judgments, the contentions
on all hands do testify. If it be arbitrary, then it would have been
unlawful for any congregation in the primitive times to have
retained the right that was first settled upon them; and to have in
exercise all power within themselves as whole, as when churches
did multiply. If it be given as a liberty by Christ, voluntary
subjection is not to take it away, and that form of government,
which it doth give up its right to, being a new change of
government (as was said afore) there must be as much an
institution for it as there was for that right it had afore. It is
impossible there should be two rights to the same thing, whereof
the one is incompatible with the other; for if the congregation can
claim it as its right, then the presbytery cannot; for that both should
exercise it, is impossible. There may be differing interests of power
in the same politic body, but that one and the same whole power
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should be in one, and also in a greater, and in another, cannot be
imagined.

Ans. 2. To the second part of the exception, viz., that it is a
strengthening of the power of congregations, and not a taking of it
away, it being an intrinsecal government, we reply, 1, that of all
other answers, we wonder at that; for if a master of a family, that
ruled as a master afore, should have his power, in governing of his
family, committed into the hands of other masters of families,
together with himself, would he account this a strengthening of his
power, as he is a master of a family, or a losing of it? Masters of
colleges would judge it a taking away of their power, not a
strengthening of it, for by this they lost it as masters. And, 2, if that
all these do rule in common, and so the major vote of them in
common carries it, multitude of cases will fall out, whereto, though
he gives a negative, that shall be carried by the major vote, so as he
utterly loseth his power, it being thus swallowed up by the greater
number, how is this a strengthening of it then? And in this case, is
it not an extrinsecal power to that congregation which overrules it,
as well as in the case of bishops, whenas the votes of their own
officers that are proper to them, and fixed to them, whom they have
chosen to watch over them, shall not carry matters that belong unto
them as afore they did. 3. The strengthening of churches’ power lies
in countenancing of what churches have done, after they have done
it, out of an honour to them, and not lightly to hear appeals from
them; but it is not confirmed by taking the power out of their
hands, and doing their acts for them. Thus, kingdoms in a league
strengthen each other’s acts, whenas they do not foster traitors
against each other; but if they should mingle powers in common,
this were to destroy their power and right as they be politic bodies.

If it be said, it makes churches equal still, it is granted that it is
true it makes churches in a like condition indeed, but how? Not in
the privileges of churches; it makes them in like condition of
subjection, but not of freedom, as they are churches or incorporate
bodies, to judge within themselves. As if incorporate towns should
have their privilege of life and death within themselves, given up to
a combination of many incorporate towns together, they
were pares indeed, compeers; and here is an equality they are
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brought unto in this condition, but what equity there were in it we
see not.

That I may conclude, if, when congregations are thus
multiplied, a congregation that before had the government entire in
itself, being invested with it, began anew to associate with others
for government, either the classical elders associated have taken up
the whole government and jurisdiction, and left to that
congregation and elders, which once were invested with it, no part
of it (which once they had proper to them afore) but as it is
exercised in common; or else there is a parting and a dividing of
that power and acts of government they had afore. If all be taken
away, let that be affirmed and practised, and a warrant for it
shewed; let the classical presbytery choose and ordain their
deacons, let them suspend from the sacrament, let them only
admonish, let them admit their members, let them choose their
elders, let them do all. If they part it, either it must be arbitrarily, as
themselves please (we will retain this, and you shall have that); and
if so, then they arbitrarily part with that which was once given
them by Jesus Christ; or else they part with all by a rule and a
command from God, putting the bounds between what the one
shall have, and what the other shall have; let these bounds then be
shewn, or any instances in the primitive churches be assigned, of
such alterations when churches were multiplied, which in this case
is necessary. This will breed also a great alteration and change in
the constitution of these congregations themselves, and their
relations to their officers, as is obvious to any one who considers it.

Chapter VII: Two queries resolved: 1. When a church
hath but one elder, or none ...

CHAPTER VII
Two queries resolved: 1. When a church hath but one elder, or none at
all, whether it retains its power? 2. Whether a particular congregation,
having complete power in itself, may oblige itself, in a constant way, to
ask advice and direction from a consistory of presbyteries? — Resolved in
the negative, and proved by several reasons.
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I shall now resolve some queries that may be put, and in
answering them, shall farther clear up my assertion, which I have
demonstrated by so many arguments.

Quest. 1. Suppose a church have but one elder? Yea, suppose it
have no elders at all? What is become of its power then?

Ans. 1. Yet that church, whereof there is but one elder, being
the seat of this government, it is in this politic body as in the
natural body. A man, according to the law of nature, hath two
hands, but if one be cut off, or that he wants one, then he useth that
one hand for which both were used afore. In this case, vis recurret in
proximum membrum, the entire vigour will return into the next
member. And this is properly a case of necessity, and not that other
case which our brethren would have, that one congregation being
alone should therefore have the government within itself of
necessity, which it must part withal, according to the ordinary rule,
when more congregations are multiplied.

Ans. 2. The power of government being the right of that church,
and not of other churches over it, they are to choose more officers;
and they have a right so to do, and so thereby to preserve the right
within themselves, rather than to borrow an eye or a hand from
other churches. We may say in this case, as our brethren have said
in the case of not separating from a church rightly constituted,
though it want an officer or officers. They say, that none ought in
that case to separate, but it is to be required that officers be chosen
and supplied; so say we in this case. It is in this case as it is in that
of small corporations, which, although they are decayed, yet they
are corporations still; and they do not lose their privileges, and they
do not therefore come under other corporations to govern them,
but they are enabled themselves to choose who they are that shall
govern them.

Ans. 3. Their having or not having officers doth not take away
their right, but only it takes away the exercise until such time as
they have officers. And their not having officers, it doth not put the
right into other congregations, and the elders thereof. The right in
elders doth not lie in their being elders, but in having a relation
unto this congregation, and in being their elders.
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Ans. 4. Suppose when a congregation doth want a sufficiency of
officers, and so it be disenabled to act according to its right, yet its
case is but as the case of a ward, who, though he is not able to
manage his own estate, yet this doth not put him by his right; and
those that have the wardship for the present have not the right,
they have but quasi jus. And if a congregation useth foreign elders,
[these] elders can have a charge in it, but until such time as the
congregation be able to have officers of itself. And therefore if, in
cases of defect, congregations should be associated, and by virtue
of their association make use of other elders, yet they are not to be
kept in that defect; they ought, and they may purchase to
themselves such an eldership, and so exercise their own right. The
churches of Christ are not to be kept under age and wardship; yea,
ye ought to reform, so as the churches should be reduced to this,
and have their rights. The bishops, because they would rule the
churches, in ancient time made canons, that there should be but one
minister in a church; and they took away the power of ruling
elders, and so did destroy the presbytery in every church, that so in
this defect there might be a colour for their government. Whatever
inconveniences, therefore, may be pretended, or whatever is the
present state of things, nothing ought to prejudice the rights of
churches, but all congregations should have liberty to procure
themselves a sufficient eldership, so to have the government within
themselves.

Again, suppose that such congregations, as having a defect of
elders, should subject themselves to a classical presbytery for
government, until they had a sufficient eldership of their own:
suppose (I say) that this should be the more ordinary condition of
the most congregations in this kingdom; yet those congregations
that have a sufficient eldership are not, for uniformity’s sake with
them, to subject themselves therein. For uniformity with what the
Holy Ghost in the word holds forth as perfect, is rather to be held
by those congregations who are made thus complete, than for
uniformity’s sake to subject themselves to the condition of those
that are imperfect, that all may be alike, although that hath been the
way of uniformity that hath been urged amongst us; that because
all ministers cannot pray out of their own gifts, that, therefore, for
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uniformity’s sake, there should be forms of prayer for all ministers
to use, even those that God hath enabled with sufficiency of
abilities and gifts to pray. It is in this case as in the bringing up of
fashions, many fashions being brought up by those that had
infirmities, on purpose to cover them; they who had not infirmities
must be obliged to them, because they are in fashion, and brought
up by some great ones.

Congregational presbyteries, they are the natural presbyteries;
those others, they are but as step-dames, secondaries; they are but
compounds and decompounds of the several presbyteries of
presbyterial churches.

And what though a congregation want elders; they are yet a
church to our judgments, and are so to be acknowledged, as the
church in the Canticles was a sister, though she wanted breasts. If
congregations be small, and want sufficiency of elders, they should
be united many of them together to one church, that they may have
a full eldership, and put themselves (though to some
inconveniences) to come together to worship; for so, in the
primitive times, we find that Christians did often come out of
villages to their cities, to worship on the Lord’s day; and sometimes
removed out of the villages into the cities, that they might have
ordinances.

Quest. 2. But suppose that congregations, having a sufficient
eldership, have also both power and ability, and right to act within
themselves, yet, in a constant way, may they not ask advice and
counsel, and oblige themselves so to do; and before they proceed to
excommunication against their members, if they be obstinate, bring
them to the classical presbytery, as to a further means, there to be
admonished, and to have the sentence of excommunication there
delivered by them?

Ans. 1. All communion with classical presbyteries (which we
rather look upon as synods than presbyteries) that we may lawfully
hold, we will hold; and all such communion we do account lawful,
as it is for such ends and purposes, for which they are ordained
unto by Christ. But what is beyond the ground of erecting such
associations, or of calling such synods, and the use and end of
them, that will be to put an unlawful power into them; for every
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ordinance or institution of God is commensurable to the ground
upon which it is founded. So as suppose for the present, that God
had appointed synods to be held on some occasions, in case of mal-
administrations in congregations; and, in that case, had endowed
synods with the same power over churches that congregations have
over their own members; yet because they had this power in this
case, and upon this ground, it would not draw on an obligation on
the churches congregational constantly to advise with them so, and
to bring their members to be admonished by them afore they
proceed to censure. So as such advice as this is not a case of
appeals, which always supposeth a sentence passed in inferior
courts already; but it is a laying the congregation yet lower; for it is
a suspending the exertion of that primary and first right, which
they had, until such time as they have advised with another
supposed more sufficient and able eldership.

It is with us in this particular respect, unto the presbyteries, as
it is with those that were moderate separatists, in respect of their
communion with the ministry of England, although we, in other
cases, give more to these presbyteries than they would do to such a
ministry. Many of them, as Mr. Robinson and others, could
communicate with the ministry of England, in hearing, and in
praying, because in these actions they were not necessarily or only
to be considered as ministers, by all them that should communicate
with them, there being other grounds, say they, upon which they
might preach and pray; and therefore, although there was an
unlawful relation or respect, which they pretend to preach upon,
namely, that they were ministers, yet, because there was another
ground, upon which (suppose they had been no ministers) they
might have preached, hence, therefore, they did, and could,
communicate with them in these ordinances, so far as that other
ground would bear them out. But if it came unto any act, wherein
they should properly shew themselves to be ministers, in these they
did abstain, and could not partake with them; for thereby
(according to their principles) they might have acknowledged them
to be such, which they thought they were not, and to have that
authority which they thought they had not. Therefore, if it came to
the receiving of the sacrament, because this is a ministerial act, they
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therefore would not communicate with them, no, not for one
moment. So also, as touching classical presbyteries, we can and
shall willingly communicate with them, in all such things wherein
we think there is a ground for their erection; and so far as there is
such a ground, we can preach among them, and hear them preach,
where a company of elders might resolve cases of conscience, we
can pray with them; yea, and have recourse to them for advice in
cases of difficulty, being the elders of other churches, and able to
resolve such cases. And this we can do, although we conceive that
they are erected to a further end, and invested with a further
power, which is to us unlawful. But wherein there is a proper
acknowledgment of such a power, or that the former right of
congregations mentioned shall be prejudiced, and the power and
ability that Jesus Christ hath put in them impaired, we cannot do
any act that shall join with them herein. We cannot do it, no, not for
one moment, much less for a constancy. And the reasons why we
judge congregations should not do all this, namely, advise
constantly, bring their obstinate members to be admonished by the
presbytery, nor require their sentence, ere they proceed to
excommunicate, are these:

Reason. 1. If it were no more but to advise that liberty is not to
be taken from a body of Christ, enabled by him to act within itself,
and purchased by him, which is not to be taken from a man by a
state or commonwealth, because the law of nature hath bestowed it
upon him. That liberty is not to be taken from a church in its right,
which the law of Christ gives it; that is not to be taken from a man
in his right which the law of nature giveth him. In all actions that a
man is the guide of himself in, he is not bound to seek advice, much
less that there should be a standing court erected for men to come
into. And in all the other rights that a man hath, as he is a ruler or
governor of any society, as suppose he be a master of a family, in
which he hath a right by the law of nature, it would be an
infringement of his liberty, if in those acts that belong unto him as a
master, he should be bound to advise with others, as for the putting
away of a servant, &c. To direct him, indeed, in what cases he
should ask advice, the exigents and necessity of the thing is the
ground and foundation of it; but out of those cases it is an
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impairing of his liberty. Wherein he thinks there is a danger of
miscarrying, and wherein he himself wants light, therein he is to
ask advice, because there is a ground for it; and yet therein a man is
at liberty, of whom, or with whom, he will advise; and to take that
away, were to take away from the privilege of a man, if men are to
preserve their native privileges. Churches are much more to stand
fast in the liberty Christ hath purchased for them, Gal 5:1.

Reason 2. That which the cities of Judah, having power and
jurisdiction within themselves, were not obliged to do, nor were to
oblige themselves to do (although they had a Sanhedrim, a set
court set over them by God, for advice in cases difficult, and when
it was too hard for them to judge), that the churches now under the
gospel, having the like privileges of power within themselves, with
a promise of God to be amongst them, are not to do, nor are others
to usurp it; for in cases not difficult it had been an usurpation of an
unlawful power in the Sanhedrim to require they should ask their
advice; and it had been a diminishing of that right, and questioning
of that promise of God’s being with them in judgment, to have
gone still and advised, in cases clear, especially to have always
depended upon an authoritative sentence of judgment, required of
them to be pronounced by the Sanhedrim before that they
proceeded, and without which theirs should not have been valid.

