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ABSTRACT
JULIE FAN: Stories of God and Gall:
Presbyterian Polemic during the Conformity Wars of
Mid-Seventeenth-Century England and Scotland
(Under the direction of Dr. Megan Matchinkse)

The first study to analyze Presbyterians' paradoxical positioning in joalesnd
political contests, this dissertation redefines what it meant to be both maaiedate
passionate in the Caroline era. This project puts literature, theology, arg mgb
dialogue, illuminating how, why, and when certain kinds of Presbyterianisen wer
perceived as constructive or menacing during the 1630s and 1640s. | explore the
processes by which Presbyterianism captured, controlled, and appalled the popular
imagination, moving Presbyterianism from the margins to the mainstream antblihe
borders again. The most significant, complex, historically dynamic cu#tgests of the
Wars in the Three Kingdoms, Presbyterians sought to transform the walygmpeople
worshiped while also attempting to stabilize the implications of this profound
transformation for ecclesiastical, social, and political order. The wene meither
inevitable nor coincidental, and Presbyterians were neither revolutionaripgpuoarites.

In the mid-seventeenth century, religious Presbyterian preachemi@sts, and
politicians in Scotland and England were attempting to amend religious andcieilys
they promoted institutional changes while defining them as reform. Udiynshey

became victims of their own propaganda. Because Presbyterian policiggaatsavere

offensive—coercing conformity and demonizing opponents—Presbyterians were



perceived as foes even though they sought to amend and edify, not abuse and destroy.
Scottish and English Presbyterians of all squiee(divinoandjure humang were
reformers, but the collapse of their alliances with one another and with other
Parliamentarians had radical consequences. After introducing the methodtakgy, s
and terms of the project in the first chapter, the second chapter argues thiat Brit
Episcopalians, Presbyterians, and Independents were unified by shared-taltles
order, and godliness—but divided by private priorities. Chapter three explores how
moderate Presbyterians, such as Thomas Edwards, could define sevelestiateg
moderate and charitable. Chapter four clears Presbyterians of chbhyg®crisy by
explaining how Presbyterians moved people's affections and stirred peoplefsaiinagi
to protect them from base pleasures and erroneous opinions. Presbyterians were
paradoxical but not hypocritical; they used extreme measures to oppose @sowile

striving with sincerity and humility to safeguard souls and society.
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Chapter 1: Introduction: Presbyterigia media

l. Overview of the study and its methodology

In the 1630s and 40s, religious Presbyterian polemicists, preachers, and
politicians were attempting to amend religious and civil society; they pezmot
institutional changes while defining them as reform. Ultimately, they bewatims of
their own propaganda. Religious Presbyterians wanted to enhance the existimg syste
social order and edification, not destroy them, but they needed the people, pdyliame
and prince to cooperate with them and with one another so that Britain could pamdy—
preserve—its church and state structures and operations. Scottish and English
Presbyterians of all sortpi(e divinoandjure humang were reformers, not
revolutionaries, but the collapse of their alliances with one another and with other
Parliamentarians had radical consequences.

During the early days of the Wars of the Three Kingdoms, Presbyteria@s we
controlling their performances and their press. Much has been made of Jenny<Geddes
seemingly spontaneous rebellion against the introduction of the new prayer book in
Scotland (1637): the female commoner's act of catapulting a stool at a conforamfsy de
head. That vivid scene fulfills our expectations for the start of a war: an unlikely
protagonist protests her oppression by passionately hurling a humble househotd item a
the head of a tyrant's proud minion. It also draws a familiar characteh ske

Presbyterians as zealous, turbulent troublemakers. But the ScottishBRvakeiots



were not wild uprisings by the poor populace; they were pieces of politicaleheat
planned by ministers and aristocrats with vested interests in endingCtsagersonal
rule of the church and the state. The much later Pride’s Purge riots were genuinel
dangerous, both physically and politically, but those protests sought to safeguard the
status quo—the magisterially established form of temporal and estiesia
government—not overturn it. Both strategic and spontaneous political actions by
religious Presbyterians reveal some aspects of the true mid-sawbnatentury
Presbyterian character, which was surprisingly moderate: sagprist only because
Presbyterians sought temperance but also because their measures add meth
unique. Presbyterians would disobey harmful human ordinances and eliminate abusive
offices, but they would also fight to defend magisterial authority and lawful oseiul
by divine institution, human institution, or both). Their belief that God ordains political
societies led them to revere magistrates as ministers of God to whom soibisiskie,

but it also led them to esteem and obey God's ordinances before man's and to judge
magistrates' ordinances using God's measure: Scripture.

Because Revisionist historians have demonstrated that many personal bnd loca
causes contributed to the Wars of the Three Kingdoms, some scholars now neglect
studies of religious and political discourse during that period, as if discusgions
ideology and rhetoric must be separated from history lest it become anaateordst
[0

teleological.” This project challenges that disciplinary separatism by exploring that/s

Presbyterian stories and slanders both shaped and were shaped by thenmeabstv

1%See Kevin Sharpe, "ApproacheBglitics and Ideas in Early Stuart England: Essays
and StudiegLondon: Pinter Publishers, 1989), 1-9 for a clear summary of popular
historiographical methodologies and their relationships to one another.



century wars in Scotland and England. Conceiving of speech as action, | treat the
vocabulary of the conflicts as historical events and social instrumentstim@se
promoting change and sometimes promoting constancy, sometimes fosteaimggalli
and sometimes fostering animosities. Following Ann Hughes, | refuse baihftate the

signifier with the signified and to privilege one to the exclusion of the other:

In the first place the labels, categories, or stereotypes through which
people seek to define what is true or orthodox—and to demonize
opponents as outsiders, as the 'other'—have a real impact in a real world
because they influence (to put it no stronger) how that world is
experienced and understood.... Furthermore, in their own time, labels have
to have some plausibility—some recognizable connection to how
individuals behave—if they are to have any polemical effect; indeed
stereotypes often interact in a complex way with stigmatized groups' self-
images in processes of identity formatfdn.

Language exists in a context that it helps to create. It is alives  legacy, and it leaves
a legacy. It repeats the past while evolving in the present and shapingitiee fut
However, it need not be teleological. Acknowledging that the past helps to corikgtute
present is not tantamount to saying that "the past has been leading somewhere" in
particular, as if that movement were inevitalfieanguage is unstable, but it is not
thereby irrelevant or untrustworthy. Making meaning has always been aiogrjasne.
Historians have to discern the rules by which cultural producers were playirgjl as w
how those rules were modified and broken. That is why historians need the help of
literary analysts and why more literary analysts need to join meeindatiyy to this kind

of work: close readings of cultural texts.

Ann Hughes, Gangreana” and the Struggle for the English Revolut®xford:
Oxford University Press, 2004), 11.

12kevin SharpePolitics and Ideas4.



This post-structuralist approach helps us put literary bias into persp&aiver
than dismissing "literary, partisan, and generically shaped sourazsidecthey are
neither objective records of history and theology nor pure poetry, we cartiséud
complex relationships therein: between language and meaning, events anehegper
perceptions and representations, and imagination and underst&h@liimged texts
cannot give us a complete account of an age, but no source can. To concede, as | do, that
Presbyterian propaganda was more popular (in capturing people's imag)taaons
was successful (in moving them to comply) is not to suggest that it wasgedisaint.
Ideological impacts are frequently invisible and unquantifiable. The potdétagguage
cannot be measured by the fulfillment of anticipated or desired responses. Cormieiving
speech as both cultural artifact and cultural creator, we remember taiapgptiee
theological, ecclesiastical, political, and social values that may bdbeddcherein and
inculcated thereby.

This study is theological as well as historical and literary becaesamnot
understand the Wars of the Three Kingdoms, much less Presbyterian positioreiyg the
unless we attend to doctrine. Recent studies in popular politics and religion, such as
Darren Oldridge'Religion and Society in Early Stuart Englaiméve veered away from
doctrinal discussions because ordinary British subjects were uninteresistiemic
debates, but this study suggests that Presbyterian ideology was not putelyiara
Presbyterians were also anxious about the excesses of ScholaStigism.if

commoners were not reading the pamphlet wars between Presbyterians, Inakspende

3Ann Hughes!Gangreana" and the Struggle for the English Revolytidn

1“See Darren Oldridg&eligion and Society in Early Stuart Englagfddershot:
Ashgate, 1998); see below, chapter four.



and Episcopalians, they were engaged in the struggle over the reputation ptidnrede
Presbyterianism. They were familiar with the stories of Preshytenartyrs, such as
William Prynne and John Bastwick, and heresiographers, such as Thomas Edwards. By
discussing doctrine, this dissertation is able both to explain the actions of stiree of
most infamous Presbyterian polemicists and to make sense of popular reactioms to the
Popularity is only one measure of power; though Presbyterianism was ndebr w
practiced in England, its principles and policies were prominent both in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, and they need to be understood. Real-world outcomes wil serve a
one measure of Presbyterian polemic, but evolutions in thought and form matter. as well
In this project, | put literature, theology, and history in conversation with one anothe
This dialogue will illumine how, why, and when certain kinds of Presbyterianesm w
perceived as constructive or menacing during the 1630s and 1640s. We will come to
understand the processes by which Presbyterianism captured, controlled, ared dippall
popular imagination, moving Presbyterianism from the margins to the maimsared
back to the borders again.

Because of its soteriological focus, this dissertation occasionallgaatsrwith
studies of predestination originally pioneered by Nicholas Tyacke and subggque
trodden by other revisionists and counter-revisionists; however, those paths are both
narrow and well worn, so this study attempts to blaze new trails. Soterailagiety
was central to the formation of Presbyterianism and to Presbyterialopiogjtin the
mid-seventeenth-century conflicts; however, reducing soteriology andngoicirthe
theories and practice of predestination limits our ability to perceive andstemigthe

nexus of Presbyterian politics: the attempts of religious Presbyteoigas¢rn the



invisible church spiritually and to encourage godly magistrates to govewsibie

church not only actively (through reforms and rebukes) but also obediently (without
abusing their divine and civil warrants). The Wars of the Three Kingdoms are not
attributable to a breakdown in the so-called "Calvinist consensus." LikeWhiter, | am
skeptical that "a doctrinal consensus" founded on a "Calvinist" theology of pnediesti
"exist[ed" and served "as a 'theological cement’ which held the Elizalamtdalacobean
church together" until the "Calvinist heritage was overthrown in the 1620s by
Arminianism."® | admit that most Englishmen revered Calvin, and | often use the
Institutes of Christian ReligioflL559) as a proof text for Presbyterianism, but | am not
convinced that Englishmen accepted double predestination; even if they did, that would
not, in my mind, constitute a "doctrinal consensus" because predestination is not the
foundation of the Christian faith. Accepting or rejecting predestination nagnee or
undermine fundamental doctrine, respectively, but faith in Christ does not depend on firs
accepting predestination. To state my objection directly, studies that follagkd'g
Anti-Calvinistsin reducing "[t]he characteristic theology of English Protestant sainthood"
to "a belief in divine predestination” both oversimplify core Christiaftitg truth) and
overcomplicate faith (implying that predestination forms the foundatiomefdelief and

not the scaffoldingj® | agree with White's conception of a dynamic theological middle

ground, one in which there was an ever-evolving spectrum of doctrines with which

peter WhitePredestination, policy and polemic: Conflict and consensus in the English
Church from the Reformation to the Civil W&@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1992), x-xiii, 1-2.

®Nicholas TyackeAnti-Calvinists: The Rise of English Arminianism c. 1590-1640
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987), 1.



theologians could identify themselves and oth&rowever, | question White's decision
to explain the complex doctringla mediain terms of predestination alone because that
focus reinforces false dichotomies, such as Max Weber's claim, whickél'sgpeats,
"'Every consistent doctrine of predestined grace inevitably implied a radidailtimate
devaluation of all magical, sacramental and institutional distributions of,gnragew of
God's sovereign will.*® There may have been a polemical tendency, more political than
theological, for some to emphasize predestination rather than the sacramentghvers
emphasized the sacraments rather than predestination, but the two doctrenestwer
mutually exclusive (or mutually dependent for that matter). Calvin certeatlied both;

so did Presbyterians and Independents. Many moderate Christians, includingtenodera
Presbyterians, considered the sacraments to be instruments of gracehynehich God
fulfilled his predestined plan to save certain people; they also considerathésxtdr
religion, such as ceremonies and discipline, to be spiritual and esserttaidgguence,
though they might badiaphorain form and civil in warrant. Though White might agree
with these qualifications, his discussions of predestination belie that féis. éagerness

to prove that reformers were not debating "Arminianism," he downplays debates ove
rites of worship and modes of spiritual censorship; he acknowledges the litargica
sabbatarian contentions, but he does not explore their soteriological foundation because

they do not relate directly to predestinatfdihite does not adequately explore how

Y"Peter WhitePredestination, policy and polemit1-12.

8Mlax WeberThe Sociology of ReligipiTrans. Ephraim Fischoff, 4th ed. (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1963), 203 gtd. in Nicholas Tyagké;Calvinists 10.

Ypeter WhitePredestination, policy and polemig08.



"the doctrinal balance" in England was at times threatened by doctrineshather
predestinatio’ Though White's perception of the middle ground was an understandable
response to the narrowly focused studies to which he was responding, hisgxcelle
theologically rigorous work (on predestination alone) regrettably exacsihatalready
skewed vantage points constructed in the period itself.

Studies that focus exclusively on doctrine, polilyworship instead of balancing
the three reinforce or excuse the war-time tendency of mid-seventegrtinyc
Episcopalians to act as if the invisible church, the national church, and the covenant
church are collapsible or the tendency of some early modern Independents tib thet as
three spheres were mutually exclusive. Animosities arose betweenteresis,
Episcopalians and Independents in the 1630s and 40s when each stopped focusing on
shared values and began to focus instead on realizing their particular vision of/the hol
commonwealth; this project attempts to identify those common ideals and uncommon
plans. In chapter two, "Divisions Among Brothers: Why Episcopalians, Pez&ng,
and Independents Were Both Friends and Foes," | explore both the common ground and
the private enclosures between Protestant ecclesiastical politietain.B argue that
each group was pursuing truth, order, and godliness albeit in different ways.

Presbyterians alienated their allies because they were mooezéal the truth—
for promoting and protecting Christian fundamentals—than for order or godliness. Thei
quests to reform polity, worship, and social pastimes were driven by a deeptdasive
souls; they sought an all-inclusive national churciiggum corpugwith uniformity and

meaningful spiritual discipline in all spheres of life. The Presbyteribefltleat saints

2Opid., 311.



may "be religious in the midst of the profane" was a tenet of most reformedhesurc
Luther, Melanchthon, Cranmer, Calvin, Beza, and the Westminster Assembly of Divines
all agreed that the church militant isnixtum corpusather than @utum corpus®
Augustine set the precedent for these churches when he rejected thetDefiafis
church purity, a belief upheld by the Anabaptists and other Separatist §roups.
Presbyterian churches were like Donatists in opposing corruptions, but unlike the
Donatists and seventeenth-century Separatists, Presbyterians did motleipe
members to be fully sanctified; they sought to correct, not cut off, people. They did not
expect the visible church to be a perfect mirror of the invisible church. They sought
Christian unity and uniformity without expecting peace or perfection.

This study attempts to emphasize the connections between theologicaklpolitic

liturgical, and social issues, even if those connections and categories exeloctd in

l"08. What the Church isThe Augsburg Confessi¢h530) inDocuments of the

English ReformationEd. Gerald Bray (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1994), 609;
"05. The Church,The Thirteen Articles with Three Additional Articid$38) in

Documents of the English Reformatid®0; "27. The Wickedness of the Ministers doth
not take away the effectual Operation of God's Ordinantég, 'Forty-Two Articles

(1553), "26. Of the Unworthiness of the Ministers, which hinder not the Effect of the
Sacrament, The Thirty-Eight Article$1563), "26. Of the Unworthiness of the Ministers,
which hinder not the Effect of the Sacrameiityé Thirty-Nine Article$1571) in

Documents of the English Reformati&d. Gerald Bray, 300; John Calvidoncerning
ScandalsTrans. John W. Fraser (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 1978), 74; Théodore de Béze, "Of the holie catholike churche of God, of the
one onely hedde of the Churche. Chapi [sic], 17" and "Of the ministers of the Churche, of
the making of them, and their offices. Chap. #8¢onfession of faith, made by common
consent of divers reformed churches beyonde the seas: with an exhortation to the
reformation of the church@.ondon, 1568), 47v-66r, esp. 54r-v-55r and 65w
Westminster Confession of Fa(ttb47) inDocuments of the English Reformati&o6.

?3aint Augustine, "Letter 105: Augustine to the Donatists" (409/41Adustine:
Political Writings Trans. E.M. Adkins and R.J. Dodaro (Port Chester: NY: Cambridge
Univ. Press, 2001), 162-173, esp. 172.



equal depth. Though my focus is religious Presbyterianism, my discussions buana
treat Episcopacy and Independency and to consider how each ecclesiasticdefiokd
itself and its obligations to the state. Though my central texts are\literg analysis is
theological, historical, and political as well as rhetorical. This proggetts the polarities
imposed by historians adhering to particular methodological camps. It bormwsl
without being bound (and thereby biased) by any. The Wars in the Three Kingdoms were
neither inevitable (the necessary consequence of constitutional or dombnifledt) nor
coincidental (a series of events unrelated to ideas). They were parstiutgles over
community formation and reformation that define the early modern period.

Like Peter Lake, | assume that "basic structures and tendencies ..."aewlexge
we analyze and compare "the writings and activities" of particular rherave
"engaged" in similar spiritual and political ventufé§Ve can come not only to
understand key features of individual and collective thought, emotion, expression, and
action but also to appreciate what those ideas, attitudes, expectations, and iatexventi
may have signified to particular people and groups. That is why chapter theedrdw
a devil, you must "use some sordid lihtdPresbyterian Positioning in Thomas
Edwards'sGangreand’ focuses primarily on one Presbyterian polemic. | do not assume
that representations by Edwards or other Presbyterians are accuratiy basume that

they are real: that they affected people's ideas and actions. Ttts affey or may not

“peter LakeModerate puritans and the Elizabethan chu(€ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1982), 14-15.

*william Prynne, "To the christian readeHfstrio-mastix, the players scourge or actors
tragaedie(London, 1633), sig. A2v. Prynne's full statement, adapted and condensed for
my title, reads, "he who would lively portraiture a Divell, or a deformed mmatest
needes draw some gastly lines, and use some sordid colours."

10



have accorded with their creator's intentions, but they were meaningisiprbject

explores some of those meanings. It explores both the connections and the separations

between Presbyterian theory and practice, between the "general phenoofenon”

Presbyterianism and "particular embodiments" of it in people, practices, amdigsif

It does not assume that one man or one text can embody Presbyterianism, but it does

assume that particular people and polemics may be keys to understanding sorae aspect

of the ideology and its operations. Analyzing both the form and the function of

Gangreanachapter three defends Presbyterianism from charges of hypocrisy argl exces
Studying seemingly immoderate polemics by moderate Presbytetighsas

Thomas Edwards and William Prynne, we begin to appreciate that Premtoyteri

moderation was the result of a complicated balancing act: balancing providémce w

pragmatism, teaching with learning, exclusiveness with inclusivenessesmlvith

humility, essential doctrine with indifferent practices, the church univesfiaithe

church militant, liberty with charity. That appreciation arises from atysisaof

Presbyterian content as well as form and how they interact with one mastivell as

with their literary, intellectual, political, and cultural contexts. Using thulti-faceted

method, | interpret EdwardsZangreanaas a charitable and restrained instrument

instead of a malicious and disorderly tirade. Teasing out the tensions between the purpos

of Gangreanaand how it was perceived, we realize that the whole (the Presbyterian

agenda) of which Edwards atngreanaare parts is equally fraught. Comparing

Gangreando other texts, tenets, and tactics, we find evidence to suggest that

2pid., 15.

11



Presbyterianism was Janus like: multifaceted and mutable as wlgksmainded and
immoveable.

Mid-seventeenth-century British Presbyterianism was paradoxiesbyerian
approaches to polity and social structures were parabolic; they weqale ginfiorm but
complex in practice. There were tensions both within each kind of Presbyteriamtism a
between the two kinds, but those tensions were not necessary negative. Christiathit
of paradoxes: that Jesus could be fully human and fully God; that Christ's hedéingeof
bodies could be conflated with the healing of their souls; that an ethnic and political
nation could be chosen and entrusted with a divine promise; and that one covenant could
redeem another. Though mysterious, Christ's nature taught believers timataud be
accomplished without combination or integration. Calvin paraphrases that idea thus: "H
who was the Son of God became the Son of man—not by confusion of substance but by
unity of person.?® Similarly, Presbyterians sought to join civil and ecclesiastical
government in an alliance rather than an amalgamation; the substance of thedstate
church differed, even though its population overlapped and its interests were aligned.
Civil laws and magistrates regulated men politically: "educat[ifggirt, as Calvin says,

"for the duties of humanity and citizenship that must be maintained among men"; church
laws and ministers regulate men spiritually: "instruct[ing]" the "cemse ... in piety and
in reverencing God?* According to Calvin's theory, Christians who are well regulated

spiritually should require fewer political restraints because manybawifits, such as

28John Calvin)nstitutes of Christian ReligigiTrans. Henry Beveridge, Vol. 1 of 3
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1863), 2.14.1. All references toltistitutesare drawn from
this collection.

27John Calvinnstitutes Vol. 2, 3.19.15.

12



"charity toward men," result naturally from spiritual actions, suchgentancé® Using
this argument, both Erastian and high Presbyterians in the mid-seventeeuii, cent
pushed Parliament to prioritize settling the national church. Religious order, they
suggested, would foster civil order, reversing the confusion precipitated bgiimpl
toleration during the years in which the national church was unsettled.

Comparing Presbyterianism to biblical parables and typologies willuselp
imagine its dynamism—its movement between multiple spheres—and itsxgeemi
contradictions—its concomitant clarity and opacity. Parables in the Old Texdtaim
borrow John Drury's apt description, are "distillation[s] of historical expegiento a
compact instance which is usually figurative and remains strongly embedded in i
narrative matrix.?® They are historical and transhistorical, verisimilar and fictional.
Presbyterianism was also conceived (and reconceived) duringuertnoments; it was
tied both in function and in meaning to particular circumstances. Both Preshigtaria
and parables "took shape," to appropriate Bakhtin's description of the novel, in the midst
of "a contemporary reality that was inconclusive and fluid," and they "w[etelgted
... in the zone of direct contact with inconclusive present-day redlityowever,

Presbyterianism weaaso, like an epic, tied to an "absolute" time—to divine history—that

8hid., 3.3.16-20.

29John Drury,The Parables in the Gospels: History and Allegtew York: Crossroad,
1985), 15.

30M.M. Bakhtin, "Epic and Novel" iThe Dialogic Imagination: Four Essay&d.

Michael Holquist, Trans. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist, University ofsTexa
Slavic Series, No.1 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1981), 39.
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is "closed and completed in the whole as well as in any of its paRsesbyterians
thought of themselves as members of two kingdoms at once: the supernatural and the
natural; they strove to reform the latter to reflect the former.

The supernatural realm, including the invisible church triumphant, was perfect
and constant, but the natural world, including the visible church militant, wasfe@ciper
and inconstant. Presbyterians believed that God modeled the natural order on the
supernatural, but the Fall and subsequent sin made the natural order prone todlecay a
corruption. Presbyterians recognized that temporal circumstances aadketthey
adapted their policies for reforming people and societies accordingly dyutiintained
that God and his truth remained constant, as did their duty to Him. Presbyterians were
hopeful that God had a plan for them and their communities; with God's grace, they fel
empowered and called to create internally and externally microcosimes difvine
macrocosm. They were to strive to perfect the natural order so that it would more
accurately reflect the supernatural order. Presbyterians conced#tethatould
continue to err in the process, but they trusted God's plan and feared the reckoning for
disobeying it. Constrained by covenants to obey Scripture above all, Presis/sught
to regulate their beliefs, actions, and organizations by that divine measure.

| have compared Presbyterians to parables not only because both are meaningful
in two interpretive domains at once but also because both are paradoxical, "belagying
Drury says, "at the same time both to secrecy and revelation, hiddendesgenness?

The mysterious nature or separating impulse of parables is referencerkia:Mal2,

bid., 31.

32John DruryThe Parables of the Gospdi2.
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where Jesus says that parables are useful for conveying truth in a ciploahtthbe
elect, aided by Jesus or the Holy Spirit, can decode: "And [Jesus] said unto ¢hgoa, T
it is giuen to knowe the mysterie of the kingdome of God: but vnto them that are without,
all things bee done in parables, / That they seeing, may see, and not discerng. and the
hearing, may heare, and not understand, least any time they should turne, anthéir si
should be forgiuen theni*Yet Drury emphasizes that parables were typically used to
increase (not decrease) understanding: "a theologian reaches for a pdr@blhe is
particularly keen to be understool.The difference in function can be explained, |
think, in part by context: in the Old Testament, Jewish historians were usiagitigtive
parable[s]" to explain a history that was closed, static, and comprehensibie New
Testament, even the histories of the Old Testament were reopened and puatdoplelyj
but their lessons could only be comprehended by the elect. The past was interpeted as
shadow or type of the present or antitype, and both pointed to an apocalyptic future, one
in which all were damned under the covenant of works but some were saved under the
covenant of grace. Parables can be magnifying glasses for some and da fglas
others because some are elected for salvation and some for damnation. Though the
revelation was general, the explanation was not.

Drury makes it easy for us to see the similarities between Presioyseniand
parables when he says that the apocalyptic parables in Mark 4 bring tdgettesite

extremes" to demonstrate that the Kingdom of God is paradoxical: it is "argngsade

%3John DruryThe Parables of the Gospal3,16, 39; "Mark 4:11-12" iGeneva Bible
(1587).

34John DruryThe Parables of the Gosp&8.
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manifest.® This dissertation will argue that Presbyterians also brought together
"opposite extremes" to find a divine mean, one that perplexed contemporarya@risti
with different priorities and one that baffles many scholars today. Duren§630s and
40s, Presbyterians were a convenient whipping post for competing ecalabiasities

in England in general and for critics like John Milton because they werehso ri
philosophically and so clever strategically. This project solves the riddle of
Presbyterianism, making sense of Presbyterians' puzzling polcigso&émics. Chapter
four, "Parabolic Polemic: Presbyterian Rhetoric and Poetics," tackies af the most
perplexing Presbyterian habits, such as using historical parables in @ietanks
(including their own performances) while concurrently suppressing other sadirces
imitation and (in their estimation) scandal: such as playgoing and the beduatyneks

in the church. It compares and contrasts the normative methods of Presbyteéhans wi
those of the normative poet, Ben Jonson, and normative philosophers, such as Justus
Lipsius, to help us understand how and why Presbyterians reformed Ciceronian and
Humanist rhetoric as well as Scholastic and Ramist philosophy while prigcipal
rejecting poesy in its most fanciful and pleasing forms.

Studies of early modern conformity and nonconformity have changed our
perception of the Puritan movement, including the participation of Presbytdréast
but they have failed, in my opinion, to give us an equally nuanced understanding of
Presbyterianism: one that treats Presbyterianism as more tharyapaldiscipline; one
that explores sites of consensus as well as sites of conflict; and oneplbag€x

theological, political, historical, and literary sources to define (or regdfee

*bid., 55-59, esp. 59.
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moderation and enthusiasm of mid-seventeenth-century British PresbytéSmmmlars
of early modern British religion, history, literature, and culture need to pedmse
readings of Presbyterian doctrines, dealings, and deeds in both the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, in both high and Erastian forms, and in both impartial and
polemical representatioris.

Most scholars today remain unaware of what truly defined Presbyterianism i
general, how the movement evolved variously, and why mid-seventeenth-century
Presbyterians with competing objectives collaborated and collided with oneraaathe
with other spiritual and political ideologies of the moment. Some of the forcesndefi
and redefining Presbyterianism both before and during the war period—including
spiritual, religious, political, legislative, military, social, and econoshi¢ts—have been
carefully examined elsewhere in persuasive historical monographs, but those silidie
tend to associate Presbyterianism either with ecclesiasticaic@lol#nd social
extremism and intolerance or with civil conformity and compromise. Thetofail
acknowledge that Presbyterians were decorous, much less explore how or why.
Presbyterianism sought to defend not destroy, but they were willing texttieene steps
when necessary to remove enormities (be they political or poetical). Theyoushgsc

attempted, however, to avoid excessive rigor as much as excessive libenty than

%see Patrick Collinsori;he Elizabethan Puritan Moveme(Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1967); Peter Lakaglicans and Puritans?: Presbyterianism and
English conformist thought from Whitgift to Hookkondon: Unwin Hyman, 1988) and
Moderate puritans and the Elizabethan chu¢(€@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1982).

3%’See Lawrence Kaplafplitics and Religion during the English Revolutidiew York:
New York University Press, 1979), 125-6.
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law with grace, Presbyterians practiced kind correction and grateful obedience.
Conceiving of "the covenant of grace" as "the covenant of works in disguise,”
Presbyterians considered themselves simultaneously liberated and®b®hed.
Presbyterian systems in mid-seventeenth-century Scotland and Englantthe
paradox.

Though there were many immediate, non-theological causes for the Wars of the
Three Kingdoms, theology was one weapon in the war. If, as some scholars have
suggested, subjects were not interested in theology, we cannot forget that their
parliamentary and royalist leaders frequently debated religionrdotigal if not
principled reasons). The wars were fought with sermons as well as swdlhdgeneral
parables as well as particular protests. This work explores how theosesatfon,
society, dominion, and liberty came together in Presbyterian textsthiaekdefined the
wars as much as the physical battles. It will chronicle disputes ovemggoetorship,
discipline, government, and nationalism that had divided the godly since the Henrican
reformation, such as whether the external church promoted salvation or civil siobmis

In some ways, this project is about the Wars of the Three Kingdoms, but military
and political maneuvers will only be mentioned when they become significant for our
understanding of a group’s philosophy, soteriology, or aesthetic. What happengd durin
the wars is relatively well known, but much more can be discovered about how
ideological associations informed people’s perceptions of the war and viee vers

Because the kinds of texts | stualhe personally biased and factually limited, | do not

*David A. Weir, The Origins of the Federal Theology in Sixteenth-Century Reformation
Thought(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 3-5.
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claim historical objectivity. But the paradoxes and constraints that malectve
writing, such as pamphlets and sermons, imperfect artifacts for thednsteake them
rich resources for this interdisciplinary study of how religion, politics, hatbric
intersect. So while this work builds on important histories, such as those bk Patric
Collinson, Claire Cross, Harro Hopfl, Claire Kellar, James Kirk, John MigKevin
Sharpe, Thomas T. Torrance, and Peter White, it is inspired by a somelghat ec
collection of scholars who—each in his or her own way—is a storyteller aasvall
researcher: Reid Barbour, Mark Kishlansky, Peter Lake, Kennethdfmdtaurence
Kaplan, Ann Hughes, William Lamont, David Norbrook, David Stevenson, and David
Underdown. Like these interdisciplinary scholars, | will use both reasonregination,
thereby explaining and reanimating Presbyterianism, which was a megsyténtially
powerful matrix of spiritual, political, and literary tenets and tactics.

Readers who associate Presbyterianism with precisian and rigdrensayprised
by how nebulous they were. For instance, Presbyters disagreed about whather thei
identity was purely spiritual and about whether it was local or universal. ThieyRraan
impulse to settle the literal meaning of the Holy Writ did not excludegoisaents
about the church’s relationship with the state nor did it lead to boring writing. Thioeigh t
much-discussed plain style may have been promoted by some Presbytevikns, |
demonstrate that rhetorical flare was part of their polemical igieartd figurative
thinking was part of their theology. As we shall see, Presbyterians had nekedde
about interpretive variability: though anxiety producing, it was an indssgide asset in
their coercive campaigns. The parabolic literature under consideration betk is

straightforward and uncertain. Just as Stoics often touted freedom from emithiamev
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breath while speaking passionately with their next breath, so too we find teresby
fixing meaning in one moment and destabilizing it in another. Although the Reaahyt
forms | study employ dualistic commonplaces, such as true vs. false and good vs. evi
they also encourage the reader to interact with the text, a process thaegromot
interpretive variety. There were many kinds of Presbyterians, but thezeswen more
forms of Presbyterian writing and thinking. Presbyterians pushed subscriptipaigas)
even though equivocation was inevitable, because the movement was active and
communal, not static and private. This premise separates my work from thatesser
Lake.

Professor Lake attributes agency and subtlety only to particuldry®eaans, not
to the discipline more generally, but | will demonstrate that Presbytéeani¢s and
discourse were themselves flexible and powerful, even in their most didaois: for
Presbyterianism and its literature are promising and perplexingbttbystretch and
restrict. The English Constantines before Charles I, according to Professor
demanded accommodation rather than consensus and allegiance rather than perfect
obedience. This particular litheness may also be attributed to Preshigi@rin general.
Professor Lake misses the suppleness and malleability of Préstigi@arbecause he
defines the program too narrowly. By associating Presbyterianignsariptural
exegesis and discipline in England to the exclusion of communal practice in iotgthat
contexts, Professor Lake has neglected key elements of Presbgtdadology,
sociology, and aesthetics. He reminds us that the Roman Catholic elevdhercbiirch
to salvific status encouraged Protestants to contrast salvation through citbrch w

salvation through Scripture, but | will argue that Presbyterians rdjduteantithesis.
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Some Independents left the national church to create a purer one. Episcopaliamsdremai
within the national church, but they gave up on purifying it through Word and action,
allowing it, instead, to inspire in seemingly papist ways: through imagestaald.r
Presbyterians, by contrast, sought both to purify and to preserve the national church.

| am going to end this introduction with a discussion of terms because we need a
clear understanding of the ideas at issue, especially those retatjodliness and order.
Presbyterians espousing separate spheres for church and state defaguédte source
of ecclesiastical power, including the power to settle forms of worship anglohisci
about whether it resided in the prince, parliament, clergy, or people; and about its
inclusion of the civil sword. In parliaments and pamphlets, they debated whethar chur
and state institutions exist by divine or human rigine(divinoor jure humang, whether
authority rests in the person or the office, whether spiritual and civil power wiffiee
extent that they cannot or should not be held in common, whether positive laws are bound
by natural law, and under what conditions power can be surrendered, transferred, or
resisted. To understand these concerns and why disagreement over themeatanh
we have to consider the source: not just the tremors that predicted the eruption but the
volcano itself, the theories of church and state bubbling beneath the surface. If we
understand the legacy of the conflict, then we can clarify not only what the liegrally

meant but also what was at stake when they were employed in the 1630s and 40s.

Il. Covenant theology

Covenant ideas and covenant theology influenced many seventeenth-centoyteReas

practices. Many Presbyterians maintained "federal theology," ddinw®avid Weir as
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"the doctrine that God, immediately after creating Adam, made a cowsitarfdam
before his Fall into sin." Federal theology posits that a prelapsarian coe¢narks

"was binding upon all men at all times and in all places, both before and afteli thg Fa
virtue of their descent from Adam"; though the covenant of works was a spiritiuhl de
warrant for sinners, its original purpose was to draw men closer to God. Because God
still sought a relationship with men, after the Fall, He created a seconthobyve
whereby He promised to "kee[p]" and "fulfil[l]" the first covenant througbud

Christ.”®® In other words, God took upon Himself the penalty for breaking the Law but
allowed men to continue to benefit spiritually and socially from keeping hifddiy.
Similarly, Presbyterians opposed the idea that membership in the visilddgtBries
church was essential to membership in the invisible church triumphant, but thegdelie
that the visible church could be an instrument of salvation, sanctification, and social
cohesion.

The Westminster Confession of Faith (1647) says, "There are not therefore Two
Covenants of Grace, differing in substance, but one and the same, under various
dispensations?® The "dispensations" "in the time of the Law" were, according the
Westminster Confession, "Promises, Prophecies, Sacrifices, Circomd¢ie Paschal

Lamb, and other Types and Ordinances ... all fore-signifying Christ to ¢drmke"

*David A. Weir, The Origins of the Federal Theology in Sixteenth-Century Reformation
Thought 3-5.

“™Chapter VII: Of Gods covenant with man"Time humble advice of the Assembly of
Divines, now by authority of Parliament sitting at Westminster, concerning a "Confession
of faith", with the quotations and texts of Scripture anné€keddon, 1647), 7.6, 17.

“bid., 7.5, 16.
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"dispensations” "[u]lnder the Gospel" were "fewer in number and administiedwre
simplicity, and lesse outward glory." The Westminster Confession emph#saayrace
"under the Gospel" is distributed through "the Preaching of the Word, and the
Administration of the Sacraments of Baptisme, and the Lords Suffgigh

Presbyterians, who believed that Scripture was the only rule for worship and who sought
positive warrants for all ecclesiastical practices, tended to addiestilesd discipline to

the list of dispensations or signs of the true chuichadmonition to the Parliament

(1572), written by early English Presbyterians, says, "The outward mhekghy a true
Christian church is known are preaching of the Word purely, ministering of the
sacraments sincerely, and ecclesiastical discipline which cohsistaimonition and
correcting of faults severely*High Presbyterians also emphasized that the sacraments
of baptism and communion needed to be "annexed unto the word and promise of God to
seale and confirm the same in our hedtd.he Scots Confession (1560) stresses that the
sacraments "uni[te] and conj[oin]" the faithful with Christ Jesus, ratkieg "above all

things that are visible" and bringing them into the presence and perfectitmistf'C

The sacraments are also testimonies, for when Chrisean®f [the] bread, and drinke

*pid., 7.6, 16-17.
*3John Field An admonition to the Parliamefitondon, 1572), Av.

*Church of Scotland, "19. Of the notes wehreby the true kirk is discerned frontsthe fa
and who shall be judge of the doctrineTine confession of the faith and doctrine,

believed and professed by the Protestants of Scotland, exhibited to the Estates of the firs
Parliament of King James the sixth: Holden at Edinburgh, the 25. of December, in the
year of God 1567. where this confession was autho(zdiuhburgh, 1638), 17.

4°Church of Scotland, "22. Of the sacramentsTlie confession of the faith and doctrine
... of Scotland21-23.
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of [the] cup, [they] ... show fooriltihat is extoll, preach, magnifie, and prdise Lords
death, till he come agaifé® The Law was intended to serve the same function,
according to high Presbyterians in Scotland; their description of the morathaws

their description of the sacraments of grace: "To have one God, to worship and honour
him, to call upon him in our troubles, reverence his holy name, to heare his word, to
believe the same, to communicate with his holy Sacraments, are the worke#8rsf the
table.”” The second table of the Law, which emphasizes obedience to higher power
(without sinning against God), preventing scandals, protecting the weak, and living
natural lives of purity, piety, and self-control, is linked to the "good works" that "the
Spirit of the Lord Jesus," "dwelling in [justified" hearts by true faittmdpth foortH'?
Discipline was important to all Presbyterians because they believetd¢hattas a
"continuall battell which is betweene the flesh and the Spirit in Gods childgrémaftle in
which they needed to defend themselves and one another: "the flesh and naturall man,
according to the [sic] owne corruption, lusteth for things pleasant and deleotaliles

self, and grudgeth in adversitie, is lifted up in prosperitie, and at every monpeohes

and readie to offend the Majestie of G48With the help of the Holy Spirit, the "sons of

God" were empowered to "fight against sin" personally and in the communityattia

“8Church of Scotland, "23. Of the right administration of the sacrameritsiein
confession of the faith and doctrine ... of Scot|&

*’Church of Scotland, "15. What works are reputed good before God" and "13. The cause
of good works" inThe confession of the faith and doctrine ... of Scoflamell2.

“8Church of Scotland, "15. What works are reputed good before Gatiieimonfession
of the faith and doctrine ... of Scotlari®-13.

*9Church of Scotland, "13. The cause of good workgHa confession of the faith and
doctrine ... of Scotland.1.
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was waged with repentance: the faithful "sob and mourne when they perceivethemse
[and neighbors] tempted in inquiti®® These Presbyterian articles of faith and doctrine
help us understand how Presbyterians could believe that they were saved by grace but
maintain that godly commonwealths needed to enforce the moral commandments; how
Thomas Edwards could reject "things pleasant and delectable" but enfiferaession of
repentance and discipline; and how William Prynne could oppose the theatre but style
himself a martyr*

The move made by Presbyterians to represent themselves as the netedseseli
the true church facing religious and political persecution but enjoying a special
relationship with God, developed, according to Catherine Davies, quite early ishEng|
reformation history and became a predominant form of self-representation #raong
Marian exiles. Hence we see the rise in federal theology. That fedesl@ighand
covenanting language remained persuasive and useful not only to English zeallsts but a
to their counterparts in Scotland can be explained by the ideological trainned Slya
Englishmen and Scots in exile congregations during the sixteenth c&nfany.
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Presbyterians (like their Foxean metjection
and persecution were familiar and even comforting. Temporal infamy and

disenfranchisement could be interpreted as signs that they were on the narrow path to

*Opid., 12.
*Ypid., 11.

>2Clare Kellar,Scotland, England, and the Reformation 1534-1@®4ford: Clarendon
Press, 2003passim
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spiritual salvatior’® This delight in separation and suffering, however, clashed with their
aspirations to secure enough political power to pursue spiritual edification aeditpre
spiritual corruption in the church. Dominion was a term of conflict during the

Admonition controversy, and seventeenth-century Presbyterians agreed witkighosdi

of spiritual and temporal authority, but Presbyterians had to meddle in state taff

pursue this separation. To purge the church of prelatical abuse, stop Laudian innovations
in worship and canon law, unite the national churches of England and Scotland along
Presbyterian lines, and prevent the spread of heresy and profanity, religisiig&tians

had to become political. They also had to address the friction between thdimbelie
soteriological exclusivity (double predestination) and ecclesiastic imehess (a

national church with a mixed membership of saints and reprobates).

lll. The visible church

Presbyterians thought that the true Church, the church triumphant, was invisible.
The visible church, the church militant, gave people access to the true church, the
figurative body of Christ, but it often did so imperfectly. "The church," the church
triumphant, Calvin reminded Parisian Protestants, "is not always discernitile byes

of men, as the examples of many ages testfffflie tokens of a true church, "the Word

>3Catherine Davies, “Poor Persecuted Little Flock,” or ‘Commonwealth of @hs;
Edwardian Protestant Concepts of the ChurchPristestantism and the National

Church in Sixteenth Century Englaredl. Peter Lake and Maria Dowling, (London:
Croom Helm, 1987), 78-102sp. 79.

>4John Calvin, "Reply by John Calvin to letter by Cardinal Sadolet to the senate and
people of Geneva" (Basle, 153Racts and treatises on the reformation of the faith
Trans. Henry Beveridge, Vol. 1 of 3 (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1958), 38; William A.
Mueller,Church and State in Luther and Calvin: A Comparative S{Gdyden City,

NY: Anchor Books, 1965), 81.
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of God purely preached and heard" and "the sacraments administered according to
Christ's institution,” were signs of grace, but even those were not meant tesbe o
schism, occasions for separating saints from reproba@savin cared about the visible
church, including its government, but he cared about the invisible church more; he cared
more about giving as many people as possible access to true doctrine and ordinances
grace than he did about perfecting the visible church. Thomas Edwards and Robert
Baillie shared Calvin's goals. They cared about "decency" (godlines%)raled" (polity)
because those values fostered the true invisible church within the true visible, dutrc
they never confused the aids to faith with faith it32If.

With Episcopalians, Presbyterians shared a concern with the tangiblengstsu
of salvation, “the Word and sacrament5and, with Charles I, Presbyters shared a
concern for order and discipline. But Presbyterians wanted a godly, visibehdor
evangelical, sociologicagndtheological reasons. In his “Conversation with Tudor
Christianity,” Oliver O’Donovan pleads for a reconciliation in present day Aagism
between the church and Christ, between institutions and the gospel: “There has to be
bridge between evangelical theology and ecclesiastical theory; ttierns has to be a

theology of the church as such, which in turn will be the basis for the administrakse ta

5John Calvin)nstitutes Vol. 3, 4.1.8-9.
*Olbid., 4.3.9.

>’Archbishop Cranmer, “4. JustificationThe Thirteen Articles With Three Additional
Articles (1538) inDocuments of the English Reformatidg8.
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of church organization®® Renaissance Presbyterians pursued that very same objective.
Presbyterians argued that salvation was the work of God alone while mainthating t
God often chose to use the visible church—uwith its preaching, sacraments, and discipline
(to a greater or lesser extent)—to confer his grace and commune with his people. This
theology offered a newia mediabetween not only Independency and Roman
Catholicism but also between each of these and Episcopalians. For Sectariasgléhe vi
church merely reflected the invisible church. For Catholics, the visible chuscthera

only means of entering the invisible church. For Episcopalians, the relaidrethieen

the visible and the invisible church remained as mysterious as the actual fithiee

elect. But for Presbyterians, the visible church could strive to refleatirele church

and be an instrument of salvation and yet remain imperfect.

The visible church mattered to radicals and orthodox Englishmen for different
reasons. Separatists wanted to found a new Jerusalem on earth, one in which each church
reflected the holiness of God and in which reprobates could be disciplined—bound or
loosed—by their own congregation (by the local minister and lay eldgrisgdpalians
also wanted to renovate the church, but their plan for restoring the beauty of holiness
differed both in substance and in purpose. Emphasizing the restoration of the church
building, uniformity in liturgy, and discipline (by higher ecclesiastmairts), they
sought not only to glorify God but also to magnify the prince’s power. The goals of
Episcopal church reform were social as well as spiritual. Restoringyaporder, the

prince could—they argued—secure the temporal peace and prosperity of Eagylaeid

*80liver O’'DonovanOn the Thirty-Nine Articles: A Conversation with Tudor
Christianity (Exeter: The Paternoster Press, 1986), 92-3.
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for God blessed the church and state togetheresbyterians empathized with

Separatists’ calls for ecclesiastical discipline because threg@ghat unrepentant or
uneducated reprobates should not endanger their souls by partaking of the Lord’s Supper
or endanger the congregation by polluting or degradiffgHbwever, Presbyterians
disagreed on whether the scandalous should be suspended from the Lord's Supper but
admitted to the other ordinances or whether they should be excommunicated completely
Though Presbyterians agreed with Independents in allowing lay elders toe; dike
Episcopalians, they wanted to entrust this power to special councils within thl,churc

not to the entire congregation. Like Episcopalians, Presbyterians exspétarchy;

they recognized that higher authorities should govern particular congregakheir

guest for order may well remind us of John Calvin, who valued unity in the church as
essential for religious as well as civil lfeBecause the Genevan reformer looked to man
as well as Scripture for ecclesioloffyhis image of the visible church was the model for

the flexible approach of Erastian Presbyterians rather than theysapotolic model

advocated by high Presbyterians. Concern with the visible church is at theftedantch

*William Laud, Seven sermons preached upon severall occagiomsion, 1651), in
The Works of the most Reverend Father in God, William Laud, BdD.1 of 7(Oxford:
John Henry Parker, 1847).

®Thomas BakewellThe ordinance of excommunicatifirondon, 1645), A4; See Harro
Hopfl, The Christian Polity of John Calvif€Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1982), 63, for a discussion of Cavlin’s view on the importance of sacraments and the
preservation of them through excommunication.

®Harro Ho6pfl, The Christian Polity of John Calvj38-41.

%lpid., 42-3.
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and state conflicts not only between Presbyterians and their Protestargrblethalso
within Presbyterianism itself.
IV. Theories of spiritual and temporal jurisdiction:

Episcopalians and Erastian Presbyterians advocated a single jurisdictitmotbve
spiritual and temporal affairs. Single-kingdom theorists suggested thaittiaity to
govern both spheres rested in a single head who would enforce a single set of laws. The
subjects in the each sphere were also the same; they would receivegatbfgtirine from
the church and discipline from the state, but the church and the state were tvod parts
public body or two instruments for strengthening a particular individual. Somedarg
that the state had a divine right to manage all institutions, including spiritual@ihess
argued from precedent; there were Old Testaments precedents for zethipaliver (one
man could hold spiritual and temporal offices and distribute spiritual and temporal
censures§® Advocates of this system supported ecclesiastical participation imaixte
discipline insofar as the state saw fit to delegate coercive powers. Excocation by
bishops and/or councils was respected by one-kingdom theorists; excommuarbyati

pastors and congregations was Hot.

%3See "Il Chronicles 19: 8, 11Geneva BibleSee also John Whitgift's argument, in
Defense of the Aunswefleondon, 1574) in Donald Joseph McGifie Admonition
Controversy(New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1949), 416, that Jehoshaphat
distributed authority over “matters of the Lord” and “the king’s matters,” at ploat

Thomas CartwrightReplye to an answeféondon, 1573) imThe Admonition
Controversy415-16, had overlooked in his discussion of this passage, a discussion that
focused on the separation of ecclesiastical and civil offices.

®4John Whitgift,Answere to a certen libell intituled, An admonition to the Parliament
(London, 1572) inThe Admonition Controvers$14 concurs with Cartwright in seeing
excommunication as “the last and greatest punishment in the church” and in hoping that
“it may be restored again to the first purity,” but he and Cartwright disadreut the
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Debates over ecclesiastical discipline rehearsed familiar arguatamis
authority to instruct and coerce souls and about the need for holiness in the community.
Unlike Anabaptists (and the Cathari and Donatists before them), those suppaténg s
determined churches had little reason to pursue congregational purity atttbeabas
peace. Believing that children of both the old and the new covenant were frequently
called to live in anmixtum corpusthey could imagine that the trials of the elect or the
participation of the ungodly might serve some divine purfdSeparating the elect from
the reprobates on earth was considered futile because hypocrites wouldrpérsist
church and presumptuous because only God knew the larger plan. Neither love of God
nor love of neighbor—the two tables of Mosaic Law—could justify the disturbance of
this body. This theory comforted those who feared separation and rebellion. €A ohur
saints was unprecedented and unrealistic, then why endanger the souls ofetveak br
and the lives of all in the kingdom by trying to purify the church more than God himself
required? As | will demonstrate in the next chapter, moderate Preahgt&rere more
similar to Episcopalians than Independents, but their desire for order did noaé&lim
their desire for godliness; rather, it was one lens through which theged ggxlliness.