Reason 3. A constancy of seeking advice, and to be bound to it,
doth in itself arise unto a subjection to authority. Thus it is
subjection in a child to be bound to advise with his parents in all
actions of moment (whether they be clear to himself or not), as
disposing of himself in marriage, and the like, and it is an
acknowledgement of an authority; yea, to be bound thus always to
advise with, and not to proceed without the sentence of a classical
presbytery, in judgment, is of greater authority in some respect,
and is more than for them to have a coercive authority over other
congregations, in case they proceed amiss. It is a further limiting of
them thus to tie them up that they should not exercise government
without them. For magistrates may coerce the churches if they do
amiss, when yet they will not oblige ministers always to advise
with them, and have their sentence afore they proceed. For one
minister to depend thus on another, for the exercise of his calling, is
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more than to be subject to the censure of another, if he doth exercise
his calling amiss. It is a greater sign of servitude to do what one
doth by the direction of another, than to be under authority that
shall punish him if he do amiss. This latter is the case of a subject,
the other of a servant. This especially is true, whenas those we
should be bound to advise with do claim and challenge an
authority, upon which it should be done (as those that are for the
presbyterial government in a rigid way do). It was one great
ground that the ancient nonconformists went upon, against
yielding to ceremonies, that supposing they were things indifferent,
yet to have things indifferent in the worship of God determined
one way, and men obliged to practise one way, whenas God
himself had left them indifferent, this was to give away that liberty
which Jesus Christ had given us. Especially whenas those that
urged them pretended to have a right and power from Christ to
determine things indifferent in the worship of God; in that case, to
have submitted to them, had been to have acknowledged an
unlawful power.

We will put this parallel case, to be judged by their own
principles, that are for the presbyterial government. Suppose there
were found one man in a presbytery, that is but an ordinary
minister for his station, in a particular congregation (and so he hath
a right and lawful calling in the ministry), and (as it is possible
there may, and oftentimes it doth fall out to be) suppose that this
man hath more abilities for wisdom, holiness, and all other
ministerial gifts, than all the rest of that presbytery; suppose such
an one as Calvin, who was an ordinary minister of Geneva, and an
elder in the presbytery there; if now that presbytery he liveth in,
having a right and an ability in themselves, as a presbytery, to
judge and determine in all cases that fall within the jurisdiction
thereof, should oblige themselves not to proceed to sentence
without his advice, in a peculiar manner first asked, they would
think it both a lessening of their authority, and a giving of too much
authority to that man; much more if this obligation should lie upon
other presbyteries, whereof he is not a member. This step (which
was the first episcopal authority) the presbyterians would think
unlawful to allow unto such a man; and in this point they are so
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tender, as they will not yield so much as a constant moderatorship,
without any other power; and yet that there should be always one
moderator in such an assembly is necessary, if there be an order
kept up amongst them, as in other bodies. But now for a
congregation to advise with a superior presbytery, in a constant
way, is not so much as necessary; for where there is no need of
advice, it is not necessary. Let this case and the other be paralleled,
and see whether there may not be the like said for congregations,
they having this right amongst themselves.

The constancy of asking advice upon all cases, though it were
pretended to be but advice, yet the act itself, by reason of its
constancy, would argue a majority of power and rule, it would turn
to such in them (at least in the issue) that already claim it; and so
claim it as that some of the presbyterians pretend all the power to
be in the classical presbytery, and not in the congregational; and
that the congregational elders, in their act of excommunication, are
but the deputies of the classical presbyteries, and that they
are praecones, the proclaimers only of the sentence, but the
presbyterians are the judges. That power that is already in one
kingdom hath a jus divinum, and if set up in another would pretend
to it; and when the plurality of men shall be once for it (for the
rigidity of that power), it will draw up all the power to itself. And a
church’s yielding from such liberties and privileges, is by God’s
usual dispensation the loss of them in the issue; “To whom we
yielded not,” saith the apostle, ‘no, not for an hour, that the truth of
the gospel might continue with you,” Gal 2:5.

When the court challenged (about the choice of masters of
colleges) this as the privilege of the king, that the party should at
least be made known to him, the university stood upon their
privileges, that they might choose and admit, without giving notice
to the court; knowing that they should soon lose their power if but
so much were given up to a greater power over them. Had there
been yielding but for a time, it would have endangered, in the issue
and consequence, the very continuance of that truth of the gospel,
which in that respect was professed by them. Periculosum est in
rebus divinis ut quis suo jure cedat ac potestate (Cyprian. Epist. ad
Jubaian. de heret. Baptiz.). And all those arguments which were
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brought against bishops, as having a directive power over
ministers, will fall in here; for directive power is that, when the
exercise of it is at the direction of another.

And farther, consider that what will make the church to be
under age, and to be a child for knowledge, and not guided of
itself, is unlawful; but always to ask advice, and to be bound so to
do, is to bring the church under age, and so to be in bondage (for to
be under age and in bondage is all one, as in Gal 4:1-2), to be as
well under these tutors as under governors, under tutors whom
they must advise withal, and under governors whose authoritative
sentence must first be asked.

Reason 4. That which the churches of the primitive times did,
having a right and an ability to do it, and was a duty lay upon them
to do of themselves, that should congregational churches, having a
right to do now, do without having first recourse for advice to
presbyteries. And what the apostles, though set over churches, and
who were more able to advise than all the presbyteries now are, did
not yet require of the churches, but blamed them if they neglected
to proceed of themselves, that presbyteries are not now to require
of the churches to do, which the apostles did not. But for churches
then to advise with the apostles or evangelists, or extraordinary
officers, before they proceed to excommunicate, was not then
required, but it was their duty to proceed of themselves, according
to the power Christ had given them, without waiting for such
advice. This is clear in the case of the church of Corinth (whether it
were congregational or presbyterial we dispute not now), because
that this church had a right to judge that incestuous Corinthian;
and the fact was so evident that advice they needed not; ‘Do not ye
judge,” saith the apostle, ‘them that are within?” Doth it not belong
to you? He blameth them that they did it not. And as Chrysostom
saith, he accuseth them, not that they did not certify him of it, but
because they had not mourned or thrown him out. The apostle thus
shewing that it ought to have been done without a monitor,
because of the evidence of the sin. And when they had neglected to
do it, Paul doth not do it himself, but only as an apostle doctrinally
declareth such an one to be excommunicated by the church he
liveth in. He doth not require that they should come unto him for
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his sentence before they did it, but he calleth upon them to do it
themselves, because they neglected it.

Reason 5. That which is to be supposed needless, that is not to
be done in a constant way. To go ask advice when there is no need
of advice is needless. The Sanhedrim was God’s ordinance in its
place, but if the cities should still have come up for advice
needlessly, they would not have found a blessing in it. And
besides, that which is an acknowledgment of the deficiency of
God’s ordinance, and God’s presence with his own ordinance, that
ought not to be done; but such a constant having recourse for
advice is acknowledgment of such an insufficiency; for if they do
not want it, why should they be bound to ask it?

Reason 6. Let this obligation to advise with another presbytery,
and for them to approve, &c., ere that a church (that hath power
and ability from Christ) proceed to excommunicate, be but
paralleled with the obligation of a particular minister or pastor, for
the works of his office, which, by virtue of his office he is enabled
by Christ to do singly and alone; the presbytery of a congregation
being (as was said) as perfect and as completely enabled for all acts
within itself as a particular minister can be supposed alone to be
enabled to the works of his office (suppose preaching and the like),
God’s means being as perfect for government as they are for
preaching or baptizing. Now then, as it would be a derogation from
the gifts of Christ, and from the office that Christ hath put a man
into, and a dishonour to the man that is a minister, constantly to
advise afore he performs any act of his calling, and be bound so to
do before he preacheth a sermon or the like; the like derogation
would it be to a church, and the presbytery thereof, to be obliged to
advise for all their acts of government which they perform. And yet
look what ground or occasion there will be for a man that is a
preacher to advise with others of his brethren about what he is to
preach; the like will be acknowledged, and as far the one as the
other in their several proportions, for a congregational church, and
the presbytery thereof, to advise with other churches. If a minister
should be to preach anything that is of great difficulty, and like to
be much gainsaid and contradicted, anything that is of great
moment, or new, or uncouth; in that case he may do well to advise
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afore he preacheth, and have the judgment of his brethren. So if
such a case of government cometh, in any kind, that hath a great
difficulty in it, wherein they are not clear what they shall do, or
they, upon grounds, think that the way they are to proceed is like
to be offensive and scandalous to the churches about them when
done, in this case they may advise. Occasional advisings, so far as
there is a ground for them, we deny not.

Reason 7. That which a classical presbytery is not bound to do
to a provincial, nor a provincial to a national assembly, that upon
the same grounds a congregation (if it have a sufficient presbytery)
is not bound to do to a classical presbytery. What ground can be
alleged why a classical presbytery is not bound to advise with a
provincial assembly ere it proceeds to excommunication but this,
that it is an ordinance sufficient for those acts within itself? If then a
congregation be by Christ enabled (he having given sufficiency of
power and gifts among them) to do all acts within itself, why
should this church (which the promise of Christ’s presence to be
among them is first made to), which is the seat both of worship and
government, be deprived of its privilege when the others are not.
Where Jesus Christ hath given power, he hath given gifts.

Reason 8. What is it they should advise thus constantly for, and
about what should they depend upon the sentence of a classical
presbytery? First, it is not out of want of skill, for that must be
either of the jus, that is, that they are unskilful to know the rule for
what sins men should be excommunicated. Now in the constant
cases that fall out in congregations for which men should be
excommunicated, the rule is known well enough, that
excommunication is for such and such gross sins as the Scripture
holds forth, and as are scandalous to all Christians; and if any new
cases fall out, let them advise. And we acknowledge that synods
may be of use to find out those rules, and to hold them forth; but
when once they are held forth and known, and commonly received,
there needs no advice to know the matter of right for which men
are to be excommunicated. Or else it must be want of skill of
judging the matter of fact done; and for that they need not advise,
for it is to be proved by witnesses. A company of elders and a
congregation may as well be able to judge of that as all the
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assemblies in the world, and may be thought as sufficient and as
faithful to judge, whether the fact be fully proved and cleared by
witnesses or no. Or is it want of skill in that judging what obstinacy
and impenitency is? As for that (as I said before) they are entrusted
to judge of it, for if they will receive him upon his repentance
without bringing him to the classis, they may; neither are they to
bring him thither till he is obstinate. Secondly, It is not to have
authority from the sentence of that synod that advice is necessary,
for that authority must either be an authority of reverence only, or
a further power political. There needs not a further political power
to be judged by their sentence, for if a congregation and the
presbytery thereof should proceed to excommunication the party
was as truly excommunicated, and with as full a power from Christ
as if all the synods in the world had ratified it; and therefore to add
authority as defective in the congregation, to that end their
sentence is needless. And then when a man is to be
excommunicated, he is to be excommunicated by them; when it is
done, it is done by them; and if a classis addeth not authority, it
should not take away this authority by obliging men to advise, and
to have their sentence first. If of reverence only, then it should be
giving a respectful deference to their judgments, which in some
cases is allowable.

Reason 9. Those admonitions which the classical presbytery are
to give to the person that is brought before them by the elders of his
congregation (they having themselves admonished him, and he
remained obstinate under their admonitions), are either an
instituted ordinance of Christ preparatory to excommunication, to
be further applied to him over and above those given him by his
own congregation, or they are to work in a way of moral
persuasion, and by the way of reverence that the person hath of the
classical presbytery more than of his own congregation; that is, they
either work politically as an institution of Christ upon him, or only
morally; for what is it by which this man’s conscience must be
wrought upon in these superadded admonitions of the classical
presbytery, having been obstinate under those of his own? It must
either be vi materiee, by reason of the matter, and that they have a
great reverence in the man’s conscience, or it must be by their being
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invested with an authority from Christ. And if these admonitions of
the classical presbytery be as an institution preparatory, they are to
be reckoned ordinances of the same rank and kind with those
which the elders of his own church hath given him; which
admonitions are not as if a company of saints or ministers should
meet him occasionally, and admonish him (for he may have a
thousand such admonitions, and yet his sin not be accounted ripe
for excommunication), but his sin is then ripe for excommunication
when admonitions ministerially administered by such as Christ
hath appointed have been administered to him, and he continues
obstinate. So that admonitions either may be said to have a
persuasive power only, or else a ministerial power by way of
institution, and so work on a man by the blessing of God upon
them, and by virtue of the promise; and in the want of either of
them a man cannot be judged it to be excommunicated, because
that Christ’s means appointed by him have not been applied to
him. So then every admonition in this way of ordinance is in order
unto excommunication, if the person continues obstinate.

Now then, first, if it be such a necessary ordinance to be
administered by the classical presbytery afore such a time as the
party can be excommunicated, then, 1, the congregational
eldership, and the admonitions thereof, is not a perfect ordinance;
and, 2, it were not only a sin for any congregational church to
excommunicate a man without bringing of him first to the classical
presbytery, but the man also is not capable till then of being
excommunicated by his own church, for it may be said there wants
an ordinance to be applied to him before he is to be
excommunicated, for all such admonitions that are a special
ordinance of Christ as being preparatory to excommunication, and
in order thereunto, are not to be omitted. And let it be shewn that
Christ hath divided by his institution that some admonitions
should be in a man’s own congregation by his own eldership, and
others afterward to be by a classical presbytery, before he is to be
excommunicated by his own church. And also, 3, if it were thus,
then a congregational presbytery hath not sufficient power to
excommunicate a man, for if he is by virtue of an institution to be
admonished also by a classical presbytery, this presbytery must by
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institution have power also to give sentence, without which the
sentence of the congregation were not sufficient; for that church
which hath power to admonish publicly in order to
excommunication must necessarily have the power also to join in
the excommunication, or else the excommunication is not valid.

But secondly, if they be admonitions only in a persuasive way
to a man that is obstinate, to work upon him as and with a
reverence of the persons admonishing, and to that end he is
brought to the classical presbytery to be admonished, consider
what will follow from it. 1. That those ministers should rather be
called out, which he in a peculiar manner most reverenceth, they
being the fittest persons to give admonitions, as John Baptist was to
admonish Herod, because Herod reverenced him (as the text saith);
and therefore to make an admonition court of a certain sort of
persons whom perhaps the man knows not, this is to extend it
beyond what the ground of a reverence will always reach unto.
And by this reason likewise there might be some one man of
eminent gifts set up to admonish, which should move a greater
reverence in the hearts of men more than half a dozen presbyteries.
2. If he be brought only upon this ground to be thus admonished
by them, then a mere moral ordinance of less force is preferred to a
standing instituted ordinance, that, according to Christ’s
institution, is of a greater. A moral power is preferred to a political
that is given by Christ, whereas on the other side, the means that a
man’s own congregation hath used being instituted means, the
blessing of Christ depends upon it.

It is true we grant that if a company of saints or a company of
ministers occasionally meet him, they might admonish him, and
God may bless it; but when those means that Christ hath appointed
hath passed upon him, and he is not wrought upon by them, then
for us to set up any other court of a company of men to bring him
unto, which, by Christ’s appointment, hath a power of a lesser kind
(as if it is but a moral reverential power, it is no more), this is but a
secondary and remote power in comparison of the former. It is but
persuasive, it is not ministerial, and persuasive admonitions were
applied to him afore, and he was past them; he was admonished by
the brother in private, he was admonished by two or three more,
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which that brother took to join with him, and therefore in a
congregation Christ brings him to an authoritative means which
himself hath in a public manner instituted, and to bring him then
from these means unto persuasive means again; this must needs
fall short, and be blasted to this man’s conscience, when the means
that Christ hath in a special manner instituted had taken no place
upon him, and this would also make Jesus Christ to proceed from
the greater to the lesser. Unless it be affirmed by those who hold
that the congregations have a sufficient presbytery for
excommunication, yet Christ's appointment is, that classical
presbyteries must always join with them, without which they are
imperfect, which is indeed but a supposition. Thus there is the
show of an ordinance set up to the prejudice of the ordinance of
Christ, whereas there should not be set up an image to resemble
any appointment of Christ; and if anything put into the road of an
ordinance be in the stead of an ordinance, or preferred to an
ordinance, it will grow flat, though of itself it be good, and upon
occasion may be useful, as we acknowledge the admonitions of a
classical presbytery may be, but not in this case. We acknowledge
that such an admonition God may bless, as he may bless good
conference; but if any would set up good conference as a more
efficacious ordinance than preaching, when preaching is the special
ordinance, there would not be found that blessing in it.

If it be said, But may not all good means be used to reclaim a
man that is obstinate, before he be proceeded against by
excommunication? and is it not good means to be admonished by a
company of men grave and holy? and is not this better than to be
admonished only by those of a man’s own congregation?

I answer, 1. That the goodness of all means lies in the blessing
and appointment of Christ; and if he have appointed means
sufficient, as the admonitions of the eldership of a particular
congregation is, then in a constant and set way, to have an
admonition court to bring men unto, further to be admonished,
hath not a warrant for it. If the congregational presbytery be a
sufficient presbytery, then they are a sufficient means; and cursed is
he that addeth as well as he that takes from Christ’s institution, he
that will use more than Christ hath appointed as well as he that will
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use less. In this case we may say, ‘If they will not believe Moses and
the prophets, neither will they believe if one come from the dead,’
because God had appointed Moses and the prophets to be a
sufficient means. And thus in physic also, to use more than is
prescribed, is as dangerous as to use less. And further, if he is to be
accounted obstinate, after the admonition of his own congregation,
so as to be excommunicated (as if they be a sufficient means, he is
to be so accounted), then as God cutteth men off when their sins are
ripe, so the church also doth.

Ans. 2. If all good means were to be set up as instituted
ordinances, then this man should be brought to be admonished by
the provincial assembly before he is excommunicated, yea, and
before the national too. If you will set the bounds in a classical
presbytery, why had you not as good set them in a congregational
(if a congregational be sufficient), where Christ hath set it? For you
may suppose still that if he had the provincial assembly’s
admonition (men of great authority and reverence), it might
prevent his excommunication. And besides, if he may after his
excommunication appeal to them, why should he not be brought
unto them before?

Reason 10. Add to this, that until the delinquent hath been
admonished before all the people of the congregation, he hath not
had all the means applied unto him in his own congregation which
Christ hath appointed to work repentance in him; for the whole
church is not told of it as Christ would have it, neither is he
rebuked before all, so that all may mourn and lament over him to
break his heart. And surely it is the right of every congregation, and
of every member in it, to have all means used that are sufficient
within that congregation, afore its members are brought before
strangers. Now if they are to be admonished by the classical
presbytery, after that they have been thus admonished twice or
thrice publicly in the congregation, then in that respect also there is
a proceeding from a greater and more sufficient means unto a less
sufficient. For the admonition of the classical presbytery, though
given by public persons, yet it is given privately; whereas the
means, according to Christ’'s order, is to go from more private to
more public, as a way of doing the person good. And the shame is
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more public afore the congregation than afore the consistory; and
therefore, according to the presbyterial practices, they are
admonished first by the classical presbytery, and when they are
found obstinate, there they have two or three admonitions publicly
before the people afore he is excommunicated; which admonitions,
if they are in order to repentance, then they are more efficacious
than what hath been done in the consistory of elders, and therefore
used last; and if more efficacious, why (according to the right of a
congregation, and according to the sufficiency of means in a
congregation) were they not used first, so as the person need not be
brought in order to his repentance before the classical presbytery,
because a more sufficient means hath already been used? So that, in
a word, they are carried unto the presbytery, either afore or after
they are admonished publicly in the congregation; if afore, all good
means have not been used in the congregation; if after, you go from
a more efficacious means unto a less efficacious, even in that
respect fore-mentioned also.

Reason 11. When the apostle saith, Tit 3:10, ‘after one or two
admonitions, him that is an heretic reject’ as condemned of
himself, as much by those means as by a thousand, the admonitions
he intendeth there are those that are public, and given by them that
have the power of excommunicating. If he be admonished afore his
own congregation, and the elders thereof, these are either such
admonitions the apostle there intendeth or not; if they be, he is to
be rejected without being admonished by any other; for the
apostle’s rule plainly evidenceth that there is but one kind of public
power by which the admonitions should be applied; and therefore,
if the classical presbytery were that power which should reject and
excommunicate this man upon their two or three admonitions, then
he is not to be brought down, to have admonitions again, afore the
people in his own congregation, but he is to be rejected without any
further proceeding; so that if he be brought to the classical
presbytery, after he hath been admonished before the whole
congregation, the apostle’s rule is not observed; or if he be brought
to the congregation after he hath been with those that have the
public power to admonish and cast him out, the apostle’s rule is not
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observed neither. And thus, whereas God hath built one or two
altars, this would be to build seven.

Reason 12. That practice which will breed distractions, and
more inconveniences, ought not to be. But for a congregation that is
supposed to have sufficient power in itself to depend upon the
classical presbytery for a sentence first passed, will breed greater
inconveniences than for them to proceed without them. For the
first, if the congregational eldership be of one mind that a man
ought to be excommunicated, and the classical presbytery is of
another, the congregational eldership having sufficient power, and
the conscience of duty lying upon them, they are to proceed
notwithstanding; and so by rejecting the advice aforehand of the
classical presbytery, they are brought to cast a greater contempt
upon it than if they had proceeded without their sentence, and so
as to give them an account. And as for the party, if he will refuse to
go afore the classical presbytery (his conscience judging, and that
upon right grounds, that the congregation hath sufficient power to
proceed against him), what rules in Scripture will compel him to go
to be admonished afore them? If he goes by an appeal, that is after
sentence, and then the congregation and he are parties; if he goes as
complained of by the congregation, by what rule can they constrain
him to it?

Chapter VIII: Some objections answered.

CHAPTER VIII

Some objections answered.

Obj. 1. That excommunication is a matter of so great weight, to
give a man up unto Satan, to throw him out of the communion of
saints, as that for the weight and greatness of the sentence it should
be advised upon by a further eldership, by a greater company than
those of a man’s own congregation.

Ans. 1. You greaten the ordinance of excommunication as the
papists did that of the Lord’s supper, preferring it before preaching,
and so magnified the clergy and the priests that consecrated the
sacrament, and also drew the people to the worshipping of the
bread. Thus you also advance an undue power of the clergy,
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combined in an association of particular congregations, and to take
their power away under pretence of the greatness of the ordinance
committed to them.

Ans. 2. And yet it is not so great and dreadful a sentence,
according to your own opinion, making it only to be a cutting off of
a church, and not to import a formal delivering up unto Satan.
And,

Ans. 3. If the congregation and the eldership thereof be
sufficient for power, and skill, and faithfulness, why, for the
greatness of the sentence, should there be a going out to other
churches, when Christ hath proportioned his means to his end?
And what is there in the excommunication of a brother that these
may not be supposed to be sufficient for, and to be betrusted with?
They are betrusted to preach the word; every particular person is
(whether it prove error or truth) till he do miscarry. They are
betrusted to admit members, to suspend from the sacrament; why
not to excommunicate? Yea, the sentence and the proof itself
depends upon two or three witnesses by God’s appointment, and
they cast it; and this though the matter were brought before all the
judges in the world; then why not when the matter is brought afore
two or three officers, faithful men, and a congregation of saints?
Why should not they be esteemed as faithful judges as others? If
you commit to a jury and one judge, a recorder or a lawyer, in an
incorporate town, though decayed, the power of life and death, and
cutting a man off from this life, which, when it is done, cannot be
remedied again; then why should you not betrust the power of
cutting a man off from the church, if it be, unto the congregation, as
being in this case the judges and jury; especially, whenas there may
be a remedy? For he is not so cut off but he may be restored.

Ans. 4. Wherein should the greatness of excommunication lie
but in the matter for which a man is excommunicated? We profess
it is not for niceties, but for sins against light, against the common
principles of nature and Christianity; as the apostle saith, 1Co 5:3,
‘He that hath so done this deed.” There must be a scelus in it, that if
he goes on in it will damn his soul; and therefore the apostle calls
that Corinthian ‘that wicked person,” 1Co 5:13. And for these
things, the congregation is as well able to judge as all the elders in
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the world. In the matter of fact (as was said afore), a jury of twelve
men do judge of the fact when a man’s life is concerned, and by a
parity of reason, a congregation may judge of the matter of fact for
which a man is to be thrown out of the church.

Obj. 2. But excommunication isres communis, a common
concern, which other neighbour churches have an interest in, and
in that respect they are to have a joint concurrence in it aforehand.

Amns. 1. So it is likewise to all the churches in the world, more
especially in the nation, and the party may remove to any other
part of the kingdom; and so then all the kingdom should have a
concurrence in the act aforehand as well, and then the whole nation
should be called.

Ans. 2. If the common interest of churches should carry it, then
it would follow that because he is excommunicated out of all the
churches of that presbytery, all the churches should be present at
his excommunication, as well as that particular church he is a
member of.

Ans. 3. If neighbourhood and common interest be insisted on,
then the churches of the next presbytery (whereof many may be
nearer to that congregation to which he is joined than this classical
presbytery) should be present also; for the man may go thither to
be received, and therefore it is fit that they should have an interest
aforehand too. There is no reason to be given why it should be res
communis, a common affair, to that classical presbytery more than
to other neighbour churches; as to the thing itself, it can only be
said they have associated voluntarily; but then the ground of that
association must be considered.

Amns. 4. When a man is cast out of one church, he is cast out of
all churches; but not formally, but only consequently, and by virtue
of communion of churches, this common law being among them,
that no other church should receive him till he have given
satisfaction to his own; and therefore, answerably, it is not an
antecedent cognisance afore by other churches that is necessary,
but only a consequent, as was the manner of the primitive times, to
send to churches after, and to tell them, from such an one let us
abstain, this being the law among churches, that if a man be cast
out of one church, he is cast out of all. Either all churches must be
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called, one as well as another, or else some particular church must
be betrusted, and betrusted by Christ; and if so, why not his own
congregation, having a sufficient eldership for excommunication?

Ans. 5. In admission (as was urged afore), every particular
church is betrusted to admit members, and, by virtue of the
admission of members into it, they are admitted to have
communion in all churches, and therefore why should it not be
entrusted for excommunication also? It is no obstacle that it is res
communis, a common business, for the other is equally such to all
other churches. We ask also if that suspension be not res communis,
a common concern also, insomuch that until such time as he is
excommunicated, all churches are to suspend him from the
sacrament after his own church hath suspended him? And if so,
upon that ground, why should not all churches be acquainted with
his suspension aforehand?

Ans. 6. The fifth canon of the council of Nice®! tells us that
synods were therefore appointed amongst other ends, that all the
churches might know who had been excommunicated by a
particular bishop (as the manner was then), that all the rest might
account him so until he had given satisfaction. They were not
therefore to be called aforehand, afore he was excommunicated, on
the pretence of a common interest.

[24] In tom. ii., Collect Concil. Labbei, page 46.

Obj. 3. But in the multitude of counsellors there is strength.

Ans. 1. Let them have the use of counsellors only, and we deny
it not. A man will not go for counsel unless there be need, and in
cases of need, we do acknowledge it.

Amns. 2. That rule is the rule of nature; but we have a rule for the
sufficiency of the eldership of a congregation, with an institution,
and with a promise of Christ’s presence, ‘where two or three are
gathered together.” If this were founded upon mere nature, then we
would yield, that this axiom might have place, and they might still
take in more counsellors to them. But a rule of nature will not set
up an ordinance, though it may help to manage it, and it should not
be set to weaken it, and disparage it, as this doth. Let us rest in
God'’s ordinance, and rest in God’s number, what he hath thought
sufficient; and the conscience will rather be quieted, and wrought
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upon by subjection to an ordinance, than to a multitude. The
promise is not to a company of more persons, as such, but the
promise is made to the relation, to the constitution, and the blessing
depends upon the promise; and to this purpose, God will be with
two or three as well as with three thousand in an ordinary way.
The laws of England sets not up a multitude of counsellors, that is,
of lawyers, for the judging of life and death, but it sets up a few
judges, who sometimes alone, sometimes two or three together, do
judge all causes, when yet there are multitudes of lawyers, and as
good lawyers as they, and as able to counsel. If we all do rest
satisfied in this law as the ordinance of the kingdom, why should
we not rest in the other as the ordinance of Christ?

Ans. 3. If this alleged rule held, then classical presbyteries
should go to greater synods, for there is a multitude of more
counsellors. And then all the churches should continually have had
recourse to the apostles, while they were alive, in all such acts of
discipline; for any apostle might have said, Am not I wiser? send
them unto me; yea, cannot I more effectually persuade? Therefore
both take my advice, and come to me for my sentence; bring them
afore me to be admonished. The apostles, indeed, when they were
present in churches, did join with the elders and officers of the
churches in their acts of government; but they did not require, if
absent, that the churches should come to advise with them.

Obj. 4. But may not this be done for peace’ sake, whenas this
will compound all, and accommodate the differences amongst us?

Ans. 1. It is in the case of peace as in the case of scandal. If a
brother be offended, and the thing be indifferent, and in my liberty,
then indeed I may forbear, and I ought to forbear, because of an
offence; but I am not to forbear if it be a duty which he is offended
at, neither am I to give away a liberty. So for peace men may
forbear things that are indifferent to them, and so they ought to do;
yea, they may conceal their own judgments, and forbear to practise
some things which otherwise they might do. As the apostle
says, Rom 14:22, “Hast thou faith? have it to thyself.” But a man is to
do nothing positive that shall acknowledge a seeming power, and
bring congregations into bondage, when Christ hath set them free;
for peace must be so kept in churches, as that withal their privileges
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must be kept. There is no yielding from that right which Christ
hath given. The case of peace holdeth not in the acknowledgment
of a false power, for that will breed destruction.