As | will discuss at greater length in subsequent chapters, moderdigtérass,
such as Thomas Edwards and Robert Baillie, thought that neglectful office refidatd

be discharged, but they were willing to consider reforms to offices and pdhties

source ofus excommunican@ind the actions that warrant the exercise of this power
(516-7, 527).

®*See "Psalm 10:16Geneva Bibleind Herman J. Selderhuis’s discussion of this passage
in “Church on Stage: Calvin’s Dynamic Ecclesiology'Galvin and the Church: Papers
Presented at the 13th Colloquium of the Calvin Studies Sp€ialyin Studies Society
Papers 2001 (Grand Rapids, MI: Calvin Studies Society, 2002), 51.
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Gangreang1645) Edwards tried to rally Parliament to "restrain mens nature and
wantonnesse" because he believed that God "ordained" governments to ffian ¢nel.
1640s, Independents disagreed with Edwards' conception of civil government. In place of
governments, Independents like Henry Burton proposed church fellowships, a model
more consistent with the old covenant than the ¥eliough Presbyterians rejected
universal grace, they embraced universal membership in the visible churchd&dwar
emphasizes that Presbyterians want to serve everyone by preventingigatingisins;
Independents, he suggests, were serving only themselves (and that poorl\@ratrsgep
from the sinful rather than strengthening and supporting fiiem.

Presbyterian social policy was inclusive; they thought that their high @xtjpes
and strict limits protected the entire commonwealth. The general rules for pabavior
prescribed by Presbyterians would, Edwards thought, lessen civil as wediastatal
peril, thereby helping reprobates as well as saints to enjoy a pedaeefablivards calls
himself and his informants f@angreana1645) (those who help him document "the
Proceedings and wayes of the English Sectaries") "lovers of truth, peaoerder®
While one-kingdom advocates emphasized that the church on earth would remain
imperfect, they nevertheless acknowledged the importance of the visiblé éurc
society. Presbyterians thought that the only possible sign of election was gl ut

these were to be performed with humility and love rather than a vain belieflttzdiosa

®Thomas Edward$zangreana121.
*"Ibid., 128.
®*Thomas EdwardsAntapologia 152-4.

®*Thomas Edward$zangreana4.
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could thereby be merited. In other words, works were fruits of the spirit that brought
glory to God, benefit to neighbors, and assurance to the individual rather than kssentia
practices for justification. In this context, private virtue was otlwtlue, and
Antinomianism made no sense; faith was intended to improve relationships and build
community’®

With a common confession, liturgy, and discipline, anxious Presbyteriastensi
and magistrates hoped to discourage schism and revolts. When all subjectsgtofesse
believe the same doctrine, then no one could become a stumbling block and all could
retain some hope of salvation. One-kingdom theories appealed to polities that did not
want to be measured or pressured on the one hand by foreign powers advocating
international unity (in the name of the pope or “the best” reformed models on the
continent) and on the other by individuals exempting themselves from all judadict
the name of their conscience). Some one-kingdom theorists flirted withr'lsuthe
theory that God’s sphere of influence was separate from man’s, but while Luthe
essentially privatized faith, men like Whitgift wanted to keep the pragftitath within
the public domain: i.e. under temporal control and subject to canons promoting
uniformity. The particular church could thus become an instrument of the staté as we
an instrument of God. Temporal values of obedience and peace could be aligned with
spiritual interests, such as salvation. Though one-kingdom theories arguablyhé&eed t
church from spiritual idealism, they linked the church to social expediency both in form

and in practice. In the name of preventing division within the church, lay leaders could

%A sermon of good workes annexed unto faitBertaine sermons or homilies appointed
to be read in churches in the time of Queen Elizabeth | (1547-1b@dglon, 1623)
(Gainsville, FL: Scholars’ Fascimilies & Reprints, 1968), 31-9.

33



justify injunctions that promoted civil order more than devotion. As we will see in
subsequent chapters, Presbyterians fought that excess; they wanted bothgpatg.a
Episcopalian theorists saw themselves as governors of the “externaénégif the

church™!

rather than the inner regiment of souls, but that was a problematic distinction
because it seemed to suggest that belief could be separated from practice.
Episcopalians appreciated that they could use fewer officials to enforsartaiv
meet subjects’ needs; one person could manage spiritual and temporal malttetis for
sinners and saints. Church officials, such as bishops, could serve both the church and the
state, and Christian princes (with a few extra steps) could argue for supiemac
ecclesiastical matters:
It is true that an ecclesiastical minister doth much differ from a civil
magistrate touching his ministry and spiritual calling; yet is he not so
distinct that he may exercise no such civil office wherein he may do good
and which is an help to his ecclesiastical function. As the civil magistrate
may in some things exercise jurisdiction ecclesiastical and meddle in
matters of the church, so may the ecclesiastical person in some causes use
civil jurisdiction and deal in matters of the commonwealth if it shall be
thought expedient or necessary by chief magistrates.
Although one-kingdom theories lent themselves to mixing spiritual and temporalgnatter
overlap between the two domains was not necessary; for instance, magisigates

agree that doctrine should be defined by ministers alone, and ministers mighhagree t

the sword should be used by the state afdne.

"LJohn Whitgift,Defense of the aunswefE574) inThe Admonition Controversg93.
"2John Whitgift,Defensein The Admonition Controversg86.

Claire Cross, Introductiofi,he Royal Supremacy in the Elizabethan Chuiriktorical
Problems Studies and Documents 8 (New York: Barnes and Noble Inc., 1969), 17-18,

somewhat surprisingly begins her discussion of the Elizabethan church wetptsxc
illustrating these exceptional views. She quotes Elizabeth’s injunction, May 22, 1572,
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However, those who wanted to govern the saint and the sinner or the church and
the state separately more commonly advocated a two-kingdom system.thetinis
spiritual and temporal jurisdictions were clearly distinct. Discussionsdiatify two
separate sources of authority sometimes emphasize that spiritual gaveisimgended
to promote inner sanctification while civil government seeks outward peace and
prosperity’* The former governs those who are willing and able to obey God while the
latter represses reprobates and corrects backsliders. While the visible aairc
members therein might need the state’s protection (or even coercion),dhet dely on
the state for authority or Scriptural interpretation. God—in the form of the HobgtGr
Christ—was considered the immediate head of the visible as well as the urchersal.
The head of state was not supposed to have special status within the church. Scripture
rather than either custom (whether patristic or contemporary) or the wasvito be the
model for ecclesiastical practices, and Scripture was consideredd-beident (at
least in the essentials of salvation). Two-kingdom theorists who advocatede#ikqod
of all believers imagined that each individual was empowered by the Holyt8pir
interpret Scripture and correct his neighbor; those who advocated clericaltguthor
tended to value a humanist approach to exegesis. In stressing the educatigy,ahiter

branch of two-kingdom theorists shared interests with one-kingdom theorists, but the

empowering clergy to determine doctrine within a larger quotation that emghasize
Parliament’s continued power in this domain. Wentworth emphasizes that Patliame
intends to exercise its full authority in the spiritual domain, despite theatlpricilege
approved by the Queen. She quotes Edward Dering to emphasize the difference between
lay leadership and clerical leadership. | would argue that his discussion ofax secul

sword permits his Lutheran-sounding theory of temporal and spiritual jurisdiothme t
accommodated within the one-kingdom system that was restored by Elizabeth.

"James KirkPatterns of Reform: Continuity and Change in the Reformation Kirk
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1989262.
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former tended to balance calls for clerical leadership with encourkyimparticipation;
two-kingdom theorists tended to have republican impulses. In practice, ecaabiasti

politics could become quite complicated.

V. Higher powers

Conversations about the magistrate and the clerical office, about obedience to
princes and obedience to God, about the universal, invisible church and its temporal,
visible counterpart, about secular versus holy discipline, and about whether earthly
kingdom are distinct from spiritual ones all tended to mention Matthew 22: 21, “Give

therefore to Cesar, the things which are Cesars, and give unto God, thosevthioiy

"> or Romans 13: 1-5:

are Gods,
Let every soule be subject unto the higher powers: for there is no power
but of God: the powers that be, are ordeined of God. Whosoever therefore
resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that resist,
shall receive to themselves condemnation. For Magistrates are not to be
fearedfor good workes, bufbor evill. Wilt thou then bee without feare of
the power? doe well: so shall thou have praise of the same. For he is ye
minister of God for thy wealth, but if thou do evill, feare; for he beareth
not the sworde for nought: for he is the minister of God to take vengeance
on him that doeth evill®

">'*Matthew 22:21,'Geneva BibleMartin Luther,On secular authority: how far does the
Obedience owed to it extend? [Von Weltlicher Oberkeitjuther and Calvin on secular
authority, Ed. and Trans. Harro Hopfl, Cambridge Texts in the History of Political
Thought (Cambridge University Press, 1991), 28.

"™Romans 13: 1-2,Geneva Bible
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Both books could be used to justify state jurisdiction and obedience, but Matthew 22
distinguishes spiritual and temporal domains while Romans 13 blurs the lines between
the two by emphasizing the secular sword. Two-kingdom theorists could use Matthew t
emphasize the limits of the magistrate’s (or the bishop’s) power and to defend the
separation of the spiritual from the temporal domairArimssertion of the Government

of the Church of Scotlan@George Gillespie emphasizes that ecclesiastical discipline need
not threaten the state. While Scottish Presbyterians claim ecttegidsscipline from
Scriptural warrant rather than the crown, they continue to recognize theamsnzower

in civil matters. Those who would accuse Presbyterianism of threateningréned&tive

of Princes” should read Matthew more clearly, he argues: “Sure | am,auné&aviour
saith,Render unto Cesar the things which are Cesars, and unto the things which are
Gods; he doth plainly insinuate, that the things which are Gods, need not to hinder the
things which are Ceasar§.'In On Secular Authority1523), Luther mentions Romans,

but he privileges Matthew because he is reminding the magistrate he does not have
authority over the churcf® By contrast, Augustine, who also mentioned both Matthew
and Romans, privileged the latter because he was admonishing the Christian to be a good

and obedient subject of the stAt€alvin borrows from both the Augustinian and

" George Gillespie, “To the ReadeAh assertion of the government of Scotland in the
points of ruling-elders, and of the authority of presbyteries and sy&ahtisburgh,
1641).

8 Martin Luther,On secular authorityn Luther and Calvin on secular authorjtgsp. 28.
9 Augustine Augustine on Romar{Exp. Quarumdam Propositionum ex Epistula ad
Romanoy 41, 43, Cetedoc Clavis 0280Amcient Christian Commentary on Scripture

Ed. Gerald Bray (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1998), 313-14;sSekwher,
On secular authorityn Luther and Calvin on secular author;t®7-8.
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Lutheran models; he follows Luther in using Romans to constrain magistrates, ksd he al
wants Christians to obey their civil leaders.

Calvin's treatment of "civil government" in thestitutes of Christian Religion
(1559) somewhat diminishes the two-kingdom theory by emphasizing that princes
represent God and that subjects must respect rulers as they respect veaiyhea
sovereign: “obedience which is rendered unto princes and magistrates is reod&odd t
from whom they have their authorit}?When the magistrate punishes, he does so on
God'’s behalf: “though the Lord binds the hands of men, he does not bind his own justice,
which he exercises by the hands of magistrate®/hen the subject obeys the state, he is
also obeying God. The Geneva Bible’s commentary on Romans 13 takes seriously the
negative implications of this reasoning: “God is authour of this order: so that sah as
rebels, ought to know, that they make warre with God hims&fedte that those
writing the Geneva commentary used Romans 13 to emphasize obedience but Matthew
22 to emphasize the limits of obedience; again we have evidence of the Piasliger
media Note the important caveat at the end of this comment: “The Christians must obey
their Magistrates, although they be wicked and extortioners, but sodathrea$ the
authoritie that God hath over us may remaine safe unto him, and his honour [God’s] be

not diminished ®

80 john Calvin|nstitutes 4.20.22.
81 |bid., 4.20.10.
82'Sjde note 3" in "Romans 13Geneva Bible

83Sjde note 5" in "Matthew 22Geneva Bible
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In Calvin’s thinking, obedience to the state could honor God, but God could also
be honored apart from the state. Calvin wanted rulers to use the sword to protect and
purify the church, but he did not give them authority over doctrine. When Calvin
references Paul’s discussion of magisterial discipline in verse four ofiRaB8ahe is
discussing the secular sword, not doctrine: “Paul says of the magistratelethhatareth
not the sword in vain; for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him
that doeth evil.”®* Luther, however, wants to distance discussions of justice from
discussions of God or God’s people. He argues that rulers should have coercive power in
secular affairs, not spiritual affairs. Church discipline is unnecessaaydeChristians
should naturally be obedient. Bishops should not need coercive power because it is
antithetical to their role as spiritual governors. In the spiritual kingdom, oheJpirit—
rather than the sword—moves nfén.

Luther'sOn secular authorityakes as its starting premise that church and state
jurisdiction are completely distinct. Because Romans 13 treats “superibpoaers,”

Luther thus concludes that it must pertain to civil polity and not to soteriologyfusese

to conflate church and state authority: “It follows that he [Paul] is not tafiogt faith

and is not saying that worldly authority ought to have the right to command faith. What
he is talking about is outward goods, about commanding and ruling the earth.” Using
Paul, Luther emphasizes that secular authority is over secular acts, npaGsdlike

faith: “In other words, secular obedience and power extend only to taxes, duties, honour,

84John Calvin)nstitutes 4.20.10; See "Romans 13:&Geneva Bible

#Martin Luther,On secular authorityn Luther and Calvin on secular authorjty8-21;
esp. 26-7.
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fear, outward things.” The state could demand the “outward things” that belongied to i
and it could use the sword toward this end, but it could not claim authority over—or
coerce—the soul. Similarly, Christians could claim jurisdiction over their comses

and sacred books but could not use the sword toward this end or concern themselves with
worldly values, such as “life and good&.l.uther wanted bishops to be pastors, not
censors or lower magistrat&sHe believed that Christians would naturally be obedient,

so the church would not need a separate ecclesiastical discipline. The osgyastichl
discipline that Luther supported was Scriptural persuasion, not punishment: “The use of
force can never prevent heresy.... This is where God’s Word must fight. Anddbtsat

not win, then secular power can certainly not succeed either, even if it wdlrého fi

world with blood. Heresy is a spiritual thing; it cannot be struck down with steel, burnt
with fire or drowned in water®® The sword could return to the state for repressing
reprobates: punishing the unjust for disturbing civil péace.

The Basel reformer, Oecolampadius, followed Luther in advocating a two-
kingdom approach to jurisdiction, but he allowed for more overlap between the two
domains. He was not opposed to ecclesiastical discipline unlike the anxiougig aati-
Luther. Oecolampadius was comfortable discussing the visible church and the best

system for compelling appropriate behavior therein. He constructed a conistor

8bid., 27.
8bid., 26-7, 32.
8bid., 30.

bid., 28, 32.
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prefigured Calvin and the Scottish CongregaffbHis Oration on the Restoration of
Excommunicatiowliscusses the meaningful differences between spiritual and civil
jurisdictions and censures, but it also considers how laymen and magistrates could
cooperate with ministers in disciplifeAs is common in two-kingdom theories, we see a
discussion of reprobates: those citizens of the state who did not—perhaps even could
not—participate in the local church, much less be members of the universal church of the
elect. While he refused to concede that the church depended upon the state for power, he
recognized that the church needed the state to support it not only in allowing
excommunication but also in instituting civil statues that would, to borrow Mcsleill’
phrase. “establis[h] the Word of God, Christian morals, civic peace, and Uriftye"

councils were reluctant to be bound by the church. They did not swear oaths to be godly
until February 1529, when “iconoclastic disturbances” encouraged them®tEaents

seem to have persuaded them that temporal and spiritual goals could be aligned. The
consistory that Oecolampadius designed shared both two-kingdom and one-kingdom
attributes. This “board of twelve censors consisting of the four pastors, fowstrates,

and four representatives of the lay people” may have derived its authorityhieom

church, but it allowed laymen to meddle in church affiirss Ernst Stahelin has

®John T. McNeill, The History and Character of CalvinisfNew York: Oxford
University Press, 1954), 80-2.

pid., 83-4.
Ipid., 81.
%pid., 81.

“Ibid., 83.
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suggested, Oecolampadius is arguably the father of Presbyterfamisiits inception,
Presbyterianism was already holding in tension its ideals of ectiesiasscipline and
state cooperation. Members of the Christian Civil League were nervous about this
paradigm in which magistrates sitting on the board were acting on behalfabfuttod
rather than the state. Fearful that excommunication might not prevent civitdjifite
Christian Civil League demanded that reprobates be punished by the state. When
excommunicated citizens refused to repent after a month of forced separatichdr
church, they would receive civil penalti®sAlthough this move empowered the state by
acknowledging the power of the secular sword, it suited the two-kingdom theory because
it recognized that not all citizens could be saints and that reprobates could b&ioedst
through civil means.

The next generation of Presbyterians in Scotland and England also struggled to
balance church purity with state security. They balanced the realigarioh with the
idealism of Basel. They admitted that some members of the visible churchougatty
reprobates. The Scottish Confession of Faith (1561) says “the reprobat maydakijoyn
the societie of the elect” but not persevere; “darnell, cokle, and chaff, mawibe sa
grow, and in great abundance lye in the myddis of the wheat,” and they may foe a whil
be mistaken as wheat, but they remain weeds and will eventually be sorted out and
destroyed’ They did not accept partial impurity in the church as an excuse for temporal

jurisdiction over the church. Like Oecolampadius, the British Presbyteriagsptically

%lbid., 84.
%Ibid., 83-84.

*“The Giftis Freelie Gevin to the Kirk,” iThe works of John Knofd. David Laing,
Vol. 2 of 6 (Edinburgh, 1846), 119.
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admitted that state support was helpful because it ensured civil peace amedolste
church reforms, but they insisted that hetoritaswas given directly to the church by
God. The prince was meant to be an outside defender, not an intermediary. One of the
leaders of the Lords of the Congregation who was most influenced by Oecdiasppa
Erskine of Dun, is considered the likely author of a letter to Mary of Guise smpplita

the limits of princely authority?

This letter emphatically argues that princes have no more power in the church
than their subjects because Christ is the only head—and trustworthy sheph#érd—of
kirk; princes’ secular power does not entitle them to control the church, espercially
doctrine. While conceding that monarchs are special servants of God, this Piasbyte
letter argues that a monarch’s ministry is purely civil:

Tak heid that ye pas nocht the limittis and boundis of your awin office,
nother entyr be impir in Christis kingdome vsurpeand forther powr vnto
you nor he has gewin, ffor thocht all kingdomes bayth temporall and
spirituall pertenis to God, yit hes God distributit the ministerie diuerslye,
that is the temporall kingdomes in the gouernment of mortall men, and
makis thame princes of the erthe, for the mentenance of commown welthis
and ciwill polacies. Bot the gouerment of the spirituall and hewinlie
kingdome, the kirk of God we mein, he hes onlie committit to his sone
Christ, ffor he is the heid thairoff, all wther ar her memberis vnderhim.
This interpretation of the two-kingdom theory—that there is an important “eliféer

betwix God and Cesar” and what “pertenis” to each—is stricter than thatiaeat after

the death of the Dowager Queen when the Congregation was putting forth itsleséiefs

%james KirkPatterns of Reforn235-6.
"*Ane letter wrettin to the queinis grace and regent, be the professouris of<Christ

ewangell, in the realme of Scotland”$palding Club Miscellanyol. 4 of 5 (1849), 89;
James KirkPatterns of Reforn235-6.
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defensively*® In theConfession of faitpublished in 1561, chapter fourteen, “Of the

Civile Magistrat,” charges kings with the “maintenance of the trewgleeh” in addition

to “civile policey.”?! The differences between the letter and the article are subtle but
speak to the relative optimism of the Presbyterians in each political ctance. In the

letter, the Lords begin by lamenting that the regent has dampened their hopes for
magisterial reform; their original “haill expectatioun and howp wes tiodt $duld make

your grace [Mary of Guise] that instrument to set up and menten his word and trew
wirschiping, to be any defence of his pvir flok and congregation, and the dowputting of
all idolatre, abhominatioun, and superstitioun,” but her actions against the reformers and
in favor of papacy had changed their “howp[s]” to “greit hewint&&This discussion

reveals that the reformers were open to magisterial reform in thecfansgisterial
supportfor reform but they were quick to distance themselves from claims of magistrates
to direct reform.

Evidence that the Congregation believed in separate jurisdictions for church and
state is prevalent in Knox’s works. When defending the Parliament of 1560, which he and
other Lords of the Congregation had called, he seems to argue that parliamentary powe
is unnecessary for ecclesiastical reform: “for all that we did ather to schaw our

debtfull obedience, then to bege of thame any strength to our Religioun, whiche from

10056 "Matthew 22:21 Geneva Bible

19%The confessioun of faith professit and belevit be the protestantis within theereilm
Scotland, publischeit by thame in Parliament, and be the estaitis thaireit eatd

approvit, as hailsome and sound doctrine, groundit upoun the infallable trewth of Godis
word” (Edinburgh, 1561) iThe Works of John Knp¥ol. 2, 118-19.

192«ane letter wrettin to the Queinis grace"$palding Club Miscellanyol. 4, 88.
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God hes full powar, and neideth nott the suffrage of M#&Etven if Knox and the

Congregation believed this claim to authority from God directly rather thanghrhis

agent, the monarch, or the people’s representatives, the parliament, their@Beasre

the regent’s backing and—failing that—to secure the semblance of cifuilltess

through Parliamentary acts, suggest some nervousness about how this strident position

would be received. We find Knox, for example, reassuring the monarch in 1566 that the

radical articles limiting princely jurisdiction that were attrituite the Lollards of Kyle

were rejected by the Congregation, which continues to recognize and valuemyona

After listing the ninth Lollard article, “That Christ at his cuming hakitaaway power

from Kingis to judge,” Knox uses a parenthetical remark to suggest thattitis amust

have been fraudulently added by “ennemies” (i.e. by papists) because refoameot

help but note the scriptural warrant for princely authority:
(This article we dowbt not to be the vennemouse accusatioun of the
ennemyes, whose practise has ever bene to mack the doctrin of Jesus
Christ suspect to Kingis and rewllaris, as that God thairby wold depose
thame of thair royall seattis, whare by the contrair, nothing confermes the
power of magistratis more then dois Goddis wourt??).

Although most of the reformers who directly or indirectly influenced Pteshn
theology can be classified as “magisterial” because they allowedthda®participate in
the reform process, each theorized secular cooperation differently. both€alvin
both attended to the political circumstances of their host nation. Luther wasaéigpeci

sensitive to the contemporary situation and adapted his attitudes toward cigditfiors

strategically. He distinguished the church and state when he distrustia peeters:

10330hn Knox Works of John Knga/ol. 2, 126.

%%bid., Vol. 1, 8-9.
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“In 1522/3, he was mindful chiefly of rulers hostile to reformation. But when Luther’s
mind was on sympathetic princes and magistrates, or on the threats pbgethnatics’

..., a quite different account of ‘secular authority’ made its appearaffagdlvin had

also considered how the affairs of state might empower or threaten thik,dhutrbe was
more hesitant to change his theory of magistracy. In the early 1540s, the iseneva
reformer had hoped that Charles V and the German princes might sponsor protestant
reforms?°® When this ideal of state support was shattered by the emperor’s activé assaul
on radical reformers—illustrated in his attack on the Schmalkaldie Leadlighitterg in
1547 and in his subsequent outlaw of all forms of Lutheranism (1848}3lvin

continued to recognize the power of princes and magistrates. He wae[gm®g@ithan
Luther to modify his teachings on church and state power to further his cause. He was
also more successful in setting up a system that encouraged but controlled lay
participation in church affairs. In Geneva, the church and state were not digtioaghT

the magistrates were not responsible for writing church ordinances or |itheyydid

elect pastors. In so doing, they were able to set the general directiorcinalibrch
doctrine developed. But this power was not only diffused by the number of people
involved but also by the number of counsels. Erastian Presbyterians in the mid-
seventeenth-century also discouraged abuse by distributing ecclelspstieabetween

the church and the state.

1%Harro Hopfl, Introductionl.uther and Calvin on secular authority.
1%30hn T. McNeill,The History and Character of Calvinis205.

9%Quentin SkinnerThe Foundations of Modern Political Thought: The Age of
Reformationvol. 2 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1978), 189-90.
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VI. Concluding remark

In the preceding discussion of terminology, | have introduced sixteenth-century
disputes about the purpose, organization, and management of spiritual and civil society so
we can understand the source of tensions between Episcopalians, Presbytetians, a
Independents and between high and Erastian Presbyterians in the mid-sdventeent

century, tensions that the next chapter will analyze in particular casesstudie
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Chapter 2: Divisions Among Brothers:
Why Episcopalians, Presbyterians, and Independents Were Both Friends and Foes

l. Overview

This chapter argues that in the mid-seventeenth century, British Episogpalia
Presbyterians, and Independents were unified by shared values but divided by private
priorities. Protestant faiths shared a common measure: scripture;sheshated
defining ideals: truth, order, and godliness. However, they disagreed on questions of
authority, interpretation, and precedent: whether scripture was filteethright
reason, whether scriptural lessons were obvious to even the simplest readefsgtard w
its laws and precedents were general or particular and extraordimapp(eeily
applicable) or ordinary (applicable to all times and places). Consequentlgréhe ¢
Protestant standards of truth, order, and godliness were neither esteemigchequal
explained identically by all traditions.

Presbyterians, for instance, tended to cherish truth above all. They sought
ecclesiastical order, political obedience, ecclesiastical disciphdesacial purity as
guarantors of essential doctrine because they based salvation on faith imlGhest
Polity and worship were important but not salvifically essential. Episcosadigreed
with Presbyterians that the visible church, which would never be perfect, could not be
conflated with the invisible church, which would eventually be sanctified fully, bit the
response to this tenet differed from Presbyterians' response. Presisytemceived of

the visible church as a spiritual instrument or efficient cause for thte Breaching and



sacraments were salvifically powerful insofar as they related totChhisugh they only
directed the elect to Christ, none could foretell who would be saved, so they needed to be
offered to all and offered in such a way that they could be useful rather than hatmeful. T
externals of religion were highly esteemed insofar as they aided thetpredes
Presbyterians sought purity in worship and order in polity to advanced truth in doctrine.

Confident that God would "preserve" the elect, however imperfect theirdefief
actions, Episcopalians tended to attach more importance to order than to doctrine or
discipline. Restraining the masses from inquiring into truth and confusing tivesseld
others, they sought a doctrinal reformation that would prevent presumption; considering
complete sanctification an unreachable goal, they emphasized reverenceralitg.m
They conceived of the visible church as an expedient society founded, like altkpoliti
Bod[ies]," both on man's "natural inclination” for “fellowship" and on laws thagaafe
the "common good®®

Unlike Episcopalians, Independents respected the right of every individual both to
seek positive scriptural warrants for offices and discipline and to worship in pordgg
godly saints. They rejected the notion that all members of the civil commonwesalth a
members of the visible church and that civil magistrates should have coercive power i
the church. Independents envisioned saints with demonstrated holiness (and thus
assurance of election) congregating voluntarily (rather than parochidliyrater
constraint) to worship God according to apostolic precedents (without any human

institutions). Though they loved truth and appreciated order, they denied assemblies the

1%Richard Hooker, "Book 1,The laws of ecclesiastical polity The works of that
learned and judicious divine Mr. Richard Hooker, containing eight books of The laws of
ecclesiatical polity, and several other treatis¥sl. 1 of 3 (Oxford, 1793), 238-9.



right to determine doctrine and magistrates the right to compel conformitgviBg that
godliness starts within (through the movements of the Holy Spirit) and cannot be
imposed from without, liberty of conscience was paramount.

Throughout both the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, Reformed faiths
contemplated and disputed how they could simultaneously be united in soteriology and
divided in ecclesiology. Those, like most Episcopalians, who sharply differentiate
fundamentals fronadiaphoraand conceived of the visible church as mixed, spiritual and
temporal society, had an easier time rationalizing that tension than thoseahke
Independents, who both rejected all customs and ceremonies not explicitly nentione
scripture and who conceived of the church as a collection of saints following Christ
alone!® An anxiety about language was central to Independents' fear that any
ecclesiastical practice not explicitly mentioned in scripture consitutél-worship."*°

The parabolic nature of language—its ability to signify multiple and sorastim
unrelated things, its shared and separate meanings, its existence both as pratluce
product of historical moments and cultures—made some reformers, such gscifieasb
and Independents, quite nervous. To varying degrees, they rebelled against thegerceli
scholastic tendencies 1) to use reason as a measure for theology; 2) to itephéeédth
allegorical meaning; 3) to dispute for pleasure rather than for profit; and 4) torunéeer
confidence in the truth by allowing individuals to challenge doctrine and lagrstiadty

have been settled. Scholastic tendencies provoked a myriad of reactions among

1%Henry BurtonProtestation proteste(London, 1641), A4v-B, B3r an@Grand
Impostor unmaske@.ondon, 1644), 4-5.

19hid.
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reformers-** Some sought to divorce both scriptural exegesis and religious practice from
human arts (whether philosophical or poetic). Others proposed one standard for
discovering truth and another for communicating it. Some rejected public consensus,
seeking instead to determine meaning privately through conscience. Otheedreje
private opinion, instead embracing authoritative determinations.

Presbyterians thought Christian magistrates should limit the pralferaf ideas
without coercing belief. Temporal restraints were sometimes needed totpoegtop
the spread of vice, especially among reprobates, but that disciplinaey differed from
the teaching office of ministers. Presbyterians believed strongly iadshaaning and
collective identity; that is why they strongly opposed the divisions and dissentions
promulgated through Independency. Yet Presbyterians recognized thetidbar
communion and correction was an office of sanctification, not justification. In other
words, the elect should promote unity and uniformity while acknowledging thas iamva
unrealistic goal both because some members of the visible church would never be saved
and because sanctification was a process that would not be completed on earth. Some
parts would never really belong to the whole; some individuals would persist in
misunderstanding (holding fast to their separate meaning) because the Hiblya8pnot
equipped them to embrace the truth (to commune with Christ). Because the workings of
the Holy Spirit were inscrutable, anyone could be a potential saint; thus, altlunmli

needed to be persuaded and admonished, but those spiritual disciplines would ultimately

1g5ee Martin Lutheisputation against scholastic theologh517) and "Concerning

the Letter and the Spirit" froAnswer to the hyperchristian, hyperspiritual, and
hyperlearned book by Goat Esmer in Leipi§21) inMartin Luther's Basic Theological
Writings, Ed. Timothy F. Lull (Minneapolis, Fortress Press, 1989), 13-20, 74-103, esp.
78-81; Francesco Petrarca, "To Tommaso de Messina, against aged dia&tticia
Familiarum rerum librj 1.7.
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only benefit the elect. Dialogue was a charitable endeavor, but its berexfitéimited,
So its uses should be as well.
As the next chapter will demonstrate, Presbyterians were willingpatdisut
not contend, to chastise but not scorn, to restrain but not compel. The first S2okish
of Discipling for instance, advocated prophesyings; during those edifying meetings,
Scripture was to be interpreted communally but not confusedly. Contentions, heresies
and scandals were forbidden because they could undermine the purpose of the jpractice, t
strengthen faith: "But least that of a profittable Exercise mychs@debate and strife,
curiouse, peregryne and unprofittable questionis ar to be avoided. All interpretatioun
disaggreing from the principallis of oure faith, repugnyng to cheritie, bsthadis in
plane contradictioun to ony uthir manifest place of Scripture, is to be rejected.”
Moreoever, "invective[s]" were only appropriate when "heresyes" welangering the
souls of the weak; invective was medicinal, and it was to be used moderatdty: "wit
sobrietie.**? Sharp words, like disputations, were to be used charitably or not at all.
This chapter explains why Presbyterians, who had so much in common with
Episcopalians and Independents, felt threatened by—and on behalf of—them. That fear
motivated Presbyterians to behave in ways that others found threatening. Though their
unpleasant and extreme means of correction and coercion were motivated by kasdness
well as concern, others interpreted them as cruel. Presbyteriansedahevalue of
ceremonies and disciplines by their purpose and outcome; similarly, theunega
strong emotions and severe strategies by their function and effect. Wisitg/tereans

valued social virtues, such as soberness, both as fruits of spiritual virtues anchedses

1230hn Knox Buke of disciplinén The Works of John KnpXol. 2, 242-44.
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on spiritual vices, such as profanity, they were eager to distinguish the formeh&om
latter. In other words, they recognized that visible piety born out of inward holiveess
substantially different from visible piety coerced by outward threatsy $inengly
supported secular as well as spiritual discipline, but they did not confuse the two, and
they did not want weak Christians to do so either.

The case studies offered here are perplexing. If we are to understand how
Presbyterians could seek a strong state and a strong church linked by meamdld®yrs
common values, such as order and purity, but not by means or by outcome, then we must
study Presbyterians sometimes referred to as "Erastian.” In thissiign, the term will
be used to denote those, such as William Prynne and Thomas Edwards, who vested civil
government with authority over church government. Though Erastian Presbyterians
tended to pursue order before purity, as did some Episcopalians, men like Prynne and
Edwards still sought truth above all; in so doing, they demonstrate their Presbgter
Because the writing strategies of such Erastian Presbyteriansl@termined, | think, by
the complicated principles of the authors, we must consider the relationship between the
philosophy and the form. This chapter will examine the former, explaining how
Presbyterians distinguished themselves from their Christian brotheraeXtehapter

will examine the latter, reflecting on the consequences of their litergityoah.

II. "Quondam Fellow-Sufferers® John Bastwick, Henry Burton, and William Prynne
Addressing the Star Chamber at the censure of John Bastwick, Henry Burton, and

William Prynne on June 16, 1637, Archbishop William Laud accused these men, who

BHenry Burton Vindiciae veritatis(London, 1645), 1.
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styled themselves faithful martyrs, of being frauds. He argued thatvireynot true
Christian heroes because they were neither suffering passively noidgmmr.eDn the
contrary, these men, he argued, were guilty of the sin for which they attaichkeind

other Caroline bishops: innovation in religion. | begin this chapter with the antipathy
between Archbishop Laud and Bastwick, Burton, and Prynne for several reasons. First,
while we may expect to find both sides casting aspersions at their opponents, na may
expect to find them volleying theameaspersions back and forth. Eatle accused the
other of seeking to alter the established religion; each also charged theitther
hypocrisy. This tendency to use the same terms albeit in different wagrgtrigldo my

thesis of shared values mitigated by private priorities. Although the allegedations
anddeceptions differed as did, on occasion, the ways that each side defined the terms,
there was common ideological ground. Divergences in the objectives and instruments of
each ecclesiastical "way" should not overshadow their core connections.

The trial of Bastwick, Burton, and Prynne also reminds us that the allianttes of
1630s differed from the alliances of the 1640s. In the 1630s, Bastwick, Burton, and
Prynne could be tried together because their agenda was the same: exposingethe da
that the bishops posed to the church and the state. In 1643, Robert Baillie, a Scottish
Erastian Presbyterian, could still use the trial of Bastwick, Burton, gmh@ias a
byword for prelatical presumption and injusticéBastwick, Burton, and Prynne had not
yet turned from fighting Laud to fighting one another, and when they did so soon

thereafter, they went astray, in Baillie's opinion. In 1652, Baillie would thusnigm

Robert Baillie Life of William now Lord Arch-Bishop of Canterbury examined
(London, 1643), 29.
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"These years bygone too much time hath been lost among us on Ceremonies and
Disciplinary Questions....Would to God that our too too long and hot skirmishes about
purging of the ditches of Bishops, and Ceremonies, had not cast open at our backs the
gates of our great Towers, and given opportunity to our Enemy to undermine the very
foundations of our ChurcH*® The problem with the Laudian bishops to Baillie's
thinking was their Arminian doctrine, not their office. Baillie's opposition to
Independents is really an opposition to their privileging pure practice over truthful
doctrine: "For it is a greater sinne to depart from a Church which | protebse true,
and whose Ministry | acknowledge to be saving, then from a Church which | conceive to
be false, and whose Ministers | take to have no calling from God, nor any bldssmgs
his hand.**® Baillie's emphasis on truth, justificatisola fides above the externals of
religion, including ecclesiastical offices and outward worship, distingulsheas a
Presbyterian. When Presbyterians disputed church polity and worship, theyyiveyéct
safeguard doctrine. When English Presbyterians, such as Bastwick and Prynne, and
Scottish Presbyterians, such as George Gillespie and Samuel Ruthesjoutedli
guestions concerning polity, ceremonies, and discipline, they were endeavoring to sav
British souls by identifying essential doctrine and eliminating threatswdether those
threats were theological, circumstantial, social, or political.

Independents, such as Henry Burton, Thomas Goodwin, and John Goodwin, were

also invested in evangelism, but most of their charity was reserved for knestigh

"*Robert Baillie, A Scotch antidote against the English infection of Arminianism
(London, 1652), A2v-A3r.

11%Robert Baillie A dissuasive from the errours of the tifié45), 104.
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brothers and sisters. Goodwin's plan for saving lost souls entails, he sirsditi&

forth ... able and faithfull men with all Christian incouragement, to preach the Gospel

all the darke places and corners of the land." He anticipates the "conversion amgl gaini

in of those that are yet without [the pure, gathered church], and uncovVeftErbin

what we know about semi-separatist practices, we can infer that Goodwin nkasg fof
Independent ministers who preached in established churches, encouraging those who, a
he says, "are yet .... unconverted" to believe and follow Cfifistdependents were
committed to spreading true doctrine, but it was not their endgame. Their goal was t
obey Christ, as commanded in scripture, and that meant "separat[ing] ghasjsom

all corruptions of the world, and humane inventioHs thdependents sought pure
ordinances, unpolluted by superstitions or superstitious men. Visible churches needed to
be purged of more than just the "service-book" and "hierarchy," accordingttmB

they needed to be purged of all who believed in those things and in the authority of
government to establish thedf.From Burton's description of a private church covenant,
we get a clear picture of his vision for a true church and its offices ofychars a

"declaration of free assent, and voluntary agreement to walk in the waybasifv@th

the Church, whereof they are members, and to perform all service of love to one another,

submitting themselves to the Order and Ordinances of Christ, in that Church

1730hn GoodwinAntapologiasiates antapologigsondon, 1646), 149.

8\ urray Tolmie, The Triumph of the Saints: The Separate Churches of London 1616-
1649 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), 97-98.

1Henry BurtonVindiciae veritatis(London, 1645), 22.

129hid., 13.
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respectively.””* Independents gathered together outside of the parochial church to found
an apostolic church that could obey Christ, rather than magistrates, and ediynthe s
rather than reprobates. Though both semi-separatists and separatists deiiinrdguits
of liberty for tender consciences and godliness in the church as charhableecisions
to go into exile and to gather themselves into exclusive, voluntary congregations
demonstrate that they were more concerned with protecting the pure frodals¢han
saving "the poore sheepe in the wilderne$&eBastwick and Edwards were highly
offended by those actions, which seemed selfish, not séBecause Independents
rejected the national church system and coercive discipline, those who veainder¢he
truth (whether individuals or whole congregations) might be lost forever. That pipgsibil
frightened Presbyterians. Presbyterians wanted to search for tehdegtand return
them to the fold. In a prayer as stirring as it is apt, John Calvin begged Goehtyitstn
ministers and magistrates for that very task:
May He give this grace not only to us but also to all people and nations on
earth, bringing back all poor ignorant people from the captivity of error
and darkness to the right way of salvation. For that purpose may He raise
up true and faithful ministers of His word who do not seek their own profit
and ambition but only the exaltation of His holy name and the salvation of
His poor flock. On the contrary, may He will to wipe out all sects,
heresies, and errors, which are seeds of trouble and division among His
people, so that we may all live in good brotherly agreement together. By

His Holy Spirit may He guide all kings, princes, and authorities who have
the rule of the sword, so that their governing may not be in avarice,

2Ypid., 14.

12230hn BastwickThe utter routing of the whole army of the Independents & Sectaries
(London, 1646), 21-22.

123bid.; Thomas Edwardg\ntapologia: or, a full answer to the Apologeticall Narration

of Mr Goodwin, Mr Nye, Mr Sympson, Mr Bridge, Members of the Assembly of Divines
(London, 1644), 18-24.
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cruelty, or tyranny, or any other disordered feelings, but in good justice
and righteousness. May we also who live under them give them the honor
and obedience due to them, and by real peace and tranquility may we
serve God in all holiness and horiof.
Independents, like John Goodwin, thought it was too dangerous to have wolves lay down
near sheep’® But Thomas Edwards and other Presbyterians maintained that wolves were
easier to control from within the pen. They were less likely to act like wolves thbg
were expected to behave like sheep, and as long as they did behave like sheepedhey pos
a minimal threat. To extend the analogy even further, even true sheep sanetiraeed
like wolves; only one lamb, Christ, was pure and constant.
Though Presbyterians acknowledged that Christians would never be fully
sanctified on earth, they nevertheless felt obligated to reform the communaydghby.
A truly godly commonwealth, they imagined, would be free from scandals in allespher
of life. | use the word scandal here to emphasize that Presbyteriansdnadraut sins,
not vices; they worried principally about how their reactions to trials woutdtaBod's
relationship with them and with the community. Again, Calvin's words clearlyreapt
this emphasis:
It is true that it would be a great thing if we could walk in integrity with
our neighbors, that we should do no evil to anyone, that we should be
chaste and moderate, sober in our life, fleeing all drunkenness and
intemperance, that no blasphemy should come out of our mouths, and such
like. Behold, these are great virtues, and one does not always see them.
But this is not the principal matter. The principal thing is ... that in serving

God, if we are assailed with many annoyances, if the devil directs combat
against us and sets ambushes for us, if people are so malicious and

12430hn CalvinJohn Calvin: Writings on Pastoral Piet§d. and trans. Elsie Anne
McKee, The Classics of Western Spirituality (New York: Pauliss&r2001), 151-2.

122John GoodwinAntapologesiates antapologiéisondon, 1646), 119.
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perverse that one pricks us, another strikes us, another tries to ruin us, ...
still we must bless God's nartfé.

All vices may truly be reduced to one head: sin against God; thus, all virtues and forms of
purity amount to nothing, indeed—amount to sin, if we curse God. Presbyterians opposed
anything that could overthrow the foundation of faith either directly or by consegjuenc
including many indifferent things, such as church offices and social rexreatihey did
not think that individuals were sufficient to resist the temptations of theirgfgnci
Without external restraints, people would trust their own opinions and follow their own
impulses to their eventual damnation. Presbyterians promoted communal accoyntabilit
through national uniformity in polity and worship, ecclesiastical discipline, arrdiooe
by means of the civil sword because all individuals—be they masons, ministers, or
magistrates—needed correction and edification.

Despite the significant differences that emerged in the priorities, ptgse and
policies of the §uondantellow-sufferers,” they continued to share values in the 1640s.
For example, both Independents and Presbyterians, like the Episcopalianshesfre t
genuinely thought that their church way was the safest. Safeghon? Safesin what
way? When we answer those questions, we complicate our comparison and remember
that their plans were irreconcilable in many respects. Each could only wiroithie
lost. The legendary Protestant consensus was based on compromise, not full agreement.
When the stakes were low, no one was winning much, but no one was losing much either.
When Carolinians decided to end the game by winning, so too did the other groups. Each
felt threatened, so each in turn threatened the others. That does not imply, however, that

everything had changed. The game was more intense and less friendly, but all

12630hn CalvinWritings on Pastoral Pietyl49-50.
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participants were using the same chips, which | have broadly identifiedrgsondgr,
and purity or doctrine, discipline, and godliness. During the conflicts that etherge
between Bastwick, Burton, and Prynne in the mid 1640s, they used the terms of abuse
from the 1630s because their norms had not changed, even if their priorities had.
In the mid 1640s, Bastwick, Burton, and Prynne regarded one another as not only
theological opponents but also occasional villains. In 1646, Bastwick was accusing
Burton and his fellow Independents of being worse than prelates, and Burton, in turn, was
claiming the same thing about Bastwick and his fellow Presbyterialbelmtter routing
of the whole army of all the independents and sectét@$6), Bastwick states boldly
that Independents have replaced papists and prelates as the greatdst ttieezhurch
and state:
And as for the Independent government, as it is most certain it hath neither
precept nor president for it in all Gods holy Word, so it is far more
tyrannicall and lordly then that of the Pope or Preltrding to nothing
but an Anarchy and confusion in Church and StAted therefore that
they with all their trumperies and desperate practices, with all their
unrighteous dealing, ought to be abhorred and abominated, whatsoever
seeming sanctimony they make shew of, by all such as truly fear God and
wish the peace of Zion and the good of the State and Kingdomes in which
they live!?’

Notice Bastwick's complaints about Independency: 1) that it is institutethbyrather

than scripture, 2) that it is "tyrannical and lordly," and 3) that it will leadniarthy and

confusion." The first two charges had formerly been used to discredit prasftibes

Roman Catholic Church and the Church of England. Given the hierarchical structure of

those churches, they were less frequently associated with externahiaaad

12730hn BastwickThe utter routing of the whole army of the Independents and sectaries
(London, 1646), sig. A4r-v.
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confusion”; hence, Bastwick's claim that the "seeming sanctimony" epémdients is
even more dangerous "than that of the Pope or Prelates.” At least the bishops in both
ecclesiastical polities supported disciplinary measures that would sugpotssal
errors.

Also notice Bastwick's defense of scorn. He advises readers to "aipiglor"

"abominate" "Independent government" as a means of ensuring peace in the invisible
church and wellbeing in civil societies. Those verbs may denote both hatred and
aversionm-*® That association is crucial. Loathing Independency was not the aim; it was
the means of encouraging people to recoil from danger. The intent of Presbyterman s
was to help people to recognize and avoid sources of harm, not to punish them. When
Presbyterianslanderedndependency, they did so with what they considered to be due
cause; they were discrediting the untrustworthy, not maliciously lying. dere

Bastwick distinguishes between the sin and the sinner, declaring that tiee foay be
loathed, but the latter is not: "The Presbyterians as they are bound, hatealldgés,

but they hate not the persons of any, that is the practice of all the Sectatiesyea i
knowne.*® Hating people, Bastwick suggests, is ungodly. On that, Presbyterians and
Independents concurred. On which of them was guilty of hostility and whether it was

directed at sinners, sins, or saints, they quarreled. They also disputed whether the

accusations were true admonitions or false mistreatment.

12865ee "abhor" and "abominate"@xford English Dictionary3rd Ed., online version
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).

12930hn BastwickThe utter routingsig. E4v.
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Just as Bastwick cast upon Independents terms of contempt formerly used to
describe prelates—terms such as "proud,” "uncharitable,” "tyranniodl,'ladly,"”
Burton similarly disparaged PresbyteriafisThey both accused one another of having
what Edmund Calamy called an "Episcopal spirit.lh Conformities deformity1646),
Burton condemns Presbyterians' "spirit of Antichristian pride and tyrafngbellion
and treason in lifting up a Papal throne above the Kings and Kesars, above Kingdoms and
Commonweals, to the enslaving of the whole Nation in their souls, bodies, and

estates ¥

According to Burton, all those defending either hierarchical church
governments (of any kind) or conformity not only supplant Christ as head of the church
but also supplant "Kings and Kesars" as head of the state; the "vilest Oftihhesn

endanger souls and society alifRéPresbyterians were likewise concerned about the
dangers of "will-worship" and of ambition. High Presbyterians, like Baktiwvho saw

in the Bible a general pattern for the church in all ages, concerned themeéives

human innovations to true worship. Not surprisingly, they determined that it was the
Independents, not the Presbyterians, who were guilty of following "vaine akedvic

traditions of their own braine,” such as church covenants, in their gathered

congregation$>* Erastians, like Prynne, who rejected clerical claims of "divine

13030hn BastwickThe utter routingsig. Adv-B, C3, F, F4-G2.
131E dmund CalamyThe door of truth openedlondon, 1645), 14.
132Henry Burton Conformities deformityLondon, 1646), 21.
133bid., 4, 6, esp. 17.

13430hn BastwickThe utter routingsig. Adv.
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authority,” worried most about popish ambitidiIn Truth triumphing over falsehood
(1644), William Prynne says that the ideas of Independents are "destruchee/ery
fundamentall Power and Being Bé&rliaments and as bad or worse then the Popish
Gunpowder plagtto blow up the Soveraign Ecclesiastick, and Civill Authority of this
High Court [Parliament], in all succeeding Agé¥"

Comparing Independency to tBainpowder plgtPrynne equates physical threats
with ideological ones, Papist theories of two-kingdom rule with Independent ones,
religious decisions (objectives of English Catholics in 1604 and of Independent in 1644)
with political outcomes (the sovereignty of King James in 1604 and of the Long
Parliament in 1644), and the past (the gunpowder plot) with both the present (the
Independent plot) and the future (potential anarchy). Prynne uses a condensed form of
exemplary storytelling or similar situation typology to emphasize thregmondence
between the Papist plot and the Independent proposals for toleration. That mode of
amplification in which a past historical event is interpreted as a shadowri$ éveeome
was often adopted by Presbyterians because it seemed safer and moratiethtan
fanciful examples. Unlike allegories, which empowered the interpreter toeigimer

literal meaning of the signifier and impose a meaning of his or her own creation,

13%John BastwickThe utter routingB4v, G3v; William PrynneSuspension suspended:;

or, the divine of syon-colledge late claim of the powers of suspending scandalous
persons, from the Lords Supper (without sequestering them from any other publicke
ordinance, or the society of Christians) and that by the very will and appointment of
Jesus Christ (not by vertue of any ordinance of Parliament) from whom they receive both
their office and authority; briefly examined, discussed, refuted by the Word of God, and
arguments deduced from it; and the contrary objections cleerly ans\iisvadon,

1646), sig. Av, 1.