Ans. 2. It is the keeping of the true bounds of power, as Christ
hath seated them, that will preserve the peace of churches; but to
yield unto a false power will always be occasion of quarrels.

Obj. 5. But because that these churches may be perhaps
offended with what you do, and with that sentence you shall give,
and so be engaged to question you for that act after you have done
it, is it not therefore better to advise aforehand, and so to prevent
that offence?

Ans. 1. It was the preventing offences, and the avoiding of
schisms, that did set up episcopal power, as Jerome saith; for
because a multitude of presbyters could not agree in their
presbyteries, they devolved it into one man; but the remedy was
worse than the disease, for it degenerated into tyranny.

Ans. 2. Simply to prevent an offence, the liberty of churches,
nor the rights that is in churches, is not to be taken away. An actual
offence arising is a ground indeed for the neighbouring churches to
call upon that church to give them satisfaction; and there doth
hereupon a duty lie upon this church, if it have miscarried, to give
them satisfaction. But then they must be actually offended.

Ans. 3. The ground why they would have us advise with the
classical presbytery is not merely to prevent offences, but it is
because they claim an authority.

Ans. 4. The case must be supposed so to fall out, that either the
classical presbytery will be of the same mind with the
congregational, or not. If it be supposed that they shall be of the
same mind, then there needs not to be advice to prevent offence;
and this will ordinarily be the case when the rules for
excommunication are fixed, and by some common agreement
concluded upon, between churches. Or if it be supposed they may
not agree, in that case the congregational presbytery is put into a
greater strait, and will run into an higher contempt and offence of
the presbytery classical, when they shall think themselves bound to
excommunicate the man, against the advice and sentence of the
classical presbytery given them.
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Ans. 5. There is no inferior court which hath a power and
ability to judge, that upon a supposition of miscarriage, and of
offending of an higher court, hath an obligation laid upon it, upon
all occasions, therefore to advise with that higher court, to prevent
these appeals and these offences.

Ans. 6. If, for avoiding of offences, there should be such
advising always afore sentence with other or more or greater
churches, then the classical churches should never give sentence;
for they may incur the offence of the provincial, and this latter
likewise of the national. And therefore supposing that these courts
were one above another, and that the inferior had a full right and
power to finish the sentence of excommunication, it were much
better to leave it to the cognisance of the higher courts, by way of
appeals, than under the presupposition and pretence that offences
may arise to weaken the right of the particular congregation, by an
obligation to advise and to have the sentence of the higher court
antecedent.

Book IV: The claims of the Presbyterian government
considered and refuted.—That the ...

BOOK IV

The claims of the Presbyterian government considered and refuted. —
That the church universal is not a church political, and the seat of
government. — That the institution for worship and government falleth
not upon the saints in a nation, as a nation or kingdom, to be the seat of it.
— That an argument cannot be urged for a national church government,
from the instance of the Jewish pattern. — That a standing presbytery is
not to be set up to exercise power and jurisdiction over particular
congregations.

Chapter I: That the church universal is not a church
political, and the seat of ...

CHAPTER
That the church universal is not a church political, and the seat of
instituted government.
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I shall now examine the validity of the presbyterian claims for
their government; and, first, I shall prove that the church universal
is not, in the whole, and in all the subordinate parts of it, a church
political, and the seat of instituted government. The church catholic
is not a formed politic body, which Christ hath made the seat of
this power. That it indeed affordeth fit materials, both of saints and
men gifted, we grant; even as men are by nature, having variety of
several parts, and variety of gifts, fitted to the bodies politic; and if
you take all mankind, there is among them variety of gifts and
dispositions fitted to make up commonwealths; yet all mankind
taken together are not a politic body, but as they are formed up into
commonwealths or kingdoms; and men, having thus several gifts,
are put into several offices and places in those several kingdoms
and commonwealth, which are avOownivn «tiow, a human
creature, as the apostle calls it. Even so it is here.

We yield also that take the church universal in its parts, and so
the keys are given to the whole partitive, as divided into several
bodies, in whom God hath set teachers and pastors, &c. As we say
he hath set in a kingdom constables and justices of the peace, &c.,
but yet every constable is not a constable of the whole kingdom; so
he hath set in his church apostles, &c., who were as the nobles, and
were ministers, and had power in all churches, yet exercised their
power per partes, as they came to this church and that church; but
he hath set other ordinary officers, as other justices of peace, in
their several less jurisdictions, or as mayor and recorders in
incorporate towns.

We yield also that all these churches, by virtue of their catholic
relation, are knit together again in a common communion, which
they owe one unto another by several bands and ties, so as they
have communion one with another, and that as churches too, and
with their elders as elders; but the present question is of the keys of
jurisdiction.

1. These keys cannot be given to the whole universal church;
for, first, they do not, nor indeed can, assemble.

2. The whole universal church hath not all the keys; for it is not
capable of preaching, nor is it capable of receiving the sacraments
altogether. And suppose there were a general council of all the
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ministers of the world, and they should receive the sacrament, they
should not receive it as ministers, but they should receive it only as
believers.

That the church catholic on earth neither is nor can be the seat
of this public worship, nor of this government, as appears by those
arguments.

1. It can no more be so than all mankind can make a
commonwealth.

2. This is reserved to heaven, which is the only general
assembly where the worship of God is perfected, to which all other
particular assemblies, the family on earth, come, Heb 12:23.

3. If this power of governing be given to the church universal,
then either to a meeting of elders, or of all the faithful. Not of all the
faithful, for they cannot meet as in congregations they do, nor is
there any institution for all the males to meet, as in Jerusalem, nor
for all the people, male and female, as once every seventh year
there, so these in some one place in the world. Neither is this power
of government given to any meeting of elders, as elders to the
church universal, for then, either it must be that God hath
appointed a set company, as in the Sanhedrim, whose office
peculiarly it is to be these catholic elders, set apart for that work, as
those who were elders of the people; such in a manner were the
apostles; and if so, let the ordinary institution for this be shewn,
such as theirs was for that, Deu 7:17. This, indeed, is the popish
principle, that all bishops are by office catholic bishops, and may
all, by their office, attend a general council. And thus, as in Jewry,
God might have made two great ordinances for the government of
his church only: an universal Sanhedrim for the church catholic,
such as the parliamentary power is in this kingdom, and the other
in that of villages and cities, there being none intermediate or
subordinate between them. But if it were so, then all intermediate
synods should be taken away, and only a general council be that to
which all congregations should appeal. And that the institution
was not so, is evident by this, that all our divines do acknowledge
that general councils are butad bene esse, and not absolutely
necessary, which they would be if the primary institution fell upon
them, and therefore for the first three hundred years there was
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none. But if the meaning be, that each elder is an elder of the
church universal, and that the church universal is a politic body
throughout from top to bottom, the greater part still ruling the
lesser, and the universal ruling the whole, so as by virtue of their
relation to the whole, they act in any part, or may act in the whole
(which is according to the principles that the assembly goes upon in
their answer to our reasons), then the institution of the politic
power is made to fall first and primarily on the church universal,
for in their first preecognitum they say the whole church is one,
made up of the collection of all, and that hence there is a
dependency of all the lesser as parts upon the whole. But,

4. If the institution falls upon the church universal, then the
church universal is a politic body; and if so, then as this whole
church should be but one politic body, so each elder should be an
elder to this whole church for all ends and purposes of an elder,
both for worship and government, for elder and church are
relative: as when the apostle saith, ‘Ordain the elders to every
church,” assuredly they had the relation of elders to that church
both for worship and government. Now, this will set up an
unparalleled monster in government, the like to which mankind
never knew, and therefore cannot be the institution of Christ, for
Christ’s government is orderly. Now the monstrousness of this will
appear. 1. This will make an external politic government to be
managed by men (by Christ the head, we grant it is now managed),
that is greater than any of the monarchies, which, through their
vastness, were hurtful to mankind whom they ruled. For the
church universal on earth is now, and hath been ever since the
apostles’ time, in most nations, as Mr. Brerewood proves. There are
the Ethiopic and Arabian Christians in Africa; the Grecians under
the Turk; the Armenians under the Persian; the Indian Christians of
St Thomas, so called because he was the converter of Christians
there; then there are all which are in Europe. And that many of
these churches are, in a great measure, pure in their doctrine, or at
least have enough to save men, and so cannot be excluded out of
the list of the church catholic, appeareth by that confession of faith
made by patriarch Cyril in the name of the Grecian churches. Now,
to have so vast a body to be in the whole the seat of government,
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especially if you add to it, when the fulness of the Jews and
Gentiles shall come in, and the north and the south shall give
themselves to Christ, how can this be practicable? And if not so,
how can it be the institution? It is true, that Christ’s internal
kingdom is thus large, and managed by himself, both in whole and
in part, and by his Spirit; but that his external kingdom should be
such, is inconceivable.

2. That which increaseth the wonder is, that all these should be
governed by a general aristocracy, whereas that it should be
governed by one man would be more feasible. But then,

3. It makes it more strange that this should further be the law of
it, that every elder of every congregation should be the elder of
these churches, yea, of the whole church for all acts of government,
and that he should be bound up in his constant function and
exercise to the compass of one congregation, and yet have, by a
fundamental institution, a right of eldership in power in all the
churches of the world besides. See but how absurd such a
government will be in the like civil society that were so vast a body;
suppose that in all these countries mentioned, or all over the world,
the forms of government that now are should be pulled down and
should begin anew, and that the government should be that the
burgomasters or aldermen, yea, constables of every little town or
village, chosen by the people, should be an alderman to all ends
and purposes, in all towns imperial, incorporate, yea, in villages, to
hang and draw as occasion is throughout the world, and to have as
much right as any therein; and by virtue of the law this duty should
lie on him to stir up others, and join with others, if there be
anything amiss, to assume the authority to execute this. We read,
indeed, that in the Roman monarchy, it was the privilege of private
persons, that he who was free of one city, Rome, was free of all the
world for trading, &c., but that he should have power of office in
all cities was never heard of. This is a thing that never fell out, no,
not in Israel. There were, indeed, general elders on purpose
appointed over all the nation, but they were not elders over every
city. It is nowhere found but in Turkey; it is not to be paralleled but
in that government which the Janissaries have; and among the
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Jesuits, it is the law of their society, but it is formidable to princes,
as was that of the Templars.

4. It is strange that Christ should appoint such a government,
and leave it loosely for the persons if they be called, as that is the
limitation with which our brethren would mollify it, to act in this or
that part of the universal church, and never so much as set down
any of these things. In so great a body and latitude of power, there
had needed to have been the most sure and certain order distinctly
appointed by Christ. For let it be considered how many things were
to be ordered: as whether there should be but one general council
to which all controversies should be brought, as in Israel the
Sanhedrim was, and whether it should be of a constant standing, or
be chosen anew every year; whether in it there should be more of
ruling or teaching elders, or an equal number of both; whether
there should be many subordinations of sorts of elders, and how
many of them, and by what rules and limits set out, and what
number of each elders should be therein; and who should choose
them which are to be sent, whether every individual elder meeting,
as in provincial assemblies they did, or whether a few chosen
should choose the others. It is a wonder that Christ hath set down
none of these things, that he neither appointed one general court, to
which all appeals should be brought, nor, if there were to be
subordinate synods, hath assigned how many they should be, nor
so much as declared that there should be any such subordination.
And if the general law of this supposed government is, that every
greater number should rule the less, this would be an exceeding
loose and confused foundation of a settled government, and a
settled government Christ must be supposed to have left. In this
case, therefore, surely there should of necessity be the most positive
law to determine what that call is whereby such should execute it,
as well as to lay down a law for the right, or else every one of them
would challenge it, for every man will say he hath as good a right
as another, nay, greater.

5. This right would both give all a pretence to it, as also lay it
upon them. For as it is their duty, as it was Paul’s, to take care of all
the churches, so they have a call already by their fundamental
relation. And then, if elders chosen by the churches should
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determine one way, yet the rest having a fundamental right, being
catholic elders by institution, might determine the other way, for
the obligation is by virtue of their being elders of this catholic
church.

6. Christ never gave an institution which was never brought
forth into act; but such is this pretended institution of a catholic
church to be the seat of government.

(1.) Because that church can never meet; and as frustra est
potentia, sic etiam potestas, quae non reducitur in actum, i.e.not only
natural power, but authority too, is in vain, which cannot be
brought into the condition of acting. Christ did not set up a
doctrinal principle for government and policy in the speculation,
but such an one as is practical. And our presbyterian brethren make
use of the notion, yet reject the thing; for they would be unwilling
that a general council of all Christians interested should be the
major part, determining all the parts of government and doctrine,
and bind up all churches thereunto. Surely Jesus Christ suited his
government of his church to all times, and there have been few
times in the world in which this could be done, no, not by general
councils. Divisions have and will hinder it, persecutions, or
distance of place, or want of consent, who shall call them, will
hinder it.

(2.) It cannot be that the primary institution should fall upon it,
for then the institution should fall upon the representative church
first, rather than on the church both of the faithful and of the elders
too. But the institution must rather be where both are, for they have
more of the reality of a church.

(3.) God giveth gifts and abilities suitable to all his institutions.
When God did call apostles to an universal eldership, he gave them
gifts suitable. Now there are few, we may say none, of elders that
are fit to be elders catholic, that are fit to act in the church universal;
and yet, every one in their place, every ruling elder, by this
principle, must be supposed to be fit if called; for the institution
and their office (according to this principle) doth give them the jus,
the right, and the ability; whereas the choice by others gives only
the exercise; but the right, if founded upon an institution,
supposeth a fitness or an ability in all. That every bishop (who
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pretended to have an higher degree of office than ordinary elders,
by divine institution) should be a catholic bishop (for by the ancient
canon law all bishops in the world might be of a general council, by
virtue of their place), is far more supposable. For as by their
principles they were of an higher function, so a supposition might
be made of a proportionably higher eminency of parts and gifts to
be in them above other men, as in some few in the church there
eminently is, as well as there is a vast difference of natural gifts
among the sons of men. Thus, as bishops were supposed to be men
of an higher degree, so, like Saul, they might be supposed taller
than their fellows. But to make all elders, yea, ruling elders (for
they must come in too if they be likewise by institution), and all
ministers, catholic elders, and fit for general councils, is to assert
that Christ hath also given to them all gifts and abilities suitable to
so great a function and charge.

(4.) God never called men to do work in any part which they
are not capable of, as these catholic elders are not; for they ought to
have variety of languages, as God gave the apostles. For if appeals
may be made, they are to hear every man in his own language
speak for himself. When God did make catholic elders, catholic
rulers, he gave them languages. You argue more congregations
than one, from variety of languages in Jerusalem, or else they could
not perform their duties to each. We may do the like against this
catholic eldership here. If it had been only asserted that every man
is an elder of a church in the same nation, then indeed such elders
might, in respect of language, have been fit for their office; but if
you extend their office to all the world, then it is impossible for
them to discharge it when they are called to exercise it in any part
of it; since they have not all languages, and so are not capable of a
call to exercise their whole function (as our brethren say their right
and office is) in every part, or in the whole. But now, when God
made officers of all churches, he gave gifts accordingly, tongues,
and languages, as to the apostles. Now we believe that most ruling
elders have but one language; yea, and if Latin were the general
language, they were not fit to be catholic elders.

(5.) By the law of this rule, if the apostles should have met in a
general council, other elders being also in that general council,
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catholic elders; and being there, by virtue of being catholic elders,
they must needs have been, in that respect, equal with the apostles.
For in that place, and in that sphere, what could the apostles
challenge more of authority amongst them, since to be a catholic
elder was the highest authority of an apostle?

(6.) This principle is contradictory to other principles of our
presbyterian brethren; for whereas to rear up their subordination of
assemblies they invented a representative relation, personating
many churches, and also other superior assemblies, such as
national and general councils, this new taken up principle, of every
elder’s being an elder of the universal church, destroys it, or makes
it needless. It takes away all such representations; for every person
chosen to be of them was already a member really, and not
representatively of the whole, and hath a full right of eldership of
the whole church, according to this their notion; and the special call
any one hath is but designatio persona, a designation of the person,
who shall serve at such a time; but in that council, when met, he
represented the whole church, as much as any particular church,
when he meeteth there. And to make him an elder representing any
particular church, is to give him a lower title than he had, for he is
an elder of the universal. And his call only gives the exercitium; the
other gives the jus, which is more than the exercitium, for it is the
root of it.

(7)) It would make Bellarmine’s argument good, that the
greater company of elders simply would have the greater authority;
for, it lying not in representation, but in being elders of the catholic
church, they must (though out of a council) needs carry it, if more
of them will agree to meet in a body at any time,

(8.) If every elder were thus an elder of a church universal, then
the church universal should call him to his office; but the church
universal doth not call him, but only particular churches; for
church and elder are relatives, and the call is that which makes the
relation. And Jesus Christ calleth either mediately or immediately.
Immediately, he indeed did call apostles to be officers of the church
universal, but then himself did it, and gave gifts accordingly fit for
it. When he calleth mediately, there is a proportion between the
means by which he calleth and the thing whereto a man is called;
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and therefore the proportion must lie in this, if he be a member of
the church universal, the church universal must be the means of his
call; and if he be called by a particular church, then his office
reacheth no further. We have an express institution that elders were
set over their particular flocks by the Holy Ghost, Acts 20; and
when the apostles themselves, who were general officers of all
churches, did ordain any elder, it was butkatax moAw,

and xat éxkAnoiav; so that, although the callers had an universal
power, which no synod in the world hath the like, yet the office of
the called was limited, according to the seat and church to which he
was called. And if the apostle did not make general elders who yet
had an universal power, then surely a particular church cannot
make a general elder; that exceeds its proportion; he is thereby
limited both by the extent of the power of the callers, and the limits
of the seat to which he is called. And indeed the nature of an office
in the church is a separation of him for a constant work; it is not to
do here and there an act of office as a journeyman, but to have a
constant employment; which office, therefore, is limited to a certain
church, which church also calleth him to a certain employment
there. And if it be said that a corporation hath power to call a man
to be a member of the parliament for the whole kingdom, yet there
is a double difference in this. The law saith not, that every burgess
is a parliament man, and a burgess of the kingdom; which is that
you would make to be the law here. And then, in the second place,
the whole terminus and object of his call is to be a burgess in that
case of the whole kingdom only while the parliament sits; and the
relation ceaseth when the use and exercise ceaseth.

And if it be said that every member is a member of the church
universal, and therefore every elder is an elder of the church
universal, the case is not the same, for the one is a mere
communion by way of privilege, the other is by way of jurisdiction;
and there is a great deal of difference between a man’s being free to
trade in all places and in all countries, and to have the power of a
senator, or a constable, or a nobleman, in all countries wherever he
comes. And sure our brethren will not hold themselves to the
parallel thereof; for, 1, though a member of any other church hath
the privilege to receive the sacrament, or have his child baptized,
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yet they would not allow him a capacity of being called (when he
comes occasionally among them) to choose an officer with them, or
exercise such a privilege over them or with them. 2, If the
proportion of elder and members be observed, then by this rule, as
any member of another church may, without any further special
call than barely a testimony that he is a member of another church,
challenge communion with any church (without any precedaneous
active call of the church intervening), so by the same rule of
proportion, if every elder were an elder of the church universal,
you need not say, if he be called by another church, he may do thus
or thus; but if it be made out by testimony that he is an elder of
another church, he may challenge the privilege of an elder, as the
other may of a member. 3. As for the communion of members in
other churches, there needs not any special association of churches
into a presbytery, neither hath a member a further right or call to
receive in a church within his association than in any other church
in the world. By like reason associations should be as needless for
these universal elders to exercise government in; and if the
proportion holds, then, as the elder or elders of one association is
excluded from coming to intermeddle in a neighbour association,
so members of another association should be from communion in
those churches which are not associated with it.

(9.) That which is the principle and foundation of popery, and
which, if it prevailed, and all the churches challenge the right of it,
would hinder further reformation and growth in the truth, and
would make all the reformed churches schismatics, and would
justify non-residency, and introduce a foreign ecclesiastical
government in all states and kingdoms, that cannot be Christ’s
government. But such is this catholic political church.

1. As for popery, Bellarmine and Suarez lay this foundation for
the pope’s authority: 1. That the church universal is a politic body;
and he quoteth the same scripture that our brethren use to do; and
2, he saith therefore it must have a supreme power existing
somewhere; for as there cannot be una respublica sine civili suprema
potestate, nor unus exercitus sine imperatore, so nor can there
be ecclesiee politia una without an external supreme power suited
thereunto. And if there be such a politic body, see how easy a step
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it is for the pope’s monarchy in the third place; for if the institution
do fall first upon it, then there is reason supposed that Christ hath
ordered a constant existent government, for the greatest institution
deserveth the greatest blessing; and he that gave ordinances to
every particular church, pastors and teachers, would be sure to give
them to the whole, considered as a politic body. So Bellarmine
argueth also, that if the particular churches had not been united
into one body, one pastor might suffice each; but if they be all
united into one great body, there must be (saith he) one external
pastor over the whole.

2. To think that Jesus Christ should make an institution of a
doctrinal principle only (which should not have existence), namely
of this, that the church universal is a politic body, only to set up
peddling presbyteries by virtue of it, or provincial assemblies,
when yet his institution is by that principle supposed to fall
primarily upon the church universal, is not likely.

3. The competition would be, whether a general council should
be the constant existent government, or one man. A general council
there never was yet, one that was truly general (as all
acknowledge); but that some churches have been left out, either
those in the Indies or Gothland, or somewhere else, they have been
still, as Chamier argues against the pope; and if it could be, it could
be but rarely; but Christ would have appointed his government (if
his prime institution had fallen here) for one time as well as for
another. But now, as when Moses was wanting, they set up a calf,
the Christian world, if this principle were true, would say, Here is
an universal church, but where is a government extant?

4. And then, if a general council were extant, yet herein one
man may moderate; and it is not against the essence or the
constitution of government (as presbyterial divines acknowledge)
that one man should be a constant moderator.

And then, 5, if that this general council were dissolved at some
time, they might have the same power that a national assembly
useth to have in Scotland, to make a committee of a company of a
head city to be commissioners till the council meet again, and this
would be a good standing conclave (such as is at Rome) for the
whole church.
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And then, 6, if you would help it out with the law of nature, as
you use to do with this principle of the universal church, if the
institution be not very express, the law of nature will as well set up
one man to whom appeals may be made, and the analogy of the
forms of civil governments and monarchies of the world, which all
the world runs after, will help to strengthen it.

And then, 7, you shall have the examples in the Old Testament
(which also in this case you use to have recourse to) to back it.
There was a perpetual sanhedrim where there was a national
universal church, and there was an high priest; and if the high
priest were ceremonial, yet that one man should be over the several
order of priests was according to the law of nations, whereby the
eldest in a tribe was over the rest. And to have this one man and
this conclave to be peculiarly designed for the church universal, is
more practicable; for if there were such an institution, who would
not rather think that there should be one man, or some men, whose
business should be set apart to watch over all in common, with
apostolic promise made to them, than that those that have charges
of their own little congregations (which congregations are to be the
main of their care) should be all catholic elders? That other way the
church would be easily governed, for particular pastors would only
have the care of particular churches, and one man perhaps,
together with others singled out, should be appointed for nothing
else but the public; whereas this principle would make it every
man’s care, and so no man’s, or divide them between the general
and their particular charges.

8. Then you would have all the inconveniences of an
aristocracy in the government of so great a body, which will prove
equal to those of a monarchy; for, first, all heresies have ever been
from the clergy and their divisions; and secondly, the church
would ordinarily this way want a supreme government, which the
other way of one man would be constant in; and thirdly, divisions
would not so easily be allayed. So as indeed it is more rational (if
this principle had been true, that the great body of the church
universal should be a politic body), that Christ should have
instituted a constant conclave for the government of it under some
one man.
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Lastly, it would make the clergy the catholic church in the
creed, for to “tell the church,” if it be a politic body, is to tell these
elders which represent the whole; yea, by this you would make two
churches, one of the elders, another of the faithful; and if you
distinguish it yet further into the visible and invisible, you make
three. And then, as for that catholic church of the elders, they
would be a fit body for the pope presently to be head of them, and
to step into the throne, for the pope and the popish clergy make
that one beast mentioned in the Revelation.

2. This principle would hinder all reformation, if practised
according to the law of it, and prove all reformed churches
schismatics. For if there were, de jure, a general assembly of all
Grecian, Egyptian, Ethiopic, Persian Christians, and they would set
down the doctrine which we shall all be confined to, and we should
be, by the law of the universal catholic politic church, obliged to an
uniformity with them, or with the greater part of them, as well as
now we think ourselves to be with the reformed churches, how
would this set the clock of reformation back! And yet, according to
this principle, we are more bound to the law of uniformity to this
general body than we are to any particulars. For institution doth
fall first, according to this notion, upon the church universal, and
therefore the law of it would oblige more; and so, if we refuse to do
this, we should make ourselves schismatics from the great
ordinance and institution of Christ. Yea, this must have been the
law of reforming churches in all ages with respect to the church
universal. For the law is perpetual, and is at no time dispensable;
for Christ is with his own ordinances to the end of the world. If
Luther had been bound up by this law, how had the church been
reformed? We should not have gained that in seven hundred years
that he did in twenty. Yea, if this synod™ had been so chosen by
the law of the universal church, as to take in the ministers of all
England, so that the law were to call all, one as well as another (for
one and all are ministers as well as churches) this would have
spoiled your reformation. And besides, this would make us all
schismatics by our national covenant, for if we were under the law
of the church universal as a politic body, we do make a separation,
from this law by combining ourselves only with reformed
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churches, that are so small and inconsiderable a part of the church
universal.

[25] The assembly of divines at Westminster.

3. It justifies non-residency, or makes non-residence jure divino;
for ministers, being elders of a church universal by a prior
institution, can never be absent from their flock. And every man
may pretend, for a more general service of the whole, whereof he is
a member, that the lesser should give way. And this was the chief
grounds for non-residency in the bishops’ times, that every man
was a minister of the church of England in general, and so he might
serve the whole; and therefore, though he were a professor in the
university, he was serving the whole church, and so he might hold
other livings too, and yet be absent from them.

4. It layeth a foundation of bringing in a foreign power to bind
all or any of the kingdoms in Europe. It will bind any; for the
greater part of the reformed churches, if we should go no further,
may challenge, by virtue of this ordinance and institution, that
what they agree upon we all should receive.

Obj. But you will say still, that the magistrate may still call
those universal elders to meet in a council, or not call them.

Ans. 1. But still, if this be an ordinance, they are to call
themselves; it is their duty, they are to assume it if the magistrate
neglect. And,

Ans. 2. However, when they are called, they may impose their
canons. And,

Ans. 3. The magistrate is bound to be subject, for they are
Christians, and so pars ecclesize, and so to be subject to this
ordinance, for they have not a power to break the ordinance of
Christ; and they are not to resist it, for there is a law of Christ’s
institution upon it. If it be but consultive to the magistrate, then
they say no more than we; if obligatory, then it bindeth, and then
they must either take the magistrates into the council as members
also, which is the usual salvo for it, and so they are parts of the
parliament and commonwealth, which hinders the freeness of the
vote of the ecclesiastic persons; and then, if the major part which
carry it be not the magistrates, but ministers, as usually they are,
then the magistrates, in their civil assemblies, when they come to
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confirm it, are bound either to ratify it or not. If not, then the
authority of the synod is but consultive to them; if they be bound,
then this synod is a superior power to the king and state, and this
within their own dominions, by virtue of this catholic principle.
And then, without their dominions, the greater number of churches
will oblige both the one and the other, and is a power over princes;
yea, and a foreign power may be brought in hereby, and as well as
by popery, only with this difference (if you cut off infallibility), that
there is but one man, the pope, but here an aristocracy of divines.

Lastly, any among us would not be more bound to the elders of
our own churches than to the bishops and elders of eastern
churches, if there was to be found more of the catholic church, or a
greater part among them; for hereby I have as good a warrant and
authority to cleave to them. Cohabitation doth not oblige me to my
own elders, when the institution is universal all the world over.

Those places that are ordinarily alleged, 1Co 12:28, and
Ephesians 4, although they import communion amongst churches,
by virtue of that catholic obligation, yet none of them hold forth
that that catholic church is a politic body. Indeed, it is said there
that God hath set up apostles, &c., in that church; but it is as a man
may say, he hath set up kings and emperors in the world; it doth
not therefore follow that the whole world is one politic body, and
all the kings and emperors have an authority over the universe, but
only partitive in their several dominions.