13%illiam Prynne, Epistle Dedicatory¥ruth triumphing over falsehood, antiquity over
novelty(London, 1644), sig. A3v.
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typologies linked one message with another, making them mutually constitutive rather
than mutually exclusive. Each limited and refined the other without erasimay. dit

other words, the interpreter used one to understand the other, thereby empl®ong rea
but not fancy. In addition to preventing men from inventing and pursuing personal truths,
similar situation typologies appealed to Presbyterians because thelytbaitenotion of

God's providence: that God sometimes authorized harmful events to chastisinfinie fai
Threatening events were warnings that God's people were meant tceindegheed.

Minor worries often presaged more daunting ones to come. Independency, Prynne would
have his readers believe, was an ever-increasing menace to the church anel thikesta
English Catholicism at the turn of the century, it might appear moderate enough to be
accommodated, but the longer that outward cooperation was accepted as sufjicgent si

of goodwill to the national church, as in the participation of preachers with gdther
congregations in parish services and in the Assembly of Divines, the less likaby it

that the true motivations of Independents would be discovered before irreparabtpeda
was done.

The goal of the Gunpowder plot was to change the sovereign so that jurisdiction
over the church could also be changed. Catholic plotters were not trying to abolish the
English monarchy; they were trying to abolish the monarch's ecclealagtpremacy by
installing a monarch who would willingly submit to the Pope, as Queen Maryhiag.
comparing Independents to Gunpowder plotters, Prynne was emphasizing that the

Congregational Way prevented temporal powers from possessing final authority in

137 XXVI. Mary's Second Act of Repeal,” 1 & 2 Philip and Mary, cap. 8 (1554) in
Henry Gee and William John Hardypcuments lllustrative of English Church History
(London: Macmillan and Co., 1914), 385-415.
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church government. In 1644, Independents were not yet plotting to remove Charles | or
purge the Parliament; however, they were, like Gunpowder plotters, trying to reduce t
sovereign's ecclesiastical authority, and Prynne imagined that onaesadhfgiower
could lead to another. If Parliament could be stripped of control over church affairs, th
it could be stripped of its control over civil affairs as well.
For Catholics, Independents, and Presbyterians alike, nonconformity and civil
disobedience were often considered matters of eternal salvation or damnatidoetha
not imply, however, that their theologies were identical. In all threditvad)
ecclesiology and soteriology were linked; all envisioned salvation occurrihonwlieir
visible churches. However, Catholics alone believed that people obtained ftittatistn
(second justification) through church ordinances and other good works, which idcrease
grace and "delivered [them] as from sinne, so from eternal death and condemnation on
the reward of sinne*® That doctrine was rejected by most Protestants; Henry Burton, for
example, inThe Christian bulwarké1632), criticizes Catholicism for suggesting that
people could help to save themselves:
[T]hough they [i.e., Catholics] name imputation, which they call the
communication of Christs righteousnesse, as the formal cause of our
justification: yet they mane nothing else, but that Christ has merited, that
charity should be infused into our hearts, whereby we should be justified:
which in summe, is as much to say, as Christ became a Saviour, by whose

merit every man might bee made his owne Saviour; and that by another
kinde of righteousnesse, than that of Christ imptied.

13%Richard HookerA learned discourse of justification, workes, and how the foundation
of faith is overthrown€Oxford, 1612) inThe works of that learneathd judicious divine

Mr. Richard Hooker, containing eight books of The laws of ecclesiastical polity, and
several other treatise¥ol. 3 of 3 (Oxford, 1793%31-91, esp. 435.

13%enry BurtonThe Christian bulwarke against Satans battery; or, the doctrine of
justification ... layd out..(London, 1632), 50.
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Though Henry Burton rejected magisterial reformation in the 1640s, when he became
convinced that Christians must purify themselves (as opposed to being coerced) and
worship God as He alone commanded (rather than as commanded by humans in church
canons and parliamentary statutes), he never embraced the Roman Cathdhatene
people could cooperate with God in their salvation. The Protestant teaching that God
imputes his righteousness to men through church ordinances, which inspired separatists
and semi-separatists to purify those ordinances by removing corrupt ritualsran c
communicants, differed from the Roman Catholic teaching that infused righte®usnes
made works, such as participation in ordinances, salvifically meritorious. Burton did not
change his mind about the formal cause of justification; instead, he changed his mind
about the efficacy of corrupt instrumental causes: "the Word of God preacitetdha
holy Sacraments administred,” those "subordinate, conditionall, and ordinarysmneane
whereby we should receive Christ for out® Protestants considered godly preaching
and participation in the sacraments of baptism and communion visible marks of the true
church and instruments through which most people received God's grace. They honored
true visible churches because God converted people as they participated in them, but
Protestants did not restrict God to operating solely through church ordinances:
[A]lthough by the meanes of these, to wit, the Word and Sacraments, men
are ordinarily brought unto salvation in Christ ... yet ... God, being an
absolute and free agent, that can worke above meanes, and without

meanes....hee can, and doth without them save all those that belong to the
Covenant of grace, elected in Jesus Christ, the onely absolute rfféanes.

9bid., 337-38.

*bid.
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Protestants held that God could use other means to impute Christ's righteousness to the
elect if he so ordainetf? That reverence for God's inscrutable will may have contributed
to Independents' anxiety about mixed churches established by civil authoréagxiety

that led some to separate entirely from parish services and others toeskparaheir
ordinances.

Concerned that God tended to withdraw His grace and presence from corrupt high
places and to punish those who failed to remove all remnants of idolatry, some
Protestants made discipline a third token of the visible church. In the sixteanihyce
both English and Scottish Presbyterians didAspadmonition to the Parliame(t572),
the plea of English Presbyterians to reform the church to apostolic paatls,r'The
outward marks whereby a true Christian church is known are preaching of the Word
purely, ministering of the sacraments sincerely, and eccleslatiscgline which
consisteth in admonition and correcting of faults severéfyThe eighteenth article of
the Scottish Confession of Faith (1561), "Of the notis by whiche the true kirk is
discearned from the fals, and who shalbe judge of the doctrine," also accociptsdis
an outward mark of the particular church in which Christ communes with the elect:

The nottis, signes, and assured tokenis whairby the immaculat spouse of

Christ Jesus is knawin from that horrible harlote the Kirk malignant, ... we
beleve, confesse, and avow to be, first, The trew preaching of the word of

142See William Laud, "Conference with Fisher,Tihe works of the most reverend father

in God, William Laud, D.D., sometime Lord Archbishop of Canterbvoy. 2 of 7, Ed.

William Scott, Library of Anglo-Catholic theology (Oxford: J.H. Parker, 18880), 64

where Laud notes God may save people without sacraments, though he ordinarily elects
to use them: "That baptism is necessary to the salvation of infants, (in the ovdayaoy

the Church, without binding God to the use and means of that sacrament, to which he
hath bound us,) is express in St. John iii."

14330hn Field An admonition to the Parliamefitondon, 1572), Av.
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God; .... Secondlie, The ryght administratioun of the sacramentis of Christ
Jesus, whiche mun be annexted to the worde and promisse of God, to seall
and confirme the same in our hartis. Last[ly], Ecclesiasticallgisei
uprychtlie ministred, as Godis word prescribed, whairby vice is repressed,
and vertew nurishetf!
In the 1640s, both high Presbyterians (in Scotland and England) and English
Independents retained these tokens. For instance, the Scottish divine, SatinedbRl,
includes "discipline" with "word" and "sacraments" in his discussion of "tresreadt
Policie" of the visible church according to ScriptiiteSimilarly, Henry Burton,
defending gathered congregations in 1645, emphasized that their "ecclastaststires”
removed scandals so that "the whole truth of Christ" could be "preached, received, and
professed": "But do you not know, that there are three speciall visible marksief a t
visible Church, The Gospel purely preached, the Sacraments duly administred, and
Discipline rightly practised?*
While both Independents and high Presbyterians highly valued discipline, their
conceptions of the practice differed significantly. Independents conceivedsod i
purely spiritual operation within a gathered community of true Christiang hid no

need for ecclesiastical and civil dominion. High Presbyterians, however,diante

discipline saints and sinners alike; thus, they valued both ecclesiastical gadalem

144The Confessione of the fayht and doctrin beleved and professed by the Protestantes of
the realme of Scotland exhibited to the estates of the sam in parliament adn by thare
publict votes authorized as a doctrin grounded upon the infallible wourd of God
(Edinburgh, 1561) in John KnoXhe Works of John Knpkd. David Laing, Vol. 2 of 6
(Edinburgh: Printed for the Wodrow Society, 1846), 110.

14*Samuel Rutherfordlhe divine right of church-government and excommunication
(London, 1646), 16.

1“*Henry BurtonVindiciae veritatis(London, 1645), 20.
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censures. They were quick, however, to distinguish spiritual rebukes from secular
punishments. The duty of ministers, according to Samuel Rutherford, is the "Spiritual
removing of Scandals, by the saving of the Spirit in the day of the Lord ... and a gaining
of the Soul of an offender,” and the duty of godly magistrates is "punish[ing] evil doing
with the Sword.**” Evil doing for Rutherford, however, includes spreading false
doctrines:
[W]e conceive the godly Magistrate does not persecute the Saints, if he
draw the sword against adulteries, murtherers, rapts, robberies, even in
Saints, and we hope you, at least some of you are of the same minde with
us: now spirituall whoredome, perverting of the right wayes of the Lord,
Socinianismgprofessed and taught to others, even in Saints, to us is worse
and more deserve the sword then adulterie: for false teachers are evill
doers, and so to be punished with the sword, Rom. 13.3,4, andenalled
workers Phil. 3.2, such as rub the pest of thiill deedsupon others?®
Rutherford argues that while ministers engage in the "spiritual removingrafedsa
magistrates should engage in the civil prevention and removal of scandals. By
establishing a national church with pure doctrine as well as pure worshipysecula
sovereigns curb many kinds of "evil deeds." Independents, by contrast, did not think that
true churches needed civil protection apart from a religious liberty or tolerati
High Presbyterians in the 1640s were like sixteenth-century Presiogtettiey
warned magistrates not to interfere in the church's independent spirituacpioisdout
they invited princes and parliaments to using their civil powers to defend the trel.chu

In sixteenth-century England, Presbyterians asked magistratefsrm the church by

establishing "a right ministerie of God, & a right government of his churcbrding to

1“’Samuel Rutherfordlhe divine right of church-government and excommunicaB8n

1“8samuel Rutherfordd survey of the spiritual antichrigtondon, 1648), sig. A5.
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the scriptures” free from "al popish remnants both in ceremonies and regandrdther
things "which the Lord himself in his worde commandeth”; in sixteenth-centatja8d,
Presbyterians asked magistrates to reform the church by ratifhgrdgeterminations of

the Assembly and by passing civil statutes "to the praise and defencadahga, and to
revenge and puniss all open malefactoufi8Ih both the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, high Presbyterians maintained that God empowered spiritual &nd civi
governments separately; they were designed to support one another, but neithedddepende
on the other for authority. The Pope had been wrong to claim sovereignty over princes,
and parliaments or princes would be wrong to establish themselves as heads of the
church. Using that logic, John Knox was able to defend the Confession of Faith of 1560.
In keeping with the Presbyterian desire for magisterial coercion eflegils, the

Parliament of 1560 was asked (and agreed) to ratify the confession. The lggdfmac

that Parliament was in question because it did not have a royal warrant. While Knox
maintained that the Parliament inherently possessed the prince's powertisgdigat

the Parliament's acts were lawful, he also insisted that only Godantyarccordance

with Scripture, was needed to reform the chdrédohn Knox rejected the idea that the

church's authority resided in the magistrate or civil laws.

14930hn Field An admonition to the Parliametitondon, 1572) sig. A2, A; Theorks of
John KnoxVol. 2, 118-125, esp. 118.

1%030hn Knox;The works of John Knp¥ol. 2, 124-27, 184. Knox emphasizes the divine
institution of the church for the people as opposed to the people's institution of the church
for God: "all that we did was rather to schaw our debtfull obedience, then to bege of
thame any strenth to our Religioun, whiche from God hes full powar, and neideth nott the
suffrage of man, but in so far as man hath neid to beleve it, yf that ever he shall have
participatioun of the lyfe everlesting" (126).
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On that point, high Presbyterians differed from Erastian Presbyteridns. Al
Presbyterians valued true doctrine more than pure ordinances; the valuesrthal S
Rutherford shared with William Prynne were more important to him that thosetezls
with Henry Burton. However, high Presbyterians, like Rutherford, thought that the
church possessed the right to call its own assemblies and make binding ea@ésiasti
decisions, whereas Erastian Presbyterians, like Prynne, thought that onateheadtthe
authority to call assemblies and ratify their conclusions. Whereas higlyterests
sought to remove all church practices not recommended in Scripture, Erastian
Presbyterians sought to remove only those that were scandalous, those thanedderm
people's confidence in Christ alone as their sole savior. High Presbyteriaasedrot
all "Lawis, Counsaillis, or Constitutionis ... imposed upone the consciences of men,
without the expressed commandiment of Goddis word" as will-worship, which was
"damnabill to mannis salvatioun> Erastian Presbyterians denthat “there is an exact
and most absolute forme of Church-Government prescribed to all Churches in the
Scripture, from which no man must vary in the least title”; they also denied tlatala
churches coerced consciences beyond the "point of obedféhce."

Though high Presbyterians and Erastian Presbyterians disagreed amongst
themselves about jurisdictional boundaries and disciplinary practices, botkerditiezd
sacred and secular practices without elevating one over the other. They didevant t
church to decide temporal matters or the state to define fundamentals ofithEvian

high Presbyterians who claimed that because the church's authority carniy frimec

5The works of John Kno¥ol. 2, 184-86.

53william Prynne,Truth triumphing over falshood, antiquity over novéltgndon,
1644), "To the reader,"” 10passim
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God, assemblies could meet and determine ecclesiology without magisterieisoan
nevertheless recognized that the externals of religion were nonesSdrgiatended to
actively resist lawful authority only when nonessential things were praonastessential:
when church canons (promulgated by the Church of Rome or by the Church of England)
or scandalous church doctrines (promulgated by Independents and Sectarians) were
endangering souls. Active resistance for Presbyterians did not entdibreltbkey may
have been bold enough to censure magistrates, but they did so through legitima#g politi
means: they lawfully appealed to other magistrates and took up arms when ordered to do
so by rightful civil powers. Presbyterians wanted disputes over ecclesiolbgther
they were between the Church of Rome, the Church of England, Presbyterians,
Independents, or Sectarians, to be debated and settled peacefully through pamphlet
dialogues and synod determinations because precedents in Scripture and early church
practice warranted those means. By comparing Independents to Catholic @anpow
plotters, Prynne was expressing his concern that they would not fight fairoardi ot
conform to the religion that the Assembly would recommend and the Parliament would
ratify.

William Prynne was not the first to believe that change was a slippery slmpe
was he the first to use the Gunpowder plot analogically. In 1634, Prynne was tried in the
Star Chamber because the state feared that if it lost moral authority waand lose
civil authority as well. Criticizing the crown's management of public behavasr
tantamount to impeaching the crown for failing in its office of maintai@ond's order in
human society, a duty which Charles | took very seriously. If the sovereign did not fulfi

his God-given office, then he could—according to conciliarists, constitutioraigts
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and jurists of the Roman law—be repla¢&tDuring that trial, Lord Richardson
compared Prynne to a Gunpowder plott&his monster spittes noethinge but venome,
and that att every man; the gunpowder traytors would blowe the state into thendyer, a
this man will dampne them all to helf* Gunpowder, Richardson suggests, destroys
bodies, and when it destroys the physical body of the sovereign and his councilors, as it
was intended to do in 1604, it becomes a means of revolution. Words, suggests
Richardson's analogy, can also be instruments of revolution; they damage reputations a
set off devastating reactions as surely as gunpowder. Wisarm-mastix(1633)
condemns the souls of sinful princes and people, it justifies rebellion and war. Remember
that advocates of the Church of England were principally concerned with ordieriar
debates about office were more important than debates about doctrine. That's why both
Archibishop Laud and judges on the Star Chamber chose to focus on the political
implications ofHistrio-mastixinstead of Prynne's own focus: eliminating spiritual
scandals.

William Prynne's treatment of the Gunpowder plot as a shadow of an Independent
Plot further supports the theory that there was a common language of abuse in the 1630s
and 1640s; the Gunpowder plot could be invoked whenever groups were attempting to
overthrow the established order. Though Prynne cared more about doctrine than about

office, he cared more about office than discipline, so he appropriated the Church of

1535ee Quentin Skinnefhe Foundation of Modern Political Thought: The Age of
ReformationVol. 2 of 2 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978), 36-49, 113-34.

15%The Proceedings in the Star Chamber: Atturney Regis versus Wilkam Bsp.

Thomas Buckner, Clarke, Michaell Sparkes, and others” (Add. MSS. 11, 764, ff. 8b029)
in Documents relating the proceedings against William Prynne in 1634 and E@37
Samuel Rawson Gardiner, Camden Society New Series VIII (Westmih8%f), 20.
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England's strategies of ensuring order. As | have previously suggest@asdec
opponents shared values, they could borrow one another's defensive tactics whenever
their priorities aligned. Predictably, Erastian Presbyterians founddpaikan theories of
civil power useful more often than did high Presbyterians or Independentsafrast
Presbyterians and high Presbyterians shared a main objective, but thegedisdgput

the guarantors thereof; Erastian Presbyterians elevated issuesaritawaiver issues of
sanctification (as a means of protecting doctrine), and high Preshgtetevated purity
over polity (as a means of protecting doctrine).

Viewed from an alternate angle, Presbyterians, Episcopalians, and Inelejsend
concurred about the problems (damnation, social chaos, and will-worship) but not about
1) what solution(s) should be pursued—uniformity and transparency in doctrine, outward
obedience to established worship, or apostolic ordinances and separatesticalesia
censures, 2) in what order, 3) for what reason, or 4) with what urg&teyr instance,
Reformers (Presbyterians and Independents alike) disliked confusion as much as
defenders of the established church (princes and prelates) did. About that much, they
could agree. About how to unify, stabilize, and reform the three kingdoms, they disagreed
because Presbyterians worried most about doctrinal confusion; Episcopaligad wor
most about confusion in the social order; and Independents worried most about confusion

in the constitution of the true church.

1%°See Paul Oskar KristelleRenaissance Thought and Its Sourd&h Michael Mooney

(New York: Columbia University Press, 1979) for a discussion of debates on wisdom and
eloquence fraught in a similar way: common values but uncommon priorities and
approaches.
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In the 1630s, the Lords of the Star Chamber valued peace and stability more than
truth; they considered the smallest threat to sovereign authority a signifioeett to
religious, social, and political order. They saw parliamentary and commoo\vawand
above doctrine, as the surest safeguards for national security. The legaliseasde
to condemn Prynne fdfistrio-mastixauthorized the state to punish not only liars but
also truth-tellers. They were willing to punish subjects for publicizing fatheaves"

(the truth!) if it was deemed "seditious” and thus threatened civil coht®Bomewhat
prophetically, Lord Heath claimed that Prynne's contempt of the magisttdtespread,
promoting widespread disobedience, even regitite.

For historical precedents that dissatisfied subjects may rebel, we neddodriy
the Bye Plot of 1603. According to Mark Nicholls, those plots resulted from James's
seeming betrayal of his Catholic subjects:

[]n return for protestations of loyalty to the Stuart cause, he [William
Watson] had received from James VI and his ministers indefinite but
promising assurances of future toleration. Like the Gunpowder plotter
Thomas Percy after him, [William] Watson seems to have built on these
non-committal platitudes in subsequent discussions with friends, and it is
clear that he felt betrayed when no immediate toleration was forthcoming
after March 1603. This, combined with fears built on thin foundations that
the Jesuits were themselves plotting a coup before the coronation,

prompted Watson to devise an action which would remind the king
forcibly of his supposed obligation®

1%Documents relating to the proceeding®: "Statues of 21 Ed. 3 condempned [sic]

them that disperced lyes and tales to be imprisoned tyll they founde the authogrthis m
hath noe author but himselfe, therefore, perpetuall imprisonment. For the same, 12 Ric, 2
cap. 11, great punishmente such as the Kinges councell should thincke fitt. 1 & 2 Phill. &
Marye, pillorye and loss of eares for seditious newes. 1 of Eliz., revived in the lkxlii E

5'Documents relating to the proceedings.

%8\1ark Nicholls, "Treason's Reward: The Punishment of Conspirators in the Bye Plot of
1603,"The Historical JournaB8:4 (1995): 821-42, esp. 822.
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If disappointment and disillusion motivated those involved in the Bye Plot, so too did
desperation, and though Jacobean scholars now attribute the Gunpowder plot to years of
careful planning for a Spanish succession rather than anger over Jameg's fmliards
recusants, it too was a frantic final attempt to improve conditions for Catfolics.

remains for us to consider whether desperation also marks the so-calledmsludlthe

1630s and 40s.

King James I's theory was that uniformity in ecclesiastical doctrine and
government prevented both religious and civil unrest; his son Charles embraced that
theory wholeheartedly, enforcing it with swords as well as statutes. The tBeay was
that subjects demonstrated not only obedience but also consent by participating in the
"Orders of the Church of England,” which commanded hearing the Word of God read and

taught in private and publick prayers," "acknowledging their offences to God, and

amendment of the same, in reconciling themselves charitably to their neighih@ues

displeasures have been," "often times receiving the Communion of the Bodioadd B
of Christ," "visiting the poor and sick," and "using all godly and sober conversaifon."
Even if individuals privately disapproved of the established religion, they did not pose
much of a threat to the public so long as they conformed and kept their opinions to
themselves. This notion accords with the laws governing heresy and IKieg'da

understanding of his role as protector of the church. Heretics were to be judged by

ecclesiastical courts but punished by the authority of the prince. As SirdEQoke

15%Christopher Durstonlames KFlorence, KY: Routledge, 1993), 59.

189%Constitutions and canons ecclesiastifabndon, 1603 and 1633), C2.
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explains inThe third part of the Institutes of the laws of Englatheé burning of the
heretic, who had a fearful "disease of the soul," was commensurate to rtozling t
community of someone with a fearful "disease of the body": "he that is a Ielper of
body, is to be removed from the society of men, lest he should infect them, by the king's
writ de leproso amovendso he that hatlepram animagthat is, to be convincted of
heresie, shall be cut off, lest he should poyson others, by the kindewrderetico
comburendoBut if the heretick will not after conviction abdure, he may by force of the
said writde haeretico comburendze burnt without abjuration® Thus, King James had
lawful cause to depict himself as the principal physician in his public proctamati
promoting conformity:
Wherefore, forasmuch as by way of providence to preserve their people
from being corrupted in Religion, pietie and obedience, is not the least part
of Royall duetie, wee hold our selfe obliged both in conscience and in
wisdome, to use all good meanes to keepe our Subjects from being
infectedwith superstitious opinions in matter of Religion, which are not
onely pernitious to their owne soules, but the ready way and meanes to
corrupt their duetie and allegiance, which cannot be any way so surely
performed, as by keeping from them thimisters and instruments of that
Infection which are the priests of all sorts ordained in forraine parts, by
authoritie prohibited by the Lawes of this laifd.
In this passage, the King is speaking particularly of ejecting Cath@stgrbut he
treated nonconformist English ministers similarly for they could alsonstrtiments™ of

"corrupt[ion] in Religion, pietie, and obedience.” Though James removed (from the

country or from their office) those who would not conform, he first tried to reconcile

1%15ir Edward Coke, "Of heresieThe third part of the institutes of the laws of England
(London, 1797), 42.

182James IHaving after some time spent in setling the politique affaires of this Realme
Proclamation from February 22 (London, 1603), emphasis mine.
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them for he desired "that Unformitie ... may be wrought by Clemencie, and glgtvoéi
Reason, and not by Rigour of LaW*After all, the law allowed even heretics to abjure
their false doctrines rather than be burnt. James gave both recusants and "factious
Ministers" an opportunity to demonstrate their trustworthiness by followmg t
Ecclesiastical canons of 168%3.Catholics and dissenters alike were charged with
obeying the Acts of Supremacy and Uniformity, consenting to the 39 Articles of
Religion, and using the Book of Common Pray8Compliance with the English
Church's forms of worship signaled submission to the crown rather than the pope or
private fancy. Thus, conformity became a test case for rebellion as weélbafrag] and
gentl[e] way of "reclaim[ing] all that be in the ministerie, to the obedien¢England'’s]
Church Lawes" and of removing "all grounds and occasions of Sects, Divisions, and
Unquietness®®

James's policies for uniformity principally protected his power and his person;
when he intervened in church affairs, he did so out of duty, as a godly magistrats; he wa
not, like Presbyterians, trying to save souls. The idea that ecclesiologybsoah
instrument of the state was not new. Under Queen Elizabeth I, recusants had been
allowed to demonstrate their loyalty by swearing an oath that, like the dacobiecy of
conformity, treated religious obedience as a sign of—and means of ensuring—civi

submission and peace:

1%3james IThe care which wee have ha&toclamation from July 16 (London, 1604), 2.
*bid.
%Constitutions and canons ecclesiastilabndon, 1603 and 1633), esp. B4-C2.

1%83ames IThe care which wee have hd&toclamation from July 16 (London, 1604), 2.
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I, A. B., do humbly confess and acknowledge, that | have grievously
offended God in contemning her majesty's godly and lawful government
and authority, by absenting myself from church, and from hearing divine
service, contrary to the godly laws and statutes of this realm: and | am
heartily sorry for the same, and do acknowledge and testify in my
conscience, that the bishop or see of Rome has not, nor ought to have, any
power or authority over her majesty, or within any her majesty's realms or
dominions: and | do promise and protest, without any dissimulation, or
any colour or means of any dispensation, that from henceforth | will from
time to time obey and perform her majesty's laws and statutes, in repairing
to the church, and hearing divine service, and do my uttermost endeavour
to maintain and defend the samfié.
From this recusancy oath, we may infer that the Elizabethan state monitordd churc
attendance to assess the chances of rebellion. Church attendance was a messure of
unity. That does not imply, however, that the state overlooked the spiritual function of
participating in communal worship. Elizabethan statutes conceive of the chuach as
instrument of both the political and the spiritual society, of the earthly sovenedihtine
Heavenly Sovereign. According to Elizabethan defenders, reciprocity betweamthe t
spheres benefited the subject. If to "contemn her majesty's godly and geawéuhment
and authority” is to contemn God, then to respect civil authority is to respect God. This
logic accords with the one-kingdom reading of Romans 13: with the idea thatratagis
are God's ministers and that submitting to them is a way of submitting to Christ.
Elizabethan magistrates promoted the idea that in godly commonwealths liladEng|

Christians could achieve "actual sanctifying righteousness” (incrsasetification) by

being law-abiding subject§® Christian subjects could demonstrate and increase their

%" The Act Against Recusar(t593), 35 Elizabeth, cap. 2 ocuments lllustrative of
English Church Historyed. Henry Gee and William John Hardy (New York: Macmillan,
1986), 507.

1%85ee Richard HookeA learned discourse of justification, workes, and how the
foundation of faith is overthrown@®xford, 1612) inThe works of ... Mr. Richard Hooker
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piety by humbling themselves before godly magistrates; though that apbiita=al, it

could also be spiritual. Episcopalians often coded the values they shared with
Presbyterians and Independents (truth, order, and purity) in civil terms. Rentbatbe
Richard Hooker's great defense of the Church of England was founded on the notion that
the visible church is a political society as well as a society superhatwus the church

is governed by many kinds of positive laws, some of which are commanded by God and
some of which are commanded by human authoritfes.

In the theology of the Church of England, church government and salvation are
recognized as separate operations, but the connection between the two sptiesseds s
Episcopalians considered some divine truths to be inaccessible, but natural aral politic
orders served as shadows of the truth. Queen Elizabeth's statutes do not clainh that ¢
submission is salvific; however, they do treat civil submission as an acathdtaw
man closer to God. Recognizing the benefits of having recusants’ loyaltgtrad$fom
Rome to London (and the liabilities of divided loyalties), England exploited Catholic
lines of reasoning. The recusancy oath does not go so far as to associate oheitience
justification or disobedience with purgatory and damnation (as Roman Catholics did), but
it does appropriate the Christian practice of repentance. Turning awayhegoope is

figured as turning away from sin. Turning towards the prince is figured as turniagitow

(1793), 431-91 for the following definition of actual righteousness. There are "two kinds
likewise of sanctifying righteousnesse, Habituall, and Actuall. Hahitilralt holinesse,
wherewith our soules are inwardly indued, the same instant, when we first beginne to be
the Temples of the holy Ghost. Actuall, that holinesse, which afterwards bethusifi

the parts and actions of our life" (453-54).

1%Richard HookerThe eight books of ecclesiastical polityThe works of ... Mr.
Richard HookerVol. 1, 166-69, 238-67, 285-89, esp. 277-79.
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Christ. In the church, repentance was as a sign of justification anaejettwas an
outward sign of an inward condition. In the state, repenting of heretical Catholic
doctrines and allegiances became a corresponding sign of sincerity; risteatexd that
the subject was genuinely submissive and not being hypocfitical.

In the early modern Church of England, participation in the church militant is not
the same as participation in the church triumphant; subjects enter the visible ghurch b
being born in the commonwealth, but they enter the invisible church by being adopted by
God through the efforts of Christ. The prince is the head of the visible church, but Christ
is the head of the church universal. According to Richard Hooker, the great apologist of
the Church of England, the visible church is the domain of "righteousness of
sanctification” and the church triumphant is the domain of the "righteousness of
justification"*"* In other words, the visible church can advance the work that Christ has
begun, but its advancements relate to encouraging Christ-like behavior in theatioer
than facilitating man's self-justification before God. This theologicdirdition affects
how we interpret subscription and conformity within the Church of England and how we
understand the Stuart habit of declaring those who publicly break canons of the Church of
England anathema.

According to William Laud, the habit of excommunicating dissenters ia$sdc

with the Council of Trent was not comparable to habit of excommunicating dissenters

"Qilliam Barlow, The summe and substance of the conference, which, it pleased his
excellent Majestie to have with the Lords, Bishops, and other of his clatgi#ampton
Court, January 14, 160@.ondon, 1604), 41-43.

"Richard HookerDiscourse on justificatioin The works of ... Mr. Richard Hooker
Vol. 3, 433, 437, 453-457 (emphasis mine).
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within the Church of England because the implied offence and the motivating for
removing offenders differed. The Church of Rome considers its canons fundamentals of
the faith, i.e. pertinent to salvation or damnation, and nonconformists to be heretics. The
canons of the Council of Trent, especially canons 7 and 8 "On the Sacrament of Order"
and canons 4, 9, 12, 19, 24, 27, and 30-32 "On Justification"” do emphasize the role of the
visible church in justification and declare "anathema" all who challenge die @r
ordinances of the Church of RorHé Some Roman Catholics, especially Jesuits,

believed the pope to be infallible and thus divinely equipped to interpret both Scripture
and church traditions. They maintained that the power to "bind or loose" souls to their
eventual salvation or damnation or heaven belonged to the supreme pontiff at Rome
rather than to the entire militant church, as Archibishop Laud mairitgiAscording to

Laud, many Jesuits also "ma[de] present tradition™ in "the city of diocese of'Ribrae
infallible Word of God unwritten”* The Church of England, by contrast, did not

consider all of its canons essential, its private dissenters heretitssclonich governor
infallible. According to Laud, the national church did not force people to hold present
church tradition, including the English canons, as fundamental to the faith, even though

the particular, visible church could give weak Christians a "moral motive tw®elie

172 The Council of Trent: the sixth session and the twenty-third sedibe canons and
decrees of the sacred and oecumenical Council of ;TiEehtand trans. J. Waterworth
(London: Dolman, 1848), 44-49, 174, Hanover Historical Texts Project,
http://history.hanover.edu/texts/trent.htm

173Quentin SkinnerfFoundations of Modern Political Thoughtol. 2, 144-46; William
Laud,Conference with Fishan The works of ... William Layd/ol. 2, 209.

4pilliam Laud, Conference with Fishén The works of ... William Layd/ol. 2, 104,
141, 146, 210.
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Scripture'” The Church of England only sought "peaceable consent" to the canons and
public conformity in worshig’® It did not "declare an anathema against them, if some
peaceably dissent in some matters remoter from the Foundation”; it declaneatlaema
against those who disturbed the peace by publicly pronouncing the Articles
"superstitious" or "erroneous’™ In other words, church traditions within England were
admittedly fallible but not seriously scandalous; they were expedient, aedtdisswere
bound by obey them, not believe them.

The Church of England valued many kinds of "external act[s]," but they did not
value them as instruments of justification. John Calvin, in his sermon on Galations 5:1,
says that papists "look no further than the external act" and thus make disobedithe
pope's ceremonies a venial, and potentially a mortal! $ivthen Richard Hooker
attributed to church ordinances the power to sanctify, he lobbied that they lfeedlass
spiritually as well as socially, but their spiritual classificatiofedéd from that
maintained by the Church of Rome at the Council of Trent. Hooker distinguished one
spiritual operation, justification, from another, sanctification; he also wes$¢he
distinction between actions of a purely civil purpose and those with a mixed civil and
spiritual function. Because it influenced both "outward actions" and "inward caogg)iti

religion, according to Hooker, was mixed,; it surpassed "positive Lawsftdrar

3bid., 95-98.

9bid., 60.

"bid., 59-60.

17830hn Calvin, "Absolved only through the sacrifice of Jesus Christ: sermon on Galations

5:1-3" inJohn Calvin's Sermons on Galatioiisans. Kathy Childress (Carlisle, PA:
Banner of Truth, 1997), para. 5, <http://www.reformedsermonarchives.com/call.htm>.

83



conflating political government and spiritual government or conflating govent of the
visible church by bishops and godly magistrates with government of the invisiblé churc
by Christ and the Holy Spirit, Hooker appreciated the differences betwesptaes’®
Points of intersection are not points of obliteration. Rather than co-opting one @nother’
domain, the law and religion reinforce one another, as do particular churches with the
universal church. Following Hooker, orthodox members of the Church of England
believed that religion makes men just (and thus good civil subjects), and princes keep
religion right (so that heresies and superstition do not corrupt doctfiiéhe church's
mutually beneficial relationship with the state, wherein the sovereign'stoote

cultivates due obedience, corresponds to its relationship with God, wherein God's
blessings inspire proper worship. Participating in the established church does not
guarantee salvation, but it does promote it; it also promotes public peace and pmvidenti
protection: "Indeed God doth liberally promise whatsoever appertained to aldissse

to as many as sincerely keep his law, though he be not exactly able to keepefovéher
we acknowledge a dutiful necessity of doing well; but the meritorious dighdging

well, we utterly renounce*® For members of the Church of England, church conformity

yields both spiritual and civil benefits, though it alone is not salvific.

1"Richard Hooker, Book 5 dfhe Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity Theworks of that

learned and judicious divine Mr. Richard Hooker, containing eight books of The laws of
ecclesiastical polity, and several other treastjdéasl. 2 of 3 (Oxford, 1793), 16.

¥bid., 7, 9, 12, 16.

800ker,A discourse of justificatiomn The works of ... Mr. Richard Hookevol. 3,
440.
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By making conformity indifferent to salvation, the English governmenticoul
entice recusants and dissenters to participate for civil rather than $peéasans.
Subjects with tender consciences could reconcile themselves to confogming b
interpreting it as civil submission rather than spiritual backsliding. Ttiiade that
indifferent practices could benefit participants without burdening them extemded t
particular acts of worship and attitudes about the church. Using this line of regsoni
Hooker defended the Church of England's concern with church beautification and
consecration:
Again, albeit the true worship of God be to God in itself acceptable, who
respecteth not so much in what place, as with what affection he is served;
... hotwithstanding it is, that the very majesty and holiness of the place
where God is worshiped hath in regard of us great virtue, force and
efficacy, for that it serveth as a sensible help to stir up devotion; and in
that respect, no doubt, bettereth even our holiest and best actions in this
kind. As therefore we every where exhort all Men to worship God; even
so, for performance of this Service by the People of God assembled, we
think not any place so good as the Church, neither any exhortation so fit as
that of David,0 worship the Lord in the beauty of holiné%s
Both Presbyterians and Independents, however, worried that the "beauty of holiness"
would be mistaken by the weak for the holiness of beauty. Participants in beautiful
worship services might become guilty of adoration, rather than devotion, and few
safeguards were in place to prevent that error. Outward conformity in the Church of
England, the decency of the religious rites, was not an accurate measwvardf i
conformity, the truthfulness of the beliefs concerning those rites. Thoughribascof

the Church of England did not claim that church practices were essential, ignorant

parishioners might assume that they were. Political order was not the besitguaf

182Richard Hooker, Book 5 6fhe Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity The works of ... Mr.
Richard HookerVol. 2, 51-2.
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truth, but Episcopal divines in England were content so long as the fundamentals of the
faith remained. That goal was modest given Laud's belief that it was ilnpdss the
fundamentals to be lost entirely or permanently. As a whole, the militant churayde s
cannot err "in absolute foundations" though she may err "in deduction and
superstructures," which "may prove dangerous to the salvation of some, which believe
[them] and practice after [thenmT®® Laud's faith in the true church far outweighed his
concern for individuals led astray by corruptions therein. He certainlyddvooderate
reforms, as suggested by his defense of the Church of England's deviations fram Rom
Catholic traditions, but Laud worried more about schism, the "rent in the Church" that
could result from doctrinal disputes, than about scartdals.

Mid-seventeenth-century Presbyterians shared with Episcopaliansod fear
separation and confusion, so they sought uniformity within a national church, but they
shared with Independents a fear of "Prophanation and Scandall,” so they waated gre
reforms than the Church of England had permitfé@he challenge was creating a
middle ground in which unity could coexist with purity, in which the visible church could
remain amixtum corpudput restrain sin, and in which civil magistrates had the power to
confirm and coerce while spiritual ministers retained the power to deteduustrine and
use ecclesiastical censures. Independents and Sectarians “who shpars¢dves from

others, under this very pretence of being more holy, and living more devoutly than

183william Laud, Conference with Fishan Works of ... William LaudlL78-9, 184.
18%4bid., 166, 183-4.

18william Prynne, "Epistle dedicatoryruth triumphing over falshogdPrynne Foure
serious questions of grand importari¢®ndon, 1645), A.

86



others” were, according to Prynne and Edwards, endangering lives and souls.
Questioning the power of civil authorities to command church participation could lead to
widespread rebellion because people could challenge other sovereign prescmtive

well. Allowing false doctrines and dangerous practices to proliferate uncheckdd coul
endanger weak Christians as well as invite God's wPath.

The kind of conformity demanded in the Church of England offered some civil
and spiritual protection, but Presbyterians deemed it inadequate. When subversive
elements conform externally without conforming in conscience, they mayrdarag to
Presbyterians, become more treacherous, hence Prynne's comparison of Imdepende
Gunpowder plotters. When opponents are only punished for being visibly disruptive, they
may stop acting out, but that may covertly continue to undermine the premisesepractic
or privileges of the establishment. Invisibility may deprive dissentersrtdin kinds of
power (the power to compel, for instance), but it endows them with other kinds of power
(the power to undermine true doctrine and pure practice cunningly without being
discovered). The Church of England had identified and punished the most overtly radical
fringe elements but had not rooted out equivocators, such as the Gunpowder plotters. It
had not adequately, according to Presbyterians and Independents, prevented and
corrected spiritual errors and abuses, the kinds that could "prove dangerous to the souls of
some" and could motivate others to rebel. The Church of England admitted to its
fellowship those with tender consciences who did not agree with all of the doctrines or
external rites so long as they conformed because the national church's objeeteres

civil as well as spiritual. They were content to keep dissenters quiet if nottmNerted,

18william Prynne, "Epistle to the readefftuth triumphing over falshood
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but this unity was not permanent. Dissenters did not abandon their dreams of reform.
Presbyterians sought a national church so doctrinally sound and externaltyectthiat
Independents could obey it in good conscience. That goal was conceivable because high
Presbyterians, who shared with Independents' the belief that Scriptutieeveady rule
both for essentials and nonessentials, were willing to grant civil auteadme spiritual
duties, such as ratifying and reforming.
Independents, however, had a very different notion of order than did
Presbyterians (of all persuasions) and Episcopalians. Though they were wilhadner
with Presbyterians to abolish prelacy and resist the king, their antiatbgrfformist
plans and their desire for ecclesiastical jurisdiction independent not only sihtedout
also of higher ecclesiastical authorities remained a point of contenti@ntha shallow
consensus within the English church in the early seventeenth century, the agreement
between Independents and Presbyterians in 1641 not to discuss contentious issues, such
as church government, did little to foster genuine unity or a lasting a®¢¢xs Edwards
complains inAntapologia(1644), Independents had (by 1643) made their principles and
preferences clear, even if their statements were indirect:
All of you have not constantly forborme publish your opinions by
preaching[as the authors had suggested], but you have vented your
principles and opinions, by preaching, sometimes more generally and
covertly, (yet so as your followers understand you,) and sometimes
particularly and plainly: In a more generall and covert way, you have done
it often, under preaching for purity of Ordinances, the standing for the
Kingly office of Christ, the being in a Church-way, the performing of all

ordinances and the due and right order, &c. wherein you doe for your way
just as the Malignant Ministers preaching against the Parliament and for

8"Murray Tolmie, The Triumph of the Saints: The Separate Churches of London 1616-
1649 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988) 95.
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the Cavaliers, under generalities, preaching against Rebellion, and fighting
against the King, and rising up against him, and for peac&®®&c.

The Independents needed Parliamentary license to worship apart from the
parochial church without civil penalties, so they needed to "publish [their] opinmns” t
convince them to tolerate partial (if not total) separation. They did not, however,
acknowledge either Parliament's or the Assembly's power to determiné plolitg and
worship. For Independents, all elements of church practice were supposed talbenbase
Scripture alone, and Scripture, they thought, established Christ as the sole head of not
only the church triumphant but also particular visible churches. Independents were
reluctant to propose a national ecclesiastical polity because they derhiat thetentire
nation belonged in the visible church, 2) that visible churches should be parochial, and 3)
that humans had any authority to determine church principles and policies. That
reluctance both frustrated and frightened Presbyterians, such as Prynne ardsEdwa
who, like Episcopalians, conceived of the national church as a spiritual and civil
safeguard®®

For Erastian Presbyterians, national order was second only to doctrinesstatut
mandating uniformity in the government of churches along classical lines ansktio¢
theDirectory of Worshipvould hold particular congregations and people accountable,

preventing heresies as well as rebellions. Erastian Presbyteritives ty@iannized

188 Thomas Edwardg\ntapologia: Or, a full answer to the Apologeticall Narration of Mr
Goodwin, Mr Nye, Mr Sympson, Mr Burroughs, Mr Bridge, Members of the Assembly of
Divines(London, 1644), 214, 215. | added the qualification in brackets, but the
parenthetical remark is Edwards's.

8Murray Tolmie, The Triumph of the Saints: The Separate Churches of London 1616-
1649 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1977), 127-8.
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consciences by declaring anathemas against canon-breakers nor licentsmasly f
consciences from being bound by a right understanding and practice of God's
fundamental laws. They did not return, as King Charles | had wished, to "the gemérnm
of the Church ... as it was under the reigns of Elizabeth and James, with full liberty fo
the ease of their consciences who will not communicate in that serviceststdlily
law."*° Demanding obedience without belief had, Charles thought, traditionally eased
tender consciences. Dissenters were allowed to hold private opinions, such as contempt
for the teachings and worship of the established church, as long as those opinions
remained private. Outward conformity appeased the English monarchy. Erastian
Presbyterians seem more sensitive to the spiritual function of indifferags tthian

those, such as Charles I, who were willing to free consciences from a mermati
interpretation of church ordinances. In the realradéphorg Erastian Presbyterians
often pursued priorities associated with Episcopacy (putting the safety lobdy over

the safety of a member) or with Independency (eliminating scandals)hbat w
indifferent things undermined fundamentals (people's adherence to the trutltgdkey

to be indifferent. Admittedly, outward conformity may have been sufficient foesom
members of the Long Parliament, but they passed statutes empoweringsthgd?ran
Church to inquire into inward conformity as well. Though Parliament establisedidas
the court of last appeal, it gave ecclesiastical bodies the power to hexand censure"

parishioners. Using, "Admonition, Suspension, or Excommunication," classical

199Calendar of state papers, domestic series, of the reign of Charles |, 168&6-47
William Douglas Hamilton, Vol. DXIII (London, 1891), 311; "Proposition 4," The King's
Propositions to be Discussed at UxbridgeTire Constitutional Documents of the
Puritan Revolution, 1625-166&d. Samuel Rawson Gardiner, 3rd edition, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1906), 286-287.
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assemblies could reinforce true doctrine and restrain sins of thought and deed,
"converting and reducing ... Recusants, or any other in Error or Schism." "Coragralgat
Eldership, consisting of the Minister or Ministers, and the other ruling Offafelsat
Congregation," could "inquire into the knowledge and spiritual estate of anyp&terh
the Congregation, to admonish and rebuke, to suspend from the Lords Table those who
are found by them to be ignorant and scandalous, and to Excommuhitatestigh
Erastian Presbyterians wanted the state to be involved in church affairs, they
distinguished political and spiritual aims, using civil punishments for the former and
ecclesiastical censures for the latter. Presbyterian governmenbastdpwas instituted
by Parliament, and violators were punished with monetary fines, not spirituatesiis
"[Clases of Conscience or other difficulties in Doctrine" remained under thiepuof
classical assemblies.

Though high Presbyterians, such as Samuel Rutherford, claimed that Prasbyter
polity, liturgy, and discipline were already established by divine right ahdal depend
on civil authority, they may have appreciated the care with which Erasgaby®erians
distinguished between civil and sacred duties and punishments. High and Erastian
Presbyterians may have disagreed albddreto separate political and spiritual powers
andwhythose boundaries were best, but they agreed that the two spheres should not be
confused. Erastian Presbyterians agreed with their clericalist brebiatthe purposes of

ecclesiastical censures (authorized by Parliament) were to presadatscand

Y91Acts and ordinances of the Interregnum, 1642-1&8D C.S. Firth and R.S. Rait, Vol.
1 of 3 (London, H.M. Stationary Office, 1911), 1198-9.

19%bid., 582-607, 749-59, 1188-1215, esp. 756-59.
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encourage belief. By contrast, Jacobean subscriptions and Caroline anatheanas wer
designed to prevent or punish rebellion and to repress vice, aims more political than
spiritual. Charles | may have empowered the church by acknowledging dgtit ri
therein, but he mixed the spiritual and the temporal spheres by claiming his owntputhori
by divine right and by giving bishops temporal duties, which sometimes conflidted wi
their sacred duties (if protesters are to be believed).

Inclusion and exclusion had to be carefully balanced in Presbyterian eloggsi
Like Independents, Presbyterians valued godliness within the visible churchydnpwe
unlike Independents, who felt obliged by scriptural precedents to exclude from their
gatherings those not yet justified and sanctified, Presbyterians figkedlbly scriptural
precedents (interpreted differently) as well as by natural and positixgebloth to include
and to compel the unrighteous so that they might thereby be saved. Notice the diction of
Presbyterian Settlement; its discipline is designed to "conver[t]'eiontrol
dissenters, heretics, and separatists. On the one hand, church ordinances m&ktesse
the ordinary process of salvation, so heathens needed them even more than saints. On the
other hand, "ignorant and scandalous"” people could anger God and endanger their souls
by participating inappropriately. High Presbyterians and Erastiabfsrians disagreed
on how to reconcile the potential benefit with the potential danger. High Preabgter
encouraged the dissolute to worship and socialize with the orthodox (in the hope that the
Holy Spirit would thereby help and heal them) but prevented the scandalous from taking
communion (in the fear that they would offend God and be damned). Erastian
Presbyterians were unconvinced by the biblical precedents justifyingaimgromise.

They agreed that Scripture empowered the church to excommunicate "Sdamat
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Hereticall, scandalous Christians" fully, but they did not think the church could ban them
from one ordinance (communion) while including them in other ordinances (preaching,
prayers, singing, etc'j® Sacraments, Prynne reminds his readers, are designed to
strengthen the weak, so reprobates need more opportunities to take communion, not
fewer: "The Lords Supper is frequently, not rarely to be Administered asowell
unregenerate Christians to convert them, as to regenerate to confirméthem."

According to Erastian Presbyterians, such as Prynne, suspension frosn Lord'
Supper may be spiritual, but the spiritual benefit is general (for the wholesgaign)
and defensive (preventing heresy or backsliding). Forced suspension may peotect t
flock, but it seldom recovers the lost shé&ldn excommunication, Prynne suggests, the
benefits multiply for the community and the offender alike. "Cut[ting] off a&nott
member" isolates the infection completely so that no one is exposed to the
contaminatior®® That isolation may typify the offender's eventual damnation, helping
him or her to understand the stakes and encouraging him or her to reform. The benefits to
that approach, however, are tenuous. When unrepentant sinners are truly excluded from
Christian society, the serious consequences may motivate them to reform. fibat is t
spiritual purpose of excommunication: motivating reprobates to repent and once again
seek saving ordinances. Alienated offenders may, however, respond in the oppgasite wa

Their hearts may harden, and they may become more sinful and more subversive. That is

%3william Prynne,Suspension suspendg@dndon, 1646), 9.
“bid., 18.
bid., 1.