And the communion which the members are obliged unto, and
the bands and ties there mentioned, are not only between the saints
and the churches, and the officers thereof now extant, and existing
in the world; the catholic state of the church in all ages is implied,
with whom we profess to hold a communion now, and we ought to
do it as well as with the churches now extant. And that is clearly
the scope in Ephesians 4, and 1Co 12:28, for he speaks of prophets
and evangelists, pastors and teachers, that are given to build up the
churches in the faith, until the coming of Christ, every age being
knit unto another by certain bands and ties; and the church in every
age receiving a benefit by the pastors and teachers, and by the
prophets and apostles, and their writings in former ages; and in all
ages they have conspired so far as to preserve fundamental truths.
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And from those places it may as well be argued, that pastors and
teachers, and general councils in former ages, have a juridical
power upon all the churches afterward, as that the present
churches have, for he speaks both of the one and the other as
one totum complexum.

Obj. And if it be said that the apostles were ministers of the
church universal, having jurisdiction over the whole universal
church; therefore once the whole universal church was a politic
body in their time, and why not now? it is thus answered:

Ans. 1. Besides the difference of apostles and other elders,
elsewhere spoken of, even to the apostles themselves all the
churches universal did not make one politic body, to be governed
in common; but the apostles still, as they came to several churches,
had power in all those churches severally apart, so as all those
churches are not called one church, no, not in respect of the
apostles’ government. But this opinion of the universal catholic
church being a body politic to all these elders, would make it to be
in order to a combination under those elders as one whole politic
body, governed by them in common, and in and by common
assemblies; whereas the apostles, severally and apart, had, in all
these churches, the power still as they came occasionally; and
therefore to assert that particular churches, having their particular
eldership, by whom they are governed, make up one mystical
church, is in this to answer the pattern of the apostles” government
itself, that as the whole church then was not governed by the
apostles as a whole church, but only by parts,—that is, the
particular churches by an apostle as he came into it, or as he had
occasion to write to it,—that so now this whole church is also by
parts governed, that is, the particular churches are governed by
their several elders, having jurisdiction therein, and therein only.
And if unto apostles themselves, this whole church was not a
politic body, taken as one, then much less to elders of particular
churches.

2. And also, further, the meaning of that place in 1Co 12:28 is
not that every elder hath an authoritative politic jurisdiction in all
churches, as occasion is, which is evident by this, because other
particulars are there mentioned, as, namely, ruling elders and
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deacons (which our brethren do understand by those
words, helps and governments, for so it is in the original), so then
they also should be officers, as deacons, and as governors in all
churches also. And therefore his meaning is only this, it is as if it
should be said, in a commonwealth he hath set noblemen and
judges, &c., who have the power in the whole, and every part of a
kingdom; and he hath set justices of peace, and constables, and
headboroughs, &c., but it would not follow, that as the noblemen
and judges have power in every part, so the ordinary justices of
peace, and every constable or headborough hath; and yet, if from
that place they would argue, that ordinary elders have power in all
churches, as elders, they must also acknowledge deacons to have
the like.

3. And that place in Ephesians 4 speaks of pastors and teachers,
in respect of doctrine, and therefore mentioneth only those that did
labour in the word and doctrine, such as prophets and evangelists,
pastors and teachers; and speaks of their being ordained to keep
that unity of the faith; and therefore speaks only of their doctrinal
power, not of their judicial power of acts of government.

4. And it is farther to be considered, that when it is said that he
had set apostles, &c., in the church, he speaks not of officers in the
concrete, or of this and that church, in this or that age; but he
speaks of church and of officers in the abstract, he speaks of the
kind; and so answerably we read, Eph 4:8, ‘He gave gifts to men,’
that is, to such officers in the abstract.

5. The general church receiveth pastors and teachers, but as
formed up into particulars, therefore they are set in it only partitive;
and though the church is said to be the subject in which they are
set, yet not as a collective body, and therefore they do not make up
a general government.

Obj. It may be objected, that the apostles are said to be the
church universal.

Ans. 1. They are not set in it as a collective body; and if they
were, yet as all pastors cannot supply the office of an apostle, when
met all together, so they are not set as apostles, as the apostles
were. The earls in a kingdom are set otherwise in a kingdom than
the constables are; and therefore the meeting of all the constables in
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a kingdom cannot make up one office of an earl, or the relation they
have in the whole kingdom.

2. The apostles were executively set in particular churches only,
and so the whole church was not one church, in relation to them,
nor did all churches make up one church, in relation to them, for a
government.

Then, 3, we acknowledge that they may be all set in this body
as apostles and as elders, and that by virtue of communion of
churches; and if you will keep it in that mystical way, they are to be
respected as elders of such and such churches, by all the churches
of the world.

As it is again objected out of those places, Ephesians 4 and 1
Corinthians 12, that the gifts there, that are given to the church, are
not proper and peculiar to the elect.

Ans. It is true; but yet, though they are not given only to those
who are elect in the issue, and in the event, yet they are given only
to those that were visibly such unto men, and to be taken for such;
and such as, if we had lived in those times, would have been to be
accounted saints by us. All that are true members of churches we
are to look upon as elect, for they are elect to us; and therefore he
writes to the ‘church elect in Babylon.” They are all saints to us, and
so they are visibly such that make the visible church. And that the
visible church there, though consisting of men that in issue proved
not the elect, is yet under the notion of such as are, appeareth by
this, that they are said to drink into one Spirit, that is, into the Holy
Ghost, alluding to the receiving of the sacrament; because that none
should be supposed to be of that catholic visible body, or of
particular bodies of churches, but such as are supposed to partake
of the Holy Ghost, as every true saint doth. And the drinking into
one Spirit there cannot be meant of extraordinary gifts, which may
be supposed to be given to reprobates, because the Spirit in
extraordinary gifts is not received by the sacrament.

Obj. Whereas it is said, that the elders and the officers are given
to the whole universal church, therefore that is a politic body; I
answer, that by the same reason mankind should be a politic body
also, for they are said to be given to men, Ephesians 4, and the gifts
that are there said to be given to men, are not to be understood of
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the inherent gifts or qualifications, in respect of those men they are
given unto (as the grace of an apostleship to an apostle), but it is
meant of men giftedly put into office, given unto other men, or to
mankind; which appeareth by this, because they are given
by™! conversion, before men are of the catholic body, as well as for
building up after they are in it.

[26] Qu. “for'?—Ed.

It is again objected, that 1 Corinthians 12 it is said, that the
members are to ‘Honour one another, that there be no schisms in
the body,” 1Co 12:25; ‘If one member suffer, all the members suffer
with it, 1Co 12:26.

Ans. As there is a double body or church to Christ, the one
mystical and the other instituted, so there is a double union, the
one mystical, though external, and the other more special for
government and jurisdiction. And the same things that are spoken
of the duty of members in a body instituted, that are a body to
Christ in particular, as the apostle afterward distinguisheth, are due
also to all saints by virtue of their mystical relation. And we find
that the apostles indeed do argue the instance of the communion of
the body catholic, which is between all saints, to exemplify and to
illustrate the duties that are to be between saints, in a particular
body so joined; yet by way of similitude, but not oneness for kind.
And because also all the duties of love, which, in particular
congregations, the members are to perform one to another, are
duties by a mystical relation, as well as by that special obligation;
yet they are bound to them by an obligation, beyond that of the
mystical relation, which they bear to all saints in the world. For
though the church mystical universal affordeth matter for such an
instituted congregational church, yet that they should thus meet in
Christ's name is a superadded form to this matter, and lays a
further obligation upon the members.

Chapter II: That the institution for worship and
government falleth not upon the...

CHAPTER II
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That the institution for worship and government falleth not upon the
saints in a nation, qua nation or kingdom, as the seat of it.

Though the pattern of the Jewish church be urged to prove
such a national church, yet it will not serve the turn.

1. For it was not therefore a church, because a nation, but
because there were no more nations that God had chosen, nor
would choose till Christ came; and therefore if any other turned
proselyte, they were to turn Jews, and to be as natives.

2. The instance of the Jewish church will rather serve for the
proof of an universal church, than for any evidence that there
should be as many churches as there be nations. When the Jews did
turn Christians, they were the same nation, yet the apostles do
nowhere write to them as a national church. They write not to
the church of Judea, but the churches.

3. That the church of the Jews was a type of the churches in
nations, as nations, let that be shewn. We can shew that the whole
nation and temple worship was a type of congregations, and that
‘royal nation” (as that whole nation was then called), and the “holy
priesthood,’ is a type of the saints in all nations.

4. God at first set up a church government, suitable to that of a
kingdom, and suited unto the government of a world; that policy is
therefore called the elements of this world, unto which the church
in the New Testament is not to be conformed, Romans 12.

5. And then, when there was a national church, there was a
worship for the whole nation, as a nation, to come unto, and so a
government in the place that God should choose for all to appeal
unto; but there are no such orders now.

6. If the institution do fall upon them, it must fall upon them
either as they are a church in a kingdom, or as a kingdom; but not
as a church in a kingdom, for qua church, there is a greater church
out of that kingdom, namely, the universal.

7. This opinion, though it seems indeed calculated to comply
with magistracy, for it divideth the independency of government
according to the division of the supreme power of magistrates, and
so would seem to fence them from any external power, from any
other kingdoms or churches, yet it makes the church-power in that
kingdom independent upon the magistrate; and that united into a
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greater body would be too hard for them, whereas the dispersing it
into particular congregations makes it easily wieldable.

Neither doth the institution fall upon a conformity, either to the
extent or to the government of cities, as those who are for
episcopacy have intended, and some presbyterial divines also, and
both upon the same grounds, although with this difference, that the
bishops would have the government of churches to be conformed
to that of the cities, taking in the villages about them, and so to
make a diocese and a diocesan church; but those for the presbytery
contract it to the extent of a city within itself, and so make a
classical church; the opinions of either differing in this respect only,
viz., the point of extent of large and lesser jurisdiction, the one
confined within the city walls, the other extending without.

1. Because, if it were so, then the conformity either must fall
upon the government of cities, or the bounds of the place; that look
what extent either the government or bounds of the local circuit of
cities have, the same extent should your classical, presbyteries
have, conformable thereunto, and in asserting either unavoidable
absurdities would follow.

1. To make the government conformable to the government of
cities, as their extent should fall out, is to make a worldly
government the pattern of ecclesiastical, is wholly to conform
spiritual government to the government of the world; and then the
same degrees of officers of superiority and inferiority that is in
cities, should be in ecclesiastical government.

2. The conformity must rather fall upon the bounds of the
governments of cities, than upon the circuit or material
consideration, because that which makes it a city is the government
of it, whether the bounds of it be within the walls, or other towns
about it, whether it extend to a larger circuit or to a less.

3. It must either fall upon a city, as having many congregations
in it; and if so, it might as well have fallen upon villages in the
country, capable by association to be many churches as well; and
the one would be as uncertain as the other, because there may be
many congregations in the one as well as in the other. Or else, 2, it
must fall upon the form of the government of cities. Or else, 3,
upon cities of such and such a circuit, and some cities greater and
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some lesser; that would be uncertain also, because some cities are
greater and some lesser.

2. The foundation of this assertion cannot be a conformity to
the government of the cities amongst the Jews; for, 1, the villages
among the Jews had a government in them as well as the cities. 2.
Suppose that the government of the Gentiles, in their cities, was not
conformed to the government of the Jews in their cities (which may
well be supposed), for the government of the Gentiles was
oftentimes to have whole empires under the government of a city;
so Rome had, and then all the world under Rome, whilst it was a
city government, must have been one classical church; or, however,
among the Gentiles, the cities were the head of a whole province,
and of all the villages under it, and it is so in many cities at this day;
and that would make for a diocesan government, and not
presbyterial.

If thus the bounds cannot be fixed, we are still to seek even in
cities what should be the bounds, and are as uncertain as in
villages. So as the conclusion is, the bounds according to this
measure are uncertain.

3. God doth not shape a spiritual government unto the political,
and the bounds thereof. Political government goes by the bounds of
the soil, so doth not the spiritual. All that do live within such a
place, or within such a country, because they are of that soil, fall
under the same political government; but there is no reason that
they should fall under the same spiritual.

4. If the frame of the church were to be conformed to the city
government, then, as the city did take in the suburban towns, the
daughters round about, so the church should not be confined only
to the compass of the city, but extend to a whole province, as the
bishops argue for a diocesan church.

5. Christ’s government is suitable to all ages, times, and places;
but now in all ages and places there is not the city government, and
there could not be the same rule for the government of churches in
villages, and therefore it did not suit all places.

6. Jesus Christ's way is rather conformed to the synagogue
way, for so the churches are called, and it is therefore conformed to
the government of the synagogues, although in cities.
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7. If this were the ordinance of God, to conform church
government to the government of cities, then all in London should
make one church, because it is but one city; and Alexandria and
Grand Cairo, if it were converted, would be so too, nay, Rome itself
(whereof the present Rome is but the tenth part of what it was, as
Lipsius shews) must have been but one church if they had been all
converted; and there should have been but one classical presbytery
to have governed all the churches there. Yea, in some places there
are two cities built together that have the privileges of cities, as
Constantinople and Galata, London and Westminster, the two
Pragues; yea, Jerusalem had the city of David within it, and so there
must have been two classical presbyteries in Jerusalem from the
tirst; for those of the city of David might have challenged the
privilege of it if the church had been conformed to a city
government; and perhaps that was the reason why we read of two
companies of the three-and-twenty elders that did sit in Jerusalem,
because each city had an eldership of twenty-three; and so there
being two cities in that one, that of David and the other of
Jerusalem itself, there might be two elderships for those two cities,
besides their great Sanhedrim.

8. When cities are decayed and do lessen, and are brought low,
it may be to as small a number of inhabitants as villages; yet they
often retain their privileges as cities, as many decayed
incorporations do. Now then, if there were but one congregation
left in such a lessened city, it would claim, by virtue of this city,
privilege to be entire within itself.

Obj. But the apostle hath said, in Titus 1, ‘Ordain elders in
every city,” and that is parallel with that in Acts 14, ‘They ordain
elders in every church,” holding forth the pattern of a city, and the
government thereof for the bounds of it, to be set for that of a
church.