¥99bid., 10-11.
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why Seneca ibe officisrecommends clemency for those who are not yet hardened

criminals. That is also why Presbyterians greatly feared separdfithout close

disciplinary oversight and without motivations to improve, souls could be irreparably

lost, society could be destabilized (rather than defended), and God could decide to punish

the entire nation. For high Presbyterians, suspension was a form of spirituahcjerm

was a lenient censure, designed to recover the lost before they wanderedrndactara

no longer return. Erastians like Prynne were willing to permit the practiea wwas

institutedjure humanoby civil authority, rather thajure diving by divine warrant.

After many solicitations by high Presbyterians, Parliament gaveiskérs and

Presbyteries power to keep ignorant and scandalous persons from the Lords Supper," but

it conferred a limited power, one designed to protect outward decency and order.
Independents, such as Henry Burton, believed in Christian testimony and

oversight, but they differentiated evangelism, which obliged them to communithte wi

unbelievers, with discipline, which obliged them to separate from contaminated people

and practices. INindiciae vertitatig1645), Burton tells Bastwick that churches are duty-

bound (to God rather than the state or the assembly) to give "an account of their

proceedings” to other churches that question their doctrines or practi¥es Burton

did not recognize parochial churches as true churches or the Assembly asteonadif

saints to be entrusted with protecting the church. When Burton lost confidence in the

godliness of his "quondam-fellow-sufferer[s]," he may have changed his appooac

disputations with them. A disputation between Christians would be governed by apostolic

precedents for godly consultation and discipline within and between congregatioas, but

¥"Henry Burton Vindiciae veritatis(London, 1645), 5.
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disputation between a saint and a sinner might be governed by Old Testament precedents
of division between Jews and Gentiles or between the clean and the Ufitlean.
Whether Henry Burton considered his "quondam-fellow-sufferer[s]," John
Bastwick and William Prynne, as brothers to be disciplined or heretics tsdyersid
may influence our assessment of his—and their—rhetdtlo. his preface t&/indiciae
veritatis (1645), Burton defends his sharp style with Bastwick as a nhecessary means of
removing a state- and soul-endangering tumor: "For | perceived that no rAcswiag,
a tumor began to grow, which needed timely lancing, to prevent some extreame
inflamation hastening to a head, while the humour flowed in so fast: Therefored hast
if possible to recover our Brother. So as if | be quick and short with him it is to save him
with feare, plucking him out of the firé®™ The premise of this defense is that a different
kind of rhetoric is permissible when the threat is serious and imminent, when someone's
salvation is at stake. That same logic was used to excuse the stories of Ggetsmue
recorded inA divine tragedie lately actgd636), a collection of cautionary examples
inspired by God's own rhetoric:
Himselfe therefore hath vouchsafed to record (even in sacred writ) many
notable examples of his avenging justice, both generall, Nationall, and
personall, for al posteritie to contemplate; prefacing some of them with
specialMemorandunior our serious consideration of thefor. this very
end, that they might be examples unto us, not to lust after evil things as

they lustednor to trace the footsteps of their sinfull wayes, lest we should
incurre the selfe samexemplarie punishmenés they susteined?

99pid., 4, 6, 7, 13.
9bid., passim
209hid., A3v.

?lHenry Burton A divine tragedie lately acted.ondon, 1636), A2v.
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God's judgments, he says, were meant to "frigh[t] wicked men from their evill

courses??When placed on a continuum withdivine tragedie lately acteindiciae

veritatisappears antagonistic because Presbyterians get cast as "wicKadhuose "evil

courses" must be changed. Yet if Burton is to be believed, then his words were meant to

be spiritually curative. Burton contrasts his cautionary criticismis Batstwick's

audacious accusations, which Burton characterizes as acrimonious and abusive. Burton

accuses Bastwick of "opposing ... the Persons of those [helrmgisendent’

"speaking nothing but daggers, and daring":
Doe you [Bastwick] not call them [Independents] Beasts? Grolls?
Pussoists? Wild geese? Old geese? a company of Jugglers? Sticklers
against Parliament arRresbyter a generation of cunning and crafty
jugglers? cunning deceivers? and fighters against God? violators of all the
lawes of God and Nature? the most dangerous sect that ever yet the world
produced? a company of rats among joyn'd stooles? Despisers of
Magistracy? a generation of men, not worthy to give guts to a Beare?
Moone-calves? All théndependentput together, have not so much
learning as any one of a thousand other Ministers? A Wheele-barrow
(such as they trundle White-wine vinegar on) fitter for them then a Coach?
Stirring up all along Magistrates and People to cut them off? making them
odious to theScot§™*®

Although Burton is certainly justified in taking offence at such statemgintm that they

were meant to discredit the Independents, some of the remarks move beyondrcharacte

assassination to classify as claims of genuine debate. Even without theuhstantive

and logical points, such as the claim that Independents are "[d]espisergsifangg

Bastwick is acting as a legitimate orator insofar as he follows tter@iian tradition of

202hid., A2.

2%enry BurtonVindiciae veritatis 28.
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using ethical and pathetic appeals and the Platonic aim of pursuing the publi‘good.
While Burton claims to be more interested in whether Bastwick is a good Ghtisdiaa
good rhetor, the two activities were linked for religious polemicists. As thetwex

chapters will consider in more detail, questions concerning the form and function of
Christian rhetoric, especially what kinds of persuasion are decorous for Qistigtia
inseparable from this discussion of how Presbyterians, Episcopalians, and Independent
could share values but not priorities. Examining the paradoxical ways thatreakbrn
polemicists adapt Ciceronian rhetoric—elevating, eliding, or elimigatrgument,

pleasure, and passion, we may better understand the religious and political tensions i
England in the 1630s and 40s. This chapter has demonstrated that values—truth, order,
and purity—were held collectively but harnessed independently. Doctrine, affide,
discipline mattered to all, but they vied for preeminence. Though omnipresent, those
commonalities were sometimes difficult to perceive in the fog of confusion and

contempt.

2045ee Michael MackSidney's Poetics: Imitating CreatigWashington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 2004), for a brief overview of the rhetoriaditions that
influenced Sir Philip Sidney. See Platgrgias Ed. Terence Irwin, Clarendon Plato
series (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1979), 82 for the argument that the "rhetor, the craftbma
good one," will "always have his mind on this; to see that the souls of the citzpngea
justice and get rid of injustice, and that they acquire temperance and get rid of
intemperanceackolasig and that they acquire the rest of virtue and get rid of vice"
(504d).
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Chapter 3: To draw a devil, you must "use some sordid fiftes"
Presbyterian Positioning in Thomas Edwar@asgreana

l. Overview

In his speech at the Star Chamber trial of Bastwick, Burton, and Prynne,
Archbishop Laud argued that they deserved rebuke not only for lying (both in their
pamphlets and in their defenses of them) but also for spreading a contagion of dissent
through their diseased writing: "But of all Libels they are most odious whicbnaret
Religion: as if that of all things did desire to be defended by a Mouth that is likean ope
Sepulchre, or by a Pen that is made of a sick and a loathsom*Eftilhat statement
raises questions about reformed writing, questions that this chapter wilpattem
answer: can invective instruct, should decorum govern polemic, and is it logical, godly,
or hypocritical to use one enormity to fight another? According to Presbyterian
polemicists, their central objective—stopping the spread of heresy—jushiéedrieans:
long, seemingly scornful pamphlets. According to their opponents, passionate
Presbyterian works like Thomas Edwardsangreanaonly "bles[s] the vanitie and

wickedness of the world with the venting” of "vagrant, loose, scandalous and lying

2%illiam Prynne, "To the christian readeHfstrio-mastix, the players scourge or
actors tragaedig€London, 1633), sig. A2v. Prynne's full statement, adapted and
condensed for my title, reads, "he who would lively portraiture a Divell, or a dedlorme
monster, must needes draw some gastly lines, and use some sordid colours."

29%John Rushworth, "Laud's speech at the Censure of Burton, Bastwick and Prynne,
1637,"Historical collections of private passages of state: 1639w40. 3 of 8 (London,
1721), 116-133.



reports against the Saints, and servants of G8dtie to the potentially offensive
rhetorical methods and subject matter, not to mention the bias of the readergeRagesb
literature was often perceived as part of the problem rather than part ofutiens The
rest of this chapter will explore the confusion created by the perceivedrsiesl
between the maladies (the "vanitie and wickedness of the world") and thenadthie
graphic, contentious, and severe Presbyterian disputations and heresiolagieterpret
that ambiguity accurately, we must weigh form against function.

Particular kinds of appeals were conducive to particular priorities. Thus, this
chapter will also discuss the aims of Presbyterians and how they deviatetidsan t
pursued by Episcopalians and Independents. Though Presbyterians, Episcopalians, and
Independents shared values and vocabularies, their conflicting priorities pretiegn
from reaching common conclusions about narrative strategies and audience$o Eager
embody peace, promote stability, and inspire obedience, Episcopalians oftepesimplo
logical and ethical appeals. The skill of John Whitgift, Richard Hooker, arlchiavil
Laud in arguing points and their stylistic restraint were consistenttiagir concerns:
right reason, church tradition, law, obedience, and the beauty of holiness. Defining
themselves in opposition to Episcopalians, Presbyterians and Independentd theinge
modes of persuasion as well. Though issues of judgment, precedent, polity, authority,
responsibility, and right worship occupied Presbyterians and Independents, they
approached those topics evangelically and fundamentally, filtering #rspgxtives
through their interests in saving souls and following Scripture. Zealous to reatiodyer

save souls, preserve doctrine, persuade Parliament, and unify the church, Paesbyteri

2073ohn GoodwinCretensigLondon, 1645), 16-17.



frequently relied heavily on pathetic appeals. They were trying to capture the
imaginations and emotions of audiences so they would then attend to the arguments and
instructions. As both William Prynneistrio-mastix(1633) and Thomas Edwards's
Gangreana1646) attest, pathetic appeals were inevitably tied to logical and ethesl
However, Presbyterians were pessimistic about the viability and h&jiddath of
reasoning with heretics and of using human works or human authority to establish
authorial credibility.

Presbyterians wanted tisebut notabusethe emotional, intellectual, and social
skills that helped humans relate both to God and to neighbor. They wanted to avoid the
interpretive pitfalls associated with superstition, idolatry, allegorgpBsticism, and
will-worship as well as the temptations of dominion, Donatism, and satire. Anieclec
list at first glance, those habits share a radicalism that Presgiogt@udged to be
inappropriate and counterproductive. Moderate versions of those habits, however, could
sometimes be helpful in opposing those excesses. Presbyterians tried to bedrotlisde
and self-controlled in their use of passion; in so doing, they considered themselves
superior to Independents. Though they might show fear to evoke fear, for example, fear
would be, for them, a means to a higher end, such as repentance. Their task was not easy
They had to choose the ideal emotion, moderate its intensity, and carefullytiajebe
right moment to provoke the wanted response. Because they themselves were
instrumental in the task, they had to keep their own sensations and desires in check. The
could not indulge their affections or advance their own ends. Whether the deviae was a
emotion, such as fear, or a genre, such as heresiology, Presbyterians usedhthem wi

caution; they did not want human devices or their own human reactions or aims to
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impede the divine work. Writing was not the only domain in which they practiced that
balancing act. Presbyterians faced similar struggles when admimgsteurch

ordinances and spiritual censures. Indeed, doctrinal disputations, heresiolugjies, a
scourges were extensions of orthodox church offices: preaching and disciplining.

Because of original sin, unrestrained humans gravitated, in Presbyterian opinion,
toward license in both spiritual and social activities, including writing hiege
worshiping, ruling, admonishing, and recreating. Though Presbyterians coaldlgert
err in those pursuits, they took steps to prevent error. In writing, for instance j¢lalety tr
avoid satire and panegyric. Unlike Independents, who used vitriol when irritated by
corruption or who bragged about their own sanctity when justifying separation,
Presbyterians tried to fight spiritual diseases and defend their polityuvlieong mean
or immodest. When they did blame or praise, they did so carefully and ironically: they
ascribed unexpected and unconventional meanings to those acts.

That "paradoxical positioning" will be explored both here and in the next chapter
in the risky works of two Erastian Presbyterians, Thomas Edwards andriiitkrynne. |
coined the phrase, "paradoxical positioning," to identify when Presbytevarme so
determined to contradict opponents that they risked the appearance of persona&@yypocr
Paradoxical positioning will help us to appreciate the obsessive, severe heydsyolog
EdwardsGangreana1646), and the excessive, oppressive player's scourge by Prynne,
Histrio-mastix(1633) fight excess with excess, albeit mitigated and redefined. In those
works, Edwards and Prynne used perilous modes against themselves.

Because their forms were as suspicious as their subjects, they bagate df

attacks: both verbal and physical (Prynne even lost his ears). Presbp@iemic gave
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opponents reason to believe that the popular character sketches of "The Hypadrite"
"The Puritan" were accurate, but | will argue that they were not. Ahguhe broad and
funny characterizations predisposed the English populace to dismiss Edwardgrened Pr
as charlatans; we must try to avoid a similar bias. To that end, this chdpsaparate
the myths of anti-Presbyterian propaganda from the facts of Preahytieetoric.
Opponents sometimes had just cause to question Presbyterians methods and objectives,
but their literary tactics did align with their theological teachings @olitical priorities.
We may appreciate competing interpretations of their practices artspbut we should
try to understand Presbyterians on their own terms as well.

That Presbyterians were considered hypocrites is no surprise; whigdrisiag is
the possibility that Presbyterians played the fool to conquer true folly.fobgit
hubris, hate, and vanity with power plays, contempt, and images while insisting that the
mirroring was strategic and reformed. To reach their subjects and adjusir to
circumstances, Presbyterians used admittedly scandalous forms, but tHeytcewgid
potential scandals by using those forms in new ways and by advertising thjer uni

intentions.

Il. "A cure according the caus&®
Let's briefly return to the trial of Bastwick, Burton, and Prynne—becéese t

trope with which the reformers defended themselves is apt; it calls attémtihe

2%®Thomas Edwardgjhe second part of gangreatizondon, 1646) irGangreana
(llkley, West Yorkshire: The Rota and the University of Exeter, 1977), 22. The Rota
edition reprints all three original parts @angreanaogether; it retains the original page
numbers. For expediency, | have drawn all references from the Rota edition.
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interpretive ambiguity of the reformers' methods. You may recall that hacused the
three men of attempting to corrupt the church and state. The reformers, in response
admitted that they were temporarily causing the commonwealth pain, but theyedbsol
themselves of moral wrongdoing by interpreting their acts as cures foistases
introduced under Laud. In the 1640s, when these men turned on one another and
appropriated Laud's earlier accusations, each once again justified his owrestioase
as healing rather than malicious.Utter routing Bastwick styles himself as a physician
not only of the body but also of the soul:
Dr in Physick and Physician in Ordinary to all the Ill-dependents and
Sectaries to sweat them with Arguments twice a year gratis, gprthg
fall, who discovering their distempers and malidies finds by the severall
symptoms of their diseases that they are very unsound root and branch,
and therefore ought with their venemous and intolerable Toleration of all
Religions) to be shunned and avoyded as a company of infected persons
by all such as are sound in the fdith.
Notice that Bastwick says he must "sweat" the "Sectaries" to "disfaveir errors. His
diagnostic method may be harsh, but the threat thereby uncovered is much worse. His
response to heresies, horror and anxiety, is similar to Thomas Edwaf@alsgreanaa
"catalogue and discovery of errours, heresies, blasphemies, and pernicioos it
adopts the commonplace medical trope as #W&Bastwick may seem pessimistic here
about the prognosis of the "infected persons" and more anxious to prevent the spread of
the "diseases" to "such as are sound in the faith" than to cure the cartiersoftagion,

but the disciplinary philosophy of Presbyterians suggests otherwise. Alludafigiiin

to Matthew 18:17, "And if he refuse to heare them, tell it unto the Church: and if he

20%John Bastwick, frontispiec@he utter routing ... of Independerftndon, 1646), A.

21°Thomas Edwards, frontispied®angreanaA.
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refuse to heare the Church also, let him be unto thee as an heathen man, and a Publicane,
Bastwick is raising the issue of excommunication; by cutting off an unreypesmaer
from the sacrament, all church ordinances, or all Christian society (dep@mding
accepted form of this church discipline), Christians were hoping to not only to prevent a
spiritual decay in the Church but also to promote a spiritual awakening in the sinner.
Presbyterians tried to reconcile twin impulses, which the gospel exipdores in
chapter 18 of Matthew: God's desire to restore the erring to the path cbugtss
while preventing the righteous from straying. The Presbytereamediaconcentrated on
joining but not combining, confusing, or choosing between dualities: invisible and
visible, saint and sinner, self and other, doctrine and discipline, spiritual and temporal,
before and after, part and whole, division and unity, internal and external, and clemency
and correction. The visible church, according to Presbyterians, should welcome but
restrain all men. Though the Presbyterian divine, John Bastwick, for instanceraged
the Independents and Sectaries to return to orthodox practice, he warned them that the
church would not tolerate heresies or other stumbling blocks. Like the shepherd who
cares enough for one sheep to leave the flock to save the one who is lost, Prasbyteria
cared enough to seek the return of semi-separatists and separatistsshiyaePaas also
heeded the verse in Matthew warning of damnation: "Wherefore, if thy hand or thy foot
cause thee to offend, cut them off, and ¢asinfrom thee: it is better for thee to enter
into life, halt, or maimed, then having two hands, or two feete, to be cast into evgrlastin
fire."*! They read the verse literally; they thought excommunication and other severe

censures were sometimes necessary. Purging but preserving (foes) acthgrout

2'Matthew 18,"Geneva BibléLondon, 1587).
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unifying (congregations), Presbyterians createganediathat was open to all but not
always easy or enticing; Presbyterianism offended those who wantesdbtlre
outlying roads alone.

Independents, like Henry Burton, agreed with the impulse to purge and to protect
but disagreed with the counterbalances imposed by Presbyterians: nasssyipg and
unifying. When Archbishop Laud introduced innovations, Burton opposed both the man
and his policies; he did not attempt to forgive Laud or reform prelacy. For Budad, L
was comparable to the offending member in Matthew's parable; he was the source of
corruption that must be cut off. In the prefatory epistletposter unmaske(d644),

Burton also uses the medical trope; he styles himself a doctor who can stap Laud’
"malignancy" from spreading and can cure "simple hearted people” who may have
mistook Laud's "poison" for "sugared potidi*Unlike Laud, who was infamous for
offering sweet poison, Presbyterians became infamous for offering bdtkcinme. InAn

utter routing Bastwick recommended uniformity and excommunication, two treatments
that many found unpalatable. Though their prescriptions were potentially unsafe and
unkind, Presbyterians were thinking about divine judgment and biblical charity (about
soteriology and eschatology), not about bodies and pleasure. Though the Presbyterian
Church embraced saints and sinners alike, differentiating them was eqsermmalld be

in certain circumstances). Fear of mistaking something deadly for somb#ne§cial

led them to write exposés because that form was transparent; it allowee foesgt and

?2Henry Burton;The grand impostor unmasked, or, a detection of the notorious
hypocrisie, and desperate impiety of the late Archbishop (so styled) of Canterbury,
cunningly couched in that written copy, which he read on the Scaffold at his execution
(Jan. 10. 1644) Alias, called by the publisher, "his funeral setrfiandon, 1649), A2v.
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judge the truth for themselves: that harmful things are unpleasant. | am usiagrthe t
exposeé, to signify forms, such as heresiologies and sources, that—to borrasciBast
figure—"sweated" its subjects in an attempt to melt away masks and purgespois

To reveal vice as vice, Presbyterians and Independents, had to show just how ugly
and dangerous it really was. In his apology "To the Christian reader" intmgddistrio-

mastix(1633), Prynne vividly argues that point:

hee who stirres a noisome kennel, must needes raise some stench; he who
would lively portraiture a Divell, or a deformed monster, must needs draw
some gastly lines, and use some sordid colours: so he who will delineate to
the life, the notorious lewdnesse of Playes, of Play-haunters, is necessarily
enforced to such immodest phrases as may present it in is native vileness;
else he shall but conceale or masque their horrid wickednesse that none
may behold it, not rip it open that all may abhorreit.
Decorum requires that horrible sins seem horrible, and Prynne's conceit ¢i€hris
responsibility obligated him to find the truth, however repulsive, and expose it. 8anitiz
descriptions would neither be honest nor have the desired effect: rousing sinners from
complacency. As | argued in the last chapter, Presbyterians valued truth atevanor
godliness; even obedience and piety could be sinful when unaccompanied by right belief.
The phrase, "see the truth," is the overarching imperative of Thomas Edwards'
GangreanaHe begs fellow Christians to open their eyes and see the fruits of church
disunity and disciplinary negligence: "Schisme makes way to Heeggleseparation

from the Church to separation from the head, men falling to tHaOtcular language,

words such as "see," "observe," and "perceive," as well as assdigatative language,

2B3william Prynne, "To the Christian readeHfstrio-mastix sig. A2v.

21*Thomas Edwardszangreana124.
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such as "discover" and "show," recur throughout the?téstthat diction is evident in the
following passage, which stresses that Independency is breeding hetefbtimge all

men may see as in a clear glasse what Independency is, that hath brahghtafdew

yeers in England such monsters of Errors as are named in this Cataloguaf, timest
persons who vented these Opinions, and are fallen to be Anabaptists, Seekers, Arrians,
yea, Anti-scripturalists, being within these 5. or 6. yeers Independents, d&edCiiurch
way." If the "fruit" of Independency is "error," then Independency cannoioksG

way?*® The notion that heresy is contagious and all consuming is cenGahigreana

and to the Presbyterian promotion of conformity. It is the organizing principle of
Edwards' heresiography. At the beginning of each edition, the "catalogueeofdts
heresies, blasphemies" illustrates that idea. Instead of using the dplateaemployed

by Samuel Rutherford, a Scottish Presbyterian divind, $urvey of the Spiritual
Antichrist—dissecting each sect separately (detailing its history and beliredghen
comparing sects with one another, Edwards lumps all of the dangerous beliefsrtogeth
one long list. That method embodies the theory that toleration is a slippery slope. Whe
so many false doctrines flow from the same fount, they need not be distinguished from
one another; they are all polluted. By including only false doctrin€aimgreanaand by
grouping them together under one implied heading—"intolerable"—Edwards helped his

readers reach the desired conclusion on their own.

2*Thomas EdwardsGangreana124, and "To the Christian ReadeFfe second part of
GangreanaA2.

?1°Thomas Edwardszangreana124.
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Presbyterians privileged doctrine and respected logic, but they understood that
theological controversies could confuse popular audiences. Ordinary Englishmen did not
need to understand theological controversies, Edwards thought; they just needed to
differentiate true and false doctrine. ThGsngreanawhich appeals not only to
magistrates and ministers but also to ordinary English subjects, joinptpaade
example. Beliefs may be hard for the general populace to judge, but actiomgi(thef f
faith) could easily be categorized as good or evil. For example, some Indefsendee
claiming that separation promotes piety; instead of discussing the bjb&té&tations
for separation, as did some academic disputations written by Edwards himself
Gangreanadisproves the claim by examining the evidence, the conduct of Sectarians: "I
could tell true and certain stories," says Edwards, "of many Sectdreew&re exceeding
precise and strict before they fell into those wayes, but are abominabletvasand let
but a man turne Sectary now adayes, and within one halfe year he is so metardorphose
in apparell, hair, &c. as a man hardly knows hff.That general character sketch—that
a Sectarian is one whose behavior degenerates—enables readers to participate i
"discovering” them. Readers are empowered to join Edwards in heresy hunting not only
by sending him accounts to be includediangreanabut also by thinking of relevant
examples from their community as they read: "desiring the Reader as$algng, to
supply the defects, by calling to minde all particulars he knows and hath he&ftiof."
so doing, readers would confirm Edwards' thesis and potentially realize that

Independency is dangerous. They might recognize the importance of wedebatheirch

2bid., 73.

218hid., 62.
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discipline. As readers @dangreanaused the stories therein to evaluate the practices of
neighbors, identifying error so it could be avoided and possibly even reported back to
Edwards for further evidence of heterodoxy's spread, they renewed a pli@ctedy
encouraged by the Church of England’'s High Commission Court. Having earned a
reputation for oppression and injustice under Archbishop Laud, the High Commission
was abolished in 1640, and nothing was established in its place, but Presbyterian
heresiographies were filling that vacud Though Presbyterians did not approve of the
High Commission because it was prone to abuse, they did approve of discipline by higher
authorities and by laymée®°

Presbyterians disagreed amongst themselves about spiritual and cipllrg@sci
high Presbyterians posited a two-kingdom theory of polity and clerical poweedivino
notjure humanowhile Erastian Presbyterians favored a one-kingdom theory of polity in
which discipline was established (but not administered) by the magistateyér, all
Presbyterians wanted a more thorough discipline than the non-communion used by
Separatists. Presbyterians did not want anyone to escape spiritudi@oriéhen exiled
from Independent churches, unrepentant sinners leave without being reformed and
without being restrained from hurting others. They are free to establislowreir

churches, where corruption may spread and contaminate &thExen if magistrates

2%Charles I, 1640: An act for repeal of a branch of a statute primo Elizabethe
concerning commissioners for causes ecclesiastistliltes of the Reajiwol. 5: 1628-
80, Ed. John Raithby (London, 1819), 112.

22’Thomas MayThe history of the Parliament of England, which began Nov. 3, 1640
(Oxford: Oxford Univ. P, 1854), 376; John Bastwicke utter routing of the ...
Independents-v-F2.

22YThomas Edwardg\ntapologia 140-141.
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punished heretics, as some Independents desired, civil penalties would not restate the
souls?? Excommunication, by contrast, could not be eluded and would prevent the
shameless from joining and thereby harming others. In theory, Presbyterian
excommunication protected society and refined sinners, "delivering” them "aypai@’' S
to save their souf$® Thomas Edwards and other Presbyterians defended
excommunication as kind severity. John Calvin thought excommunication "the most
salutary remedy for chastising the guilff*Excommunication forced people to face
their wrongdoing and to associate it with their spiritual and social dejrvathis
linking of cause and effect is akin @angreans method, which opens with the sources
of offense—bad doctrines, and proceeds to the manifestations of offense—bad deeds.
Recounting transgressions was a risky move because it could be interpreted as
petty or personal, as railing satire rather than cautionary talesdind€xetensis John
Goodwin says Edwards' design wilangreanawas "to entertaine and feast the
prophane world" with fruit from "the vine of Sodom, and of the fields of Gomorrah,"
with "grapes of gall" from "clusters bitter" served as wine thas damgerous as "the
poyson of dragons, and the cruell venome of Asffédri The second part of gangreana

Edwards replies to that specific passage with an acknowledgement that éct subj

222hid., 169-170.

*2Thomas Edwardg\ntapologia 154; Thomas EdwardReasons against independent
governmenbf particular congregationgLondon, 1641), 28.

?243ohn CalvinThe necessity of reforming the chufd44) inTracts and Treatises on
the Reformation of the Churchrans. Henry Beveridge, Vol. 1 of 3 (Edinburgh: Oliver
and Boyd, 1958), 206.

225John GoodwinCretensis 18, 50.

110



matter—"the Heresies, Blasphemies, and practices of the Sectriesteésli

"poysonous and venemous," but the style is charitable: "the way of handing thosge thing
is healing and medicinall to cure the Reader of those stings and poysons, whichdyy eat
of those sower Grapes of the Sectaries they have contracted.” "[Blg tayen the

Errours, Heresies, &c. their evill danger, and discovering remedies aslmoper for
them," Edwards strives to "hea][l] ... these Natidi8By way of defense, Edwards

includes a letter from one reader@dngraeanavho at first expected to find little of

worth in a "gangreane" but subsequently became convinced both of its necessity and of
its decorum. If the style is "inflamed," it is nevertheless decorous, thistarisuggests,
because it is a "cure according to the cadéSe."

Just as inflammation is a natural defensive response to tissue damage, so too is
Edwards' catalogue of spiritual harm. The aforementioned reader notes fioattioé
Edwards' treatment reflects the form of the spiritual injury: becausectteremain
unbridled and continue to hurt the nation, Edwards' text must also expand its protective
measures. As the sects proliferated, so todsdidgreanaAs the kinds of errors
multiplied—moving from doctrine to worship to satire, so too did Edwards' corrections—
moving from negative confessions to testimonies to contentions, respectively, before
repeating the course, as neededngreanastrikes back, blow for blow, but it does so

charitably.

?26Thomas Edwards he second part of gangreagizondon, 1646), 131.

220bid., 22.
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lll. Presbyterians: "Antichristian, Popish, Tyrannical, prophane, bloody persecutors” or
the strongest defense against those erfsfs?

In Cretensiq1646), a response @angreanaJohn Goodwin accuses Thomas
Edwards of "blaspheming,” presumption, spying, stubbornness, being "Draggjroefik[
spirit,” taking sick pleasure in the sins of others, having a "virulent and viperage'des
to expose people to the "nakedness" of others, and of making "false, base, and putid
suggestions against" saints. In short, Goodwin labels Edwards a hyptdiedending
Edwards or any Presbyterian against the charge of hypocrisy is no &siplés
Goodwin's list suggests, religious polemicists used the term to denote a rabgses.

The Genevan notes to Matthew 23 tell us that "[h]ypocrites are ... most seveoeseahic
things, which they them selves chiefly neglect”; they are "ambitious"adnse the

pretence of zeale to covetousnes and extortion"; they are "cruel”; and thegarefull in
trifles,” such as "outwarde things" while they "neglect the gretiggjs of purpose,”

such as "the inward® The definitions from the Geneva notes to Mathew 23 will help us
to analyze thelegreeto which Presbyterians, such as William Prynne and Thomas
Edwards, played the hypocrite. | emphasize the word degree because thaddeas a
actions of Presbyterians existed on a spectrum with those of Episcopalians and
Independents. The subtlety of the distinctions made it necessary for disputants to
emphasize—and exaggerate—differences to support the premise that one is dangerous

and the other is not. In the previous chapter, | argued that the groups or poliées wer

>265amuel Rutherfordd survey of the spiritual antichrigtondon, 1648), 5.
22%John GoodwinCretensigLondon, 1646), 18-19.

23%Notes 2, 3, 6, 10, 7, and 8" in "Matthew 2G&neva Biblg1587).
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more similar than they were different. They all valued truth; they just desd@imout the

extent to which that doctrine should be determined by Scripture, debated by man, and
confirmed by civil powers. They all valued order; they just disagreed about

compromising other aims to ensure obedience, reverence, and uniformity. Tedyexd
godliness; they just disagreed about how pure the ordinances and the parishionérs neede
to be.

Presbyterians were charged with having strict standards for othersaéigpeci
Independents and Sectarians, and slack standards for themselves becausentejose
judge others' behavior and beliefs harshly while making excuses for bad behavior and
will-worship in their churches. Presbyterians did not sift the wheat frorohi; they
did not exclude professing Christians, however profane, from membership in thee visibl
churches. Yet they seemed to be sifting gathered churches by colleabirsgasa
cautionary tales to put in their grotesque catalogues. John Goodwin makes this point in
CretensisHe asks how Edwards can be brazen enough to record the ostensible heresies
of Independents and Sectarians when all the while Presbyterians werelt@sms
blaspheming God. Goodwin is outraged that Edwards is pointing to heterodoxies in
gathered churches when many misconceptions and misdeeds persisted in the
congregations led by Edwards or his coreligiorfistghe response made by Edwards in
The second part of gangreaigsimpler than it seems. In essence, Edwards responds,
"We Presbyterians never claimed to be perfect or to have a pure church, anegmeubhe

our faith in our works or the godliness of our ministers!" Those are my words; here's

23130hn GoodwinCretensis: or a briefe answer to an ulcerous treatise, lately published
by Mr Thomas Edwards, intitled, Gangraefimndon, 1645/6), 3.
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Edwards's theological explanation: sinners could only become saints througtrificesa
of Christ imputed to them; saints would continue to sin while on earth; and the efficacy of
sacraments depends on the will of God and power of the Holy Spirit, not the sanctity of
the minister or recipients. Edwards never boasted about the perfection of his church, his
congregants, or his coreligionists. He saw the visible Presbyterian Clsugtdrified by
Christ's presence, not by the works of sinful, adopted children. When the visible church
was an efficient cause of salvation, it was due to the Holy Spirit working through the
ordinances to impute justification and sanctification to the elect.
The Independents, howevdrid seem (to Edwards) to measure the whole by the
parts. They judged the righteousness of the congregation, whether it was a tchelmhur
the piety of its particular members. They also measured the legitimabymh order
and ordinances by the purity of their structures (their adherence to apostotideu
and the godliness of the congregants, ruling elders, and teaching elders. Resing H
Burton'sProtestation Proteste(l641), we find ample evidence to support this view,
evidence such as this statement by Burton:
[O]f necessity there must be Liberty granted of setting up Churches, or
Congregations, wher@hristsOrdinances are administred in theirity,
and so where none are admitted members of the Congregation, but such as
are approved of by the whole Assembly for tipgofessiorand
conversationas against which there is no just exceptn.
For Burton and other Independents, the church (polity and people alike) may be dorrupte
by any human innovation or corruptiorhat correlation between the polity and people

did not hold true in the Presbyterian paradigm. As Edwards explains, "the Brissisyt

do not separate from the Independents out of pretences of greater holines, nor cry up

232Henry Burton Protestation proteste(London, 1641), C.
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themselves in Sermons and Books as the only S&ffitstiat argument highlights the
crucial difference between separating Independents and Presbyteripendents have
higher standards of godliness than Presbyterians, standards that would exclyde ma
English subjects from joining one of their churches. Edwards defends his more intense
and personal scrutiny of the godliness of Independents and their churches widinthe cl
that he is judging them by their own standards. His neglect of Presbyissfanities

and errors is defensible, he argues, because Presbyterians have logadstéor
admission to the church. Though Presbyterians value godliness in members, apostolic
faithfulness in polity, in purity in ordinances, they concede that sanctificaten i
mysterious process and reformations are slow and ongoing. When sanctity dacome
prerequisite for membership and perfection becomes the measure of truth, then the
actions and ideas deserve more scrutiny. Presbyterians used the Indep)emgenorms

to be evaluate them and used Presbyterian norms to evaluate themselves.

Before moving past this debate about the connections between polity and people,
we, who are seeking to understand Separatism in a more nuanced way than suited
Edwards' purposes, should remember that John Robinson, a prominent Separatist, had
argued against conflating polity and people, even though he and other Separatists valued
purity in both. A true church, Robinson asserted, is one that is properly constituted, not

one whose members are perfect. Just as apostolic churches had corruptions aghinst whi

2*Thomas Edwards[he second part of Gangraena: Or a fresh and further discovery of
the errors, heresies, blasphemies, and dangerous proceedings of the sectaries of this time
(London, 1646), 80.
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they struggled, so too did Independent congregafifrighe difference between
autonomous congregations of saints and national churches, says Robinson, is that
Separatists strive for perfection and have the instruments with which to athieve i
whereas the Church of England, from which he withdrew, and the Presbyterian Church
which later sought to replace it, lacked both the motivation and the means of churches
that denied entry to the unsanctified. Separate churches distinguished tlfrol¢ht
damned using their clearest measures, voluntary "profession” and Godly "etiovelts
and then edified them using biblical ordinant8she purity of the ordinances mattered
most to Separatists, but that purity seemed, to them, somewhat dependent on the
godliness of the participants. In other words, the sanctity of the membersooaday
but crucial.

Though Presbyterians tended to downplay the merits of individuals in an effort to
distinguish between justification and sanctification, they did not downplay tlgabbhs
of men of faith to obey and glorify God. They believed that when God redeemed them, he
equipped them to act differently: to be holy and to restore the holy places.tBriesisy
wrestled with how to be rigorous without being self-righteous. On the one hand, they
rejected works-based soteriologies. For Calvin, seeking justificatiorolyswas a mark

of ambition and presumptidii® On the other hand, good works were marks of

234John RobinsonA justification of separation from the Church of England. Against Mr
Richard Bernard his invective intitled; "The Separatists sht{#gimsterdam, 1610/11
and 1639), 81-3.

23*Henry Burton Protestation protestedC.

116



justification; they were the fruits of salvation, and they were to be encalirBigey did
not put their faith in personal or ecclesiastical perfection, but, in response twsalvat
they sought a "perfect and thorow Reformation” of themselves and theihéfiur
Embracing the truth led them closer to godliness and good governance. Edwards and
other Presbyterians were concerned about scandal not only because theywoeise ne
about their own salvation but also, and I think principally, because they were worried
about the salvation of others. While providential punishments for wickedness in the
world were never far from their minds, especially during times of drought guelghey
more anxiously anticipated God's wrath on judgment day. They thought that they would
have to give God an account of their deeds and explain those left undone, and they were
not eager to admit that they had neglected their neighbors in an attempt to guard
themselves. Protecting the body of believers was important, but that duty had to be
balanced with the duty to cure diseased members. As we shall see in thet@xt se
when the diseased member is an office holder in the church or the state both the
precautions (for the body) and the cure (of the sick part) become even more atadplic
In those cases, reformers debated whether the visible church neededexalbge dir
spiritually faithful to apostolic precedents for discipline; they also disjpaterpretations
of Romans 13 and other biblical passages concerning higher powers.

Presbyterians wanted to remove scandals, to "cast out of the way allisgumbl

blocks," as Thomas Edwards advises: to "[b]Jreak downe all Images and Crycirosv

2383ee John Calvin, "Justification is by grace alone: sermon on Galations 2:15-16" in
John Calvin's Sermons on Galatigiisans. Kathy Childress (Carlisle, PA: Banner of
Truth, 1997) <http://www.reformedsermonarchives.com/cal3.htm>

2Thomas Edward$Reasons against the independent government of particular
congregationssig. B.
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downe all Altars, remove the High Places, break too peeces the brazen Serpents, which
have been so abused to Idolatry and superstition, put out the unpreaching and scandalous
Ministers," and "set up good Pastors and Ministers in every Congreg&fion.”

Presbyterians did not think that the efficacy of ordinances depended on theitiqeidec
spiritual condition of the administrator; the Holy Spirit, they thought, couldnaperfect
vessels to communicate grace. However, offensive ceremonies and mvister

problematic because weak Christians were vulnerable to misunderstanding. If people
were confused, they could fall into heresy. Without a strong faith in true doctrene

ignorant waver. Though we tend to associate superstition with rituals and orsaiment
source of superstition is wrong belief about those acts and embellishmentstitope

arises, as Richard Hooker explained, when people desire salvation but lack right
knowledge of how to obtain it. Wrong belief in fundamentals of faith may lead people
down a perilous path to damnation. Because people could be scandalized not only by
corruptions in worship but also by false teachings, Thomas Edwards thought
Independency could be as dangerous as Roman Catholicism and Laudian Episcopacy; all
of those polities permitted people to follow perilous paths that could distance them from
saving doctriné>® Presbyterians wanted to destroy "stumbling blocks"; toleration

policies would empower individual churches to remove them, but it would not require

23¥Thomas Edward$Reasons against the Independent government of particular
congregations: as also against the toleration of such churches to be erected in this
kingdome(London, 1641), sig. Adv.

ZRichard HookerA learned discourse of justification The works of that learned and

judicious divine Mr. Richard Hookge¥ol. 3 of 3(Oxford, 1793), 457; Thomas Edwards,
Reasons against the Independent governmpassim
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that they do so, and it would not empower them to prevent scandals from cropping up
elsewhere. The Presbyterian attack on Independer@gngraenas really an attack on
soul-endangering offences and the policies that protect them.

Opponents did not understand or respect the Presbyterian process: promoting
godly unity by means of division. The Presbyterian notion of separation (idegt#wpih
casting out stumbling blocks) differed from that idealized by some Indepentients (
retreat of the elect). The temporary disruptions caused by Presbyteriamcpahel their
proposed polity and policy changes were nothing like the rifts that would result from
toleration, the policy of Independents. Toleration, in Edwards' opinion, would destroy
visible churches and threaten the invisible church:

Now the Toleration desired, to set up Churches independent, and separated
from the Churches in the Kingdome, it is in it selfe a schisme, a rent, and a
troubling, disturbing of the Church, so it will prove more and more (and
cannot be avoided, according to their principles and practices hitherto) a

daily schisme and rent in this Church, and an infinite disturbance, both to

the outward peace, and to the faith and consciences of the people in this

Kingdome?*°

Independency, Edwards thought, would permanently tear the Church and nation apart. By
contrast, Presbyterian reforms were designed to renew the godly comattbnwe
Removing ungodly doctrines, ceremonies, officers, and institutions, the roots of, heresy
superstition, and tyranny, would allow the true church to thrive.

Even moderate divines in the Church of England, like John Davenant, who valued

charity over purity, conceded that reformed churches could not be associated with

24%Thomas Edward$Reasons against the Independent governnpassim, esp. Epistle
Dedicatory and 22-23.
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churches "found guilty ... of Tyranny, Idolatry, [or] any deadly HeredfeErastian
Presbyterians, howevaetefined unlawful dominion, false worship, and falsehood
somewhat differently from moderates in the Church of England. Davenant's definitions
censored immediate threats to salvation—deviations in fundamentals—but permitted
some "stumbling blocks." Thus, Davenant fought Arminian doctrines but allowed
"Laudian innovations" in ceremonies and canons, however much they deviated from his
personal preferencé® Edwards agreed with Davenant that pastors should “feare
contentions, that he may never dissent from his brethren, unlesse it be for ceates gr
necessary," but he disagreed with Davenant about what causes wetg "great
necessary*** Edwards was willing to upset Episcopalians and Independents because
removing stumbling blocks was more important than keeping the peace. In his own mind,
he was creating a new and improved concord, one that respected what was true in both
Episcopalian and Independent thought. Edwards sympathized with both the Episcopalian
position that polity and liturgy werdiaphoraand the Independents' position that

Laudian practices were dangerdgtisin the early 1640s, when Edwards wrBasons

against the Independent governmgri41), he was measured in his tone, his tactics, and

24130hn Davenan#\n exhortation to brotherly communion betwixt the Protestant
ChurchegLondon, 1641), 10, 11, 18.

243/ivienne Larminie, "Davenant, Johhap 1572,d. 1641),"Oxford Dictionary of
National BiographyEd. H.C.G. Matthew and Brian Harrison, Online ed. Ed. Lawrence
Goldman (Oxford: Oxford Univ. P, 2004).

>*Thomas EdwardfReasons against the Independent governnadnt

?4Thomas Edwardg\ntapologia: or, a full answer to the Apologeticall Narration
(London, 1644), 15-16.
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his proposal, but by 1644, when he wrAtgapologia the extirpation of errors had
become essential, and that entailed some acts that alienated Episcopdlians a
Independents alike. Removing the "ground-worke" of errors within the Church of
England would be futile if new seeds of sin were planted. Both sought a reformed,
unified national church where sinners could be corrected and hazards could be managed,
where holinesandharmony coexisted. Neither Erastian nor clericalist Presbyterians
wanted to sacrifice either holiness or harmony. However, they disagreed abdot how
pursue those ends (about who could use coercive means and how restrained they were by
biblical precedents). Erastians thought the state had a role to play in discipkye. T
wanted godly magistrates to govern the realmdphoraso that ministers could
concentrate on the essentials. Civil ordinances and punishments, Erastians reasoned,
could create conditions conducive to spiritual censures by ministers, conditionstin whic
it would be easier for ministers to move souls and conduct proper worship. Erastian
Presbyterians wanted to fight scandals using two forces: the civil and ril@aspTl hat
approach alarmed clericalists because the civil sword had historicatigedphnd
diminished the spiritual sword. High Presbyterians conceived of magistscgdline as

a stimulus for superstition; when magistrates exercise dominion in the church, people
may conform simply to please or pacify the magistrate; they may, incesdee

worshiping the state rather than God. Worshiping for the wrong reason might be as
dangerous as worshiping in the wrong way. The Scottish Presbyterian divine] Samue
Rutherford, argued strongly against magisterial discipline in the visible chufttei

divine right of church-government and excommunicatid46):

This Spiritual removing of Scandals, doth only bring Christ and the
Gospel in request, in the hearts of both such as are within and without the
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Church; as Scandals raiseth up an evil repo@iofst and theTruth. Now
the Sword can never this way remove Scandals; and because Christ hath
appointed Spiritual means, and Spiritual censures, to restore the Lord
Jesus to his Honodf>
High Presbyterians, like Independents, worried that the "Christian rulegit imcroach
upon the Prerogative Royal of Jesus Christ" and in so doing potentially damn others and
themselve$?® Thus, clericalist Presbyterians broadened the category of scandals to
include the civil sword. That move was an intensification of the Erastian de&ioni to

preserve godliness while pursuing civil concord; it reminds us that high Breahg and

Erastians differed by degrees (the degrees to which they prioritized guoxdiityrder).

24*samuel Rutherfordlhe divine right of church-government and excommunication
(London, 1646), sig. B3.

249bid., B4.
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IV. "[N]ot only the firebrands may be removed but the fire extinguished": to purify ®ffice
or purge both offices and politie€€?

Erastian and clericalist Presbyterians also differed in thggonsgs to human
ambition, a second kind of hypocrisy. Both feared and disclaimed it, but they disagreed
about whakind of ambition is dangerous, and about who is most likely to fall prey to it.
They also disputed tHendsanddegreesof reforms: whether the exploitation of power
by neglectful or tyrannical office holders (be they bishops or princes) could bdiesn
through advice and correction; whether bad officers could be removed and by what
authority; and whether the problem was institutional.

This debate in the mid-seventeenth century had roots in the Admonition
Controversy of the 1570s. Defenders of the established polity, such as John Whitgift,
defined ambition as a vice pertaining to the personal misuse of power (thehoffies),
not a problem inherent with the office itself (with the authority and role of bisloops)
with the polity (Prelacy). In th&nswere to a certain libe{lL572), for instance,

Archbishop John Whitgift, representing the Church of England (an Erastian church),
distinguished the wrongful use of dominion from its scripturally warranted form:
"Touching these places alleged in the xx. of Matthew, x. of Mark, xxii, of Luke, .... these

words of Christ do not condemn superiority, lordship, or any such like authority but the

24’ndam Blair, "The charges of the Scottish commissioners against the Arohlié
Canterbury" (December 15, 1640), Braye Mss 2, ff. 93-95 and Journal of Geoffrey
Palmer, December 18 1640, MS KKVI 38, Cambridge University Library, p. 123 in
Proceedings in the Opening Session of the Long Parliament: House of Cgriahons
Maija Jansson, Vol. 1 of 7: 3 Nov.-19 Dec. 1640 (Rochester: University if Rochester
Press, 2000), 648 and 661.
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ambitious desire of the same and the tyrannical usage thét&6iie of the issues in the
Admonition Controversy was whether ecclesiastical officers, such as bishopkalsaul
hold temporal offices and privileges, such as seats in Parliament: i.e. indpathaal

duties were incompatible with civil duties and honors. When that question resurfaced
during the Long Parliament, it was answered in February of 1642 by 16 Car. |IAn 28:
act for the disinabling all persons in Holy Orders to exercise any temporall jurisdicti

or authorite which separated ecclesiastical and temporal offices by denyin@figars
Holy Orders" the right to "temporal authorit§’® An earlier act, 16. Car. I. c. 1An act

for repeal of a branch of a statute primo Elizabeth concerning commissioners for causes
ecclesiasticgl' had stopped ecclesiastical persons from using civil censures in the High
Commission Court or from establishing any new courts with those powers (112-13).
However, it had only repealed part of the Act of Supremi@cyhus, 16 Car. 1. c. 28 still
maintained that the prince had "a religious care of the church and souls of his fople."
As attested both by the debates in the Westminster Assembly of Diviney tred b

pamphlet wars between Independents, Erastian Presbyterians, and high faasbyte

24830hn Whitgift,Answere to a certain libe{tL572) inThe Admonition Controvers§d.
Donald McGinn, 281.

24916 Car. I. c. 27, 28, "An act for disinabling all persons in Holy Orders to exergise an
temporall jurisdiction or authoritie" ithe Statutes of the Real&d. John Raithby, Vol.
5:1628-80 (London, 1819), 138.

25016. Car. I. c. 11An act for repeal of a branch of a statute primo Elizabeth concerning
commissioners for causes ecclesiastindlhe Statutes of the Realwol. 5, 112-13.

216 Car. I. c. 27, 28, "An act for disinabling all persons in Holy Orders to exergise an

temporall jurisdiction or authoritie" ilthe Statutes of the RealBd. John Raithby, Vol.
5:1628-80 (London, 1819), 138.
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reaching a consensual answer to the broader questions concerningebiastocal

polity, the role of the godly magistrate, and the relationship betweeruaparid
temporal spheres proved more challenging than reaching a consensus on removing
abusive officials and limiting Prelatical authority.

By the start of the Long Parliament, discontent with ecclesiastichtemporal
tyranny was mounting, and questions about Prelacy, such as whether bishops govern by
temporal or divine right and whether they should use civil or ecclesiastical egnsere
circulating in popular discourse. "The root and branch petition" (December 1640), for
instance, suggests that one of the greatest offences of Prelaticakptaicthese later
times" is the tyrannical innovation that Prelacy exists diving previously, bishops in
the Church of England had "held that they have their jurisdiction or authority of human
authority." Prelatical presumption seemed to be spreading:

Yea further, the pride and ambition of the prelates being boundless,
unwilling to be subject either to man or laws, they claim their office and
jurisdiction to beJure Diving exercise ecclesiastical authority in their
own names and rights, and under their own seals, and take upon them
temporal dignities, places, and offices in the Commonwealth, that they
may sway both swords?
Those grievances of the general public were echoed elsewhere. Consideranigiessm
between "The root and branch petition" and "The charges of the Scottish commsssione
against the Archibishop of Canterbury” presented to the Lords on December 17th and to

the Commons on December 18th against William Laud. In the latter, Scottish

commissioners accuse Laud of "presumptuous” and "tyrannical” "Innovationsgiarrel

#2The root and branch petition" ithe Constitutional Documents of the Puritan
Revolution 1625-166@Ed. Samuel Rawson Gardiner (Oxford: Clarendon P, 1979), 137-
144, esp. 137 and 142.
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and acts that "trouble Scottish peace," such as 1) "press[ing] upon the Kirulpar
alterations in matters of religious" under his own name in "fourteen lstibssribed 'W.
Canterbury™ though they were "without order, and against law"; 2) introduciBgak "

of canons and constitutions ecclesiastidhht would "establis[h] a tyrannical power in

... prelates over the worship of God and over the consciences, liberties, and goods of the
people”; 3) suggesting that "Canons [do not] come from the authority of synods, but from
the power of prelates or from the King's prerogative"; 4) excommunicatingaisjes)
tolerating "popery" and planting "seeds of manifold and gross superstition andyldolat

6) adding rituals and ornaments; 7) obscuring good doctrinal distinctions; and 8) giving
prelates "tyrannical power ... over the worship and the souls and goods of men" and
"overturning from the foundation the whole order of our K In both "The root and
branch petition" and in "The charges of the Scottish commissioners," the peditioner
focused on Prelatical tyranny and requested not only that the offending bishops be
removed and punished but also that Episcopacy be abolished. "Root and branch”
petitioners reasoned that because Prelacy had been "a main cause aod otozny

foul evils," the best way to "redress" the ecclesiastical governmenoWalsdlish”

Prelacy and follow "the government according to God's Wofdrhe Scottish
commissioners thought that Prelacy was especially susceptible to cary@ptibition,

and confusion; they requested "that not only the firebrands," i.e. the bishops, "may be

23proceedings in the Opening Session of the Long Parliament: House of Cariitions
Maija Jansson, Vol. 1 of 7: 3 Nov.-19 Dec. 1640 (Rochester: University if Rochester
Press, 2000), 640-648 and 660-661.

2>*The root and branch petition" @onstitutional Documents of the Puritan Revolution
137-38.
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removed but the fire" i.e. Episcopacy, "may be provided against that there be no more
recombustion after thig™®

The Long Parliament was quick to remove "firebrands" but not to "remov|e] the
fire." M.P.s seem to have taken for granted that tyrannical officidler(titan the
prince) should be removed; nevertheless, they were slower to acknowledge that the
offices themselves were problematic and that the forms of government nedded t
changed completely. The magistrates moved quickly to remove and punish "ambitious,"
"tyrann(ical]" officials, such as Thomas Wentworth, Earl of Strafford, andami Laud,
Archbishop of Canterbury. On November 11, 1640, eight days after the opening of the
Long Parliament, Strafford had been charged with "High Treason" and s=qd&StA
month later, they were taking measures to prosecute Laud as well. By lhcEn
William Laud, Archbishop of Canterbury, had also been accused of "High Treason" and
sequestered both from the House of Lords and from the’Kifiey did not remove
Prelacy immediately. Though they denounced Episcopacy as "evil," "burthehSame
impediment,” and "prejudicial” in November of 1642 (two years after the opehthg
Long Parliament), they waited to abolish it, defending their delay on a desire ta have

new form of ecclesiastical government determined by the Westmingemisy of

2>Proceedings in the Opening Session of the Long Parliar@eht1, 648 and 661.
25630hn Rushworth, "Passages in Parliament: November - December Hi#orical
Collections of Private Passages of Siatel. 8: 1640-41 (1721), 1-1®assim
Proceedings in the Opening Session of the Long Parligragt12.

»'Proceedings in the Opening Session of the Long Parliaré88t662.
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Divines at a later date® Parliament did not consider the "Bill for abolishing episcopacy"
until January of 1643; even then, they sent it to a comniitiée May of 1644, it had
not yet been passed but was offered by the Committee of both Kingdoms and approved
by the House of Commons as a "proposition ... for a safe an well-grounded ¥&ace."
"An ordinance for abolishing of archbishops and bishops ... and for settling their land,
etc."” did not actually pass until October 9, 1646; even then, it was not confirmed as an act
of Parliament®

High Presbyterians in Scotland moved much faster to abolish Episcopacy. When
high Presbyterians in Scotland seized power during the Bishops' Wars, theyuvekrs
organize The Glasgow General Assembly (1638), which, as F.N. McCoy sim@snar
"examine[d] all innovations and accretions to church government and doctrine made
since the 1580 Confession of Faith and ... evaluate[d] their degree of conformity or
nonconformity with that confessio®® As the Scottish privy councilors rightly

perceived, the introduction of the "'Service Book, Book of Canons, and High

2% Answer to the declaration of the General Assembly of Scotland, about Church
Government,'Journal of the House of Lord¥ol. 5: 1642-1643 (1767-1830), 350.

25%A pill for abolishing Episcopacy Journal of the House of Lord¥ol. 5, 572.

260propositions for peaceJournal of the House of Commoin®l. 3: 1643-44 (1802),
483-84.

?62Ordinance for abolishing of archbishops and bishops within the kingdom of England,
and dominion of Wales, and for settling of their lands and possessions upon trustees, for
the use of the commonwealth" (October 1646)aarnal of the House of Lord¥ol. 5,
515-517 and irActs and ordinances of the interregnum, 1642-1&8(. C.H. Firth and

R.S. Rait (1911), 879-883.

252F N. McCoy,Robert Baillie and the Second Scots Reforma@tkeley: University
of California Press, 1974), 56.
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Commission™ had been considered unlawful "innovations of religion and discipfihe."
Those tyrannical actions sparked a strong reaction; high Presbyter@dedito stamp
out the first sparks of that fire: the alterations of the Kirk of Scotland madarbgs VI
and | and his Prelatical Assembly at Perth (1618Jhe Glasgow Assembly sought to
reestablish an earlier form of Scottish Presbyterianism (the fa@otiased with Knox).
That's why they repeated the first Scottish Presbyterian Confesdt@aitlofof 1560,
1580, and 1590) in their National Covenant (1638)n 1639, before the Short
Parliament even met, Scotland (under Covenanter control) had ratified (by leotibhss
and parliament) "the abolition of episcopacy" and the elimination of "theallestate
from the Parliament?®°

Whether those changes were reforms or revolutions was (and continues to be)
hotly contested. Following a logic similar to that presented in "The root andfbr
petition," regicides later argued that because Charles was found to be thgdprinc

author" of the "calamities," the best way to redress the civil governmesmatanly to

?%3The Register of the Privy Council of Scotlaselr. #2, Vol. 7 (Edinburgh: H.M.
General Register House, 1906), 8-9 quoted in F.N. McRolpert Baillie and the Second
Scots Reformatiqré 1.

26See F.N. McCoyRobert Baillie and the Second Scots Reformati6rll.

?655ee The Church of Scotlarithe confession of faythe and doctrine beleved and
professed, by the Protestantes of the realme of Scot(&uieburgh and London, 1561);
The Church of Scotland;he confession of faith, of the Kirk of Scotland, subscribed by
the Kings Maiestie and his householde, in the yeare of God(Es&@burgh and
Amsterdam, 1638); "The Scottish National Covenant” (1638ha Constitutional
Documents of the Puritan Revolution 1625-1,860. Samuel Rawson Gardiner, 3rd ed.
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1979), 124-134.

258 N. McCoy,Robert Baillie and the Second Scots Reforma6én
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depose (and behead) the king but also to abolish mon&rchiyese radical institutional
overhauls were justified as returns to more primitive and perfect formslesiestical
and civil government. In the ecclesiastical sphere, fundamentalists (irhboth t
Presbyterian and Independent groups) were the loudest advocates of "root amt branc
reforms. In Scotland, fundamentalists ruled the kirk (in the late 1630s and throughout the
1640s), but in England, both Presbyterian and Independent fundamentalists had to
appease the Erastian Presbyterians (and orthodox Episcopalians) im&arlidost
groups agreed that they needed to pluck out the roots of superstition (associatied with t
Roman Catholic church) and tyranny, but they disagreed on what those were: whether
they were bad men, bad laws, or bad institutions. Controversies concerning what might
replace Episcopacy were intense because few in England could agree onriti@ esse
features of an ecclesiastical polity, such as whether it should be natiof@in@ind/or
coercive®®

Erastian Presbyterians, such as Thomas Edwards, thought state-mahdatkd
uniformity was safest for everyone; Edwards has been portrayed aarinlebut he was
trying to fight, not start, fires. The governors of the national church, he argued, had a
solemn responsibility to suppress both false doctrines, such as universal atonednhent, a
practices, such as separation, and they were justified in using drastitegimhe
necessary. He wanted to take measures to ensure that false doctrines aonggmno |

spread within churches. Edwards was pragmatic. Presbyterianism midig perfect or

?%"Charles Wood and David Lagomarisifidie Trial of Charles I: A Documentary
History (Lebanon, NH: University Press of New England, 1989), 60.

2%8%35ee Thomas Edwardantapologia(London, 1644)passim
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essential to Christian faith, but it was less perilous, he thought, than Independigmcy (w
its toleration), Episcopacy (with its ambitious bishops, free will sotegigland
superstitious rituals), and Papistry (with its civil presumption, erroneousroes;tend
idolatry). Edwards' rejection of the Prelatical government previously nsbe iIChurch
of England might seem to signal greater rigidity in him than in Calvin, whotaiaed
brotherly communion with churches less reformed than his, but both ministers agteed tha
polity was instrumental, not fundamental. Moderate Presbyterians, includionglgot
Thomas Edwards in England but also Robert Baillie in Scotland, were flexible about
church externals (the forms of worship and discipline) but adamant about church
responsibilities (promoting sanctification and removing stumbling blocks). RBa#lie
wanted to give the Assembly more power than Edwards was willing to granh ishic
perhaps unsurprising given his Scottish origins, but the similarities betwseen hi
assessment of Independency and that of Edwards, between Baitlissuasive for the
errours of the time§1645) and Edwards@angreana1645) reminds us that Edwards
was part of a larger Presbyterian movement, a movement to protect and unifig the t
church. For Edwards, as much as for Balillie, the visible church was a conduit to the
invisible church. Particular forms of church government, such as Episcopacy and
Presbyterianism, could come and go, they thought, but certain duties weretoehial
visible church and to the governors thereof.

To understand moderate Presbyterianism and the actions of our protagonists, we
need to review Calvin's understanding of spiritual and ecclesiastical. drdigs
practice of justifying his authority by referencing his proper agléind "his

faithful[ness] [in] discharg[ing] .... the duty assigned him" seemed signifito Calvin
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because it emphasized that godly authority is service-oriéfit€ristians gain divine
authority by fulfilling Christian duties; those who neglect God's commandinasée no

real spiritual authority and should be removed from ecclesiastical offibeterm

bishop, Calvin suggests, is interchangeable with "elder, pastor, and minister." The
original function of bishops, according to Calvin, was saving souls and suppressing
scandals. In his discussion of bishops, Calvin admonishes both teaching and ruling elders
to remember that doctrine, worship, and discipline are linked: "the preaching of the
gospel, and the administration of the sacraments, constitute the two principal gaets of
pastoral office," and the "business of teaching is not confined to public discourses, but
extends to private admonitionS® Calvin emphasizes the common responsibility of all
ecclesiastical teachers: "all those to whom the office of teachia@ssgned, were
denominated presbyters"; one presbyter in each city was "distinguistiled tiye of

bishop" but that "bishop ... was not so superior to the rest in honour and dignity, as to
have any dominion over his colleagué$.Spiritual discipline did not require dominion
because it moved consciences, not bodies. Discipline, Calvin suggests, may besgerform
by "bishops" or by "elders” so long as they are "pious, grave, and holy men," who are
faithful "in the correction of vices** Moderate Presbyterians compared Episcopalian

bishops to that measure and found them wanting; true bishops needed to be humble

26930hn Calvin)nstitutes 4.3.10.
21%930hn Calvin)nstitutes 4.3.6.
2bid., 4.4.2.

212bid., 4.3.8.
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servants, as they were in apostolic churches, not prideful lords, as they had bed¢mme in t
Churches of England and Scotland. They were outraged that bishops had begun to be
elevated "in honour and dignity" and had begun to wield civil powers. Ecclesiastical
polity could be established by the Assembly and Parliament but only as lordicasat
conflict with Scriptural injunctions and norrh$.As the moderate Scottish Presbyterian,
Robert Baillie, would argue, dominion was incompatible with the proper attitude of a
bishop, described in | Timothy 3 and Titus 1. Following the precedents set by tighEngl
Admonitioners and the Scottish Reformers of the 1570s, he and other moderates
recommended that bishops be stripped of their civil function and that the officééself
reformed.

Prelacy became diseased, many Presbyterians thought, when sociatiaual spi
duties were combined under Pope Gregory I, "Gregory the Great" (c. 590-664). M
seventeenth-century Presbyterianism attempted to amend that scandalogsnaent by
separating the two swords and prohibiting the same person from assuming batal spirit
and temporal duties. Reformers thought that bishops had been distracted from serving
Christ and the congregation by their obligations to the state, so they proposed a return to
spiritual work and an abandonment of political duties. According to moderate
Presbyterians, such as Robert Baillie, Prelacy could be salvaged and insedruat
churches, even Presbyterian ones, if bishops returned to their apostolic office @sd abus
were abolished (and subsequently prevented). Any ecclesiastical polpydhaited
decency and order could, according to moderates, be justified in a true churghv&slit

indifferent and could be settled by a godly magistrate. Theoreticallyivihgavernment

?"*Robert Baillie,The letters and journal®, 5, 10-11, 30, 52-54.
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had the God-given right to introduce a new polity, such as Episcopacy (as the Church of
England did and as James VI and | did in Scotland), so long at is preserved true doctrine
and prevented scandals.

Presbyterians opposed the conflation of the civil and the spiritual because one
concerned the outward man and one concerned the soul of man, but they embraced
collaboration between the spheres of government because the outward and the inwar
were inextricably bound. Holy commonwealths were ideal because their boundaries
between social and spiritual identity were porous; a holy commonwealth, withtéd,uni
symbiotic temporal and spiritual spheres, mirrored the universe, with its tistinc
interactive earthly and heavenly spheres. Presbyterians sought to join civil and
ecclesiastical government in an alliance rather than an amalgamiatiagnulistance of the
state and the church differed, even though its population overlapped and its interests we
aligned. Civil laws and magistrates regulated men politically: "efingitthem, as
Calvin says, "for the duties of humanity and citizenship that must be maintaioed am
men"; church laws and ministers regulate men spiritually: "instru¢timgn's
"conscience ... in piety and in reverencing Gdd According to Calvin's theory,

Christians who are well regulated spiritually should require fewer polresalaints
because many civil benefits, such as "charity toward men," result nafuoatiyeligious
actions, such as repentarféUsing this argument, Presbyterians in the mid seventeenth

century, pushed Parliament to prioritize settling the national church. Religmers threy

2430hn Calvin)nstitutes 3.19.15.

2bid., 3.3.16-20.
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suggested, would foster civil order, reversing the confusion precipitated bgiimpl
toleration of the years during which the national church was unsettled.

Conceiving of God as uncreated yet creating, static yet moving, out ofrtame a
engaged temporally, Erastian Presbyterians could conceive of Christiety sscfixed
in fundamentals but variable in nonessentials. Both Erastian, like Thomas Edwards, and
high Presbyterians, like Samuel Rutherford, wanted the church to be separate from—but
partnered with—the state. However, Erastians thought that within the realm of
adiaphorg which included ecclesiastical polity, the partnership could be negotiated as
historical and cultural circumstances necessitated; by contrast, hijhytereans
practically eraseddiaphoraand more rigidly defined the boundaries between the
spiritual and temporal spheres. Erastians admittecathaphoracould be essential by
consequence: indifferent things could promote or prevent faith in Christ. The liberty o
adiaphorawas limited by the necessity of faith in Christ. According to Calvin, God
instituted government in the church to "hold believers together in one B8dy."
Ecclesiastical polity was fundamental insofar as it united believensGhitist and one
another. Neither spiritual nor civil governors had the right to interfere witintesse
spiritual duties’”” Presbyterians were accepting of polities that facilitated the
fundamental functions of the church: sealing the elect in the covenant of grace. Rober
Baillie, for one, accepted that Episcopacy could be an acceptable polity within tr
churches, but he opposed the form of Episcopacy within the English Church, which he

called "Canterburianism"” (think Nicholas Tyacke's "Anti-Calvinistgi aot lan

27830hn Calvin)nstitutes 4.3.2.

2"bid., 4.3.6.
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MacKenzie's "Laudians”), because its teachings were hereticakdtscps were

profane, and its leaders were ambitid{fHe associated Canterburianism with the
following errors: an Arminian doctrine of free will, a Lutheran understandirthe
sacraments, Papist superstitions in worship, pagan attitudes about the sabbath, and
tyranny by ministers or magistraté€ Though he considered church government to be
indifferent in form, it was fundamental in practice; Canterburianism waatie

because it threatened to undermine many essential beliefs. Edwards laasdlztsude
about Independency; that is wangreanabegins with doctrines. Both men were eager

to distinguish between the appearance of godliness and actual godliness aed betwe
apostolic discipline and that employed by Canterburians and Independents. In the
Scottish Assembly of 1638, Baillie distinguished corrupt Episcopacy in Scotlaruirfbot
1580 and in 1638) from apostolic Episcopacy: "Episcopacy as used and taken in the
Church of Scotland, I thought to be removed .... and abjured [in 1580]; ... but Episcopacy
simplictersuch as was in the ancient church, and in our church during Knox's days, .... it
was, for many reasons, to be removed, but not abjured in our Confession of ®aith."
Here, Balllie acknowledges that bishops could be good, but the ones in Scotland and

England were bad. They were hypocrites who took the church office but negtected t

2’8Cf. Nicholas TyackeAnti-Calvinists: The Rise of English Arminianism, 1590-1640
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987) and lan M. MacKer@@a]' Order and Natural Law:
The works of the Laudian Diviné&ldershot, Hants: Ashgate, 2002), 2-3.

?*Robert Baillie,The letters and journals of Robert Bail({igdinburgh, 1775), 30;
Baillie, LadensiumAutokatakrisis, the Canterburian Self-Convinct{@lasgow and
Amsterdam, 1640; London, 164pgrssim and Baillie,Life of William Laudhow Lord
Archbishop of Canterbury examin@dbondon, 1643)passismesp. 3-4.

?8%Robert Baillie,The letters and journald52; F.N. McCoyRobert Baillie and the
Second Scots Reformatjd&v.
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fulfill their spiritual duties. They had so corrupted the office of bishops thad n¢eded
to be "removed." But it did not need to be "abjured.” Church leaders needed to revive the
ancient apostolic practice of bishops. That practice of spiritual admonitions ebligat
men, such as Robert Baillie and Thomas Edwards, to chastise and restrain Indgpendenc
Following spiritual injunctions, both men wrote censorious works to spiritually diseipl
readers.

Because church governors—be they bishops, presbyters, or godly masgistrate
had a solemn responsibility of protecting the "doctrine of eternal life andisalVdahey
also had the task of removing stumbling blocks, be they extraneous rituals, such as
making the sign of the cross, or dangerous polities, such as Indepeffttaitgn
disorders of any kind disturbed true discipline, the consequences were &&ribithout
good order, people might temporarily or permanently fall from grace. Calvimdsrhis
readers that God holds governors accountable for all those under them who "perish in
ignorance through their negligené@*That warning should sound familiar; it is a key
predecessor to Thomas Edwards' warning that Parliament must protect the mrch f
heresy and schism or suffer God's wrath. When Presbyterians attacked otles; polit
such as Episcopacy and Independency, they did so because they thought that corruption
had spread, or would spread, under those ecclesiastical systems. All Pisasbgtught
to abolish offices, institutions, and practices that were scandalous. The moderate

Presbyterian attitude toward bishops was similar to their attitude towarchagistrates.

28130hn Calvin)nstitutes 4.3.1.
287bid., 4.3.10.

28%Ezekial 3:17-18," gtd. in John Calvimstitutes 4.3.6.
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Leaders of the church and the state were instituted by God to protect and nurture the
people. Individuals who failed to fulfill those offices, deserved to be removed; however,
the offices themselves remained valid. Presbyterians continued to support the ocbncept
the godly prince long after Independents had abandoned it. Presbyterians sought to
purify, not purge, the national system of ecclesiastical government and mpriney
wanted to remove the fires of Episcopacy but not the logs beneath: the foundation.
Particular Presbyterians disagreed on the scriptural basis foryPaeldon the role of

the magistrate in the church, but all agreed that the church needed leaders who could
discipline heretics, schismatics, blasphemers, and degenerates.

Presbyterians worried the fires that had consumed Episcopacy had begun to burn
in Independency. Independents were putting themselves on the pedestal seatyprevious
occupied by prelates, the seat of pride and presumption. Presbyterians respdineled t
arrogant and harmful actions of Independents as they had previously responded to
Canterburians. For instance, John Bastwick, who had spent the late 1630s combating
Laudian Episcopacy, spent the mid 1640s making similar assaults on Indepefidency.
Bastwick goes so far as to suggest that Independents are worse than thedamac
beheaded traitors blamed for the civil war:

[W]hatsoever they pretend and whatsoever shews of seeming holinesse
they hold out to the world, they are unsound, root and branch; and neither
the godly party, nor the praying people, nor the only Saints, but the most
pharisaicall brood that ever yet appeared in the world, and more injurious
to Christ the King of his Church and to his royalty and to all his holy,
faithfull Ministers and Servants, then ever the Pope or any of the

Prelaticall party were, and more malicious and treacherous to the Saints,
and truly godly and precious ones, and more opposers of all Reformation,

284See John BastwicKhe letany of John Bastwi¢kondon, 1637) an@he utter routing
... of all the Independents & Sectar{g®ndon, 1646).
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then ever the Cavaliers were; and many of them greater enemies to Church
and State, and the welfare of both, then either Strafford or the Prelate of
Canterbury®
Bastwick's fear of Separatists illustrates the attitude that kEsbferians in the late
1640s to trust the king more than the army or Independents, an attitude that even led
William Prynne to retract his infamotistrio-mastix as the next chapter will discuss.
The king's bad counselors had been eliminated, but the army's troublemakers had only
increased in power and treachery. Independent and Episcopal polities aék@gav

members occasions to sin that, according to Presbyterians—such as Edwdérelsaiai

Bastwick, the Presbyterian practice did not.

V."[Plersecuting” or protecting “the truth'®® Presbyterianism as a "middle way
betwixt Popish tryannie and schismatizing libef?y"

Presbyterians argued that national churches were not only scripturaldout als
expedient; a uniform confession of faith and directory for worship would promote the
truth and prevent scandals. However, Independents, such as Henry Burton, accused
Presbyterians of promoting hypocrisy. By granting magistrates the powsettle the
church, to ratify the principles and practices of the church and to coerce capfoitini

civil penalties, Presbyterians were, like the Episcopalians before themuraging

83John BastwickThe utter routing ... of IndependeniBy.
8%Henry Burton Conformities deformity23.

2George Gillespieyholesome severity reconciled with Christian liberty; or, the true
resolution of a present controversie concerning liberty of conscience. Here you have the
guestion state, the middle way betwixt popish Tyrannie and schismatizing liberty
approved, and also confirmed from scripture, and the testimonie of divines, yea of whole
churches(London, 1644), 19-20, 24.
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people to worship for the wrong reasons: "a religion of humane institution is hygpcrisi
while pretending to worship and fear God, they fear and worship men, which is both
hypocrisie and idolatry?®® It is dangerous, Burton thought, to govern "faith and
conscience" with a polity established by human authéfitindependents sought to free
both the consciences and the bodies of men; they valued positive laws principally as
guarantors of spiritual and secular freedoms. They disdained theories of djtinenal
laws imposed by higher authorities without grants from the people. According to John
Goodwin, particular congregations should receive no interference from eitther c
governors, such as the prince or Parliament, or ecclesiastical goveuabrs, s
presbyteries, assemblies, and the High Commission. "[B]reaking obkieeoy all
tyrannie and oppression, as well spirituall as corporall, from off the necks dditite"S
is a central goal of the reformation envisioned by Independ®itse people, according
to Goodwin, have the "liberty and power" to "gather and forme themselves into Church-
bodies, and Christians incorporations"; neither Parliament nor the Assemblybave t
authority to limit that natural rigHft*

Independents disagreed with Edwards's major premise that the Christian
magistrate(s) should reform the church. Independents did not think that polity was
adiaphorg they did not agree with the Erastian Presbyterian conceit that mimistess

governing "faith and conscience" with spiritual weapons while magistnasessesl "order

88%4enry Burton Conformities deformityl5.
?8%Henry Burton Protestation protestedi4v-Br.
29930hn GoodwinAntapologesiates antapologiésondon, 1646), 149.

294bid., 109, 1409.
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and decency" with civil weapons. Independents scorned any polity or liturgy dstdblis

by the magistrate and enforced by "governours;" any church dependent onetheasta

to Burton, an object of loathing. In 1646, Burton was ready to divorce the church and the

state. We can understand, then, why Independents refused to have their plans for church

government scrutinized and ratified by the Parliament's Assembly of Dimrigsthe

Parliament. Their disdain for Erastian Presbyterians like Thomas Hslaso makes

sense. Far from "censur[ing] or restrain[ing] either heresie, schismgostaaie," as

Edwards envisioned, the civil powers, in Burton's thinking, were more apt to "persecut

the truth.?°> John Goodwin had a similarly low estimation of magistrates because they

commanded things contrary to the word of God, he thought; ungodly magistrates forced

Christians to choose between obeying civil authority and obeying scriptirer

Goodwin, as for high Presbyterians, allegiance belonged first to God and then &vethe st
Magisterial reformers, such as Erastian Presbyterians, pubthatehey too

prioritized God, but they maintained that God worked through, rather than apart from,

governing authorities. That tension is perhaps best evident in Romans 13, which—as |

have previously argued—was central to the debates concerning the interaction of the

church and the state. In their notes to Romans 13, for instance, the Genevan

commentators seem to suggest that the church should not be elevated above*ffe state,

yet they also maintain that "if unlawful things be commanded us, we must arssvere

292Henry Burton Conformities deformity23.

293J0hn GoodwinAntapologesiates antapologias. Or, the inexcusablenesse of that grand
accusation of the brethren, called Antapolofliandon, 1646), 62.

2% Note a" for Romans 13:Geneva Biblé1587).
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Peter teacheth us, It is better to obey God, then AfRRresbyterians believed that

positive laws were beneficial for all communities, whether temporal otusdjrbut they

also believed that human laws should not contradict divine law or claim to be divine. The
most profound error of Roman Catholicism, they thought, was its suggestion that the
church's institutions could be salvific. Proponents of the Caroline church had made that
same error when they anathematized canon-breakers. Proponents of Independent
congregations, Presbyterians insisted, were also following that hepatibdy

conflating the visible church (particular congregations) with the invistolect (the true
church) and by claiming that the people and institutions of the church needed to be
perfect.

In spiritual matters, Independents recognized the lordship of Christ%fone.
Erastian Presbyterians and Episcopalians recognized Christ as the Headmirth
triumphant, but Independents held that Christ directed the church militant astvesil. T
denied that any of Christ's powers had been delegated to the crown or the clergy. High
Presbyterians agreed that Christ was the head of the visible church, and they bound
church governors by the precedents of Scripture. However, they were nervous about the
claims Independents made to have a direct connection with God and to have warrants
from the Holy Spirit. Like their Erastian coreligionists, high Prestghs thought that
Independents doctrines and discipline were dangerous. Whereas, Independents held

"[t]hat no Opinon is so dangerous or Heretical as that of compulsion in things of

29%%Note d" for Romans 13:%5eneva Biblg1587).

?%*Henry Burton A vindication of churches, commonly called Indepeng@emmdon,
1644), 2.
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Religion,”®” Presbyterians of all kinds thought that theexremore dangerous opinions
than those used to defend unity and uniformity.

Erastian Presbyterians abhorred tyranny over consciences, which timeyl desf
treating indifferent things as if they were salvifically necessarytHayt also abhorred
anarchy: claims that indifferent things had no connection to salvation and should not be
regulated. To avoid the confusion and contention resulting from each extreme,
Presbyterians strove to govern each sphere of life with uniform rules setjlest b
powers and measures. Both high Presbyterians, who emphasiaesi dhenumof the
church, and magisterial Presbyterians, who emphasizedsthemanunof the church,
wanted the polity, policies, and principles of the external church to be ratifiedllawf
They tended to agree that some ecclesiastical operations, such as irestailimster,
required congregational consent; some, such as creating or modifying churatedoctri
required Assembly approval; and some, such mandating conformity, required
Parliamentary sanctidii® They did not, however, confuse the external government of the
church militant by laws with the internal government of the elect by the $alit. Like
Luther, Presbyterians believed that compelling souls to embrace the tauthenaffice

of the Holy Spirit, not any living person or institution; however, Presbyteriare mere

2“"Thomas Edward$[he second part of gangreana: or a fresh and further discovery of
the errors, heresies, blasphemies, and dangerous proceedings of the sectaries of this time
(London, 1646), 1 itsangreandllkley, West Yorkshire: The Scholar Press Ltd, 1977).

298 N. McCoy,Robert Baillie and the Second Scots Reformafiehl, 27.
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optimistic about benefits of restraining vice and eliminating scandals through’lan
other words, they thought good external order cputinotegood internal order. They
hoped that their well-governed ordinances would be a means (though not a cause) of
justification and sanctification. While respecting the power of natural andvedsitvs to
remove obstacles to justification and sanctification, Presbyterians kaethose laws
could become stumbling blocks themselves. Moral and ceremonial laws are saldédic
the covenant of works and may continue to benefit the outward man and his
communities; however, Presbyterian theology warns that moral and cerefaasialre

not salvific under the covenant of grace and should not be urged as necessary for the
inward man.

Presbyterians like John Calvin and George Gillespie, a high Scottish Rresiyt
agreed that neither "temporall [nor] spirituall coactive Jurisdictiordriggdd in the
church®® They opposed "all laws made by men without the word of God, for the
purpose, either of prescribing any method for the worship of God, or of laying the
conscience under a religious obligation, as if they enjoined things necessary to
salvation.3* However, they urged the adoption of laws conceraifigphora Decorous
rites, ceremonies, and polity could, they believe, stabilize the visible churcdignthe

people:

2**Heinrich Bornkamm, "An Exposition of Luther's Doctrine of the Two Kingdoms" in
Reformation and Authority: The Meaning of the Peasants' R&ahlKyle C. Sessions,
Problems in European Civilization (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath and Co., 1968), 42.
3%eorge GillespieDispute against ceremonie®; John Calvinlnstitutes 4.10.

39130hn Calvin)nstitutes 4.10.16.
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For it is impossible to attain what Paul requires, that 'all things be done
decently and in order," unless order and decorum be supported by
additional regulations.... The endd#corumis, partly, that while
ceremonies are employed to conciliate veneration to sacred things, we
may be excited to piety by such aids; partly, that the modestly and gravity,
which ought to be discovered in all virtuous actions, may be most of all
conspicuous in the Churéf?
According to Presbyterians, coercibghavioris permissible and expedient, especially
when the "direct" or necessary consequence” of regulations pertained tmsaks the
extended title of Gillespie's pamphlet suggests, Presbyterians sougjldée"way
betwixt Popish tryannie and schismatizing libe§’. They wanted to prevent liberty of
conscience from translating into liberty of practice. Thomas Edwards found thiegtros
so troubling that he lists the aforementioned premise concerning compulsiaom Hiist i
second "Catalogue of Errours, Heresies, E¥tBoth Gillespie and Edwards emphasize
that Presbyterians give more power than the Independents not only to the church's
governing bodies but also to the civil magistrates. Unlike Sectarians andriddafs

Presbyterians wanted the church to be established and protected by thegiatilated®>

A profound trust in the law—comprising divine law, natural law, and positive law—

32bid., 4.10.29.

303George Gillespieyholesome severity reconciled with Christian liberty; or, the true
resolution of a present controversie concerning liberty of conscience. Here you have the
guestion state, the middle way betwixt popish Tyrannie and schismatizing liberty
approved, and also confirmed from scripture, and the testimonie of divines, yea of whole
churches(London, 1644), 19-20, 24.

304Thomas Edwards he second part of Gangreafizondon, 1646), 1.

30°Thomas Edwardszangreana117-118; George Gillespi#/holesome severity
reconciled with Christian libertyA3r-v.
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distinguishes Presbyterians from their Independent counterparts and Bskyterians
to apostolic Episcopacy.

At the core of this dispute is a question of restraint: must higher powers—whethe
civil or ecclesiastical—enact laws to control wrongdoers and thereby ptio¢ect
innocent? Goodwin thinks not, at least in the religious sphere. Granting liberty of
conscience and cancelling conformity canons would, Goodwin thought, bring peace.
Conflict, he argues, stems from coercion, not tolerafibiet Presbyterians considered
conflict useful in certain contexts. The print contestations that Goodwin found so
disturbing were encouraging to Presbyterians and other reformers, wthafetiey were
thereby increasing their talents and doing their dtty.

Thomas Edwards feared that God would charge him with doing too little to save
others, so he wrot8angreanaHe feared that in addition to punishing him, God would
punish the magistrates and the nation for being complicit in the downfall of othéues, s
used strong language to convey the urgency of the situation. In the first gatalog
Edwards repeatedly lists Antinomian beliefs as errors, beliefs thati@hsigre not held
accountable for their actions, much less the actions of otfiete also lists as errors the
Independent tenets of two kingdom jurisdiction and toleration: 1) "That Christian
Magistrates have no power at all to meddle in matters of religion, or thiclgsiesticall,

but in civil only concerning the bodies and goods of men," and 2) "Whatsoever errours or

30830hn GoodwinAntapologesiates antapolgias48-149.

30730hn GoodwinAntapologesiastes antapolgjakl4-115; Thomas EdwardBhe second
part of Gangreana65-66.

30%Thomas Edwardssangreana25-26.
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miscarriages in Religion the church should bear withall in men, continuing them stil
communion with them, as brethren, these the Magistrates should bear within men,
continuing them in the Kingdom or Commonwealth in the enjoyment of the liberty of
Subjects." These teachings are dangerous, Edwards thinks, because they Gangriearl
the power to fight schism and heré8YEdwards admits that Independents, like the
Dutch Arminians, claim to "give more [power] to the magistrate then [sic] the
Presbyterians" by making the magistrate the court of last appeantrdeersies of

faith," as in their desire for Parliament to establish toleration, but thieywban "the
Magistrates come to suppresse their errours and false Doctrinestabiisting and
enforcing Presbyterianisi® Edwards wanted Parliament to protect people's souls by
insisting on conformity and opposing toleration; by permitting spiritual disepliithin

the church, the Parliament could "preven[t] and remed[y]" "Heresies, S&hignd]
Confusions" more effectively than it could on its own. By contrast, Thomas Coleman, a
more intensely Erastian Presbyterian, rejected church disciplir&dpll He wanted "the
Magistrates [to] procee[d] against them [i.e., heresies, schismes, and @ohiiydawes
and punishments’® Edwards certainly attributed some the widespread religious
corruption to a lack of good laws; Parliament's refusal to outlaw Episgepéicely and

to replace it with another national church polity had allowed the fires of herdsy a
profanation to spread. However, Edwards conceived of the problem in spiritual as well

political terms, and he feared the spiritual dangers even more than the sociak @nes f

3%Thomas Edwards, Error 148angreana 33, 106.
$1%bid., 47, 49.

3Ybid., Gangreana114.
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the corruption did not first consume the country, which was already embroiled in a civil
war, then God's wrath surely would do so:
if a few yeers permission and connivance without exemplary restraint hath
had such effects and fruits among us, what would one 20 yeers Toleration
of all Religions and Consciences enacted by a Law do? if in this time
wherein the Sectaries have been probationers upon the trial of their good
behaviour under the hope of a formal Toleration, .... they have vented so
many Errors, Heresies, &c. what will they not fall to, when they are for
themselves, and in the possession of a Toleration?... Certainly, as it would
be the most provoking sin against God that ever Parliament was guilty of
in this Kingdome, like to that aferoboamto cut it off and to destroy it
from the face of the earth; so it would prove the cause and fountain of all
kind of damnable heresies and blasphemies, loose and ungodly practises,
bitter and unnatural divisions in families and ChurcHés.
The threat to the commonwealth and the church was growing; if ministers and
magistrates did not respond swiftly, then God would, and God might decide that the
British Isles were too diseased to be saved. Edwards warns Parliameatctmativance
and suffering without punishment false Doctrines and Disorders .... blemishes and dashes
the most glorious workes, and provokes God to send judgements.” As | have previously
mentioned, Presbyterians believed that those judgments would fall most those to whom
God had entrusted much: the higher powers established by God. Edwards alludes in
addition to the more ambiguous parable of the talents to two stories about God punishing
leaders for the sins of others, one story about Solomon, a model of the Christian king, and
one story about Eli, a model of a powerful priest. He frames all three of the asecdote
with a stern warning, "God accounts all those errours, heresies, schismean&ttted

in a land, but let alone, suffered without punishments by those who have authority and

power, to be the sins of those who have power, and he will proceed against them as if

312hid., 120.
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they were the authours of theft¥In imagining the fulfillment of God's wrath, Edwards
turns those histories into typologies, prophecies of doom.
Fear was not Edwards' only motivation; love, he tells his readers, also moved him
to record, publicize, and thereby oppose scandals:
| desire the good Reader not to be mistaken, or offended at my freedom in
this Book, in naming so many persons, and marking some of them, or in
my quicknesse and earnestnesse in the manner of speaking things, as if |
did it out of bitternesse and passion, or out of ill will and malice to the
persons of those men; no, ..., tis out of zeal to the truth of God, and
compassion to the souls of men destroyed by these errours, proceeding
also from sad and serious consideration of the discharge of m§'8uty.
Christian charity, he believed, compelled him to save the souls of fellow Engtishrme
he chose to do so by bringing offensive doctrines and practices into the light, helping
people to recognize the danger therein, and encouraging the community to stamp out
those threats as well as the toleration policies sustaining them. Unlikeshatbepts, who
thought they could absolve the church of any responsibility for the fates of regrahdte
heathens, Edwards insisted that the blood of those lost souls remained on Christian hands.
In support of his theory, he quotes Hieronymus Zanchius: "the scope of the civill
Magistrate and his office, is that he should punish the sinner it selfe, neither Idoiei
to the salvation or damnation of the offender." Because Christians could never truly know
who was saved and who was damned, the church needed, according to Edwards and

Zanchius, to treat all men as potential saints and to discipline them accaeling (

spiritually). According to Edwards, Independents were following the dange

33Thomas Edwards, "The Epistle Dedicatoi@Angreanaa [irregular pagination]. See
also Thomas EdwardReasons against the Independent governn2@nt

*1*Thomas Edwards3angreana178.
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precedent of prelates, who were accused of using civil inducements, such as, horning
when they should have used spiritual ones, such as excommunication; as Zanchius says,
"[S]ubstituting the Magistrates power in defect of excommunication, and qavyngat

deale more civill power for want of spirituall ... is to leave the proper remaddes

meanes, and to take up othets.Christians should not, as Independents advised,

separate from the company of sinners, leaving the discipline of reprobatesativehte

the civil sword; to do so was irresponsible and uncharit2bEhose pleading for

toleration and liberty of conscience were allowing dangerous ideas and praxctices
proliferate, offending the weak, dividing the church, boasting of their higher holaress
writing spitefully. Though Presbyterians were frequently accused of those @imes,

their motives and their methods acquit them, as the next section demonstrates.

VI. "Zeal to the truth of God, and compassion to the souls of men destroyed by ...
errours''”: the charitable severity of Thomas Edwards's "Gangreana"

Thomas EdwardsGangreanaembodies the best of Erastian Presbyterianism.
The severe but charitable purpose of the text—to eradicate religious diseaesges,
errors, blasphemies, profanations) but reform the diseased people (invitinglthem
participate in the national church)—is faithful to the serious but salvific andfgarct

purpose of Presbyterianism: proclaiming and protecting true doctrine so peaopils'

may be saved. The Presbyterian "zeal to the truth of God" cannot be separatieiirom

3°Thomas EdwardsAntapologia 169.
31Thomas Edwardshe second part of Gangrear20.

31" Thomas Edwardszangreana178.
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"compassion [f]or the souls of men destroyed by" sin. Respecting Jesus'sg@achin
Matthew 22: 36-40 that the Law demands love of God and love of neighbor,
Presbyterians considered the seemingly negative—obedience, disciphies, s&c.—to

be inseparable from the seemingly positive: charity, pleasure, worship, kindreess, a
peace. Having a relationship with God (church) entails having a relationghiptiver

men (community), but the latter should be an expression of the former. Presbyteria
doctrine, like the Law, is adamant and even ruthless, and competing ideas antlaetalci
people may be broken against it, but its purpose, like the Gospel, is both heavenly
(teaching people that they need God) and hopeful (helping people to find God and
salvation).

Like PresbyterianisnGangreananay at times seem harsh and haphazard, but
also like Presbyterianism, it had a daunting task: eliminating false des;tatopping
scandals, disciplining delinquents, encouraging faithfulness, and preserving church unity
Though Presbyterianism may have seemed stifling to those who wanted liberty of
conscience, its scripturally and constitutionally lawful national polity witong spiritual
censures by elders and thorough reforms by magistrates could, accoritsrafitcates,
"preven[t] and kee[p] out those Monsters and Disorders, or if any of them begireto aris
quickly suppres[s] them, and hinde][r] their growtf Gangreanamay at times seem
schizophrenic, but Edwards was trying to reach a range of readers and respond to
changing circumstances. As dangers presented themselves, Edwaodsleds Trying to
censure sinners, censor sins, rouse ministers and magistrates, and defener&neshyt

Edward's generic adaptations and episodic structure may be interpregepasitively

318hid., 177.
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as sensitive and decorous responses to audiences, objectives, and events. Each task,
target, and environment demanded its own form of kindness (i.e. its own form of zeal and
compassion) and its kind of form (i.e. negative confession of faith, testimonieglesa
corollaries). Like Presbyterian discipline, which sought to use appropeagires to
move sinners toward repentance, Edwards tried to use appropriate genresio refor
readers, genres which | will analyze in the next chapter on Presbyteatcsp

Edwards judged the satirical edge of the second p&#angreanafor instance,
to be necessary in his dispute with John Goodwin. Edwards says, "Let no godly person be
offended at my Book, if the stile of it be quick and smart, and if | speak sometiitikes a
sharply to Cretensis; ... there seems no way left to recover him but to dealrauittiéy
with him, and lay open his foly**® There is a difference, Edwards suggests, between
Goodwin's words and his own; the "sharp[nessICadtensisand other works by
Independents hurt elegeoplewhile "sharp[ness]" of Edwards's style is utilized to excise
readerssins Writing with "affection and zeale, yet not with bitternesse and bloudinesse,"
Edwards's aim to heal the harmful, restraining them from subsequent wrongdoing
(against God, neighbors, and themselV&SEdwards suggests that he is following the
biblical commandment to love enemies, unlike the Independents, who, Edwards
maintains, treat friends as enemies (i.e. abuse PresbytéfiaBdyvards was not the only
Presbyterian to accuse Independents of writing malicious and salacious gandafie

Bastwick—one of the Presbyterian martyrs, "tluendanfellow-sufferers,” discussed in

3%Thomas Edwards, "To the Christian read@h® second part of gangrean3r.
32%Thomas EdwardsGangreana65.

324bid., 100.
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the last chapter—criticizes the style and substance of John Goo@Gwetesisisand
Henry Burton'sVindicationin The utter routing of the whole army of all the Independents
and Sectarie$1646)because they use what he calls "unsavoury expressions, as ever
people writ ..., also with such elated spirits, and with so course language, ashikepossi
for any men to vent themselves withall, they ordinasgginning and continuing their
Pamphlets with pride, and ending them with cursifg.

Notice Bastwick's terminology, especially his reference tda€dlapirits”; there is
a difference, insists Edwards and Bastwick, between "elated spirit§Zeald' a
difference that lies in the motivation or function. Elated spirits ararsaliigent;
Bastwick associates them with pride and cruelty, two characterisecshould recall,
associated with hypocrisy by the commentators§he Geneva Biblgl587). Zeal, by
contrast, advances God's interests. It is associated with consewghdbge spirit of God
working in and through man. Every part@hngreanaincluding the lists of errors,
collections of stories and demonstrative letters, instructional coro)landsefutations
of contentions, was written, Edwards declares, "purely out of conscience, wbilbut
will to any man, but to preserve many from falling, and to recover others beforaréhey
gone too far3® Unfortunately, in the period, "elated spirits" sometimes resembled
zealous ones, especially to those judging by appearances and doing so ignorantly or
dismissively. Presbyterians understood that dilemma. They understood that most

Englishmen and women were not equipped to measure Independency and

32230hn BastwickThe utting routing of ... Independeni3v.

32%Thomas Edwards;he second part of gangrearigd.
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Presbyterianism using Scripture. Presbyterians also noted that reemgimilarly
unable or unwilling to use their right reason to judge the polities and the people
promoting them. The widespread failure of weak Christians to discern falsebood f
truth convinced Edwards and other Presbyterians, such as William Prynne, that
discovering, exposing, and removing falsehood needed to be a priority for the church and
for the state. As | will discuss at more length in the next chapter, Pryietie-mastix
(1632) dedicates 1,000 pages to arguing that the theatre and most anything connected to it
must be avoided by Christians and proscribed (or at least restricted) byratagisSince
most people could not resist temptations, Prynne and Edwards reasoned, they should not
be subjected to unnecessary trials. God might choose to test Christians, aectthe el
might benefit from those ordeals, but godly magistrates and ministers shouldatetar
tolerate man-made stumbling blocks in godly commonwealths or churches. Prynne's
"scourge" and Edwards's heresiology differ from one another formally, buthtaey s
common short-term and long-term goals: removing scandals completely smthen®&
spiritual and political "ruine" of England could be avert&d.

Discerning truth from falsehood was hard (though not impossible) because the
two were intermingled and because the two were similar. As | have prgvavgsked,
there were genuine commonalities between Independents and Presbyteriamssiastat
and zealots. Both Presbyterians and Independents valued testifying anchg@ubiyi

Presbyterians valued the former more than the latter, and Independents valiadie it

32%illiam Prynne, frontispiece fresh discovery of some prodigious new wandring-
blazing-stars, and firebrands stiling themselves new-lights ... worthy both houses, and all
sober-minded Christians serious consideration, detestation, and crying for speedy
exemplary justice on the libellers and libels, to prevent our churches, religions,
parliaments, kingdomes eminent ruii®ndon, 1645), A andlistrio-mastix(London
1633),passim
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more than the former. That minor difference was exacerbated by theirafiverg
perceptions—and estimations—of order and decency. Both Erastian and high
Presbyterians considered it edifying to have people and churches goverméerbgl e
authorities in the state and in the church. They thought a national church estahblished b
law, which worshiped and disciplined uniformly, would promote godliness. Independents
disagreed strongly. They trusted their consciences and their church ceveoaathan
assemblies or parliaments. They would not permit anyone outside of their small
congregation to dampen their fires or put out their firebrands. Presbyteriamsitiast
were willing to be examined and censured; if their zeal was excessivés;usieyl
Parliament and the Assembly (and even other disputants) to help them recognize and
remedy their personal sin. Presbyterians acknowledged that internzhtioois were
hard to judge, but there were other ways to fulfill John's commandment to "trie tkee spiri
whether they are of God," to distinguish between "elated spirits" and:"aetdeen
self-interested and civic-minded enthusiaéfOne way was to consider whether the
spirit embraced public scrutiny or, like the Gunpowder plotters, hid its plans. Another
way was to consider whether the spirit sought to reform and be reformed or toteastiga
and cast out.

Zealous Presbyterians agreed with Edmund Spenser's statememhé&draerie
Queendhat "it is greater prayse to save, then spill, / And better to reforme, thenaf c

the ill."*?° Like Spenser's figure of Zeal in canto nine of book fiv@lé Faerie Queene

32% John 4:1Geneva Bibl€1587).

32°Edmund SpenseThe Faerie Queen@596), 5.10.2, Ed. Thomas P. Roche, Jr.
(London: Penguin Books, 1987), 837.
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(1596), Edwards served as a prosecutor before a higher judge (God). However, unlike
Spenser's Zeal, zealous Presbyterians did not seek the "punishment"” of ofbenuéts

the audience to "abhorre and loathe" tHéhPresbyterians tried to be more like Mercilla:
tempering vengeance with pity. Edwards felt obliged to play the role of a ptosdike
Zeal, but in so doing, he sought to emulate Mer&fflaAs Mercilla gives a just sentence
against Duessa "without griefe or gall" but with "more than needfull natamabrse,"
Edwards similarly wanted to evoke a just sentence (from God, Parliament, andyordina
people) against toleration and those either advocating or exploiting it. He endeavored t
balance "zeal" with "compassion" @angreanaln his just but kind response, he was
mirroring the behavior that he desired from Parliament. He hoped to procure fram the
an equitable response to the wayward, one that is neither too permissive (l&tgotoler
nor too severe (like separatiot).

Like John Foxe, whose history of holineghge actes and monumel(1$63),
attempted, in Damian Nussbaum's words, "to help and to heal," Edwards wanted to cure
England, but he decided that the best way to do so was to hinder and to hurt: to stop
toleration and to remove heresies and other scaridswards could have catalogued
martyrs, producing a cult of new saints, as John Foxe did, but he chose to produce an

anti-cult of sinners because it was safer. Because the Roman Catholic Church had

**bid., 5.9.39-50, 824-836.

32%Thomas Edwards3angreana178.