Ans. 1. That place in Acts 14, ‘in every church,” hath relation, as
well to churches in villages as in cities; and so to churches in those
tirst times of the gospel, that consisted of no more than might meet
in one place; and, therefore, as well it may be interpreted, that there
was but as many as would make but one church in every city, as
suiting the phrase of his direction, in relation to what number of
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Christians were supposed to be in each city of Crete, when first
Titus came thither in the beginning of the gospel; and this number
may well be supposed to be no more than could make up one
congregation, and it was well if so too.

Ans. 2. Ordinary elders in every church implies farther, that if
there were more churches to be in a city, that then he should ordain
the elders, Kat éxxAnoiav, to every church apart.

Ans. 3. That it is so appears; because, as hath been shewn,
by moALg, city, is meant small towns as well as cities.

Ans. 4. The reason why his direction runs to ordain elders in
every city, was because, though they did preach the gospel in
villages, yet principally in cities at the first, because they were to
leaven the countries. And the apostles, when they did write to
churches in a province, did use to write to the church of the head
city, as more eminent, not because that was either a mother church,
as the bishops say, or a classical church of more churches, as the
presbyterians say, but because it was more eminent, and from it the
epistle might be spread to others, as Paul’s Epistle to the Colossians
was ordered to be sent to Laodicea, which was, in all likelihood, a
less city than Colosse. And thus, when they write to the churches of
Syria and Cilicia, Acts 15, they write especially to Antioch. So when
he would write to all the churches about Corinth, he nameth
especially the church of Corinth, together with them; and wrappeth
up all the rest thus, “and all that call upon the name of the Lord.”

Obj. It was the ordination of the apostles in the primitive times,
that all in a city should be one church, both because the distinction
of churches, and also their names, are taken from the city, as the
church of Ephesus, &c. And therefore, whether in one
consideration or more, whether for the present or for the time to
come, the saints, in such and such a city, were to be one church;
and a congregational church they could not be, therefore a
distinction of a classical church was intended by a church in cities.
And the elders had charge given them, to take care of that whole
city to convert them. And to this pattern of a city government were
the villages also to be conformed, several villages making an
association into one church, as those cities did.
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Ans. 1. To the first part of the objection I answer, that they are
called one church in a city, and so distinguished. Because there was

but one church for the present, as in Act 13:1, Kata v dvoav

éxkAnotav, ‘the church existing at” Antioch, that is, which at
present was there; it doth not follow that all the churches, that
should afterwards be there, should be but one church. So as Bains
saith, there is an adequate acception of these phrases, per accidens,
not because the city and church was to make but one church, but
because the Christians, by occasion of their number, not being then
too great, were formed into one church, not because there was to be
but one. Now he, who thus useth them promiscuously, doth imply
that one church was as yet constituted; not that there was to be but
one, through the circuit of a city, suburbs, and country. Thus
likewise it is easily answered to the purpose of the proposition, for
thus the multitude of citizens, converted and unconverted, could
not be a church of one congregation; yet the number of those who,
in city, suburbs, or territories, were actually converted, was no
more than might be ordered into one church; and the apostles
framing these into one, on the present occasion, did not exclude the
after-constituting of any other within the same local bounds. But if
there had been more, there would have been other ways to have
distinguished them; as when there were many synagogues in a city,
they were distinguished (for all the synagogues could not have
been called by the name of that one city, so nor the congregations);
and perhaps that was the reason why that a school, which was a
kind of a synagogue, was, for distinction’s sake, called the school of
Tyrannus, as being the ruler of it.

Ans. 2. If that were a reason, then also the name of a village or
smaller town, as that of Cenchrea, would make as strong an
argument, that in every small town, if there be a church there, that
it should be one entire church (having the government wholly in
itself), as well as that many congregations in a city should become
one church for government.

Ans. 3. The name of a church, in a city, is not taken simply from
the city, but from the people; as in the Revelation, the church of the
Smyrnians, and of the Laodiceans, &c. Suppose they had removed
(as in those times, through persecution, they often did) to some
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other city, they would have been the church of the Smyrnians, as
well as the church at Arnheim was called the English church; so as
the name doth not refer simply to a city, and the bounds thereof.
And when there was a church of strangers, of Aquila and Priscilla,
&c., in Rome, it is called the church in their house; and so also
when they were removed to Ephesus, it bore the same name, to
distinguish it from the church of the Ephesians. It is one exception
against us, that when we say the bounds of a church should be so
many as can meet in one place, we hereby do fetch the constitution
of a church from what is merely external and accidental to it; and
the exception were true, if we fetch it from any one set or standing
place, or house of meeting; but we fetch it from that which is
essential to a church, which is oneness of communion in ordinances
together, meeting with one accord, as in the Acts their meetings are
characterised, which, because it cannot be done unless they do
meet in some place or other, hence we so express it, not as that
thing the ordination is set upon, but as the necessary consequent or
adjunct. But this exception made against us falls fully and directly
upon them that would make a city the extent, either of the local
bounds or the government thereof, a pattern or measure of a
classical church, and the institution of it.

If many churches had been in one city, they might have been
distinguished by the names of some of the rulers, or as now they
are by the streets, or places of their constant meetings; for as if the
Holy Ghost doth write to the angel of the church of Ephesus, as if
the king doth write to the city of London, he should entitle his letter
to the mayor and aldermen, as writing to the whole corporation in
their names, so also might several churches in cities have been as
well distinguished by the names of their rulers, and of their elders
and pastors, as Tyrannus his school was. And there are other
reasons why in that case the names should be taken from the place;
for cohabitation and dwelling together in a place, we acknowledge
is a ground why the saints, so far as possibly they can, should meet
in one church-fellowship, and not make several fellowships. And
we much rather think that still the denomination of one church in a
city did hold forth this rule, that in all cities, the saints dwelling
together, and so elsewhere, should make as big churches as they
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could, to shew their unity, and to make the worship more solemn,
and to have more of the assistance of the Holy Ghost; and therefore
they should not make many congregations where there might be
one only.

Ans. 4. To the second part of the objection, concerning the
conversion which the elders are to take care of, I answer, 1. To
preach is one thing, to censure is another. And, besides, at that rate
of arguing, all those that a man begets to Christ, he hath therefore
authority over, to rule them, to be their minister. 2. The elders at
Ephesus indeed had a charge as elders, by way of government over
the whole flock, the church that God had redeemed by his blood,
that is, of those that were converted; and although that they were to
endeavour to convert others (for how should the gospel otherwise
be propagated), yet if more had been converted, then there must
have been churches multiplied, but still in the uniform frame that
this first church was, having the same privileges, and so to have
new elders placed over them, as over a new flock. And, besides,
they are not called elders of Ephesus, but elders of the church at
Ephesus. The care of elders set in a city to convert, was to be
extended as well to the neighbour villages as to the cities, especially
then when they had gained as yet but few in a city, and then by this
reason those in the villages were obliged to be associated with
them, as well as those in a city, although all the city should also be
converted, especially if those in the villages were the first converts;
and this is one of the episcopal grounds for a diocesan church; they
in effect tell the same story for the rearing up of episcopal
government.

Ans. 5. To the third part of the objection we reply, that the way
of constitution of churches under the gospel, being uniform
according to Christ’s institution, both in villages and cities, it is
therefore squared as well to the condition of the one as the other,
and therefore a church in a village may as well be made the pattern
for the constituting of churches in a city, as a church in a city for
forming one in a village. But Christ hath framed his institution so
as will serve both; and the certain rules for both are the due bounds
of a church set (whereof there are many sure and certain characters
in the word, from the nature and thing itself), that so many as dwell
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together, that can conveniently meet in one place, should become
one church.

We grant (as Bains in the like case, page 12, conclusion 2,
concerning a diocesan church) that God might have made this
pattern of city government an ordinance of church government, as
he did once take a family government under the old law, and made
that a church, and extended the bounds still by a family, as they
grew either greater or lesser; but as then, if a man’s family had
spread into many families, though he was the priest of all these
families in public worship, because he was the eldest of the family,
whilst he lived, yet that would not have been a binding law to
several other families living together, that had not sprung one from
another, that they should have come under the same law of
association that the others did. And therefore, though this were
granted concerning cities, it would not follow that the villages must
be conformed thereunto.

Chapter III: That the external institutions of Christ,
for the government of his...

CHAPTER III

That the external institutions of Christ, for the government of his
saints under the New Testament, are not the same that was under the law,
nor can the government of the Jewish church be made a certain rule for the
government of the church of Christ.

There are many things that were commanded to the Jews
which are obligatory to us Christians, though there are also many
things which were rules and laws to them which are not so to us. It
will therefore be necessary, in stating the case first, to shew what is
equally binding to us both.

1. All such duties as depend not upon institution, but are duties
belonging to the first commandment, as to pray, to hear the word,
to give thanks, must needs continue as well under the New
Testament as under the Old, and are the same.

2. Such things as then had a morality in them, yet if the
morality was only by mere institution, which depends upon the
will of God (which divines call moral positions), even such
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institutions, in their own individual nature, cannot be urged upon
us as rules. As to instance in that of the Sabbath day: if any should
infer that that seventh day should be the Sabbath day under the
New Testament which was the seventh after the creation, it would
be a false reasoning, although, indeed, the institution of the seventh
day to be the Sabbath was not ceremonial merely, but had a
morality in it, for it was from the creation. The two sacraments of
circumcision and the passover had assuredly, besides the
ceremonialness annexed to them, the institution of typifying of
Christ to come (which circumcision did by blood, and being
administered the eighth day); these sacraments signifying Jesus
Christ, the substance of them must needs be moral, and that by
institution, as well as ours are now, as in 1Co 10:1-2, “They did all
eat of the same spiritual meat (the same spiritual manna), and all
drank of the same spiritual drink.” But yet it doth not follow that
the same sacraments for substance (cutting off the ceremonial part)
should continue, but God was pleased to institute other two in their
rooms.

3. Yet whatsoever was moral in the substance of the Jewish
institution then, there is this equality, that Jesus Christ should
institute something in the room of it in the New Testament. As for
example, because there was an high priest, because there was an
house of God then, the apostle therefore argues (Heb 10:21-26) that
we, having an high priest over the house of God, there are
assemblies to be now as well as then; but that these assemblies
should be formed up, and cast into the same latitude and extent,
and the like, which their assemblies had then, herein a new
institution putteth the difference. They had national assemblies
then, not so now; the priests were maintained by tithes and
offerings then; the equity of this continueth, and the apostle urgeth
it in his epistle to the Corinthians, but yet it followeth not that their
maintenance now should be the same way. And although there was
a moral equality in it, yet the apostle superaddeth, ‘So I ordain in
all the churches,” 1Co 7:17.

4. When the gospel hath once made an institution in the room
of what was under the law (as it hath done baptism instead of
circumcision, though not exactly on the same moral ground, yet on
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the same evangelical ground, as baptism was the substance extant,
under the type of circumcision), this will warrant the application of
baptism unto like infant children now, when the gospel itself also
holds forth the same privilege for substance unto such children
now as it did then, and renews the same promise to them, though
in an evangelical way, far differing from that in the Old Testament,
which contained a typicalness in it. And this is not to raise up a
new institution, it is only the application of an institution to a
person, and that also when the gospel holds forth the same ground
which the law did. But if any would reason, that because there was
a circumcision under the law, a sacrament of initiation into the
church, therefore there must be the same under the gospel (if they
cannot shew that Jesus hath appointed it for the continuing of such
an institution), the argument from the Old will not hold; or if they
would argue, that it should be administered in the same latitude; or
that the same persons who did administer circumcision under the
Old Testament may administer baptism now, we believe our
brethren will not concede to it, though the argument will be as
strong one way as the other, for the father of the family might
circumcise them, and did, but they would have only ministers to
baptize now; and they too circumcised them in their families, and
did not bring their children to the temple.

5. That the laws of the Old Testament do help up to regulate
many institutions in the New, we acknowledge (as likewise the
laws of nature do), but they will not be warrant sufficient to set up
the like. So the rules of the judicial law, concerning the
punishments of criminal acts, that none should be condemned
under two or three witnesses; these rules will serve unto, and
perhaps ought to be received by, every state (as some have held) to
regulate their proceedings against malefactors. But yet unto Jewish
policy (take it for the government of it, and the ranks of officers
among them, and power they had), nations are not bound so, as
though the rules of equity, whereby that policy did proceed, were
perpetual, yet the question remains still of the power. That
ministers should be maintained, as they were then, the equity of the
law holds, but it will no way follow, that there should be the same
ranks of ministers.
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6. That the New Testament entitles some of those ordinances
that itself hath anew instituted, with the same names and words
used in the Old Testament, argues not that those ordinances are to
be framed and formed according to the analogy of the old, but they
have the same names, because that the old were types of these.
Thus that our ordinances now are called sacrifices; that Christ is
called an high priest; that the officers of the church are called a
presbytery; that excommunication is called a purging out the old
leaven, and many such like, in the evangelist: all this will not prove
that there should be sacrifices, high priests, &c., under the New
Testament. In the evangelist, Christ, speaking of the teachers of the
New Testament, saith, Mat 23:34, ‘I will send you wise men, and
scribes,” &c.; but yet it follows not that the orders of the officers of
the New Testament should be answerable to the wise men, and the
scribes; so when a believer or a church is called the temple of God,
when the saints are called a royal nation, and the like, no inference
can be made, that there should be now a temple and a national
church.

7. There were many things which are moral now, that were not
moral then. To cast out of the church for moral sins, as
such, qua moral, is the law of Christ now; but under the old law,
they did not keep men from ordinances for sins as moral, but as
having a ceremonial uncleanness annexed to them. No man is to
put his wife away now because she is a heathen, but they were to
put their wives away then, if heathens, after Moses his law was
settled. In destroying matters of idolatry, they were to be much
stricter than we are bound to be, as meats sacrificed to idols, they
were in no place to eat thereof. Daniel refused the king’s meat; but
out of the idol’s temple, we may eat things that have been sacrificed
to idols, as the apostle saith. They were to destroy all the temples
and groves, &c., but if places have been abused to idolatry, we
under the gospel may make use of them; they were to destroy the
Canaanites out of the land, not we so now; they were to burn
idolaters’ goods, as in Jericho, &c., not so now.

Having thus made way by these particulars premised, I shall
now prove my proposition, that the Jewish economy is no pattern
or rule for modelling the church of Christ, under the gospel.
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1. ‘The priesthood being changed, there is a necessity of a
change of the law,” Heb 7:12, and so of the law of the government,
which depends on Christ’s priestly office. We having a new high
priest over the house of God, we have a new order in this house.
For he is the apostle and high priest of our profession, and it was
meet it should appear he was the new high priest, by altering the
institution for worship and government. So then that old law,
which depended upon institutions, as the high priesthood itself
did, is to be changed, and a new law of institutions is to come in the
room of it; and therefore in the Heb 9:10, it is called a reformation,
and the time of the gospel is called ‘the time of reformation.’