3% dmund Spensefhe Faerie Queen®.9. 36-5.10.4, 833-838, see esp. 5.10.4, 838.
33%Damian Nussbaum, "Reviling the saints or reforming the calendar? Johnriebkis a
'kalendar' of martyrs" iBelief and Practice in Reformation England: A Tribute to

Patrick Collinson by his Studentsd. Susan Wabuda and Caroline Litzenberger
(Aldershot, England: Ashgate, 1998), 119.
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encouraged people to venerate martyred saints, martyrologies and hagiographies
cultivated superstition and idolatry; the models of godliness had bextyewtsof
devotion rather thaaxemplarsof devotion to God>! Since Presbyterians were trying to
purge Protestantism of false worship, Thomas Edwards's refusal to giveeositi
exemplars makes sense. He wanted to eliminate stumbling blocks, not createesew
Though heresiographers were accused of being uncharitable, not only by their
contemporaries but also by scholars today who seemed scandalized that these
"persecutors” were "attacking old acquaintances," Edwards leads usteelibét his
motivations were mercifuf®? He was being rigorous but not malicious, unwilling to
tolerate but not intolerant.

In moderation, Edwards's zeal rivals that which Calvin attributes to the best
martyrs; it is "a firm and constant, yet sober godly zeal." It is notli&dickle, "fanatical
enthusiasm” of "erring spirits," but it is also not lukewarm. Edwards blames the
contagion of heresies and vice in England on the failure of the godly to "sp[eak] out"
against "sects and schisms": "I am ready to think that all zeal and love of tratkefhat
the earth, and that there's none valiant for the truth; well, this neutrality arfdneicy
are detestable and against the Covend#.zealous therefore and repent, least because
they are lukewarm, God spue them out of his m6titiEdwards identifies with Luther's
defense that it is better to be too zealous than neglectful, but according to Edwiards a

Calvin, Christian "equanimity and moderation," do not preclude civil justice. Gimssti

$Ybid., 113-136, esp. 120.
%2Ann HughesGangreanaand the Struggle for the English Revoluti@i-81.

333J0hn Calvin)nstitutes 1.8.13; Thomas EdwardSangreana 142.
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may, "bring a pestilent offender to justice, though they know that he can only be gunishe
with death.®** However,Gangreanadoes not seem interested in prosecuting anyone for
being a heretic. When Edwards singles out individuals, he does so as a public gervice: t
prevent people from trusting those who have singled themselves out as trushatbée

they are really false prophets. Edwards @wkehominenattacks, he tells his readers, to
discredit heretics so that weak Christians will not be mislead by themdognig God's

work, not fulfilling a personal vendetta:

| desire the good Reader not to be mistaken, or offended at my freedom in
this Book, in naming so many persons, and marking some of them, or in
my quicknesse and earnestnesse in the manner of speaking things, as if |
did it out of bitternesse and passion, or out of ill will and malice to the
persons of those men; no, | can say it truly in the presence of God, tis out
of zeal to the truth of God, and compassion to the souls of men destroyed
by these errours, proceeding also from sad and serious consideration of the
discharge of my duty: and | can say it truly of all those men whom |
principally lay open, and give the people warning of, that | have had
nothing to do with them, and they have not wronged me at all, but as they
have wronged the truth, and the glory of God.....I will make use of the
words of ... Calvin, written upon the same occasion....l ‘am not ignorant,
that it will not be well taken by all, that | name these men, But what
should | do when as | see three or four seducers, who do lead into
destruction many thousands of men, making it their dayly work to
overthrow the truth of God, to scatter the poor Church, to spread
abominable blasphemies, and to disturb the world with confusion; ought |
to be silent or dissemble? O how cruel | should be for the sparing or
pleasing of some, to suffer all things to be destroyed and wasted, and not
to warn men to take heed>

Edwards's rhetoric and his recommendations embody the kind of zeal that Calvin
classifies as "zeal for the public good," a zeal that mingles sewattitharity but that is

uncompromising in advancing the truth (even to the social detriment of individuals) for

33*Thomas Edwards he second part of gangrear6; John Calvininstitutes 4.20.20.
$*Thomas Edward$zangreana178-9.
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the spiritual wellbeing of the community. Edwards may have been influenced, asrSpens
was, by notions of temperance derived from Aristotle, Aquinas, and Plato, but
Gangrean& temperance reflects Reformation influences abov&ll.

Edwards' zeal was not a ploy for persecution; it was an aid to charitable
correction.Gangreanas not adamnatio memoriget neither destroyed reputations nor
glorified them, as in thBook of Martyrs Exposing the hypocrisy of Independents and
Sectarians did shame them, but that was only one step in the process of regeneration.
Because the spiritual threats to England and Scotland were broader than one person,
practice, or partyiGangreanaleviates from typical heresiographies, which analyze
"errors on a systematic sect-by-sect baisPreventing public scandal was good, but
promoting scriptural doctrines was better. Like other heresiographersrdsiwas
"convinced of the links between erroneous doctrine and immoral life"; he belleated t
the former often led to the latt&¥ Yet people paid more attention to the latter than the
former, so he was content to work backwards: from action to belief, just as he was
content to wring truth from falsehood.

In The Schoolhouse of Abyseéhich | will analyze in the next chapter, Stephen
Gosson had cautioned that "where hony and gall are mixed, it will be hard to sever the

one from the other"; Edwards heeded Gosson's warning by omitting pleasure from his

33%Ronald A. Horton, "Aristotle and his commentatofEhe Spenser Encyclopedia
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997), 59; see also Joel B. Altman, "justice and
equity," The Spenser Encycloped#l5.

337Ann HughesGangreana and the Struggle for the English RevoluBdn

338hid., 89.
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text. Without "hony," the "gall" was easy to recognize. The threat of/fdidcrimination
remained, however. Without tangible and vivid descriptions of the abominations, readers
might fail to perceive the immediacy and severity of the threats. But Bdwacourse—
listing bad doctrines, naming vicious men, reproaching their actions, and prophesying
doom for all who failed to heed his admonitions—offended many. For example, it led
Goodwin to accuse Edwards and his coreligionists of having "carnall ends": "désires"
revenge and powér? His disgust with Edwards's seemingly sick pleasure in exposing
the alleged sins of others echoes the calumnious response of John Robfson in
justification of separatioffl611 and 1639) to Richard Bernar@lse separatists

schisn®*® Robinson remarks that Bernard's text is full of the "gall of bitterness";
Robinson accused the moderate reformer of lying when he claims "not [to] oppose us
[out] of hatred or mallice, nor of purpose to vex us, or to encrease our afflictfbdstn
Goodwin, who presents Edwards @adngreanaas a much bigger threat to Englishmen
than separation and toleration, recycles Robinson's claim that zealous polemics, such a
those by Bernard and the later one by Edwards, are dangerous because thesaneex

42

and spitefuf™ Goodwin argues that the Presbyterian habit of being "contentious" and

339J0ohn GoodwingCretensis17.

34930hn GoodwinCretensis 19. According to Richard L. Greaves, "Bernard, Richard,"
Oxford Dictionary of National Biograph{Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004),
online edn. (Oct. 2009), para. 3, Bernafidig separatists schisisinot extant, but it was
written before 1608 when Henry Ainsworth's reply te&Cibunterpoysonwas published.
%130hn RobinsomA justification of separatioLondon, 1611 and 1639), 70-71.

34230hn GoodwinAntapologesiates antapologiaks-19; John Robinsod justification
of separation 3-4.
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"mischievous" with tender consciences is more divisive than separatidimese

negative responses @angreanaand similar Presbyterian polemics are a microcosm of
the frequent misperception and rejection of Presbyterianism in mid-sentntentury
Britain.

The downfall of Presbyterianism was its inability to convince the nationhéiat t
harsh measures, whether ecclesiastical or literary, were resnédhey had softened
their message, then they may have attracted allies rather than £n&sniievill discuss
in the next chapter, they could have followed Lucretius's method of producing "peofitabl
pleasure,” which he compared to sweetening the rim of a glass containihit&hgiice
of the wormwood *** Revisionist historians tell us that the common people probably
embraced the Sunday recreations and ceremonial practices assoclatemdiinism
because they were familiar, pleasurable, communal, and comf&tifigough
Presbyterian sought to create a sense of community and charity sédttke dangers of
not doing so more than the benefits of so doing. Their "zeal for the truth" led
Presbyterians to discourage any perception and any practice thabmmgjperstitious.

Obeying God out of fear was safer, they thought, than obeying God (or man!) with the

34330hn RobinsomMntapologesiates antapologiakl4-115.

34%0td. in Donald Lemen ClarlRhetoric and poetry in renaissance: a study of rhetorical
terms in English renaissance literary criticis@olumbia University Studies in English
and Comparative Literature, Vol. 41 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1922), 114.

34%evin SharpeThe Personal Rule of Charle§New Haven: Yale University Press,
1992), 355, 387; Kenneth Finchaiithe Early Stuart Church: 1603-1643tanford:
Stanford University Press, 1993) especially the following articles: Judittbiy) "By

this Book': Parishioners, the Prayer Book and the Established Church," 115-138, esp.
122-127 and Peter Lake, "The Laudian Style: Order, Uniformity, and the Pursuit of the
Beauty of Holiness in the 1630s," 161-1p&ssim
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expectation of reward. As the next chapter will demonstrate, Edwards triedeot phet
readers ofzangreanaby restraining his modes of persuasion; he avoided pleasurable
forms and tempting tactics— such as intoxicating eloguence, scholastic vanity, and
fiction—that could lead to sin. The severity of his form, however, made him vulnerable
to charges of malice and immoderation. Presbyterian admonitions, sGemgieana
seemed to some, to be "grapes of gall* and "poyson of Dragons"—uncharitablesdisplay
of vainglory, legalism, and cruelty—though they were intended to be a "saweraig
Antidote to cure and expell poysons, by correcting, qualifying, binding them, &glayi
open the Errours, Heresies, &c. their evill, dang&However, Presbyterians, such as
Edwards, followed Luther in conceiving of "reproaches and blasphemies" asgiyfsil

that they were pleasing God rather than "the devil": "I am certain, satitled, that the

truth of God cannot be rightly handled and maintained without envy and danger, and this
is the only signe that it hath been rightly handled, if it offé{iTo be a successful

Presbyterian, insists Edwards, he had to "offend."

34®Thomas Edwards he second part of gangrean30-131.

%Thomas Edwards$zangreanasig. B3r-v.
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CHAPTER 4: Parabolic Polemic: Presbyterian Rhetoric and Poetics

l. Overview

Presbyterian polemicists usetkthods that were prone to abuse, recuperating
rhetoric and poesy for moral ends. Though they feared that they would be unsuccessful in
curbing corruption with corrupt instruments, they feared neglecting theist@n duty
more than failing in persuasive or poetic pursuits. Certain that evil would continue to
spread and that God would punish those who permitted it to happen, Presbyterians took
risks in their written and spoken performances, risks that made them seemtiogbocr
when they were trying to be faithful. This chapter will consider how Thomas Hewar
and William Prynne, among others, used rhetoric and poesy to persuade and coerce so
that audiences would embrace true doctrine and flee error. Unlike the philosophers,
orators, and poets, who use one method—presenting the truth in boring precepts,
"affirm[ing]' [it] with an argument,” or "embod][ying] it with a fictionfespectively—
Presbyterians combined precepts, proofs, and parables to communicate thieetyuibet
each to improve and contain the otf&r.

Moralists who attempt to combine philosophical, rhetorical, and poetic methods
are sometimes daunted by the challenge of controlling audience'soafeéincy, and
misconceptions. Normative writers needed to reach people's emotions as wallss mi

without encouraging vice rather than virtue and opinion rather than right reason. An even

¥&\lichael Mack,Sidney's Poeticdmitating Creation(Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America P, 2004), 39-40.



more vexing challenge for Presbyterians polemicists was their fuithé¢o &ncourage
humanvirtue rather thagodlyvirtue. Forms that stimulated feelings and thought,

inviting the audience to engage and respond, were ideal for instructing, but theysaere a
volatile. They could have unintended consequences when either audiences or authors
ceased to be constrained by their consciences or, in the case of Piaasipgiemic,
governed by devotion to God and the public good.

Presbyterian moderation is characterized by ambivalence, ambivalende a
rhetorical strategies as well as strategies for interpretingt&®, purifying ordinances,
governing the visible church, and censuring reprobates. The Presbyterian lapproac
polemic was similar to the Presbyterian approach to preaching, worship, aotity
discipline: the form varied, but the function did not. Each kind was measured by its
decorum and its consequences. Presbyterians embraced many genrestédtthejec
malicious and lascivious use of them. Because Presbyterians prioritize & dtiey
were zealous about truth-telling; as this chapter will discuss, that tgniéeinibiem to
privilege real life accounts over fictions, but Presbyterians acknovdetige
imaginative stories could convey truths as well. They rejected allatjorterpretations
of Scripture, but Presbyterians were willing to use instructive parakesipdes, figures,
and types when necessity dictated. Always mindful of the perils not only of poesy but
also of rhetoric and logic, Presbyterians used them purposefully and prudently.

As you may recall, Presbyterians shared values—but not priorities—with
Episcopalians and Independents; similarly, they shared instruments andvebjediut
not priorities or perspectives—with philosophers, poets, and orators. Without rejecting

either reason or imagination, Presbyterians acknowledged the limitations oihboth (



teaching true doctrine and rightly administering discipline). Polemarcalments were
especially problematic as instruments of spiritual conversion and correctauskdbey

tended to be probable, not absolute; they retained a certain amount of subjective bias. The
success of rhetorical arguments (enthymemes) depended on shared assumgtions, a
Presbyterians, for instance, did not expect the general public to share theialspiri
assumptions. The disavowal of true doctrine and safe religious practice in Ewgsasd
widespread in 1645 that many men (not just Thomas Edwards) dedicated thenoselves t
compiling and circulating heresiologies. Among the heresiologies of theemipm
however,Gangreanas unique. It combines observation and persuasion in especially
provocative but spiritually permissible ways.

Presbyterians recognized that passionate appeals were essentiahip God (to
have mercy) and heretics (to embrace truth and reject falsehood). Knowtnggith@nd
discerning it from falsehood) was only the first step; embracing it veasekt; and being
faithful to the truth was a never-ending journey. Arguments founded upon logic and
appealing to right reason might persuade some people, but knowledge alone could not
justify or sanctify people. Presbyterians agreed with Sir Philip $&lséatement i
Defence of Poetry'[O]ur erected wit maketh us know what perfection is, and yet our
infected will keepeth us from reaching unto’t"Without rejecting right reason, Sir
Philip Sidney acknowledged its limitations in moving men. He thought man's divine
power to create art was more theologically useful than the book of nature; the pdet coul

Sidney suggests, accommodate God to man, compensating for humans' "infected will

34%Sir Philip SidneyA Defence of Poetrfwritten 1579 and published 1595), Ed. J.A.
Van Dorsten (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1966), 25.
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Francis Bacon also saw the imagination as a spiritual aid: ™in mattishodnd religion
our imagination raises itself above our reason’' since 'divine grace usestithesrof the
imagination as an instrument of illumination, just as it uses the motions of thees\aiti
instrument of virtue; which is the reason why religion ever sought accessnintthéy
similitudes, types, parables, visions, drearft8.'Participating in the biblical storytelling
tradition, Presbyterians, like apologists for fiction, such as Philip Sideeggnized that
parables effectively promote "the amendment of life." Presbytenansed, however,
that people might not interpret parables correctly or amend their lives appebp in
the right way and for the right reasons. The story in Scripture of the prophet Natigan us
an allegory to instruct King David, a story that Sir Philip Sidney recalls iA hefence
of Poetry reminds us that parables must be tied to precepts (either implicitly or
explicitly).®*** Nathan was only successful in using allegory to discipline David both
because David's interpretation of the allegory aligned with Nathan's asaskddathan
framed the story with a moral. Nathan helped David to recognize the less@tur®cri
tends to pair stories with teachings, and Presbyterian polemic does so as well.
Presbyterians did not reject philosophy, rhetoric, or art; they judged thdmiby
ability to inculcate faith in—and obedience to—God. Inltistitutes of Christian
Religion Calvin authorizes the use of "histories and events" "in teaching and
admonishing,” but he remains wary of "images and bodies." Like Calvin, WHignme

thought art without clear referents and morals would bring pleasure rather tha

%%rancis BaconThe Advancement of Learnir 1, inThe Works of Francis Bacph4
vols, ed. James Spedding (London: Longman, 1868), 4.405-6, qtd. in $4doky's
Poetics 62.

*IMichael Mack,Sidney's Poeti¢89; Sir Philip SidneyA Defence of Poetryl2.
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edification, and both thought that the passions more frequently led to sin than to
sanctification®? In the last chapter, | argued that Edwards justified his zealous rhetoric i
Gangreanaas necessary and godly. He tried to turn error into truth by making error seem
as scary as it really is. But fear and zeal, for Edwards, were instsymenhbbjectives.

To protect himself and his readers from the dangers of rhetoric, Edwards used man
different strategies ibangreanastrategies that complemented and constrained one
another. The challenge of Presbyterian polemicists was to harness thieoppassion

and imagination without losing control of themselves or their readers.

1. "A bravely contending lovethe rhetoric of "Gangreand®

Unlike Scholastics, who, according to Petrarch, lost touch with their original
aim—torevealthe truth, inGangreana Edwards remains focused on his purpose: to
move people to embrace readers the truth and act¥hough Edwards never lost
sight of the truth, his project was to convey the truth, not find it. Edwards's content may
have been philosophical (i.e. the truth), but his aim was rhetorical: persuasion. Ramus
suggested that although rhetoric was itself incapabdewélopingnoral content, it was

capable ofileliveringthe truth effectively, ensuring that the truth would be not only

35230hn Calvin)nstitutes 1.11.11-12.

%3Martin Luther,Select works of Martin Luthefrans. Rev. Henry Cole, Vol. 3 of 3
(London, 1826), 521, 523.

3%Francis Petrarch, "To Tomasso da MessiRarhiliar Letters Ed. and trans. James

Harvey Robinson (New York: G.P. Putnam, 1898), 218; this work is reproduced in the
Hanover Historical Texts Project <http://history.hanover.edu/textahebtpet08.htm>
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delivered but also embrac&d.The danger with rhetoric, however, was that it could also
undermine the truth; it could convey falsehood in the guise of truth, mingle falsehood and
truth, or lead people to value the ornament over the argument.

That popular conceit of rhetoric as ornament, however, is one that conflates
rhetoric with the poetic; it is one that reduces Cicero's optimistic theorshitatic can
teach delight and movedecere, delectare, et movets-a pessimistic view that rhetoric
brings pleasure and passion but not edification. The fear that rhetoric yielsisrplea
rather than belief in the truth led some sixteenth-century theorists not oelya@te
rhetoric and dialectic but also to strip rhetoric of its ties to re&8drhis reduction of
rhetoric to style and delivery followed the medieval tradition of equating the "hdneye
speech” of the poetic with rhetoric, a tradition that led some to map theiriesalout
the poetic onto rhetoric. Fear that oratorical ornaments, such as fictions, ceayeded
Rodolphus Agricola and Peter Ramus, among others, to advocate that arguments should
not be sweetened with pleasing sounds and fanciful comparrEartsat tendency,
which divorced instruments afventiqg such agxemplumfrom instruments oélocutiq
such as metaphor, may help to explain why certain writers, such as Thomas Edwards,

amplified their lessons with historical stories and not with imaginativgalles. It may,

¥3Water J. OngRamus, Method, and the Decay of Dialogue: from the arts of discourse
to the art of reasofiL958) (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 20p4§sim
especially 242, 284.

%®Donald Lemen ClarkRhetoric and poetry in the renaissance: a study of rhetorical
terms in English renaissance literary criticis@olumbia University Studies in English
and Comparative Literature, Vol. 41 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1922), 50-
51.

357 bid., 51, 57.
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for instance, explain why Edwards insists on proving that his anecddasgreana
retell actual events instead of calling to mind possible scenarios as rpiglyt picture,
or poem.

Yet Gangreanas not written in a Ramist plain style, either. The Ramist method
may leave traces in Edwards' use of numbers to structure his material and iresssoobs
with ocular proof, but no one would label the unwiegigngreanaas clear and concise.
Edwards certainly sought to distance himself from empty or vain rhetoric, andyhe m
have been nervous about rhetoric's amorality (its utility for false aasvialue ends).

Though Edwards protests that he is using plain speaking rather than rhetoric, what he
really means is that he is not using those stylistic ornaments to whichsRathwueduced
rhetoric®*® For instance, he contrasts what he considers to be John Goodwin's shameful
and self-indulgent habit of "stuffing [his] pages with great sweling wars filling

whose leavs with nothing but jeers and multitude of six footed words instead of Reasons
and Arguments"” with his loving and restrained response that puts aside "reproaching a
scoffing” to summarize "all the Errours and strange w&yestensidiolds and hath

walked in" under one "head": "th@retensishath an hereticall wit, and holds many

wicked opinions" that he could only "safely enjoy" as an Independent because "the
Presbyterian way" would seek to reform his "strange opinions" and prevent their
propagation. For Edwards, both Christian charity and brevity demanded that he avoid

satire and include only remarks that would spark repentance in Goodwin and enabled

%8 Thomas Edward$Gangreana53, 55.
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"godly weak Christians" to "know him [Goodwin] as a dangerous errouneous man, and
avoid him.®>®

Edwards appreciated classical rhetoric's powers of persuasion. Likevthose
sought both to redeem and restrain poetry by allegorizing it, Edwards sought both to
redeem and to restrain rhetoric by inverting it. He turned positive teaainitog
confessions of heresy, dialogic letter writing into depositions, testimoraai@gs into
cautionary tales, and deductive reasoning into dialod@aagreanas more interested in
convincing readers to distrust Separatists, detest Independency, and shisteiens
than in conveying theology (although he was doing that implicitly as well)wble of
Gangreanas disciplina notdoctrina Edwardgersuades people to act while cautioning
them not to attribute their salvation to those actions. Harnessing rhetoric,dsdvoped
to convince readers to repent, convince leaders to settle Presbyteriampolégiately,
and convince God to spare him and Britain while externalizing the truth so that people
would credit God, rather than man, with their salvation.

Presbyterians conceived of fear as a necessary antidote to pride and a usef
stimulant of sanctification, encouraging people to turn away from their sinsigind t
toward God. Thomas Edwards uses fear to foster repentance in his readees] doeg
not espouse a works-based theology in which personal repentance or atonement are
salvific. Presbyterians conceived of sorrow for sins and eagernessdacit@ation as
signs of "newness of life," as inevitable responses to salvation, whichiisdrsolely by

the atonement of Christ. In his chapter on repentan€herinstitutes of Christian

%*Thomas Edwards he second part of gangrear@il-32.
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Religion Calvin emphasizes that faith must precede repentance, but faith, without
repentance is dead:

The substance of the Gospel is, not without reason, said to be comprised in
'repentance and remission of sins.’ ... [B]oth are conferred on us by Christ,
and we obtain both by faith, that is, newness of life and gratiutious
reconciliation. ... But our immediate transition will be from faith to
repentance; because, ... man is justified by faith alone and mere pardon,
and yet that real sanctity of life (so to speak) is not separate from the
gratuitous imputation of righteousness. Now it ought not to be doubted

that repentance not only immediately follows faith, but is produced by it.
For since pardon, or remission, is offered by the preaching of the Gospel,
in order that the sinner, liberated from the tyranny of Satan, from the yoke
of sin, and the miserable servitude of his vices, may remove into the
kingdom of God; no one can embrace the grace of the Gospel, but he must
depart from the errors of his former life, enter into the right way, and
devote all of his attention to the exercise of repentance. Those who
imagine that repentance rather precedes faith, than is produced by it, as
fruit by a tree, has never been acquainted with its pdiWer.

Calvin's discussion of repentance is worth quoting at length because itssthessee
sequence of salvation—that faith is a gift of grace that precedesappenrtwithout
undermining the necessity of repentance: that sammist'depart from the errors of

[their] former life."*** That connection between justification and sanctification helps us
understand why Presbyterians, who were in my estimation more concerned with the
former than the latter, were still eager to promote the latter: becausethere for all
intents and purposes inseparable. Though the principal work of saving souls, justificati
had already been accomplished by Christ and Christ alone, God chose to use people to
impute Christ's righteousness to people and to encourage them to "embrace the Gospel

to "depart from the errors of [their] former life, enter into the right way, and eeWobf

36930hn Calvin)nstitutes 3.3.1, 64-65

%4bid., emphasis mine.
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their attention to the exercise of repentari¢éEven though Edwards believed himself to

be already justified (i.e. saved), when he gained "newness of life,sdvgahed the

obligation to help others gain it as well; he had a duty to scare Christians, ifinsede

that their trees (faith) would yield fruit (works), not succumb to draught ditepese.

Presbyterians judged emotional and aesthetic appeals to be unwieldy émsgrum

warranting not only testing and caution but also use. Richard Hooker's warnings

concerning zeal and fear are applicable here:
Zeal, unless it be rightly guided, when it endeavoreth most busily to please
God, forceth upon him those unseasonable offices which please him not....
Fear, on the other side, if it have not the light of true understanding
concerning God, wherewith to be moderated, breedeth likewise
Superstition.... Superstition is, when things are either abhorred or observed
with a zealous or fearful, but erroneous relation to &dd.

Note Hooker's caveats: that zeal may be "rightly guided" and featbeayoderated.”

Although Hooker's aim was to discourage zeal and fear because they werdimgotiva

high Presbyterians, such as Walter Travers and Thomas Cartwrightutb tiet church

and the state, Hooker admits that affections are only superstitious whemnethey a

"erroneous|ly] relat[ed] to God," when they are scandalous and support opinion rather

than truth. Thomas Edwards used that same measure—how something is related to

God—to judge not only human affections, such as the enthusiasm or trepidation that he

or his readers may experience, but also the literary techniques Wsadgreanasuch

as the negative lists, illustrative narrations, evidentiary letters, aplagim corollaries.

*bid.
%Richard HookerThe works of that learned and judicious divine Mr. Richard Hooker,

containing eight books of the laws of ecclesiastical pdiitok 5, Vol. 2 of 3 (Oxford,
1793), 17, 18.
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As long as those forms were edifying, they were allowable. The Praabytentempt

for ceremonies and church ornaments, which many Carolinians found edifying, was
predicated upon the perceived corruption of those forms: that they had (or would) breed
superstition. IrGangreanaEdwards is careful to omit sources of superstition, such as
positive parables. Edwards avoided the hazards of hagiography and martyrology by
recounting tales of heretics rather than saints and by using exampleggdh® mind as
well as inspire the imagination. Even though John FdB@Xk of martyrdrad

successfully converted a Catholic tradition to Protestant ends, it—likerdra@aes
retained within the Church of England—retained a superstitious potéitighin

religious inspiration from martyrs' lives, readers either had to allegihwezkistories,
associating the miraculous fortitude of the martyrs with God's power, oh#uetp

imitate them, thereby following habit rather than reason. If readers dichagine the
martyrs to be mirrors of God, then they might worship the martyrs themsaties than
the divine; readers might attribute more to human agency than Calvinist theok®gy wa
willing to concede. Like St. Augustine, Edwards wanted readers to be cautious and
critical, so he followed Augustine's advice and avoided panegyric (not only tatprote
himself from ambition but also to protect his audience from idolatry). Edwardsial$o tr
to prevent the kind of identification and sympathy that readers commonly féelyas t
comprehend narratives. He understood that stories naturally entertain humase bexa
enjoy living vicariously through the protagonists, but Edwards does not allow that to
happen. He avoids direct discourse and keeps the accounts short enough that readers

cannot lose their connection to reason and reality. Including cautionary egzaatpler
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than exemplary ones and historical accounts rather than ficBamgreanadiscourages
idolatry, imitation, opinion, and presumption.
However, the intellect could be as dangerous as the imagination. Even thenlogia
who esteemed reason, such as Richard Hooker or Theodore Béza, acknowledged the
limits of natural law and man's will. They were as resigned as fundalsénto humans'
weak capacity to comprehend God, and they also took repressive measures to protect
weak Christians. The Church of England, for example, prohibited homilies on, and
disputes of, contentious theological points. That restriction was designed, I think, to
protect not only the settled religion and the state but also the souls of those who might be
scandalized by doctrines they could not understand. Defending his "Directions
concerning preachers" (1622), Archbishop Abbot blames the "defection from our
religion, both to popery and anabaptism, or other points of separation,” on ambitious and
satirical sermons:
[S]oaring up in points of divinity, too deep for the capacity of the people,
or a mustering up of much reading, or a displaying of their own wit, or an
ignorant meddling with civil matters, ... or a venting of their own distastes,
or a smoothing up of those idle fancies which in this blessed time of a long
peace do boil in the brains of unadvised people; or lastly, a rude or
undecent railing ... against the persons of papists and pufifans.

As Edward Cardwell's note to this passage suggests, Francis Bacon ailssitibbé

exposing simple people to "controversies and all kinds of doctrine" is a "great

inconvenience and peril." Bacon rebukes zealous reformers for seeking to introduce

scandals through rigorous sermons and controversies, "They say no part of theafounse

God is to be suppressed, nor the people defrauded; so as the difference which the apostle

34Edward CardwellDocumentary Annals of the Reformed Church of Englsiotl 2 of
2 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1839), 152-153.
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makes between milk and strong meat is confounded; and his precept that the weak be not
admitted unto questions and controversies, taketh no pf&cEibmas Edwards and

other Presbyterians shared Abbot and Bacon's fear of scandal; they, too, souaght to li
the doctrines to which ordinary people were exposed. They, too, sought to avoid
contentions. Part one Gfangreanadoes not include long-winded refutations of
Independent or Sectarian premises or pamphlets. When Presbyteriansroederito a
contention, however, they fought bravely, not only to protect themselves but also to
protect Presbyterianism and England. The second p&amgreanafor instance,

includes a long refutation of John Goodwi@ietensis Goodwin had made the first

swing, but Edwards fought back. Nevertheless, the contention was contained. Edwards
did not change the essential structur&ahgreanaEdwards continued to use—but not
abuse—emotion, imagination, and argument.

Paradoxically, to convince Parliament and the people that England needed to be
shielded from scandalous doctrines and deeds, Presbyterians sometimes needed to
mention the scandal&angreanareproduces the heresies, errors, blasphemies, and
profanations so that readers will identify them as evil, connect wrong thinkiing
wrongdoing, recognize the hypocrisy of Independents and Sectarians whaaier
piety, realize why toleration is dangerous, and return "to the communion of the R&forme
Churches," if they have separated from tH&hEdwards wanted to shield people from

false doctrines, not true ones, but he needed to expose the sin before he could encourage

3% rancis Baconworks Vol. 2, 521 qtd. in Edward CardweDpocumentary Annals
Vol. 2, 152-153.

%%Thomas Edwards3angreana76.
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sanctification. Edwards sympathized with the appeal for clarity made.dydynolds
and the other reformers at the Hampton Court Conference, who asked King Jehes "t
the Booke of Articles of Religion, concluded in 1562 might bee explaned in places
obscure; and enlarged where some things were defetiive."

Presbyterians sought a middle ground between the Church of England's yendenc
to think for the people and the Independent congregations' tendency to let peaqls's mi
range widely. Presbyterians wanted to settle a national church in which trriaedoets
explained fully and embraced knowingly and false doctrine was both rejectedystrong
and removed completely from circulation. To extend Bacon's metaphor, bad $dacher
the 1640s were being allowed to feed racid "meat" to the people; Edwards and other
Presbyterians wanted to gather it up (usBangrean& catalogues and other
heresiologies), to show (througdangreanss stories) that it was indeed unsafe to eat,
and to provide antidotes (throu@angeans corollaries) to heal them. Edwards thought
that the best defense was a strong offense, so he "discover[ed]" scaddhatcassed
them. That approach followed the precedents not only of classical heresiologie®but al
of more contemporary scourges, such as William Pryhfistao-mastix(1633), which |
will discuss briefly later.

Instruments of repentance or "new life," as Calvin phrases it, including-atede
fear and zeal "rightly guided," to borrow Hooker's language, may causepsoméut
they may also prevent pain that is exceedingly wifseike the Nehushtan, the bronze

snake used to cure the Israelites of snakebites, Edwards' ¢emagneanaesembles the

%4william Barlow, The summe and substance of the conferérmedon, 1604), 24.

36830hn Calvin)nstitutes 3.3.15.
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source of the diseaséangreandists the bad doctrines in simple, declarative statements,
without immediate explanations or refutations; it uses examples (rhetstiead of
syllogisms (logic); and it targets particular people with a sharpnsssiaked with satire

and considered by many (both then and now) to be uncharitablewever, like the
Nehushtan(Gangreanawas intended for a particular time only: when "the evil of th[e]
times" requires immediate action and the use of unusual methods in curbing God's wrath.
Edwards likens his moment of crisis to those recorded in Jeremiah 3:8 and 36:2, Ezekial
2:9-10, Daniel 5:5, and Zechariah 5:2-3, when God was ready to punish his people
severely so that they would repent. The latter part of that statemetices ¢or
defendingGangreanaand Presbyterian polemic more broadly. As "sharp" as
Gangraeanaeems to Goodwin and to critics today, its severity is gentler, Edwards
protests, than God's punishments. Following Calvin's distinction between "imit@odera
severity" whose "zeal for righteousness" destroys edification anddberate severity

that characterizes the zeal with which Christians both spur themselves t@anepeartd
remove scandals, Edwards claims that his "Zeale to the Glory of God" andstaess]

for the preservation of purity of doctrine, holinesse of life and peace," whichratbdo
good" and unity "of the Church," should not be mistaken for "violence of Spirit, cruelty,
or ill will to the men" whom he reproves out of "love and respg&Separatists, who

were reviving the "zeal for righteousness" of the Arians and Donatigts, aszording to

3%See Thomas EdwardBhe second part of gangreank80-131.
37%90hn Calvin)nstitutes 4.1.13; Albert RillietCalvin and Servetus: the reformer's

share in the trial of Michael Servet(igdinburgh: John Johnstone, 1846), 196; Thomas
EdwardsReasons against independent government of particular congregaii@ael.
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Edwards, the true hypocrites. Their toleratiGangreanasuggests, is the true threat to
Christian charity.

Thomas Edwards's use of rhetoric is as complicated as his use of affdskiens.
the Elizabethan humanist, Lodowick Bryskett, he judged rhetoric to be inferiond¢ariog
discerning truth from falsehood but recognized that appeals to experience could be more
equitable, edifying, and encouraging than rational proofs of theologicalscl&motions
and rhetoric, they thought, can be more "profitable” in a "particular situabian”
knowledge and logig’* Edwards uses his own "stories" (i.e. his examples) to supplement
his rational appeals, such as the opening catalogues of errors that functiogditieene
confessions of faith and his corollaries that make deductive arguments. He sought t
exploit the persuasiveness of stories with popular audiences; he learned feuoctEs
of Independents and Sectarians in circulating stories about their piety and about
Presbyterian impiety, and he adapted (or reformed) their approach. Thessatc
Independent rhetoric taught Edwards that "[s]uch discoveries ... are aansiides
practicall way of confutation of the Sectaries to the body of the people ofriigddtne,
then so many Syllogismes and arguments” because "they can understand thakeyhe
cannot perceive an argumeft*Edwards modeled his own person on Luther, and
Edwards is echoing Luther when he remarks on the futility of disputes in cogrdot

wayward. In his commentary on Psalm 10, Luther says, "we are not to act at raitidom

37'Edward ArmstrongA Ciceronian sunburn: a Tudor dialogue on humanistic rhetoric
and civic poeticgColumbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 2006), 20-21.

3>Thomas Edwards he second part of gangrearido the Christian Reader," sig. Av-
A2r, 79-80.
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the ungodly and with heretics, after the manner of philosophical disputersyeheyt &0

be overcome with the force of arguments, nor to be persuaded by arguments, nor to be
taken by quoted authorities"; he goes on to say that even "eloquence" is useless with
unreceptive audiences. That does not mean, however, that the godly should despair and
cease fighting to reform the elect and to restrain the ungodly. Rather,sénaiats

should seek to "overcome" the recalcitrant and endure personal suffehing \wravely
contending love3?

Luther's union of opposites—of courage and surrender, of ostentation and
humility, of combating and caring—appealed to Edwards, who also believed th&t cruel
and compassion are inseparable in the struggle between the wicked and the righteous.
That the holy both resist and invite the unholy is no surprise; warring impulses
perpetually battle within each reformed person as well. In an explanatpgae,

Luther suggests that the body impatiently laments while the spirit patiendures and
waits.”*”* As always, Luther emphasizes that all power to save the lost and comfort the
persecuted must come from God; without grace, man's works are worse thathiitile

are scandalous. Theola fidephilosophydid not, as some wrongly assume, preclude
action; it did, however, change the nature and the object of the action. Since only God
could pull down error and lift up truth, the godly were compelled to appeal to God as
David does in Psalm 10, saying: "Arise, O Lorde God: lift vp thine hande: forgdtenot t

poore. Wherefore doeth the wicked contemne God? he saith in his heart, Thou wilt not

3"3\Martin Luther,Select works of Martin Luthefrans. Rev. Henry Cole, Vol. 3 of 3
(London, 1826), 521, 523.

$"bid., 523.
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regard.3”>"Humble crying" can sway both God and man, Luther tells us. Though Luther
tried to remind his readers that God is the only true actor in the drama ofcsglhati
nevertheless invited his readers to take the stage with God, intercedingoditnG
behalf of man and interceding with man on behalf of &b8hen Edwards cites this
Lutheran passage, then, he is not merely defending his style; he is also suggesting tha
Gangreanas directed toward God and mdBangreanas an appeal to God as well as
men; modeling repentance, it serves as a pattern of behavior as well asteonailfe
lessonsGangreanas a spiritual act as well as a lesson in how to act; it is both a
supernatural and a social intervention. fpriexor oratio (prayer or speech) as well as
sermoor disputatio(conversation or dispute). It seeks to sway God and man as well as
convey the truth.

The mixture of forms withiticangreanamuch like the generic variety ®he
faerie queenedemonstrates Edwards's desire to be moderate without being neutral.
Rather than adhering to the conventions associated with literary kinds, Edwalds dist
what he deems most useful from each genre and then joins it with other forms so that
each can reinforce and temper the other; the entire product is thus strongeeratitheaf
any individual part. First, he provides a list of false doctrines; instead of foticdive
conventions of heresiologies, such as chronicling sects and differentiatindrdineimne
another and from the trutiangreans catalogue is general and proscriptive. Rather
than combating error with truth, which could confuse less discerning readerd tw ea

impasse between competing confessional identities, Edwards seeks to eltimenat

3 psalm 10: 12-13" iGeneva Bible

3% artin Luther,Select works of Martin Luthg¥ol. 3, 523; Thomas Edwards,
Gangreanal76.
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enemybeforeintroducing the new alliance. To use a different figure of speech,
Gangreandills the spiritual soil in England so that the new religious settlement can
thrive once it is planted. Edwards uses three different figures to expldoffeisse

is defense” strategy, and the variety of figures is itself revedlmayfirst he borrows

from Luther. As a mighty fortress "must" be "not only buil[t] up, but alderd#ed],"
ministers like him must protect the truth as well as promo€aihgreanaseeks to

protect the church and all English souls from the assaults of heretical deas a
misleading examples. The second figure is commonplace: Edwards compares his duty
(and that of other ministers) to a parent's. Just as a good parent provides nourishing food
to strengthen her children, Edwards says, that parent will prevent poisons fram Kkilli
them.Gangreanas full of antivenin intended both to counteract the toxins and inoculate
the weak. In the third figure, Edwards declares the removal of "poysonous etoobes"

as noble a calling as "teach[ing] to live piously and innocently.” With this awhpri
Edwards protects his own reputation; his disciplinary work is as important as the
educational work of others. This borrowing from Origin is telling. Origin wmésmous

for allegorizing scripture; some &fangreana'seretics were following Origin's

precedent. When Edwards uses Origin's aphorism to oppose Origin's imiatsruly
turning his enemy's weapons against them. There are at least two reasonsvatdsEd
may use three different figures to illustrate one argument. He may be folltweing
orator's impulse to find as many means of persuasion as possible. He may also have
selected those three references (to a fortress, to a parent, and to a'snirfiste) to

signify three spheres of society: government, family, and church. In so doing, lEmay

reinforcing his argument that a threat in one sphere is a threat to all sgludeestion
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fosters the chaos in which rebellion, death, and damnation reign. Conversely, glgninat
false doctrine protects the weak socially, physically, and spirituadiyeBng that "all
Reformation is in vain" when "wicked opinions" run loose, Edwards may be suggesting
that years of struggle and bloodshed will be wasted if Parliament does not heed his
warning. He wants his readers to understand that the stakes ar&’ high.

Edwards' tendency B@angreanao emphasize connections between spheres may
confuse readers who do not understand Edwards' nuanced theories of doctrine, church
government, civil authority, and domestic powerAhltapologia Edwards distinguishes
between the power of church leaders, which is contingent, and the power of heatks of st
and family, which is not: "parents and sheapheards, are absolutely parents and
shepheards, be they good or evil; but spirituall parents are no longer so then they doe
accordingly behave themselvé€®Thus, Edwards can justify a zero-tolerance policy for
ministers but a polity of compromise in the Parliament and with the prince.dbwot
understand Edwards' arguments and aims, we will misjudge his methods. The unyielding,
unlikable qualities of Edwards' forms are defensible because he thinks mble, plia
pleasant ones are also more dangerous. Edwards' methods appear reasondhkywhe
are situated historically and theoretically and when they are seen asgviorki
conjunction with one another. To adapt and extend Jonson's figure of the broken
compass, Edwards picked up his compass and drew overlapping circles; by transforming

and uniting genres, Edwards lessened the likelihood that his instrument would fail.

3""Thomas Edwards3angreana154.

3®*Thomas EdwardsAntapologia 122.
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Let's briefly review the textual evidence that Edwards did, as | suggestiarm
and unite the genres BangreanaThis discussion is intended to supplement the
magisterial studyGGangreana and the Struggle for the English Revolu@@®©4) by Ann
Hughes. In her chapter @angreanditerary kinds, Hughes focuses on its participation
in—and deviation from— formal traditions, such as classical heresiology, aaswvell
emerging forms, such as heresiographies by Ephraim Pagitt [alsedsPaliit and
Pagett] and William Prynne, sermons against Sectarians, "newsbooks," teardctetap
forms," including "the semi-fictional denunciations of sectarianism." & lntterested in
how Gangreangparticipated in the evolution of genres should examine Hughes's
findings3"® This analysis will instead speculate on Edwards's potential reasons for
deviating from conventional and popular forms. At times | will referenegaly
traditions indentified by Hughes as well as some that she neglected, butdram m
interested in the intended effects@dingreanss rhetorical choices than in the generic
contexts.

In the catalogue, he purposefully omits distinctions between the variougssourc
of danger, distinctions found in other heresiologies, such as Ephraim Pagitt's
Heresiography(1645), Robert Baillie's dissuasive from the errours of the ti(ié45),
and the later text, Samuel Rutherfor'survey of the spirituall antichrigl648)>%°

Edwards lists the bad doctrines without classifying them, without recounting their

37°Ann Hughes, Gangreanaas Heresiography" iBangreana and the Struggle for the
English RevolutiofOxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 55-129, esp. 55-56.

38%Robert Baillie A dissuasive from the errours of the tithendon, 1645); Ephraim

Pagitt,Heresiography: or a description of the heretickes and sectaries of these latter
times(London, 1645); Samuel Rutherforl survey of the spiritual antichrig1648.
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histories, without quoting at length from sources, and without arguing about them.
According to Edwards, the heresiologies by Gataker and Baillie were taavhar
focused and the heresiologies by Pagitt and Weld were too concerned with threlpast a
with other countries(zangreanaby contrast was inclusive, current, and local: it
"discovers more, then any one book hath, of the errours"” "vented and broached within
these four years last past, yea most of them within these two lastamatesse” in
England®®*

The benefits o6angreang broad but bald approach are more extensive than
most readers would imagine. First, grouping together all the doctrines ancduddeds
the general but serious category of sins and scandals or, to borrow Edwards's phrasing,
"monsters and rocks," visually demonstrated that all errors are dangerousl|Tase
more in common with one another than with anything else, and one can easily lead to
another. None of them should be tolerated. Deconstructing the theology of particular
groups might help readers to understand that group, but it would not help them to
appreciate the overarching problem: that England will not be safe so longhgkea si
heresy, superstition, schism, or profanity is endured.

Secondly, listing the errors helps readers to see the enormity of the problem
Counting the dangers one by one, readers may begin to feel threatened. They enay sens

or begin to imagine what Edwards is trying to communicate: that scandals are

¥ Thomas Edwardszangreanal, 3. Cf. Robert BaillieA dissuasive from the errours

of the timg(London, 1645); Thomas Gatak&ods eye on his Israélondon, 1645);
Ephraim PagittHeresiography: or a description of the heretickes and sectaries of these
latter times(London, 1645); William Prynné\ fresh discovery of some prodigious new
wandring-blazing-stars, and firebrands stiling themselves new-l{glotsdon, 1645);
Samuel Rutherfordd survey of the spiritual antichri¢1648); and Thomas Weld,
Antinomians and Familists condemngadndon, 1644).

184



proliferating and the contagion of heresy and vice must be stopped before the nation and
its people are destroyed, an idea elaborated upon in a later corollary:

This Land is become already in many plac€haos aBabel another
Amsterdamyea, worse; we are beyond that, and in the highway to
Munster(if God prevent it not) but if a general Toleration should be
granted so much written and stood tenglandwould quickly become a
SodomanEgypt Babylon yea, worse then all these: Certainly, as it

would be the most provoking sin against God that ever Parliament was
guilty of in this Kingdome, like to that dleroboamto cut it off and

destroy it from the face of the earth; so it would prove the cause and
fountain of all kind of damnable heresies and blasphemies, loose and
ungodly practises, bitter and unnatural divisions in families and Churches;
it would destroy all Religion and &olutheismeamong the Heathen

brought in Atheisme, so would many Religions bring in none among us;
let but the Reader well review and consider of all the Heresies,
blasphemies, practises laid down in this Book, all broached and acted in
Englandwithin these four last yeeres, yea more especially within this last
yeer; and if one man hath oberved and gathered so much what Armies of
blasphemies and monstrous heresies are there thinke we, if all that have
been vented were drawne into @ynopsig®®?

Though incomprehensive, as Edwards reminds readers, the "synops[e]s of sgatatiani
in Gangreanahelp readers to appreciate comprehend the situation without getting
overwhelmed or confuse@angreanashows readers the forest but prevents them from
getting lost thereir®®

Thirdly, the lists function as a negative confession of faith that specifiésnegsc
without promoting them. Unlike some parts of 88Articles of Faithwhich were

purposefully but (to Presbyterian thinking) problematically ambiguBasgreanas

#2Thomas Edwardszangreana120-121.

383bid., 4, 6.
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precise®®* It does not list truth alongside falsehood, but it does make the falsehoods clear.
Consider the first item in the first catalogue: "That the Scripture cémensaid to be
word of God; there is no Word but Christ, the Scriptures are a dead letter, and no more to
be credited then the writings of men, not divine, but human invention." Even readers
unfamiliar with the debates concerning inspiration and the sufficiency of @erigauld
understand this doctrinal statement. If, somehow, the repetitions with sligittorar
within this item were insufficient to communicate the premise, then theaesats of
the idea in the next two items would help the reader to make sense of thH& iSaie.
Edwards does not belabor the point. He tries to cover the topic fully but not tediously.
The catalogues have a sense of momentum. The errors concerning the divinity and
sufficiency of Scripture lead to errors concerning biblical interpoetat®

Fourthly, the lists neutralize the errors by treating them sufficiéatiy ot
tediously, logically but not litigiously, fairly but unsympathetically. Edigneeded to
cover doctrinal errors because he, like other Presbyterians, thought that wrefgy beli
were more dangerous than vicious actions, but Edwards did not want to get into a full
doctrinal disputation, especially one that would be, to borrow Richard Hooker's phrasing,

a "concourse of divided minds" and thus contentious instead of profitABldwards

34See William Barlow;The summe and substance of the confere#:€5; Oliver
O'DonovanOn the Thirty-Nine Articles: A Conversation with Tudor Christianity
(Exeter: The Paternoster Press, 1986), 85-88.

%°Thomas Edward$3angreana18.

*9bid., 18-19.

%'Richard Hooker, Prefac&@he laws of ecclesiatical polity The works of ... Mr.
Richard HookerVol. 1 of 3, 159.
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does put together a case against tolerating Independency and error, but he does not
prosecute the defendants in the way that Zeal might in Mercilla's cohdtd?rtynne

does inHistrio-mastix*®® He allows Independents and Sectarians to speak for themselves;
he makes the points briefly; and he moves on quic¢kingeanaloes not set up straw

men to strike down, but it also does not allow opponents to make full cases for
wrongdoing. The catalogues move readers' minds and affections to perceiveend rej

the flawed creed, not digest it. The seriality within the catalogues ahihwhe text at

large, which moves from one form to another, helps Edwards to balance pathetic, ethical
and logical appeals, a balance that protects him from charges of hypocrisy.

If Gangreané& catalogues activate basic cognitive processes and right reason but
do not demand much critical thinking on the part of the reader, then the letters and
narrations that follow make even more modest intellectual demands. The naaations
letters often invite the reader to picture a scene in his or her imagination,\bptelient
the potentially weak mind from drawing its own conclusions based on sense experience.
Instead of ascribing to the new scene the meaning associated with personaesyemor
Edwards invites the reader to adopt the discursive meani@gragrean narrative. For
example, readers could draw upon their own experiences with uneducated preachers
scoundrels, bereaved fathers, nudity, modest women, and baptism to picture the story of
the opportunistic and lascivious re-baptizer: the illiterate, self-ordaimediper who not
only "drew away a mans five Daughters, and in a short time Re-baptized them all
making choyce of which he best liked, and Married her marr[ying] her without her

Parents consent” but also instructed another woman who was naked for her re-baptism

388%5ee Edmund Spensdte faerie queen@596), 5.9.36-5.10.4, Ed. Thomas P. Roche,
Jr. (London: Penguin Books, 1987), 824-838; William Pryhfigtrio-mastix passim.
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that it was "unseemly” for her to "cove[r] her secret parts" during thyepbecause "it

being an Ordinance of Jesus Christ, her hands with her heart should be lifted upward
toward heaven®®® Instead of drawing a personal conclusion about the story based on
biased feelings and opinions, Edwards asks his readers to judge the scene in lia¢ way t
the narrator does. Y&angreanadoes not need to state its judgments explicitly every
time a negative doctrine or example is offered. The narrator of thedbtiat the lewd
baptizer does not have to argue that this Dipping episode is blameworthy because
Edwards has adjusted people's expectations using his discursive framess expect
scandalous stories to follow the lists of scandals. The judgment of the autlsor is al
evident in the description itself. Instead of saying that the narrator "savedn's five
Daughters, he says that the man "drew" them "away" from their Fatimeediately,

both the daughters and the father appear to be victims, victims of civil wrongdoing as
well as moral and spiritual harm. That judgment is reinforced by the stagmnbeel
immediately about the lewd mechanic preacher who manipulates the abashed woman int
an act of public indecency (as well as sacrilege). Both of those parabsisiated

within a longer letter about Separatist errors, and that letter is sitwéten a larger

section containing other copied "Letters with ... Narration[s] of Stories andrRate
Passages concerning the SectariésThat contextualization is itself instructive.

Edwards does not need to make logical arguments explicitly because the preayides

inferred from the descriptions and the narrative frames.

%%Thomas EdwardsGangreana5s.

30pid., 76.
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That rhetorical, as opposed to logical, method of argumentation was decorous;
Edwards deduced that his most vulnerable readers tended to be swayed by image and
opinion more than reason. Independents had been using ethical and emotional appeals in
their sermons and pamphlets successfully, so Presbyterians need to do the same, as
Edwards contends:

Object But it may be it will be said, What are the practices of some men,
and matters of fact, to a way, 'tis arguments must convince men, and not
Practices’Answ Much every way in this, because both in printed books,
Pulpits and discourses the Practices of the Sectaries are brought to
perswade people to forsake our Churches and to come to them; as the
great holinesse, sanctity, self-deniall, humility, innocency of that party
with their painfull preaching without great livings, or expecting Tithes;
and on the other hand, the Presbyterians are branded as men of no great
piety, holinesse, charity, and if it were not for livings of two or three
Hundred pounds a year, they would turne Independents, adn many people
are drawn more by these things then by all their Arguments: Now
therefore the discovering to the people nakedly and truly their practices,
may undeceive them, and be as good a means to bring them back to the
communion of the Reformed Churches, as ever the false representation of
them was to mislead thetr
To those who objected that examples do not prove a point and thus have no weight in a
logical argument, Edwards replied that he is not trying to be logical; heng to be
persuasive. Edwards could not afford to abide by the rules of disputation (making logical
arguments) because his opponents had not done so and because his audience would not
respond to logical arguments.

With less educated minds, he needed to utilize the path from imagination to

reason, allowing his cure to follow the route and imitate the progression of theediseas

Edwards did not, however, want an individual fancy or intellect to wander or stumble on

her quest for recovery, a grim prospect that was all too likely. Whendaxery

39 bid.
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Englishmen used their intellects to make sense of what they were witnehbsir
conclusions were often wrong; for instance, some assumed that the efficacy of a
ceremony was dependent on the ornateness of the instruments or rituals; stheeslas
that the efficacy of the ceremony was dependent on the simplicity of thenests or
rituals. Both deductions were wrong. Though Presbyterians were principatigroed

with wrong belief, as suggested by the placement of the catalogue agjitteiriog of

each part, they had to concern themselves with wrong actions to counter tise claim
predicated upon them. According to Edward Armstrong, humanists thought that sense
experiences and the "imaginative universals of the fantasy" gained medrgnghe
rational faculty "imposed form on the sensed mattgdangrean& discourse and the

structure "impose form" on readers' "sensed mattér."

Edwards appreciated the power of the imagination and the power of discourse;
that is why he sought to restrain sinful fancy and language: preventingbereti
Separatists, and the dissolute from influencing weak Christians. Whereas $tsnsrgh
as Bryskett, thought man could, in the tradition of Plato, use human faculties—sense
perception, imagination, and reason—to grasp and know God, Presbyterians like
Edwards thought that the inverse: that God must condescend to man, revealing Himself to
man through Word and through Spirit. With those higher powers, man was to examine

and reform himself and others. More of a Ramist than a humanist, Edwards concurred

with the view that "rhetoric and poetry" are "second-class artgroesio transmit and

392Edward ArmstrongA Ciceronian Sunburn: a Tudor dialogue on humanist rhetoric
and civic poetics26-27.
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ornament, preconceived, rational trutf¥ Like Ramists, he separated rhetoric and logic
because he did not trust the former to produce unmitigated truth. Also like Ramists, he
valued visual argumentatidii’ However, Edwards was not a pure Ramist. If he had been
a Ramist, then he would not have erased the conventional categories of heresies in his
catalogue. Humanism also influenced Edwaésngreanafor instance, attempts to
inspire both right knowing and right doing: right doctrine and right discipline. Edwards'
Presbyterian habit of using God's discourse (Scripture) to make meanersef s
experience (to judge sinful conceits and actions) did not preclude the use of Humanist
methods as wellGangreang use of letters may also be a nod to Humanism and
Ciceronian rhetoric. All coteries, whether intellectual or spiritualedeteavily upon
epistolary exchanges because letters facilitated dialogue not onlysgdracdibut also in
Platonic and Ciceronian styles. They encouraged a communal search for sigtadas
charitable counsels, and challenged the writer to fashion his persona and his prose
carefully. Edwards seems to have trusted the espistolary @angreanareproduces the
letters of faithful witnesses without amendment. However, the epistolargmodf
Gangreanaare not dialogues or disputations; they are depositidasgreangresents
the letters as evidence supporting his claim of truth-telling (that thleogaes and
calumnies are factual, not fictional).

Gangreanss lists, stories, and corollaries are collaborative; they reinforce one
another, reforming readers using a variety of tactics. Like a good orataayddisied to

use all available means to convince his readers. His philosophy—that defensive form

39bid., 109.

394See Water J. OngRamus, Method, and the Decay of Dialoguassim
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can imitate offensive forms—corresponds to theories of natural law and private la

which justify resisting "force with force"vim vi repellere licet®®® Necessity authorizes
actions that would otherwise be immoral or unlawful. Under normal circumstances,
certain kinds of discourse would be inadvisable, or even immoral, because they might do
more harm than good, but when circumstances permit the benefits to outweigh the risks
then their usage is justified. The terror of toleration seems to have convincedi&dwa

that examples were warranted, though allegories were not. Had his opponents used
allegories, he might have done so as well (as a counter measure). Instead, his ®pponent
were promoting their own piety with examples, which made use of Presbytepityim

as a point of contrast. In turn, Edwards persuaded people of Independent andnSectaria
impiety using his own set of factual examples (presented in the listss |eitelr extra-
epistolary narratives).

Edwards would have us believe that he employed only those instruments best
suited for his audience and his purpose. When he borrowed tools from rhetoric and
poetry, he did so to help his readers learn. Unlike Scholastic disputations, whkexh ser
an academic rather than a social function, Edwards's debates with his opponents and
retractors were meant to change people's conviction and behaviors. Since Iniscaudie
was too blind, in his estimation, to see reason, he had to use other modes of learning or
disciplina Dialectic, rhetoric, and poetics were all permissible when indispensable so
long as they were used for moral rather than carnal ends, for the public goodchaather t

private gain.

39%Quentin SkinnerFoundations of Modern Political Thoughtol. 2: The Age of
ReformationCambridge: Cambridge Univ. P, 1978), 125-126.
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Confining his range aéxemplato history, Edwards protected his text from the
objections leveled at poesy: that it is not the most effective means of mowiegs;ehat
it lies, that it promotes vice, and that it nurtures affections, such as "pleadyraia,"
rather than reasofi° In this respectGangreanamight prove more cautious than
Scripture, which includes not only historical parables but also fictional onesoA#eg
were frequently associated with Scholasticism and poetry; thus, thesddhe stain of
vanity and deception. Ramus associated allegoriesalatiutioor style, an oratorical
ornament, but examples, by contrast, were categorized as part¢otiq a dialectical
(and thus profitable) activity. Though Edwards cites Scripture as a litewagl for
Gangreana his insistence that the stories included therein are factual records magy bet
a Ramist anxiety about fancy. Edwards would have had no trouble finding justifecat
for using examples. Ihe institutes of Christian religioiCalvin associates examples
with at least seven kinds of learning in book four alone: examples prove arguments of
fact or definition; set precedents; confirm natural law; illustratergépenciples; clarify
ideas; and inspire readers both to regard God appropriately and to imitate Hissjualit
and actiong?’

Combining the negative examples with cautionary precepts, Edwardseady cl

trying to profit readers, not please thgBangreananvites readers to use their

39 phjlip SidneyA defence of poetnp1-61; PlatoRepublic Oxford World Classics,

Trans. Robin Waterfield (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), xxix-xxiiiL1I0;

344-362, esp. sections 378e, 380b, 387b, 388e, 389e-390a, 393-398, 402¢, 411b, 595b,
and 606-607a.

39730hn Calvin|nstitutes of Christian Religig/ol. 3 of 3,passim such as: 4.1.18, 4.2.2,

4.2.6,4.2.8-9,4.3.6,4.3.15,4.4.15,4.4.8,4.7.28,4.9.7, 4.10.4, 4.10.17, 4.10.19, 4.19.22,
4.10.25, 4.10.30, 4.11.3.
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imaginations to deduce the danger but it does not leave readers to rely on their own
opinions and experiences alone. In addition to the discursive frames discussed above,
Edwards also adds corollaries to ensure that the proper inferences are drawn.
Though Edwards' office of censuring others could, like satire, be insulting, he
tried to avoid that outcome by casting aside most offensive weapons of salirassuc
"name-calling and mud-slinging®® Though he did usad hominenattacks, he claims
that he lacks "ill-will [for] any man"; unlike satirists, he avoids 'regl" His rebukes
may be "sharp," but they lack "malicE®The offenders identified by name are those
who have already damaged their reputations by sinning publicly; their vices ae gpoibl
exposing them is no violation of privacy. Rather, it is essential both for their own
reformation and for the protection of those who might otherwise trust and follow them.
When people can recognize wrongdoers and avoid them, they can save themselves from
future "hurt and mischiefe"; when people know the "name[s] and places of abode" of
those with dangerous "opinions and wayes," they will will "shun and be afraid of
them.""%° He "namel[s]" sectaries, he says, "not to upbraid them with, but to shew them
their own folly"; in addition to protecting those easily misled, he wants to redowver t

wayward?** Edwards' satiric weapon is blunt; he aims to protect and correct, not kill; he

3%8See Erin Ashworth-King's Ph.D. dissertati@hge ethics of satire in early modern
English literature(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2009), 9.

39%Titus 1,"Geneva Bibl€1587), especially verses 9 and 13; Thomas Edwitds,
second part of gangreanaig. A3 andsangreana154-55.

“%Thomas Edwards;he second part of gangreants.

“Olbid., sig. A3, 44-6, 70, 106, 203-204.
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considersGangreanacharitable, not spiteful. One way that Edwards weakenrachis
hominemattacks is to limit his accounts to facts.
Because critics accused Edwards of lying and raiBangreanaaddresses their
objections directly. His audience for this defense, however, is not his criticse Be
replies to "particular exceptions” posed by Goodwin, he enters into a briefusialai
his readers. He poses the question that would prevent read&zasgrfeanarom trusting
the text and its author:
Quest,But it may be demanded by some, what's the matter, and what are
the Causes that such venemous rancorous Books &&oddwins
Cretensis &c. are printed, and so many hard speeches in City and Country
daily uttered against MastBdwards and his late Book entitled
Gangreanais it not a Book full of lies, nothing but lies, is it not full of
venom and malice against the Saints, and faithfull servants of God, calling
for fire and sword against the Sairif§?
Edwards's answer directly denies those charges by reminding his reatibes thdike
his adversaries, who "to gain credit with the people, have invented many lyes a=f stori
that discredit Presbyterians, does not create useful fictions about Indegamatensil”
or "spea[k] evill of the Saints'® Though Edwards' meager use of deductive reasoning
could suggest that he was following the poets, who allowed examples to speak for
themselves, rather than orators and philosophers, who joined examples with arguments,
Edwards' use of pure narrative (third-person, omniscient) rather than regresahta
narrative (first-person, limited) and his efforts to connect wrongdoing withgvr

thinking remind us that Edwards borrowed from poesy, rhetoric, and logic without being

enslaved by any of them. Following Plato's advice, Edwards used direct spebas suc

402bid., 44.

403bid., 44-45.
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the letters, when the speakers were good and their statements weng eBdilowing
Cicero's advice, he used classical rhetoric devices, such as exanfesess to move
his readers to action. Following Scholastic precedent, he debated detractors and
persuaded his audience using logic.

In Gangreana Edwards reworks many traditional binaries: doctrine and
discipline, truth and fancy, particular and universal, human and divine, perception and
revelation, Ramism and Humanism, and classical dialogue and Scholaste #kbat
erases some distinctions but not all. By blaming rather than praising, Edwislbike
readers and himself alike avoid the snare of idolatry. Just as readers nalsp &wd
rather than man, authors must praise God rather than man. Like Ben Jonson, Edwards
recognized that each genre could be a liability as well as an asset tRewh&arbour
aptly names the "normative poet." Using panegyric, for instance, poets testtedg
rather than advising their benefactors; using satire, by contrast, poetisaligkating
rather than reforming their subjeéf$.If Gangreanaerrs, it does so on the side of satire,
but Edwards was convinced that he had demonstrated neither ambition nor malice.
Edwards was passionate but not "elated," sharp but not cruel, offensive but not odious,
polemical but not contentiou&angrean& forms and affections neutralize one another

without becoming treacherously neutral.

“0See Reid Barboudohn Selden: Measures of the Holy Commonwealth in Seventeenth-
Century EnglandToronto: University of Toronto Press, 2003), 18, where Ben Jonson's
anxieties about normative poetry are discussed. Sharing Jonson's concerns, Bdkards t
the precaution of adapting and uniting genres.
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lll. A mirror of misdirection: Ben Jonson's "Bartholomew Fair"
"The fact is that there were two sides, both given to the language of moderation and
consensus, both deeply dyed in the mentality of divisive faétfon

Ben Jonson's satirical plagartholomew Fair(1614), is a particularly powerful
site in which to explore the paradoxical connections between Presbyteriahgiand t
counterparts not only in theological, political, and liturgical controversies $mifral
literary ones. Like EdwardsGangreanaand Prynne'slistrio-mastix Jonson's moral
drama is passionate, critical, and complex. Though Jonson may seek to undermine
Presbyterian messages and methods, including those later embcdathneanaand
Histrio-mastix Jonson's normative poetry is eerily similar to Presbyterians' normative
polemics. Both assume that audiences are insufficient and dense (difficult tadpersua
and move). Both worry about their modes (that blame or praise may go too far) and about
their personal investment in using them (that they may prosecute personalasadett
allow ambition to compromise the content and central aims). Both struggle to reconcil
the conflicts between truth, unity, order, responsibility, and reform—values tlydidtie
cherish?®® Jonson's drama embodies the parabolic flexibility and ambiguity replayed in
another key in EdwardsGangreanaand Prynne'slistrio-mastix The origins of this

unlikely correspondence may be their shared occupation: teaching, sharedygedago

telling stories, or shared objective: improving but stabilizing society.

“0%patrick CollinsonFrom Cranmer to Sancroftondon: Hambledon Continuum, 2006),
98.

4%%Reid Barbour,John Seldenis8.
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The idea that zealous Christians are frauds is embodied by Zeal-of-the-Land
Busy, the seemingly inconsistent iconoclast, and Dame Purecraft, the pretésual jpuri
Jonson'8artholomew Fair Because Busy partakes in worldly pleasures (pig and pints)
at a profane place (Ursula's tent) while also denouncing others' vices at, the fa
appears hypocritical. He justifies his double standard by claiming thegsilts not from
the actions themselves but from the character and manner of the actor. "Waeanay
informs Dame Purecraft, "be religious in midst of the profane, so it [pig] ba edth a
reformed mouth, with sobriety, and humbleness; not gorged in with gluttony, or
greediness" or with "pride in the place, or delight in the unclean dressingd tihéee
vanity of the eye, or the lust of the palat®.Busy is advocating moderation, the norm
that Aristotle associates with reason: "Again, the incontinent persewdlbtappetite,
but not with choice; while the continent man on the contrary, acts with choice but not
with appetite.“°® By this measure, Busy is virtuous if he eats without regard to pleasure
(or pain).

By Calvinist standards, Busy also seems to be charitable. He chooses to enter the
fair so that Win can avoid pregnancy-related sickness by eating withouingotingt she
is sinning. When he says, "In the way of comfort to the weak, | will go and®@8&usy
is following the Pauline and Calvinist injunction to withhold judgment and reform

slowly, since the matter is indifferent to salvation. The Geneva gloss on Rasians

“0’Ben JonsorBartholomew faired. G.R. Hibbard, New Mermaid edition (New York:
W. W. Norton &Co., 1977), 41.

“%8Aristotle, Nicomachean ethic€d. Harold Joachim (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1998), 1111b, 53.

4993en JonsonBartholomew fair 41.
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states this idea clearly, "Now he sheweth how we ought to behave our selves toward our
brethren in matters and things indifferent ..... And thus he teacheth that they are to be
instructed gently and patiently, and so that we applie our selves to their ignoramcie in s
matters, according to the rule of charitf€®The notes to verse 13 advise the mean
between censure and permissiveness: "they [malicious judgers of others] stimrld ra
bestowe their wits upon this, that they doe not with their disdainefulnes either @ast the
brethren cleane downe, or give them some offefice."

By the standards of the Church of England, Busy qualifies as orthodox when he
tolerates state-sanctioned practices for recreation. Busy jsstifigluttony as a sign of
moderation, conceiving of "the public eating of swine's flesh" as an opportumity "t
profess our hate and loathing of Judaism, whereof the brethren stand*taBedsy may
be "affect[ing] the violence of singularity," as Quarlous claims, or helbradyying,
however foolishly, to defend himself from charges of singularity by finding common
ground with the Church of England. Strict sabbatarians were associated witmjuma
repudiating Judaism, Busy repudiates sabbatarianism. Busy seems to advocate the
orthodox position on Jewish, pagan, and papist rites: that ceremonial laws anetiglesse
to the covenant of grace and thus do not bind the conscience; that high places and rituals

formerly associated with idolatry could be reformed, not abolished; that editfe

41gide note 1" in "Romans 14:1Geneva Bible

4bgide note m" in "Romans 14:133eneva BibleSee also "side note 12" in the same
verse.

412Ben JonsonBartholomew fair42.
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practices could vary by time and place; and that secular recreations, such gs Sunda
sports, could be tolerated, perhaps even promoted, by Chrisfians.
Yet Zeal-of-the-land Busy strays from conformity with the Church qfi&rd

through his pride and zeal. Transforming excessive eating of pig into an obgext I
charity, Busy acts foolishly and presumptuously. The fair is not the proper pface f
instruction, and eating "excessively" is not useful or rationally defensibleg®Prynne's
definition of Independent presumption asftcestall, to conceive before hand, to usurpe
or take that upon him which belongs not to him; to doe a thing before a man bee lawfully
called to it, which belongs not properly to him, or to doe a thing boldly, confidently, or
rashly without good grounds, or against Authority, or Lawes, or upon hopes of impunity
Busy appears guilty on multiple coufit§ Conflating his character sketch of Busy with
that of a hypocrite, Quarlous emphasizes that the Banbury elder purposefudgrs
[him]self conspicuous®*®

A notable hypocritical vermin it is; | know him. One that stands upon his

face more than his faith, at all times; ever in seditious motion, and

reproving for vain-glory; of a most lunatic conscience and spleen, and
affects the violence of singularity in all he does.... as arrant a zeal-as he.

*133ee "Injunction 20," "Injunctions of 1559" Documents lllustrative of English
ChurchHistory (New York, 1896), 417-42 in Hanover Historical Texts Project
<http//history.hanover.edu/project.html>, which warns against people "stipasty
abstaining from work" on the sabbath" (427); See Kenneth Fincham and PetélTlhake,
Ecclesiastical Policies of James | and Charles Tha Early Stuart Church1-42, 44;
See Peter Lake, "The Laudian Style: Order, Uniformity and the Pursthi¢ &dauty of
Holiness in the 1630s" ifhe Early Stuart Churchl62-183; See Kevin Sharpe, "The
Book of Sports" inThe Personal Rule of CharlegNlew Haven: Yale University Press,
1992), 351-359.

“William Prynne,Truth triumphing over falshoofLondon, 1644), 109.

#1>gingularity,” Oxford English Dictionary2nd edition, online version (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2011), 7a.
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By his profession, he will ever be i' the state of innocence, though, and
childhood; derides all antiquity; defies any other learning than inspiration;
and what discretion soever years should afford him, it is prevented in his
original ignorance. Ha' not to do with him, for he is a fellow of a most
arrogant and invincible dullness, | assure §8u.
Busy is hypocritical when he fails to reform himself before reformihgrst He
recommends that his party show humility at the fair, though he is not humble. He pursues
a rigorous justice for others but an equitable one for himself. He seeks honor without
meriting it. Busy overestimatdss place and misreads tp&ce He is not a normative
figure; he lacks ecclesiastical, natural, or moral authority. He lacksitherday of a
bishop, the perfection of Christ, and the virtue of Aristotle's "proud" or goeitcs
man?’

Busy's office of correction, his position as an elder, subverts the established
ecclesiastical and civil government. Idolatry was supposed to be remediedjisyrates,
bishops, churchwarden, questmen, or assistants. The Act of Supremacy states that the
power of "reformation, order, and correction ... of all manner of errors, heresissns,
abuses, offences, contempts and enormities” are "united and annexed to the imperial
crown," which may then "assign, name and authorize" persons deemed appropriate fo

the office?*® The canons of 1603 instruct church officials to present schismatics to the

bishop or ordinary:

“1%Ben JonsorBartholomew fair 26-7.
“pristotle, Nicomachean ethic4123b-1125a, 91-95.
& Act of Supremacy,” 1 Eliz. cap. 1 (155%elect Statutes and Other Constitutional

Documents lllustrative of the Reigns of Elizabeth and Jap#k Edition, G.W.
Prothero, ed., (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913), 5-6.
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If the Church-wardens, or Quest men, or Assistants do or shall know of
any man within their Parish, or elsewhere that is a hinderer of the Word of
God, to be read or sincerely preached, or of the execution of these our
Constitutions, or a sauter of any usurped or forreign power by the Laws of
this Realm justly rejected and taken away, or a defender of Popish and
erroneous Doctrine; they shall detect and present the same to the Bishop of
the Diocese or Ordinary of the place, to be censured and punished
according to such Ecclesiastical Laws as are prescribed in thatHéhalf
The established church did not recognize elders. As spokesman for the Church of
England, John Whitgift tried to correct Thomas Cartwright's misperceptions about
biblical elders. Cartwright had argued that elders assisted pastors ih disaipline:
"The first place is in Acts, which is that Paul and Barnabas did appoint bipelelders
in every congregation; [Acts xiv: 23] .... [[]n every congregation there werddsegiose
preached other elders, which did only in government assist the pastors which
preached **° Whitgift countered that elders were actually pastors: "Luke in his place by
presbyterogioth only mean pastors and preachers of the Word, as he doth also through
the whole Acts speaking of Christia’é*The elders supposedly authorized "to consult,
to admonish, to correct, and to order all things appertaining to the state of the
congregation" [Acts v: 4, | Cor xii: 28f were, according to conformists, none other than

the pastors. Presbyterians in the 1640s did distinguish between "preachin¢ggpsésby

and "ruling presbyters"; they agreed with Whitgift's understanding of the pvesthyter

“1%Church of England, "CX: Schismaticks to be present@dristitutions and canons
ecclesiasticalLondon, 1633).

*2%Thomas CartwrightReplyin Admonition Controversy73-4.
“2130hn Whitgift,Defensdén The Admonition Controversg74.
*22Thomas CartwrightAdmonitionin The Admonition Controversgd. Donald Joseph

McGinn, Rutgers Studies in English, No. 5 (New Brunswick: Rutgers Univ. P, 1949),
475.
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in Scripture. The ordinances settling a Presbyterian polity in the Church laihBEing

1644, 1646, and 1648 say, "Whereas the word Presbyter, that is to say, Elder, and the
word Bishop, do in the Holy Scripture intend and signifie one and the same furfétion."
However, the Presbyterian polity ordinances also echo Cartwright in empgwagyj

ruling elders to assist preaching elders in spiritual discipffhelid-seventeenth-century
English Presbyterians supported a system in which lay leaders had disgiptineer in
congregational, classical, regional, and national assemblies; those luérsy e

seemingly unlike Busy, were elected and ordained by the congregationédtdtaumet

the standards outlined in Titus 1. The third article in the "Directions for thieoeledt
parochial and congregational elders” emphasizes that ruling elders muedt Qealified:
"That such shall be chosen for ruling Elders as are men of a good understanding in
matters of Religion, sound in the faith, prudent, discreet, grave, and of an unblameable
conversation, and willing to undergo the said Offit&.Ih both the Episcopal Church of

England under James | and the Presbyterian Church of England under the Long

423"An ordinance for the form of church government to be used in the Church of England
and Ireland, agreed upon by the Lords and Commons assembled in Parliament, after
advice, had with the Assembly of Divines" (August 29, 164&dts and ordinances of

the interregnum, 1642-166&d. C.H. Firth and R.S. Rait, Vol. 1 of 3 (London: Wyman
and sons, 1911), 1199-1200; see also "An ordinance after the advice had with the
assembly of divines, for the ordination of ministers Temporeaccording to the

Directory for Ordination, and Rules for Examination, therein expressedsi{&c4,

1644) inActs and ordinances of the interregnum, 1642-16@0-526 and "An ordinance
for the ordination of ministers by the classical presbyteries, withinréspective

bounds for the severall congregations in the kingdom of England” (August 28, 1646) in
Acts and ordinances of the interregnum, 1642-1863%-870.

424 pcts and ordinances of the interregnum, 1642-1683-838, 1198-1199.

“23bid., 1188-1192, 833-838; see also "TitusGgneva Bibl¢1587).
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Parliament, a Banbury baker-elder, such as Zeal-of-the-Land Busy reigehbured by
presbyters, but he would not be selected to serve as one; Busy seems to be a
presumptuous trouble-maker or Sectarian, not an ecclesiastical officer.

According to Patrick Collinson, Busy may represent the "Puritan faction” that
toppled Banbury's crosses and desecrated the images thereon. This theory is supported b
Busy's line, "Down with Dagon, down with Dagofif®which is reminiscent of one
Banbury rioter's exclamation, "God be thanked, Dagon the deluder of the peopémis fal
down!" Collinson finds the similarities between Busy and the Banbury rioter too
particular to be coincidental, suggesting that Jonson was aware of the Oxéordshi
iconoclasnt'?’ Jonson's critical appraisal of Busy mirrors the Star Chamber's assessme
of the Banbury cross desecrators. "[T]he Banbury trial documents,” Collinsoagell
"carry hostile insinuations that the motives of righteous and rigorous magisteae not
all that they might seem, 'being carried away with a covetous desirerajwmeprivate
gain." Essentially, the Star Chamber officials accused the rioterpothsy, of using
religion as a cloak for greed. However, the Star Chamber's prejudice aginsiers
might lead us to suspect its motives as W&lln other words, it had a vested interest in
undermining the credibility of those who defied the crown in the name of religion.

This interpretive knot reminds us that Puritanism is a social constructalyairm

may not have a real referent. Patrick Collinson has tried to determine whether the

42%8en JonsonBartholomew faiy 169.

“?Ipatrick Collinson, "The Theatre Constructs PuritanisnTtia Theatrical City:
Culture, Theatre, and Politics in London, 1576-1686. by David L. Smith, Richard
Strier, and David Bevington (Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. P., 1995), 160-1.

28hid., 163.
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character, the "stage puritan,” or the referent, the actual puritan, catméefther ...
audiences and readers learned what a puritan was from the torrent of fiddassddy
Martin Marprelate; or ... these fictions helped them to identify, label and hateriten
who had been all the time in their mid&t*1 find both theories plausible and potentially
reconcilable. Perhaps Elizabethans and Jacobeans found the fictional construct,
Puritanism, useful in defaming and marginalizing opponents as they simultaneously
measured and labeled others using the new crigsidholomew Faimay be an

example of an historical poesy, of verisimilar fiction. According to AliBe@sley, there
were religious activists in and around Banbury. Anthony Cope, the MP for Banbury in
1587-8, proposed ecclesiastical changes including the use of a more reformediturgy.
Thomas Brasbridg®’ William Whateley?*? and John Dod, were influential
nonconformist or "precise” ministers théféZeal-of-the-Land Busy may, by Jonson's
design, share certain values or actions with the real Banbury men, but he does not
represent any of them particularly. The actual Banbury reformeesiwach more
sympathetic and complicated than Jonson's caricature. ParodiBaiikelomew Fair

enable astute audiences and readers to recognize contemporary refenents wit

“2%patrick Collinson, "Ecclesiastical vitriol: religious satire in the 1590s laed t

inventions of puritanism” iffhe reign of Elizabeth I: court and culture in the last

decade Ed. John Alexander Guy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 150-
170, esp. 169.

*3%lfred BeesleyHistory of Banbury: Including Copious Historical and Antiquarian
Notices of the Neighborhodtlondon: Nichols and Son, [18417?]), 238-239.

*“Ubid., 242-243.
*3%bid. 268-70, esp. footnotes 10 and 14.

433bid., 245.
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sympathizing with them. When audiences and readers identify with burlesqueetsarac
they are, by extension, also judged by the poet. Whether the poet's crgi@sm i
constructive instrument of change is debatable. Choosing the broken compass as his
emblem, Jonson acknowledged that poetry frequently fails to improve societydas Rei
Barbour has eloquently argued:
Jonson's emblem, the broken compass, took it for granted that the
normative writer would undoubtedly fail in communicating reform to the
world. So many things could go wrong. The audience would in all
likelihood be obtuse, Jonson believed, but there was also the possibility
that the genres in which one wrote lent themselves to corruption (in
Jonson's case, the poetry of praise or the masque), or that one's style would
vacillate between the too elitist and the too vulgar, or that one's person
would be unable to sustain the authoritative ethos necessary for normative
writing.***
Satirical drama is especially vulnerable to error. It may, like Bssgm hypocritical and
incredible. It may, like Justice Overdo, be too rigorous and alienating. Filgimgdan
between laughter and scorn is the satirist's dilemma just as idenefyumy and
exercising clemency is the ruler's dilemma. The good ruler, like the gebdneeds
humility. When Justice Overdo acknowledges that he, too, is susceptible to folly, he
stabilizes the community; this recognition that no one is perfect bonds the govemor wi
his people.
Like most satirists, Jonson himself is a moralist, but he is not a perfeclilomist
Edwards and Prynn8artholomew Fairargues not onlggainstextremists but alsfor
tolerating enormities. That is one of principal differences between Jonorésasat

Thomas Edwards' heresiology or William Prynne's scourge, between Jacol=éor cal

conformity and Presbyterian calls for uniformity and austerity, res@bygti

43Reid BarbourJohn Seldenis8.
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Bartholomew Faiy GangreanaandHistrio-mastixaffirm a particular vision of English
community, Unlike Donne's "Satire 3," which tears down a spectrum of theological
stances without raising another truth in their st&adtholomew Faialso attacks
excesses, suggesting that existing spiritual and social practicegtmeagimoderately

and graduallyGangreanaandHistrio-mastixtear down sources of scandal zealously, but
they are charitable in intent and in rhetorical restraint. Although Jonson, Edaadds
Prynne are all like Zeal-of-the-Land Busy in disciplining others, theyplmte
themselves from the disagreeable puritan by showing self-awarenessxanlikylee

may, in other words, see the final temperate, hospitable Justice Overdepassamtative
not only of James | but also of Jonson, Edwards, and Prynne. Good poets, like, good
rulers, have external measures that retrain their excesses. When Hadgistde

describe Overdo's anger and his lack of equity in ruling, Overdo embraces taneriti
and vows to change: "l will be more tender hereafter. | see compassion may become
Justice, though it be a weakness, | confess, and nearer a vice than &%irtue.”

Similarly, inGangreana Edwards expresses a willingness to have his own sins
and those of his coreligionists exposed (as he has done to others) so they maydgive Go
glory in confessing?® Overdo's statement betrays some skepticism about how
compassion may balance or "become" justice; he does not, like Edwards, fullyamdlerst
the "lesbian rule" of equity: that compassion may in one circumstance tend tooer
(as in toleration) and in another tend toward virtue (as in using tears to intercede f

sinners) just as clemency may harm some (hardened criminals) and hedy(thibss

43%8en JonsorBartholomew fair 108.

*3*Thomas Edwards he second part of gangrearigb-79, esp. 79.
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&% Nevertheless, the ending of

capable of reforming), as Seneca argud3arclementi
Bartholomew Fairseems hopeful. Overdo forgoes his catalogue of enormities and invites
the offending parties to his home, where he will "correct” and "edify" rather t
"destroy" and "tear dowr** Since Edwards had not yet writt€angreanaperhaps
Jonson did not realize that catalogues of sins could constitute a moderatepesyir
response when they were presented objectively, unemotionally, and with a zeal for t
public good rather than with a perverse and self-righteous pleasure in spying on—and
punishing—others. More likely, the contrast between Jonson's assessment of zedl and tha
of Edwards lay in their estimation of purity.

Though Presbyterians, such as Edwards, did not value purity as much as
Independents (or high reformers), such as the fictional Busy, Presbyfgdaeed more
worth on pure forms of worship and on fighting enormities than did Episcopalians (or
Roman Catholics), such as Jonson. | am not suggesting that Prelatical sympditthizers
not value godliness, when we define it as piety or the beauty of holiness. Usirnigdtrela

definitions of godliness, we could argue that Roman Catholics and Episcopaliars value

godliness more than Presbyterians and Indepentfémswever, because this study

*3'See Aristotle, "Book V: Moral Virtue (CONT.)Nicomachean Ethic2129a-1138b,

106-136; Reid Barboudohn Seldenl5; SenecéDe clementiaEd. John Calvin (1532),
1.2 inCalvin's commentary on Seneca's "De cleméhiieans. Ford Lewis Battles and
André Malan Hugo, Part Two, Renaissance Text Series, Il (LeiderBHI,J1969), 66-
67, 70-77.

4388en JonsorBartholomew fair 177, 180.

***Horton DaviesWorship and Theology in England: From Andrewes to Baxter and Fox,
1603-169Q(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 197&)ssim especially 200-214;
Kenneth Fincham and Nicholas Tyackdtars Restored: The Changing Face of English
Religious Worship, 1547-c.17Q0xford: Oxford University Press, 200Passim

especially chapters 4, 5, and 6; Kenneth Fincham and Peter Lake, "Theastchds
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focuses on Presbyterianism, | am associating godliness with purityaetg of worship

that are recommended in Scripture and with forms of Christian living that deatenstr
sanctification, not with beautiful artistic expressions of divine glory in dgueees.
Episcopalians sought decent and lawful outward rites, buildings, and people in the
Church of England; they did not demand, as did many Presbyterians and Independents,
that the church follow Biblical models for polity and worship and that stumbling blocks

in the spiritualandcivil spheres be removed "root and branch."

To a certain extent, both Ben Jonson and Presbyterians (both religious polemicists
and Parliamentarians) conceived of themselves as covenant-brokers. Though Jonson
seems to mock covenants at the start of the play, he creates a covenant ofveeets be
the fairgoers and Justice Overdo at the 8h@he conclusion oBartholomew Fair
suggests that when civil rulers are active but not tyrannical or severe, their
commonwealths will be harmonious and happy. When Justice Overdo accepts the counsel
of others, he proves that he is not a tyrant and that he, too, may be reformed; within the
play, that adjustment seems to be a guarantor of peace. Similarly, Jonsericseem
promise that he, too, will embrace counsel and prove himself to be a submissive subject
and a decorous poet. However, he offers that contract at the end of the play, after he has

instructed the king in good governance. In the epilogue, Jonson invites King James to

Policies of James | and Charles I"Tihe Early Stuart Churcht2, 48; Nicholas Tyacke,
"Archbishop Laud" inThe Early Stuart Churghb9, 61-2, 68-9; Kenneth Fincham,
"Episcopal Government, 1603-1640"Tihe Early Stuart Churgi82-3; Peter Lake, "The
Laudian Style: Order, Uniformity and the Pursuit of the Beauty of Holiness in the"1630s
in The Early Stuart Churghl62-183.

44%Ben JonsorBartholomew Fair “Induction™: lines 56-154, 4.6.93-111, and "Epilogue™;
lines 1-12, pps. 10-13, 179-180.
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judge, "If we have used that leave you gave us well; / Or, whether we to ragenceli
break, /Or be profane, or make profane men sp&aikHe play, however, had set the
measure that the king was supposed to use; the play teaches the prince to diseipline
poet by rebalancing the poetry rather than banning it (or its adth@milarly, in the

1640s, religious Presbyterians were willing to respect Charles | aptimeie if he

agreed to support ecclesiastical and constitutional reforms. Like Overdaeydhésd to
"correct” and "edify" the prince and the institutions of the commonwealth, nsttdgte

and "tear down" monarchy, the diversity of houses and positions within Parliament, or
the national churcfi*® Religious Presbyterians agreed with "the majority of the
parliamentarian gentry" that the goals of the conflict were "limjtday sought

"moderate reformation[s]" within the existing "framework of governmesgtiety," and
"[c]hurch."*** Lawrence Kaplan has convincingly argued that it was really the peage part
that had that goal, and that it took Scottish Presbyterians awhile te@reraltzheir

interests were more aligned with the peace party than with the war paptgnkates a
passage from thielemoirs of Denzil Hollethat summarizes that shift and uses language
reminiscent of JonsonBartholomew Fair "the Scots 'found that the other party [the
peace group] had been misrepresented, being the men who, in truth, did agree with them

in principle and in design: which was only to reform, not to alter, to regulate and so to

4413en JonsorBartholomew fair 180.
4425ee Reid Barboudohn Seldenl5-16.
443Ben JonsorBartholomew fair 177, 180.

*“David UnderdownPride's Purge: Politics in the Puritan Revoluti¢@xford:
Clarendon Press, 1981), 7.
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save, not to destroy**® Presbyterians in the 1640s remained optimistic about reforming

the prince. They were willing to negotiate with King Charles | long aftarymmeligious
Independents had given up on HifiHowever, Presbyterians demanded that King
Charles heed their counsel before they would heed his. In 1644, Denzil Holles and
Bulstrode Whitelock tried to convince Charles | that the best way to win back the
people's love and to get better terms of peace was to agree to Parliaroposalgr once
the king showed himself willing to compromise, others would do so adt{@he
contracts that religious Presbyterians were offering Charlesel nvere severe than
Jonson's proposed bond with James I, but mid-seventeenth-century religious
Presbyterians were negotiating with a less flexible king (as wédiss flexible

Parliamentarians), and the stakes were much hfgfer.

3L awrence KaplanPolitics and Religion during the English Revolution: The Scots and
the Long Parliamentl643-1645New York: New York University Press, 1976), 122;
Denzil Holles,Memoirs(London, 1699), 20-21 cited in Lawrence KaplBolitics and
Religion during the English Revolutioh2?2.

4489 awrence KaplanPolitics and Religion during the English Revolutidd-2, 46, 75,
77

“"awrence Kaplan, Ibid., 77-8, 124.

448 | awrence KaplarPolitics and Religion during the English Revolutids, 152, 154,
157; "The proposals of the Houses presented to the king at Oxford, and subsequently
discussed at the Treaty of Uxbridge"Tihe Constitutional Documents of the Puritan
Revolution, 1625-166@&d. Samuel Rawson Gardiner (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979),
275-86; "The king's propositions to be discussed at Uxbridgeli@enConstitutional
Documents286-87; "The propositions of the Houses sent to the King at Newcastle" in
The Constitutional Document®90-306; "The king's first answer to the propositions
presented at Newcastle" Tine Constitutional Document306-309, "The king's second
answer to the propositions presented at NewcastlElenConstitutional Documents
308-309; "The king's third answer ... at NewcastleThe Constitutional Documents
311-316; "Letter of Charles | to the Speaker of the House of Lord®iarConstitutional
Documents328-332; "The four bills, and the propositions accompanying theirtien
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Jonson was optimistic that social stability could be founded on accommodation
rather than perfection. King James was known for listening to all sidesdas ditethe
Hampton Court Conferencand for reaching compromises that wowddhéndabuse”
without alienating most partiéé’ His greatest challenge was completing his promised
reforms while maintaining peace. Religious Presbyterians in the 1640s, howeneer,
opposed to concords founded on spiritual compromise. In general, they wanted to remove
scandals more than they wanted peace. They were willing to make morescomees
politically than religiously because religious Presbyterians maadaas | have
previously argued, that the church should not govern the state. Higher powers were to be
respected and obeyed unless they commanded disobedience to God or began to govern
tyrannically. If Charles | had agreed to sign the covenant, accept tlesiastital
reforms, govern with Parliament instead of against it, and forgive thelsd-taéasons"
committed against him during the wars, then religious Presbyterians in gootenoasc
could have settled a peace with Charles I.

The accommodation policies, which were the hallmark of the Jacobean Church
may partially explain the relative concord of the first Stuart reign laadiscord of the
second™ In Bartholomew Fair zealotry divides and disrupts the community, while

compromise unifies and regulates it. In his proclamations, King James makeisia s

Constitutional Document835-347; "The king's reply to the four bills and the
accompanying propositions" ithe Constitutional Document353-56..

“YWilliam Barlow, The summe and substance of the conferet&eemphasis mine.

*>% enneth Fincham, "IntroductionThe Early Stuart Church: 1603-1643tanford:
Stanford University Press, 1993), 12.
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argument® One danger of accommodation, however, is that the mean will not be found

and the virtue will give way to vice. Calvin took this threat seriously, as deratatsin

one of his sermons concerning the sabbath: "If we allow the debauched and ruffians to

influence us with their corrupt ways and bring into our midst more evil than we have, if

we permit the profligate and corrupt to come here to practice their lewdndsge wibt

of necessity become debauched and totally corrupt with tHen¥r those who

interpret Busy's excessive eating and drinking as gluttony rather thatycBusy's

downfall illustrates Calvin's fearful prediction. Those who interpret Busglggence as

permissible because he eats "with a reformed mouth" or because the fasiaiyoff

sanctioned must grapple with Busy's ambiguous example for the weak. For Jonson, Zeal

of-the-Land Busy did not err when he participated in the fair; after all, the heenpaet

envisioned a gradual rectification, not an extirpation, of enormities. IftdPstiwere

less zealous, he reasoned, then princes and poets could correct abuses more easily.
Calvinists, however, were anxious about spiritual discipline. While some were

content to divide the spiritual and the secular swords, others were eager to give church

laymen charge of Christians' bodies as well as souls. This discussion focuses on la

Calvinists who sought not only to enforce but also to epitomize virtue. Titus 1, which

provides a character sketch of a good elder (or pastor, if we accept the Glessvan

I The care which wee have had, and paines which wee have taken to settlarée affa
of this Church of England in an uniformitie as well of doctrine, as of government,”
Proclamation on July 16, 1604 (London, 1604).

%52John Calvin, "The Second Sermon on the Sabbath," (June 21, 155 nicalvin:

Writings on Pastoral Pietyed. and Trans. Elsie Anne McKee, The Classics of Western
Spirituality (New York: Paulist Press, 2001), 263-4.
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bishops):>® suggests that church leaders must be "unreprove&blddwever, Zeal-of-
the-Land Busy was not bound by Jewish ceremonial laws; he participated in the new
covenant of faith, not the old covenant of works. According to Calvinist theology, Busy's
justification and sanctification did not depend on his actions; his actions were supposed
to be a response to salvation, not a means of earning it. Colossians 2:16-17 reminds new
Christians that Jesus had fulfilled the law, "Let no man therefore condmmin yneat or
drink, or in respect of a holy day, or of the new moone, or of the Sabbath dayes, Which
arebut ashadowe of things to come: but the body is in ChffStNevertheless,

justification was supposed to bear good fruits; Christians were still comohtmtieve

God and neighbors. According to Elsie Anne McKee, John Calvin saw love of others as
an extension of love for God: "In fact, keeping the law of righteousness and justice,
loving one's neighbors as oneself, may at times be the best evidence for the'bedialve
devotion to God**® For Calvinists, charity is a sign of salvation, bringing assurance and
hope. Charity benefits both the giver and the receiver, but the benefits for therecei
may outweigh the benefits of the giver. Often, the weaker Christiatigviay be at

stake; thus, the stronger Christian is obliged to sacrifice his or her libbayveak may

be edified or scandalized by the example of the holy, so the actions of selgmmgf

4S3g5ide note 7" in "Titus 1,Geneva Bible
4%Titus 1:6,"Geneva Bible
4%Colossians 2:16-17 Geneva Bible

“>®E|sie Anne McKee, "Section I: Piety, Ethics, and the Christian Lifetih Calvin:
Writings on Pastoral Piety249.
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Christians may be weighed by their consequences for dtidasy did not err when he
ate pork; he erred when he gave his party and other fair-goers an occasion to sin.
Ironically, the action that he considered most charitable may, according to Paul's
measure, have been the least charitable.

The problem with accommodation, for Presbyterians, was that netas
charitable; it permitted too many occasions for offense. Ideal churcréeadre
supposed to be "love[rs] [of] goodness, wise, righteous, holy, [and] temperate"; the
apostle Paul takes pains to distinguish outward purity from inward purity and to insist
thatbothkindsbe present in elders. Presbyterians concurred with Paul. Those who kept
the Jewish commandments often had outward purity without inward purity; they
appearedcblameless, but their "minds and consciences [were] defll@dHe same could
be said of Christians who, in the presence of weak brethren, ate meat shtwifams or
who, in the 1630s and 40s, either used scandalous ceremonies or separated from true
churches. Following the letter of the law was not sufficient for Paul or Rez&ns;
both demanded that Christians also honor the spirit of the law. Similarly, the lasgfulne
of indifferent external rites or polities settled by godly magistrdigsot reassure
Presbyterians; they demanded that Christians avoid any practices—berdrapmial,
disciplinary, or social—that might cause the weak to stumble. Presbgtén@unght that
Christians had a duty to protect not only themselves but also others who might follow in
their wake and be cast upon the rocks. They were not to elevate idols above God or

themselves above their associates, even their enemies.

457 Corinthians 8 and 9,Geneva Bible

A& Titus 1:15,"Geneva Bible
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Though Busy covers the "foul face" of fair-going with a "veil" so thae \Weak"
do not see the corruption, this masquerade is self-deceiving. Others alreadyatow
lies beneath the veil, and the ignorant may imagine the worst. Under the Papacy,
doctrinal ignorance and ceremonies kept many from distinguishing betweamdrue
false religion, Calvin tells us, but that only gave the illusion of impunity, not true
immunity. "[H]ypocrites, hiding behind their cover, are confident that theptdreerty
to do anything they like," but Calvin warns that they will be held accountable when the
veil is lifted **° Busy was wrong to equate outward piety with inward holiness; he was
wrong to think that the images on the gingerbread posed a greater threat than the pork and
the punk. This ridiculous confidence in outward appearances extends to Busy's judgment
of the puppets. Busy was wrong to believe that, without the capacity to err, puppets
lacked the capacity to promote error. Paul reminds us that the strong may leadkhe w
astray because what is safe for the strong is not safe for the w&aknags'Histrio-
mastixwarns, a theatre with virtuous actors may still be a den of sin for playgoerasit i
true that puppets without sexual organs do not have a biological sex against which to
dress just as "[a] stone which by nature moves downwards" does not have to ¢apacity
"move upwards," but it is also true that puppets, as symbols, may be used to send mixed
messages just as stones, as weapons, may be moved in unnatural ways. Habituation does

not change the nature of things, Aristotle teaches, but art may manipulaseefaagood

*59John CalvinConcerning ScandakGeneva, 1550), Trans. John W. Fraser (Grand
Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1978), 58.

216



(according to Sidney) or for ill (according to Plato and Pryfifféjuppets cannot have

sexual intercourse, and they cannot crossdress, but they can be used to repredent sex
intercourse, and they can represent one sex dressing as another. Stones do not have
gravitational potential energy of their own, but people may use gravitatiositiabt

energy to resist the force of gravity on the stone. The puppets and the stone are not
culpable, but that does not make them harmless; they still may be instruments of

mischief. The same could be said of many ecclesiastical and civil abuses @ehloyinc
Presbyterians in the 1630s and 1640s, such as church ceremonies, bishops, Sunday sports,
festivals, and plays. Even if Busy were acquitted of personal impiety, he nilighe st

accused of promaoting it; even if worship, ecclesiastical hierarchigsatems, and art

are indifferent, they may nevertheless be too prone to abuse to be permissitdlin a g
commonwealth. Similarly, Jonson's play might strike the golden mean of satiric

indignation but incite envy or spite in others; fearing that outcome, Preshgtedaght a
different kind of mean, one predicated not only on moderation but also on the union of
forms*®* Edwards' decision to employ more than one mode of persuasBanigreana

and to use the safest form of each mode, could correspond to the Presbyterian principle of

employing more than one means of grace in the church—the word of God "true(ly]

“®Caristotle, Nicomachean ethic4103a, 28; see also Sir Philip Sidnaydefence of
poetry, 23-7; PlatoThe Republicpassim especially chapters 4 and 13; William Prynne,
Histrio-mastix(London, 1633).