2. That Jewish frame and form of government is called the
elements of the world; and therefore, both in Colossians 2 and
Romans 12, the apostle bids us under the gospel not to be
conformed, neither for worship nor government (further than as
Jesus Christ hath been pleased to take what was before and make it
anew) to the elements of the world. So in Gal 4:2-3, he saith, they
were under tutors and governors till they came to be of man’s
estate, or to be of age; which under the gospel they are in
comparison. And, indeed, the gospel being more spiritual, the
frame of the government, and institutions of it, are not formed to a
worldly way to governments of nations and of kingdoms, as that
was then, to an outward external glory, as their worship also was.
As God hath chosen the preaching of the word, which is
foolishness, so he hath also chosen many of those things which are
vile, and base, and contemptible, and a foolishness of government
in comparison of what was then. And this is it deceiveth the world;
for the gospel is a mystery throughout. He chooseth the synagogue,
and not the temple; he chooseth a congregation and eldership, and
not the Sanhedrim; he chooseth baptism, and not circumcision, &c.

3. Our Lord and Saviour speaks altogether of a new church to
be made, a church gathered in his name: as when he instituted
baptism, to shew that it was a new ordinance, he bids them baptize
in his name; so, to shew that he erected a frame of a new church, he
bids that it should be gathered in his name.

4. Our brethren’s principles, that hold the universal church to
be the seat and subject of Christ’s institution, argue this; for as his
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church now over all nations, both Jew and Gentile, is a differing
seat from that of the Jew only, so answerably, to set in his church
apostles and prophets, &c., instead of chief priests, &c., is a new
institution; and it is certain, that that church whereof the apostle
speaks, 1 Corinthians 12, Ephesians 4, is the church of the New
Testament. And therefore, if the church universal being a politic, be
argued from thence, it is by a new institution differing from the
former, because the church of the New Testament, which he speaks
of there, began with the apostles. And besides the institution fell
upon the church of the Jews qua national, but this falls upon the
church qua universal, in all nations, else it would not extend to all
nations to be equal slanders in it; whereas, under the law, they
were not to be so with the Jews, but were to come under that
national covenant only when proselyted.

4. There seems to have been several sorts of policies and orders
extant under the Old Testament; and unto which of these should
the conformity now be made? By what rules should we now judge?

(1.) There were chief rulers over several bodies of the priests
and Levites, to which government, the bishops say, their order is an
allusion. There was also a power in these priests and Levites,
proper and peculiar to them, to judge of the clean and unclean, and
concerning the matters of worship in the temple. And this
government was purely ecclesiastical; and unto this therefore,
rather should the analogy refer of matters in the church, seeing that
these were purely such.

(2.) Again, there were the civil judicatures in their cities and
towns, and in their great Sanhedrim at Jerusalem, for all
controversies within their gates, as the distinction is in
Deuteronomy 17. Yet these were all®” ecclesiastical, but indeed
mixed both in respect of causes and persons; their church and
commonwealth being so mixed, as it is hard to distinguish what
belonged to them merely as a commonwealth, and what belonged
to them as a church, in respect of what came under the cognizance
and power of those courts.

[27] Qu. ‘were not all’? — Ed.

(3.) Then again, there was their synagogical government, which
seems to be differing from what either the priests had in the
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temple, in respect of persons clean and unclean ceremonially, or
over one another; or from courts of judicature in their gates. A
government those synagogues had, for there are the rulers of them
mentioned; and also punishments they had, for when the Romans
took away their government in their gates, they scourged in their
synagogues. There were admonitions also, or excommunications,
or casting men out of their synagogues. The great Sanhedrim, and
their other courts, did punish by civil mulcts, and the Sanhedrim
did put to death. In the temple, the priests kept out the unclean,
and the judgment of that was not by the Sanhedrim, but by the
priests, that did look to the worship of the temple; but the
synagogues did cast a man out, and the priests did not supervise
the government of the synagogues.

And that all this was a matter of a differing cognisance from
what was transacted in their other courts, is evident by this, that for
many sins (besides the civil punishments that were adjudged in the
courts of their gates, as to restore, and the like) a man was farther
obliged to come to the temple with confession, and with a sacrifice;
so as the charge of the things of the temple, and the order and
discipline thereof, was another thing than that of their civil courts.
And although a man was cast out of the synagogues, and was in
respect of such a communion as a heathen and a publican, yet he
might still come to the temple and partake in the worship thereof.
But that the Sanhedrim did at any time pronounce that sentence,
that a man should be as an heathen or publican, that this was
proper to their courts, we believe not. Now, it is left very uncertain
to which of these the analogy of the government of a gospel church
should be accommodated.

Obj. It is said that our Saviour Christ, in Matthew 18, reflected
upon some bench or court, the next then extant, to which the
people were wont to resort among the Jews, and so intimated that
his will was that the church under the gospel should be formed up
conformably to us, and that so it should be like to that of the Jews,
and so the policy of the church of the New Testament should be
conformed to the policy of the Old by virtue of that institution. And
from thence it is argued that there should be ruling elders that are
not teachers, because there were such among the Jews; from thence

327



it is argued that there should be a national church, a national
sanhedrim or assembly, as was among the Jews; from thence it is
argued that the power is in the elders alone, because it was so
among the Jews, who are called the church. And so this analogy of
the Jewish church is one of the great foundations of the
presbyterian government, and of classical and national assemblies.

Ans. But besides that it was not necessary that Jesus Christ
should allude to it, though he useth the same phrase; the deformity
of that pattern, and the policy of the government of the New
Testament, is such as that that cannot be Christ’s intent.

For, 1, if we take the Jewish pattern in matter of government,
we shall be worse put to it, to judge what is ceremonial and what is
perpetual, or what was a judicial appendix to the ceremonial, and
added upon a supposition of it, more than we are put to it to judge
what was ordinary, and what was extraordinary in the apostles’
practices. If that our Saviour Christ alluded to it in the gross and in
the lump, who shall be able to distinguish?

2. If that policy should thereby be established, it would as well
serve for the erecting of episcopal government over ministers; for
although it is said that Aaron’s high priesthood was Christ’s type,
and not the type of bishops, yet that the priests and the Levites
(several companies of them) should have one that was the chief
overseer over all,™ who is, by the Septuagint called Eriokorog,
bishop and overseer, was no way typical. There were four sorts of
Levites: priests, Kohathites, Gershonites, Merarites, Num
3:30; Num 3:35; and over each of these were four eminent persons,
whereof Eleazar was one, Num 3:32. And when Eleazar was made
high priest, then Phinehas was governor of the Levites, and had
oversight of them, ruling of them, as1Ch 9:20 and Num 4:33.
Ithamar was over the sons of Gershon and Merari. And in Neh
11:14; Neh 11:22, they are called overseers, or, as the Septuagint
translates it, Erxiokomot, bishops; the same word is used of the
apostles, Act 1:20, and their office, unto which (say the episcopal
party) bishops do succeed as rulers over other ministers (though
perhaps called bishops also), as the apostles were over the seventy,
and all other ministers. And for this, will the Jewish pattern and
policy (if that were alluded to) serve as well as for the presbyterian
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government. And in 2Ch 35:8, we read of the three rulers of the
house of God, whereof but one was the high priest. Now, although
that the high priest, for his going into the holy of holies, was a type
of Christ, yet not all those other that were the rulers of the priests
and of the house of God.

[28] These were called the chief priests, Mat 2:4; Mat 27:1, Act
19:4.

And if it be replied, as it is by some, that this was but the law of
nature, the heads of these families being rulers over the rest, it is
answered,

1. So was not Korah, Num 16:1.

2. The law of nature makes as well for one man to govern over
many, and so for a monarchical government, as for an
aristocratical; and so episcopal government might be argued to be
suited to the law of nature as well as to the Jewish.

3. It belonged not to the ceremonial law, but it served only for
order; and although the eldest of the family were those governors
that were set over the rest of a company of priests of the same
family, and so that the eldest had it by birth, and by the law of
nature, yet that one should be set over the rest was merely a matter
of order, and therefore will plead for itself as strongly (if we take
the Jewish pattern) as for any other way of government.

It may be objected, that upon this ground, that one man makes
not the church, episcopal power is cut off, and that therefore the
allusion of our Lord Christ in Matthew 18 is to those courts that
were erected among the Jews.

Ans. 1. In the first place, either there were two sorts of courts,
one civil, and the other purely ecclesiastical, two kind of
Sanhedrims, both in each city, and in Jerusalem, which can never
be proved; and if two, which of these two Christ should allude to
will still be the question. Or if there were but one kind of court, that
was both for civil and ecclesiastical government, then the Jewish
pattern will not serve the turn, for then, by that reason, persons
ecclesiastical now should deal in civil causes (for so they did then),
and persons civil should deal in ecclesiastical. Yea, and those that
hold there were two courts, the one for causes civil, the other for
ecclesiastical, yet they say the persons in both were mixed. And
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because that both were thus mixed, therefore in Deu 17:9, speaking
of the Sanhedrim, he saith, “When thou shalt come to the priest, or
the judges, which shall be in those days,” &c.; for sometime a priest
was the president of that council, and sometimes a civil person, that
was not of the priest’s office, whom therefore he calleth a judge. It
was by institution that there should be some priests, Eze 44:24, Deu
24:8,2Ch 18:18, Deu 16:18; and also that others than priests and
Levites were of the Sanhedrim, and also judges of particular cities,
as all sides acknowledge. For from hence all presbyterian divines
argue the pattern of lay elders, which yet, if there be not an
institution for it in the New Testament, would never be able to be
argued from hence; and therefore many of our brethren that
acknowledge persons civil, that were not priests and Levites, to
have been mingled in those courts, yet deny the consequence of
that argument unto ruling elders now, which, if the Jewish pattern
had held, it would have argued it. And it appears further, that
therefore the elders and the priests are mentioned. Pharisees that
were not of the tribe of Levi threw off®®! their rulers, and the priest
or the judge, Deuteronomy 17; and the judges, elders, and priests,
are usually put together in their cities and courts.

[29] Qu. ‘though of ? —Ed.

And the reason why both were mixed thus, to become but one
court, was because that then the church was mingled with the
commonwealth, and both were but one; therefore the church of
Israel is called the commonwealth of Israel. And the laws of their
commonwealth were given immediately by God; and therefore the
Levites, as well as the civil authority, were the interpreters of that
law. If, therefore, this should now be the pattern, as when,
according to our brethren’s assertion, the church grows up to a
nation, there should be a national church, because that was the
pattern of the Jews, so when the churches grew up to a nation, the
ecclesiastical state and the civil should become mingled, and
ministers should judge in civil causes, and those that are not
ministers should judge in ecclesiastical, for so in that Sanhedrim
they did.

If it be said that all the acts were not church acts, as sending
ambassadors, making wars, and the like, the answer is, that all such
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acts as were towards other nations might not so properly be called
church acts, but the question is, what was among themselves? And
yet even their wars were holy, and their God was called the Lord of
hosts; and the priests wait®™ with trumpets, to encourage the
people to fight, as if it had been an ecclesiastical business.

[30] Qu. ‘went’? —Ed.

Ans. 2. Again, secondly, if that be the pattern that Christ
alludeth to, then if that state had, whilst it stood in the apostles’
times, turned Christian, it might have been conformed to the Jewish
pattern of government as it then stood; and so the persons of the
Sanhedrim, that were judges of the Jewish church, should have
continued judges of the Christian church.

Ans. 3. If that the Jewish government had been the pattern, then
there should be but two courts, subordinate one to another; for so
there was no more among the Jews in a way of subordination.
There was the court in each city and town, consisting some of more,
some of less, according to their proportion and bigness, that did
judge of all causes within themselves; and then there was the great
Sanhedrim, and appeals were made immediately from each of the
inferior courts unto this superior. And whereas it is said by some
that there were three courts at Jerusalem for appeals, we find not
by the Scriptures that there were three such courts, although some
of the rabbins say there were. And when the text saith, in
Deuteronomy 17, that whosoever would not obey the sentence of
the judge that should be in that place should be put to death; then
when they brought it to the first court, the judges of the twenty-
three at Jerusalem, according to that notion, they should have been
put to death, and never have come to the great Sanhedrim. And if
there were two such courts of the twenty-three, besides the
Sanhedrim, yet they were not for appeals; but they were either the
one of that city of Jerusalem, which as a city had the privilege to
have a judicature within itself, besides the Sanhedrim for the whole
nation; and the other of the priests for the matters of the temple (for
the temple was an enclosure); or else the one was for Jerusalem,
and the other for the city of David (each having the privilege of a
city, although in two places, as Westminster and London have); the
one was at the door of the mountain of the Lord, the other at the
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door of the temple. If, then, the form of the Jewish government be
the pattern, then all those subordinate congregational, classical,
provincial, and national assembles, they shall be cut off; for the
Jewish pattern will not suit these.

4. If that were the pattern, then the national assembly should be
the supreme judge, and there should be none above that; but over
national assemblies, presbyterian divines do place an universal
general council, and make that to be the supreme; whereas the
national Sanhedrim of the Jews, qua national, was the highest court.

5. If that be the pattern, the matters brought to that Sanhedrim,
so far as we have a rule in the word for it, were only matters that
were too difficult; and when they were too difficult for those
particular courts in the cities or towns, they were brought to the
general assembly: Deuteronomy 17, ‘If a matter be too hard for
thee,” &c.; even as the hard matters, which none could determine
but God, were brought to Moses, Exo 18:21.

6. When the inferior court itself did find it to be too hard for
them, it was not by way of appeal that they brought it to the
superior; so in Deuteronomy 17, ‘If it be too hard for thee.” So, as it
was not in the liberty of any person to appeal, but the court, finding
themselves not able to decide the controversy, they were to carry it
to the Sanhedrim (therefore the rabbins say that that place,
Deuteronomy 17, belongs only to a rebellious elder); and, if so, then
this place will not serve to have ecclesiastical courts for appeals.

7. The Sanhedrim did only judge of the matter of the law and
right in a doctrinal way in such and such a case; but it was still left,
after their sentence, unto the inferior court to judge of the matter of
fact, and to apply the sentence; so as by this rule the greater
assemblies of synods and councils should not at all excommunicate,
but only doctrinally deliver the sentence, still leaving to the
particular churches the application of that rule, by the sentence of
excommunication, in whose power alone it is. Therefore, s