461aristotle, Nicomachean Ethic2108b, 43.
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preach[ed]," the sacraments "right[ly] administ[ered],"” and "disciplinig by
ministered"—and to using the simplest form of e&éh.

Accommodation challenges Christians to identify and avoid the perilous while
navigating the rough waters of the permissible. According to Aristotle, thags#ole
varies from person to person, from place to place, and from time to time. That i why h
calls justice "essentially something hum&?. The Apostle Paul acknowledges as much
when he asserts that people must not betray their consciences. Paul's notionefi@®nsc
is explained aptly in the Genevan note on 1 Corinthians 8:12: "For this force hath
conscience, that if it bee good, it maketh things indifferent good, and if it betevill, i
maketh them evil*** Applying this principle, Busy's decision to participate in the fair
might be considered good for he seemed to reconcile his actions with his beliefs. Tha
logic, however, seems to justify Antinomianism as well. According to Samuel
Rutherford, Antinomians thought that God judged man's spirit, not his actions and that
God's spirit worked from within man and not from without; this doctrine led them to
reject not only civil and ecclesiastical laws but also the preaching pfiseriand
administering of sacraments to sinners: "under the Gospell," they say,istheraeed of

Scripture, Preaching, Sacraments, hearing nor doing of any duties to men, nonabstine

4%2See "Cap. XVIII. Of the notes by whiche the true kirk is discearned frofaitheand
who shalbe judge of the doctrindhe confession of the fayth and doctrin beleved and
professed by the Protestantes of the realme of ScOt{Buathburgh, 1561) ifThe works

of John KnoxEd. David Laing, Vol. 2 of 6 (Edinburgh: Printed for the Bannatyne Club,
1846), 110.

483aristotle, Nicomachean ethic4137a, 132.

464Note k" in "I Corinthians 8:12,Geneva Bible
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from murthering killing, whoring, stealing &c. all externals are indéfg."®> One of the
foremost apologists fadiaphorg Richard Hooker, emphasizes that liberty without
limits leads to anarchy: "if .... the Church did give every Man license to follow wha
himself imagineth that God's Spirit doth reveal unto him, or what he supposeth that God
is likely to have revealed to some special Person ... what other effect cowiddmere
ensue, but the utter confusion of his Church under pretense of being taught, led and
guided by his Spirit?° It is no coincidence that Jonson has Busy claiming authority
from the spirit or that Busy swings from one extreme—Ilax self-indulgencenrdther—
severe iconoclasm. Nicholas McDowell suggests that Busy's vices anetmegpresent
doctrinal corruption within Puritanism more broadly: "The Puritan claim i status is
ridiculed [by Jonson] as self-justifying rhetoric: a means of allowhegew to live a life
of indulgence while they call for the full rigour of the law to be imposed on the
multitude.”®” However, Antinomians and Libertines were the only so-called "Puritans"
who vindicated their licentious lives with the plea of predestination.

One of the problems with Puritanism is that it is a broad category. Collinson tell
the story of a playgoer who could not take John Dod seriously when she later met him

because he reminded her of an Anabaptist character she had seen in BenTloason's

*6%5amuel Richardsom survey of the spirituall antichrist. Opening the secrets of
familisme and antinomianisme in the antichristian doctrine of John Saltmarsh and Will.
Del, the present preachers of the army now in England, and of Robert Town, Tob. Crisp,
H. Denne, Eaton, and otheflsondon, 1648), 25-38, esp. 35.

“®Richard Hooker, Book 5[he laws of ecclesiastical polity The works of ... Mr.
Richard Hookey 36-7.

*¢Nicholas McDowell, "The Stigmatizing of Puritans as Jews in Jacobeglarteh Ben

Jonson, Francis Bacon and the Book of Sports Controvdepdissance Studies
Journal of the Society for Renaissance Stu(iés3), June 2005, 348-63.
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Alchemist The anecdote in Collinson's reading illustrates how real people were eteasur
by the puritan type rather than vice versa. What | find most interesting théhaoman

noticed the similarities between the actual man and the caricature b@dgher

differences between them. She did not differentiate Dod, the dissentingemifian the
Ananias, the Anabaptist character. When she saw the resemblance betwedre&rd'

and Ananias's, she automatically began to laugh at him as Jonson had encouraged her to

do with Ananiag'®®

Does that incident suggest that Jonson's play had taught this playgoer
to scorn all nonconformists or is the woman making mistakes of her own, thereby
fulfilling Jonson's expectation that audiences often erBahtholomew Faiy Jonson
gives Busy very particular habits, yet they are drawn from many diff&neds of
nonconformists. Busy is by turns an unaffiliated "Elder," an Enthusiast, ajualatizer,
a Biblical literalist, a Banbury-man (an association that itse#f ambiguous), and an
Antinomian, to name only his most obvious affiliations. Insofar as Busy is more of a
character sketch, a "stage-puritan,” than a faithful representation dicalpareligious
group, we may in this case blame Jonson rather than McDowell for the false
generalization. So why did Jonson choose to conflate various dissenting theologses? Wa
he ignorant of their distinguishing features? Did he willfully disregard thérare they
irrelevant for his purposes?

Jonsonian satire signals real early modern anxieties about license andioppress

anxieties founded on the idea that peace may be disturbed by many parties: by those

pursuing greater reforms, by those without a moral compass, and by immoderate

468patrick Collinson, "Ben JonsorBartholomew Fair The Theatre constructs
Puritanism,"” 157-169.
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governors, who are too lenient or too severe. As John Creaser has argued, Jonson ritually
deflates holier-than-thou types because their real-world counterpartsdsé® endanger
both church and state. As Richard Bancr@gsmgerous Positionsuggests,
Presbyterians could disrupt much more than &'faidowever, early modern people in
England and Scotland feared tyranny as well. Remember that William Drummond of
Hawthornden's criticisms of Covenanterdreme are interwoven with warnings to the
crown not to incite rebellion with repressive measures. If Jonson's soceplerias
grounded in historical circumstances, circumstances in which Presbyigaens
momentarily contained but still mistrusted, then the critiques by Edwards amaePry
were also responses to historical circumstances in which the magisinatheir

opinions, were promoting rather than preventing scandals.

Jonson did not want his readers to take his characters too seriously, but the ideas
and habits associated with them were quite real, as was Jonson's scorntdde crea
caricatures not only because they would be funny but also—and more importantly—
because laughter would bring the audience together in collectively condemnadg soci
threats. The absence of laughter—or any pleasurable instrumer@argneanamay
help to account for its persuasive failures in the 1640s and for Thomas Edwards's
reputation today as "one of the most bigoted and intolerant of English Prestst&fia
However, Edwards was not bothered by personal defamation; he counted his personal

losses for Christ as gains. That sentiment was common among Presbytezians; w

“%9John Creaser, "JonsoBartholomew Faimnd Bancroft©angerous Positions
Review of English Studies (RE8pril 2006)57 (229): 176-184.

*% awrence KaplanPolitics and Religion during the English Revolutiéa.
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about to turn to the pamphlets and performances of one man, William Prynne, who turned
his martyrdom into a Presbyterianism exemplum. Like Jonson, Prynne soughtno refor
civil and social as well as religious abu§€But like Edwards, Prynne would not

tolerate the confusion of truth and falsehood or the real and the verisimilar. The
cartoonish characters and the not-so-scary stocks into which Zeal-of-the-LgnanBlus
Justice Overdo are cast (and from which Wasp escapes) belie the substamticd of

their real counterparts, of corporeal punishment, and of leniency. That obfuscation wa
more sustainable in the Jacobean era of peace and accommodation than in the Caroline
era of war and separation. Presbyterians in the mid-seventeenthyaantsidered

passionate parables much more useful, and thus permissible, than pleasurable plays.

Il. "Let Christ be your all in your all, your onely solace, your onely Spectacle": Abusive
spectacles and spectacles of abuse

In thePoetics Aristotle suggests that humans are naturally inclined toward
imitation. Both imitative action and image making please us, he argues, bdeause
increase our understanding of the wdffdRecognizing that imitation can bring
knowledge of evil as well as good and that people tend to follow bad examples more
readily than good, some Christians discouraged all sorts of spectaclesrghed that if
dramas and other forms of art had instructed many, they had no doubt corrupted many

more. In late sixteenth-century England, the central proponent of this position was

*"ISee Reid Barboudohn Selderpassinfor discussions of Ben Jonson as a normative
poet.

“"?pristotle’s PoeticsTrans. Stephen Halliwell (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1998),passim
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Stephen Gosson. According to Gosson, plays were more likely to promote vice than
virtue. In theSchoolhouse of Abus&osson advises Philip Sidney, to whom the work is
dedicated, and his other readers not to trust secular recreations, espegiallp@tause
they could not trust themselves; self-control, he thought, was very fragile anbbes
tested. Gosson had himself written plays "when [he] knew not what [he] did"; however,
his goal in theSchoolhouse of Abugeto guide others to a safer path than the one he has
traveled. His advice is to avoid temptations. Gosson hoped (in vain, alas) that Sidney
would "commend [Gosson] at the laste, for recovering [his] steppes, with graver
counsell" and would, in turn, follow Gosson's example of abandoning the theatre. Sidney
did not take Gosson's advice, but William Prynne did.

In the 1632, when Queene Henrietta Maria was rehearsing a masque, Prynne
wrote a scourgeilistrio-mastix(1632) that, likeGangreanais as misunderstood today
as it was when it was first published. It decried both female actors and arsidertbat
could possibly be associated with plays or superstitions, including lawful iastiles
and social rituals, traditions, and sports, such as "[b]ayes in windowes, [N]esggY]e

guiftes, May games, danceing, [and] pictures in churcHé#"Histrio-mastix Prynne

4"¥proceedings in the Star Chamber: Atturney Regis versus William Bkga: MSS.

11, 764, ff. 8b029) iocuments relating to the proceedings against William Prynne in
1634 and 1637Ed. Samuel Rawson Gardiner, Westminster New Series XVIII (London,
1877), xxxviii, 2-3, 10-11; see pages 10-11 for a description of Prynne's offences against
the Queen. Addressing the issue of whether Prynne libeled the queen, Gaxdingktsa

p. 52 we have Prynne's own statement of the dates at which his book was licensed and
printed. These dates fully confirm the usually received opinion, that it is impogsble t

the scandalous words about female actors in the Inddistoo Mastixshould have been
used with an intention of reflecting upon the public performance of the Queen's Masque,
which took place many weeks after the whole book had been printed. But they do not
prove that Prynne had not in his mind the rehearsal of that Masque, which as we know
from Salvette's newsletters, took place almost precisely at the saee/tien the Index

was passing through the press” (xxxviii); In William Prynaew discovery of the
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rejects the "paradox” of treating vice with vice, of "mak[ing] Vice anealan antidote
against it selfe,” yet his cures for the vices associated with spectaisléspeedy

corrosives" and "emplaisters," were considered so immoderate and inflamy that

Prynne was prosecuted in the Star Chamber for writing a "scandalous and liBelidus
against the State, the Kinge, and all his peoffe&pparently, Prynne did not consider

his act of "ripping up [ulcer's] noxious and infection nature on the publicke theater" to be
vicious*”® Instead, he considered it to be charitable. Like God, who—according to Justus
Lipsius—providentially uses natural and man-made afflictions as chastiseand

scourges to "refor[m] those that may be amended," Prynne hoped his exposé weuld sa
souls. Like other Presbyterians, he felt responsible for "ignorant” and &skdouals”; he
imagined that if he "neglec[ted]" to help "rescue” them "from thes@ebaf Hell, and

cordes of sinne," then he would be "guiltie of the death" of tH&Histrio-mastixmight

prelates late tyrann{l.ondon, 1641), 7-8, Prynne sajstrio-mastixwas published

around Christmas time in 1632, well before Queen Henrietta Maria's performsance, a
Prynne himself emphasizes: "It came to pass, that some six weekéleafiablication

of this booke, the Queenes Majesty acted a patpastorall at Somerset-house; and

there being some passages in this bobkstifio-masti} against Women-actors, ... and

this reference to them in the Table of the booke, Women-actors notorious whores,
relating to those Women-actors only whom these actors thus branded; Canterbury & the
prelates ... the next day after this pastorall acted, carrying Masterd2ripooke to his
Majesty, ... misinformed his Highenesse and the Queene that Master Prynne had
purposefully written this book against the Queene, & her pastorall; wheras it was
licensed, and most of those passages printed neere two yeeres before; andethe whol
booke finished at the presse at least three moneths, and published six weeks before the
personating of this pastorall” (8).

*"William Prynne Histrio-mastix 5, 104:Documents relating to the proceedings against
William Prynne 2.

“"William Prynne Histrio-mastix 5.

4"®justus LipsiusTwo bookes on constanciErans. John Stradling (London, 1594), 80-
82; William PrynneHistrio-mastix 5.
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be "sharpe in taste," like God's medicinal afflictions defended by Ligsutist is
"wholsome in operation**’ Our potential difficulty in swallowing Prynne's apology is
intensified by Prynne's seeming hypocrisy in his subsequent pillory perforifi&3:8
and his retractioof Histrio-mastix(1649), not to mention his many polemf¢¥As we
watch Prynne wrestle with normative rhetoric and poetics, we watch amestgrn
Presbyterian making sense of his call to be Christ-like and to create acgottyunity.
How do you imitate Christ without presumption, and how do you typify the heavenly
kingdom without removing the tares?

Opponents of the theatre did not doubt that the arts could be instruments of moral
instruction; they knew that representations could shape the dispositions of men. Like
Plato, the godfather of artistic censorship, they believed that "the pripggtance of
cultural education [is] due to the fact that rhythm and harmony sink more deepilgant
mind than anything else and affect it more powerfully than anything 8tesphen
Gosson and William Prynne fully grasped the desirability and utility of pcesiet as
its deplorable and destructive potential. With the ability to stimulate semsa@t others,
artists could manipulate emotions, perceptions, and ideas; they could lead admisle
present or misrepresent the truth. Because the weak of mind were espesaftible
to scandal, even honest and noble poets might inadvertently harm them either by
exposing them to offences or by activating and strengthening their passiors mdgis

dependent on artistic pedagogies were precisely those least likely f frenmethem

4"Justus LipsiusTwo bookes on constangies.

*"8See William PrynneHis defence of stage-plays, or a retraction of a former book of his
called"Histrio-mastix (London, 1649).
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and most likely to be endangered by them. For their sake, Presbyterians spent
considerable energy anatomizing the threats of pleasurable instruments.

Plays and playgoing were dangerous, Gosson argued, because they stimulate
men's passions. Although both spectacles and the affections they rouse aremtdiiffe
and of themselves, Gosson expects audiences to abuse them because people are sinful.
Unlike stoics, who considered themselves capable of governing affectibneason,
Calvinists considered themselves incapable of being moderate and virtuous without God's
divine assistance (over and above right rea$8jhough plays might depict great and
good deeds and even inspire heroism, feelings—once ignited—would be hard for sinners
to control; even if they did imitate the noble actions seen on stage, the audience would
remain blameworthy (in stoic diction) or sinful (in Christian diction) if tpeyformed
the great and good deeds for the wrong reason or in the wron@&isnilarly, the
Mosaic law, though good, brought condemnation on those who put their faith in the
works themselves rather than in Christ, whom the laws typiffe@bedience was not the
same as obedience unto Christ, and inspiration by art was not the same agoméypirat
the Holy Spirit. For Calvinists, the dangers of misreading spectacles stiywor
corresponded to dangers of misreading spectacles in theatres. Accor@iogsbn and
other Calvinists, people had a hard time distinguishing between outward appgarahce

inward conditions or between what seems and feels good and what is actuallyiddenefic

*See AristotleNicomachean ethicd105b, 35-36; Justus LipsiuByo bookes of
constancie Trans. John Stradling (London, 1594assim

480aristotle, Nicomachean ethic4105b, 35-36.

48l5ee "Galations 3Geneva Bible
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Gosson agreed with Lipsius that the people needed to stop the "contagion of senses,"
which corrupts the soul: "[E]xternal pleasures do beguile the mind, & under prefence
helping, doe greatly hurt u§® In theatres, people were unable to detect poisons because
they seemed sweet. Throughdine schoolhouse of abyseosson echoes Seneca, who
said, "[N]othing is so hurtfull to good manners as to sit in a Theatre, for thelne by t
pleasures we conceive, the vices steale on us more €43Mye¢ased and seduced,
audiences, according to Gosson, laugh with villains and lust for whores (or worse: bo
actors) instead of judging critically and learning to act rightly)Wggte comfortes” in
"theaters ... rather effiminate the minde, as pricks unto vice, then procure ameatiment
manuers, as spurres to vertue." Harmless delights were gateways tonistgeanes,
Gosson frets:
You are no sooner entred [The school of abuse], but libertie looseth the
reynes, and geves you head, placing you with Poetrie in the lowest forme:
when his skill is showne too make his Scholer as good as ever twanged,
hee preferres you too Pyping, from Pyping to playing, from play to
pleasure, from pleasure to slouth, from slouth too sleepe, from sleep to
sinne, from sinne to death, from death to the dé&ill.
In Histrio-mastix(1632), William Prynne also conceives of plays as capable of leading
men from one sin to anothedrawing them on to idlenesse, luxurie, incontinencie,

prophanenesse, and those other dangerous'vitldew many thousands have Stage-

playes drawne on to sinne, to lewdnesse, to all sorts of vice, and at last sunke downe to

*823ustus LipsiusTwo bookes of constancig, 11.

83 ucius Anneaus Seneca, "Epistle VITHe epistles of Lucius Anneaus Seneca the
philosopher. Written unto Lucilius, together with the argument unto every epistle of
Justus LipsiugLondon, 1613) imThe workes of Lucius Annaeus Seneca, both morall and
naturall, Trans. Thomas Lodge (London, 1614), 170.

84Stephen Gossoithe schoolhouse of abudsndon, 1579).
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hell, with the weight of those prodigious evils which they had quite avoided, had they not
haunted Play-house$%® William Prynne continues Gosson's tradition of defaming
pleasure rather than the Horatian or Ciceronian tradition of marrying instrand
delight. Like Gosson, Prynne thinks that playgoing is more likely to damn than to
sanctify Christians:
Stage-playes. are the very workes, the pompes, inventions and chiefe
delights of the Divell, which all Christians solmenly abjure in their
baptisme: the most pestilent corruptions of all mens (especially young
mens) minds & manners; the chiefe fomentors of all vice, and
wickednesse; the greatest enemies of all vertue, grace and goodnesse; the
most mischievous plagues that can be harboured in any Church or State;
yea lew infernall pastimes not tolerrable among Heathens, not sufferable
in any well-ordered Christian Republike; not once to be haunted or
applauded by any civill or vertuous persons, who are either mindfull of
their credits, or of their owne salvatidf.
Prynne took Aristotle's theory of imitation seriously. Aristotle noted thaplpe
did not fear images and scenes that would (and should) be scary in realitsrlgimil
Presbyterian polemicists recognized that people did not (but should) fear gjhta) si
actions, and thoughts at plays as well as other social gathering because Fpeonz"
both to sin and "to Paganisme, and Heathenish supersfifidh imitat[ing] the
Fashions, Customes, Vanities, Habites, Rites, or Ceremonies of Infidels, athérHe
Gentiles” was not an actual sin, it certainly promoted sin. Since playersneesty

acting, they were not guilty of the sins they dramatized, but they set bad exapigys

and other pagan practices were stumbling blocks at best and diseases at worst. Though

“83William Prynne, “To the right Christian, generous young gentlemenrgsidéthe 4
famous Innes of Court, and especially those of Lincolnes lkhsttio-mastix(London,
1633).

“84illiam Prynne Histrio-mastix 987.

“®bid., 27.
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strong Christians might not succumb to the temptations around them, weak Christians
probably would. Moreover, exposing oneself to diseases repeatedly invited infection;
desensitization was dangerous. Imaginary vice (such as that imitated Qrcstdgdead

to actual vice; it could weaken men's minds and morals. Prynne rejectedatoss fand
representations of wrongdoing; as we shall see later, he decided that histoaickgpa
and poetry could be embraced because it was an act of honoring providence and learning
from it. False and sinful images or stories, however, were unnecessary. Though they
might be instructive, even more so if Sidney is to be believed, Presbyteriaiteoenhs
them too risky. Because the fall had weakened right reason, people could easily
misinterpret ambiguous art or react to it sinfully, according to PresyseThose

reasons are importance because Prynne's retraction of the player's sewlings pillory
performances can, in Prynne's reasoning, be defended on those counts. In those
seemingly hypocritical works, Prynne is faithful to his Christian miss@realing the

truth and opposing sin and presumption.

The same Prynne that in 1632 spent over a thousand pages describing why plays
were—and had always been—"infamous, scandalous," and "unlawful for Chrisitnans,"
1639 wrote a short polemic in which he not only defended stage-plays, especially at
court, but also described actors as dutiful subjects. He directed his fornagyeofat
Christians who tolerated plays and his scathing comments about those, like taedcking
gueen, who participated in them) at the army as the new disease that was erglémgerin
souls and bodies of Englishmen and of England hersdifisknio-mastix Prynne warns
that playgoing can pervert Christians; in Mew Discovery of the Prelates' Tyranny

Prynne warns that prelates are endangering the state as well hsrttte and in thélis
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defence of stage-plays, or A retraction of a former book of his called Histrio-Mastix
(1649), Prynne warns that soldiers are the new tyrants, robbing people of lawfiddiber
in all aspects of society. Rather than "preserving and defending monanchy" a
Parliament, these cancerous covenant-breakers were denying the kireydgsipre
rights, trying to replace monarchy with representative governmemtgictipthe
composition of Parliament, and oppressing ordinary subjects.

By 1649, dens of vice, pagan recreations, idolatrous modes of worship, and the
tyranny of government were less alarming to Prynne than the New Maugl A&t the
end of the second civil war, Independents in the army, claiming to protect theluerti
the people, suppressed and disenfranchised supportersSafiémen League and
Covenantand the Newport Treaty, those—in other words—who favored Presbyterian
church government and settlement with the king. Seeking greater freedom in church
matters, payment of arrears, and control of the parliament, soldiers intidhéshate
imprisoned their rivals: political Presbyterians in Parliament andistyahders and
sympathizers. Under these unusual circumstances, Prynne's formersenstage-
players—becamde factoallies. Answering the charge of fickleness grounded in his
changed stance on plays and actbefence of stage-play@sgues that the same spirit
that led Prynne to writelistrio-mastixlater led him to retract it. His "conscience and
courage," he says, made him brave enough to defy the king when he "governed without
any control" in 1632, and that same spiritual boldness was empowering him togdallen

the army as they became tyrannous, even if his defiance led to marfy{/fd&srin his

“8&villiam Prynne His defence of stage-plays, or a retraction of a former book of his
called "Histrio-mastix"(London, Jan. 1649).
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description of his Star-Chamber trial of 1634, Prynne here cultivates an image eff hims
as a typological antitype of the apostolic martyrs, whom Foxe posited asvaliant and
worthy of imitation than pagan heroes.
Scourges and heresiologies, suchimssrio-mastixandGangreanawere safer to
imitate than fanciful stories; they did not need to be interpreted because tleciaeteal
and self-evident. Though they were passionate, they were not poetic; they Hickiest
the senses" (to borrow a phrase from Lipstii$Mistrio-mastixpresents syllogism after
syllogism to prove that playgoing is dangerous. Prynne leaves no room for protmability
doubt. Both his message and his form are plain: "here is n&ithgicke stile nor
Poeticall straines, nor rare Invention, nor Clowne, nor Actor in it, but onely bare, and
nakedTruth, which needes no Eloquence, nor straine of wit for to adorne, or pleade its
cause"*®° In Gangreana Edwards also presents evidence without ornament; he distills
poisons, removing sweet syrups intended to conceal the venom within. Both Prynne and
Edwards believed that people could pursue the truth when they had help in distinguishing
it from falsehood:
[l]n this CatalogueGangreandthe Reader may see greater errours, and
yet may turn himself again and behold greater, namely, damnable heresies,
and yet turn himself again and read horrid blasphemies, and a third time
and ead horrible disorders, confusions, strange practices, not only against
the light of Scripture but nature....| am perswaded that if even seven yeer
ago the Bishops ... had but preached, printed, licensed, dispersed ...
openly, a quarter of these errours, heresies, blasphemies, ... the people

would have risen up and stoned them and puld down their houses, and
forced them to forbear such Doctrirfés.

*89justus LipsiusTwo bookes of constancig.
“9%illiam Prynne Histrio-mastix 5-6.

" Thomas Edwardszangreana143-144.
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Sinners, like the adolescent guardians in Pl&efsublic had weak judgments; that
meant that they also had little self-control. It was important, Presoysethought, to
assist the weak in "recognizing madness and badness in men and women" (ag$)Jato sa
but it was also important to protect audiences from base impulses to imitate those vi
people?®? Exposing sins as truly vile was quite different, Prynne and Edwards
maintained, than presenting sins as pleasurable. Similarly, curing exigtitagions was
quite different from permitting new ones to spread or exposing oneself to sources of
contamination unnecessarily.

As | have suggested, Gosson's argument persuaded Prynne, but it did not persuade
Sir Philip Sidney, whosA Defense of Poetrglaims that passions empower, rather than
weaken, reason. Sidney claims that poets can stimulate spectatorsvitaocy letting it
run wild. By showing what "is fittest for the eye to see," they can comyagjinations to
run in a particular direction; in other words, poets can compel readers to pursualthe ide
what "may be and should b&*Poetic invention is safe, Sidney argues, so long as the
poet's mind is temperate, and pleasure in poetry is safe so long as it leads the
reader/viewer toward a noble rather than a base purpose. Poetry, including pjelys, ma
successful instruments of education or edification; taking advantage of people's
propensity to imitate what they see, good poets may use spectacles (whattied on

stage or in the mind of the reader) to correct rather than corrupt vieweesgeaidney

49%plato,Republi¢ Trans. Robin Waterfield, Oxford World Classics (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1993), 396a, 92.

“9%Sir Philip SidneyA defence of poetr6.
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goes so far as to suggest that delight may be not only redeemable but also ialdispens
because it "moves men to take that goodness [the precept] in“fiand.”

We may wonder if Presbyterians were more willing to dispense with détigit
Sidney because they attributed the work of "moving men to take ... goodness in hand" to
be the work of the Holy Spirit. They did not—like Roman Catholics, some Episcopalians,
and many enthusiasts—acknowledge the power of humans or human institutions, such as
poets and churches, to serve as conduits of grace. Though right preaching and duly
administering the sacraments were divine offices, those practices hadtativieor
measures: Scripture. Enforcing that rule was a Presbyterian objecthemid-
seventeenth century. It was much harder, Presbyterians thought, to find aastieeme
for poesy.

Presbyterians were not opposed to pleasure or pain or to affections themselves.
Like stoics, they opposed delights of the senses, not "true and lawful delights" of the
soul; they discouraged unnecessary or irrational suffering, not godly persmvera
mercy. Adversity, chastisements, and scourges are beneficial, Presty/tesisted®
Adversity gave Christians an opportunity to persevere and prove their fagkgitigem
an opportunity to reflect and repent. Contemplating and imitating God was not only
acceptable, it was advisable. Stirred by considering Christ's passion amdatesn as
well as their salvation, the faithful could elevate themselves above ezotidgrns:

[B]ut let Christ be your all in all, your onely solace, your onely Spectacle

and joy on earth, whose soule-ravishing heart-filling presence, shall be
your eternall solace, your everlasting visible all-glorious most frhant

¥bid., 27.

49%justus LipsiusTwo books of constangi29, 31, 63, 73-82.
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Spectacle in the highest heavens; wither God bring us all at length for this
his Sonne and mercies sake.

The safest pleasurddistrio-mastixsuggests, have a higher end. The same argument
could be made for pain. Negative emotions, such as fear and sorrow, were edifying,
according to Calvinists, when they reconciled men to God and to one another. When
affections spring from fountains of truth, from man's realization of his own sintasftha
others, they are fruits of grace, not seeds of perdition. When Presbyteriboishéyle,
strive to prevent others from experiencing harm, they are following @ditts and
examples, not acting in vain self-interest. Presbyterians oppose base, inapgropr
immoderate affections, not sacred, suitable, sensible ones.

Presbyterian moderation is evident when contrasted with the severe stiances
some, like Tertullian, who feared all emotional responsd3elspectaculi§ ertullian
seems to suggest that even divine ecstasy may be dangerous and ungodly:

Deus praecepit spiritum sanctum, utpote pro naturae suae bono tenerum
et delicatum, tranquillitate et lenitate et quiete et pace tractare, non
furore, non bile, non ira, non dolore inquietare.

Huiusmodi cum spectaculis poterit conuenire? omne enim spectaculum
sine concussione spiritus non est.

Ubi enim voluptas, ibi et studium, per quod scilicet voluptas sapit; ubi
studium, ibi et aemulatio, per quam studium sapit.

Porro et ubi aemulatio, ibi et furor et bilis et ira et dolor et cetera ex his,
guae cum his non conpetunt disciplinae.

Nam et si qui modeste et probe spectaculis fruitur pro dignitatis uel aetatis
uel etiam naturae suae condicione, non tamen immobili animo et sine
tacita spiritus passione.

Nemo ad uoluptatem uenit sine affectu, nemo affectum sine casibus suis
patitur.

Ipsi casus incitamenta sunt affectus.

Ceterum si cessat affectus, nulla uoluptas, et est reus iam ille uanitatis eo
conueniens, ubi nihil consequitti.

498 illiam Prynne, "To the right Christian genltemen students of the 4 fampas of
Court, especially those of Lincolnes Innkljstrio-mastix
“9Tertullian, De spectaculi§Turnhoust: Brepols Publishers, 2013p: 15, linea: 1.
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In view of Tertullian's and Gosson's arguments that no passion is safe, Prynne's
recommended restraints seem much more modest. Prynne was neither anrascest
what Lipsius terms a "bad stoic"; he opposed "vice-fomenting evills," noevir
encouraging delight§®

The opinion that art is permissible when useful helps to explain why William
Prynne, who had rejected spectacles so strongfysimio-mastix(1632), then
encouraged the audience at his pillory punishment in 1637 (and the audience of his later
pamphlets about being pilloried) to view his punishment as a spectacle. Prynness tortur
upon the pillory for writing against Laudian innovations was intended to inculcate
obedience. Punishing Prynne, the Caroline establishment could discourage both him and
pillory spectators from questioning the existing religious and civil lawsgkewy Prynne
appropriated the living parable. He interprets his punishment (having his earsdxitcher
off so fully and cruelly that it almost killed him and having his face thricedad)
typologically, suggesting that his sufferings should remind men of Christrsgiul
suffering upon the cross. Prynne also reclaimed the S and L with which thenatkésl
him as a "seditious libeller"; he declared that they were "the marks bbtdelesus,"
visible signs of Prynne's godly obedience. Just as Jesus had peaceably handied himse
over to the Romans for persecution and for God's praise, Prynne had also willingly
surrendered himself to Laud for persecution and for God's praise. He expressed those
sentiments in the verses he allegedly composed on his way from the pillorsate: pri

S.L. STIGMATA LAUDIS.

“98justus LipsiusTwo books of constancid5; William PrynneHistrio-mastix "Epistle
dedicatorie" and 104.
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STIGMATAmaxillis referens insignia Laudis,

EXULTANS remeo, victima grata Deo.

Which one since thus Englished,

S.L LAUDS SCARS

Triumphant | returne, my face descries

Lauds scorching SCARS, Gods grateful sacrifice ....

[and]

Bearing LAUDS STAMPS on my Cheeks, | retire

Triumphing, Gods sweet sacrifice, by Fffé.
Reinterpreting a humiliating civil penalty as an edifying spirituaktiempowers Prynne,
but he gives God the glory. He presents himself as a Christian exemplarradthert of
John Foxe's "myld and constant Martyrs of Christ," whose spiritual suffeigagsish
the lyfe" as an "exampl[e] of great profite ... to encourage men to all kinderistién
godlines”; unlike the "gaye" epics of the pagan era that "delight the Payarie's
narratives of his trial and punishment are designed to be a "lively testim@uodesf
mighty working in the life of man®®

Prynne's pillory poetry also functioned sacramentally both for him personally—

bringing assurance of salvation and sanctification—and for those who read it in his
martyrology,A new discovery of the prelates' late tyraih§41). Prynne agreed with
Sidney that art should promote "what can be and should be," but he also accepted John
Foxe's theory that God's providence toward a real man might be more movingglBspe
in times of affliction, than fictional accounts. He was more optimistic than Edviat

more cautious than Sidney. Publishing that tract, Prynne sought to stir otheoslsvirt

passions, such as longsuffering and hope, but he restrained those passions by using his

“9%William Prynne A new discovery of the prelates' late tyranpyd ed., Thomason
28:E.162[2] (London, 1641), 65-6.

%30hn Foxe, "The utilitie of this story" ictes and monumentth ed. (London, 1583).
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discourse to tie those affections to reason, not opinion. Prynne was using his passions
decently and charitably and encouraging others to follow his example. Both on the pillory
and in his pamphlet, Prynne was testifying, teaching the audience to read dmsl lifesir
own providentially. Like Foxe, Prynne tried to present a "playne witnes," an egoogr
reminder that physical pain and temporal trials serve a higher purpose:
[In Christian martyrs] we have a much more assured and playne witnes of
God both in whose lives and deathes appeared such manifest declarations
of Gods divine working, whiles in such sharpnes of tormentes we behold
in them strength, so constant above mans reach, such readiness to answere,
such patience in imprisonment, such godliness in forgeving, cherefulness
SO couragious in suffering, besides the manifold sense and feeling of the
holy ghost which they in their lives so plentifully tasted in theyr
afflictions >**
As a Presbyterian, Prynne believes that God may increase man'shgoagh t(but not
dependent upon) godly works and godly men, even though those works and men remain
sinful. With Foxe, whose prayer is that his history may help "true disposed"rnonds
"receive some such spirituall fruit to theyr soules through the operation of hes tivaic
it may be to the advancement of his Glory, and profite of his Churche, through Christ
Jesus," Prynne tries to benefit his readers spiritually, emphasizingdhatrgay flow
through him but it is not of him (or dependent on hifi)Those who believed in free will
thought man could cooperate with God in his salvation, but neither Prynne nor Edwards
held that view; instead, they encouraged spectators to observe God's operations in ma

(or man's operations without God, as is the casaimgreana and to find comfort or

censure therein.

S0y hid.

*%230hn Foxe, "To the true and faythfull congregation of Christes universall church,"
Actes and monuments
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Prynne restrains passion with reason; poetry with history; and human gtory
divine typology. Prynne's pillory performance is a parable; it is a stahybeth literal
and figurative meaning. It is an example, an exemplar, and a sign; it isatikest
imperative, and commemorative. As an actual event, the punishments resulting from
Laud's alleged tyranny have tangible consequences; his injustice hatmsagle in
material ways. Eager for his experiences to have a broader meaning hakietthe
people from complacency, Prynne emphasizes that all of England is faealgdanger;
ordinary people must oppose prelacy if they wish to preserve their civil artdalpiri
rights:

For my own part rather then | will have my case a leading case, to deprive
the Subjects of their Liberty which | seek to maintaine, | will joyfully
expose my person to be a leading example, to beare this punishment. |
beseech you all to take notice of their proceedings against me in this
cause.... See now into what times we are fallen, when as Libelling (if it
were s0) against Prelates only is ten times more severely censuted, a
deemd a farre greater Offence then Libelling against the King or @ueen

in these late Princes dayes.... [T]he prelates sending forth of writs and
proces in their own names, and under their own seales, [is] against the law,
and ... entrench[es] on his Majesties Prerogative Royall, and the Subjects
Liberty....We praise the Lord, we feare none but God and the King: Had
we respected our Liberties, we had not stood here at this time: it was for
the generall good and Liberties of you all that we have now thus farre
ingaged our owne Liberties in this Cause.... Christian people, | beseech
you all, stand firme, and be zealous for the cause of God, and his true
Religion, to the shedding of YOUR dearest blood, otherwise you will

bring your selves, and Posterities, into perpetuall bondage and slavery, to
these Romish Innovators, and Tyrannizing Prel&tes.

This 1637 rallying cry becomes a prophetic jeremiad as part of Prynne's suthseque
publication of his trial and punishme#t,new discovery of the prelates' late tyranny

(1641). That martyrology is also anti-prelatical propaganda; it recounts libvy pil

*%3william Prynne A new discovery of the prelates' late tyran2yd ed., Thomason
28:E.162[2], 36, 40, 41, 42, 44,
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performances of Prynne, Bastwick, and Burton both to remind England of LautEs cri

and to stir readers to follow their pattern of resistance. Reminding rehdeBastwick,

Prynne, and Burton represent "Divinity, Law, and Physick" respectivapreface

implies that the archbishop's past injustice towards these particular ntemncBRas

Burton, and Prynne signifies prelacy's ongoing threat to the essential imssi tok

English society. Saying, "[s]uch a spectacle to men, and Angels, no age ebefcay'

Prynne implies that the events of that particular place and time, of the English

commonwealth suffering under Laud, are special; like the heroes of tlee Bidir

actions have celestial significant® Though Christ's passion provided the ideal

Christian spectacle, Prynne and other faithful Christians felt bound by dutytbdlial

King" to reenact the sacred drama of self-sacrifice for a higher good.

The performance on the pillory (1637), recounted imew discoveryl1641), was

not Prynne's first role as a sacrificial victim.Histrio-mastix(1632), a long and

inflammatory text that associates drama with Satan and Charles hwittifamous

tyrant, Nero, Prynne casts himself in the martyr's mold. Proditisigo-mastix he

says, was an act of Christian heroism. Like Christ, he embraced persecutyang obe

God's call to save others:
| resolved with my selfe at last to endure the crosse, and despise the hate,
and shame, which the publishing of this Histrio-Mastix might procure me,
and to asswage (at least in my endeavours, if not otherwise,) these
inveterate, and festred ulcers (which may endanger Church, and State at
once,) by applying some speedy corrosives, and emplaisters to them, and

ripping up their noxious, and infectious nature on the publike theater, in
these ensuing Acts, and Scaetfgs.

*illiam Prynne, "To the courteous readek hew discovery of the prelates' late
tyranny, 2nd ed, Thomason 28:E.162[1] (London, 1641), 3.

*%William Prynne Histrio-mastix(London, 1633), 5.
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In addition to comparing himself to Christ, Prynne likens himself to a doctor who is
willing to use harsh measures to cure society, even if he is punished for it. Thié abnce
writer as doctor and text as medicine is commonplace, as we have seen, but this
correspondence is particularly apt here because it acknowledges thygletiog sis

writing may be unpleasant and even potentially dangerous. His mode of treatment is
similar to the disease; both corrosives (his remedy) and ulcers (the Ydestsey flesh.
The difference is in the relative benefit or harm of the destructive procesdaittage

and pain caused istrio-mastixare temporary, necessary, and controllable, unlike the
vices of "publike theater." His treatment is commensurate with the threadterate
gangrend ulcers, as Playes and Players are, neede sharpe emplaistecorimsngs,

else they will not be cured; because gentle lenitives cannot cleanse’them.”

Prynne's harsh medicine is akin to God's loving chastisement of his adopted
children. In Hebrews 12: 10-11, a text that Prynne likely considered when writing
Histrio-mastix the Apostle Paul says Godhasteneth ufr our profite, that we might
be partakers of his holinesse. Now no chastising for the present seemeth taibghjatjo
grievous: but afterwarde, it bringeth the quiet fruite of righteousnesse, unto theim whi
are thereby execised® Histrio-mastixand other virulent texts were participating in a
biblical tradition of harsh reproof for edifying; while that precedent may heyregrhized
the form, the authors were certainly taking a personal risk in using such etimat

incriminating forms. Hence, these authors had to emphasize that they wetag@era

*%william Prynne, “Epistle Dedicatorieftistrio-mastix(London, 1633).

*"Hebrews 12: 10-11,Geneva Bible
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agents of God and not as personal vigilantes. To emphasize that he is following Christ
example, that he has a biblical warrant (even a mandate) for doing so, and thattse expe
his reward from God rather than man, Prynne accompanies his explanation above with a
marginal reference to Hebrews 12:2, a passage shortly before the one just quoted:
"Looking unto Jesus as the authour and finisher of our faith, who for the joy that was set
before him, endured the cross, and despised the shame, and is set at the right hand of the
throne of God**® Readers familiar with Prynne's training as a lawyer may be sutprise
by Prynne's claim that he wrdtBstrio-mastixin response to a God-given call; some
might even dismiss the following remark as a conventional defense for an\céfemdt
God had put this oportunitie into my hand, and will into my heart, to doe
it: my Conscience then perswaded me; that my negligence, my
slackenesse in this kindmight make mee guiltie of the death of all such
ignorant, and seduced Soules, which these my poore endeavours might
rescue from these chaines of Hell, and cordes of samm#interest me, in
all the evill which they might suppressé&’
Prynne suggests that opportunities are providential; that desires can be impja@tet b
that God may use pamphlets as well as sermons (and lawyers as well hsrpydacall
for repentance; and that disobedience will lead to suffering and possible aammuiti
only for reprobates but also for the wayward servant.
To Laud and members of the Star Chamber, those claims were mere excuses for
presumption and treason. Unlike Calvin, Prynne had not followed his legal training with

pastoral ordination; thus, he had no official authority to meddle with spiritual or

ecclesiastical affairs. Officiating at Prynne's trial in 1637, LordtRl@nd other judges

S0&ebrews 12:2,'Geneva Bible

**William Prynne Histrio-mastix 5.
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rebuked Prynne for exceeding the bounds of his profes¥istowever, Hebrews 12

offers Prynne a defense; verse 15 gives an imperative to all Christiaey¢otdneresy
and live model lives: "Take heede, that no man fall away from the grace of God: let no
roote of bitternes spring up and troulpt®y lest thereby many be defiled:* The Geneva
notes to that verse reinforce that point, saying, "We must studie to edifie one another
both in doctrine and example of lifé? "[t]hat no heresie, or backesliding be an
offence®® Less willing to endow all Christians with the office of edification, Arehbp
Laud and members of the Star Chamber distrusted Prynne's attempts to spur people,
especially office holders, to repentance and reform. Officials of the S&anker equated
Prynne's belief that he had a vocation not only in civil society (as a lalytea)so in the
spiritual community (as a writer capable of correcting others by figlaffences and
modeling charity) with mutiny. Conversely, Prynne equated the prelatésicions

with presumption. Because he was a lawyer and thus a lawful civil offigemér

claimed that he had a professional obligation to oppose lawbreakers, such ashdpchbis
Laud, and unlawful policies, such as prelacy: "And to defend our lawes and liberties

against Prelaticall incroachments, is one principall part of a Lawyefsed3ion; so that

*1%The Proceedings in the Star Chamber: Atturney Regis versus Willigm BSp.

Thomas Buckner, Clarke, Michaell Sparkes, and others" (Add. MSS. 11, 764, ff. 8b029)
in Documents relating to the proceedings against William Prynne in 1634 and 1637. With
a biographical fragment by the late john bru&al. Samuel Rawson Gardiner, Camden
Society New Series XVIII (Londor'Westminster Press, 1877), 18.

*h'Hebrews 12:15,Geneva Bibl€1587).

*12Sjde note 10" in "Hebrews 12:153eneva Bibl¢1587).

*1¥5jde note " in "Hebrews 12:15Geneva Bibl€1587).
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in this regard thig\ntipathy[i.e. this pamphlet] is neither without, nor besides my
calling.”**
Though Prynne sometimes took refuge in his profession as a lawyer, his principal
defense was his Christian calling, a calling that demanded that he sarsdaghers’
keeper and use all decent means to accomplish that end. The moral law, which
Presbyterians considered themselves bound to obey, contained one table commanding
proper worship of God and second table commanding service to neighbors. Prynne's
pamphlets and performances were, in my opinion, meant to be faithful responses to the
second table. A Presbyterian reading of the second table is includedbicotise
confession of faitl{1560):
To honour father, mother, princes, reullaris, and superiour poweris; to love
thame; to support thame; yea, to obey thair charges (not repugnyng to the
commandiment of God); to save the lyves of innocents; to represse
tyranny; to defend the oppressed; to keep our bodyes cleane and holy; to
lyve in sobrietie and temperance; to deall justlie with all men, boyth in
word and in deed; and, finallie, to represse all appetite of our nychtbouris
hurte;—ar the good workis of the Second Table, whiche ar most pleasing
and acceptable unto God, as those workis that are commanded by him
self>!®
As Presbyterians hereby suggest, God demands that Christians ‘&égressharmful
"appetite[s],” but that does not mean that they become completely passivep He a
demands that individuals "save the lyves of innocents," "represse tyrandydedend

the oppressed.” The parenthetical aside in this passages is crucial; "nayreptagthe

commandiment of God" is the measure both of civil obedience and of civil practice.

*William Prynne Antipathie of English lordly prelaci@.ondon, 1641), sig. Bv.

*1*The confession of the fayth and doctrin beleved and professed by the Protestantes of
the Realme of Scotalr{@dinburgh, 1561) iThe works of John Kno¥ol. 2, 106.
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Passionate and poetic practices, then, must also conform to that rule: to "lyv[ing] i
sobrietie and temperance” while acting spiritually or temporally to ensatrethers do
so as welP*®

To understand anti-stage polemic, we must understand the reformers' r@spect f
the power of the theatre and other provocative forms. Those, such as Stephen Gosson and
William Prynne, who sought to suppress delightful arts and close the theatresldknot
an aesthetic sensibility; rather, they had a heightened awareness ofrghunce. The
connection between the depth of reformers' sympathy for poetics and the zeaslofisnes
their attacks on it mirrors the equally ambivalent attitude of "John Milton and his
contemporaries” to pagan philosophy and literature. According to Charles Dunster, t
authors deemed Stoicism "worthy of a more particular examination" andtie@iuta
precisely because, as Reid Barbour aptly summarizes the point, "it seempdtipctive
and amenable to a Christian cultur&’"

Presbyterians believed that poesy is amoral; it could promote virtue pr vice
predispose man to good or evil, and erect or destroy the foundation of €4dnlike
Enthusiasts, such as William Dell, who believed that human "learning, arts, [and]

tongues, are in their nature and kind, heathenish," Presbyterians, such as Samuel

19 pid.

*1’See Charles Dunstemflton's "Paradise Regained": Two Eighteenth-Century
Critiques ed. and intro. Joseph Anthony Wittreich Jr. (Gainesville, FL: Scholars'
Facsimiles and Reprints, 1971), 229-30, citeRaénd BarbourEnglish Epicures and
Stoics: Ancient Legacies in Early Stuart Cult{#®enherst: University of Massachusetts
Press, 1998), 1.

*1%p|ato,Republic Oxford World Classics, trans., intro., and notes by Robin Waterfield
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 401d-e.
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Rutherford, believed that "they are neither heathenish nor Christian, but naturallland we
polished habits and acquired qualities indifferent and extrinsicall to eitheatheobt
Ethnicisme or Christianity>*® In other words, our abilities as humans—to acquire
knowledge from experience and education, to think abstractly and concretely, to
communicate and interpret, to represent ideas and objects, and to imagine uanatural
supernatural phenomena—amdiaphora According to Presbyterians, whadiaphora

are orderly and edifying, they may benefit Christian societies, but adiaphoraare
disorderly and destructive, they may harm Christian societies. Our intellecid

material creations, including disciplines and cultural artifacts, atlkenejood nor evil on
their own. Their contexts, rather their being, determine their moral worth.

When judgingadiaphorg Presbyterians considered whether those externals were
rightly understood and used. Calvin warned his readers that indifferent things are
permissible as long as people consider them nonessential, enjoy them modectely, a
employ them properly (for their intended purpose); wadiaphoratrouble, enslave, or
inflame men, they must be abandon&dReformed discussions of Christian liberty
emphasized that Christ freed Christians from the covenant of works, but he did not free
them from the moral law, which taught men to avoid being a scandal, "an occasion of
unbelief or moral lapse," or an offence, "a cause of spiritual or moral sturtitfing.
According to Luther, "All things are free to us by Faith, yet all thergsunder the

obligation of the Law, in regard of charity"; "externall servitude i@ ta the outward

*%Samuel RutherfordA survey of the spirituall antichrigtondon, 1648), 49.
*2%J0hn Calvin|nstitutes 3.19.8-9.

2loxford English DictionarfOxford: Oxford University Press, 2012).
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man, that by love he is to serve his neighbdgtfrAccording to Calvin, "all external

things [are] subject to our liberty, provided that our minds have regard to this liberty
before God. But if any superstitious notion cause us to scruple, those things wtach wer
naturally pure become contaminated to ¥ Those, then, who consider poesy

heathenish and thus unlawful, would indeed be sinning by using it because they would be
betraying their conscience. The conscience, however, is not the best religisusemea
because many people sin with a free conscience. The Antinomians, for instancel delude
themselves and others into believing that outward behavior and human instruments are
inconsequential to those with a pure heart or good intentions.

In strong contrast to Antinomians, Presbyterians maintained thatiahsabgave
consequences both for the individual actor and his commuagiigphoracease to be
indifferent when they become a stumbling bldtkWhenadiaphorapromoted
sanctification, they were a blessing; when they promoted backsliding, theywarse.
Presbyterians used | Corinthians 14, especially verses 26 and 40, as their foeasure
adiaphora "Let all things be done unto edifying" and "Let all things be done honestly
and by order>® Proponents of Episcopacy and Independency used the same measure (of
edification and order), reminding us that they held values in common. However, their
commonality had limits; they did not share the application of their measure. In other

words, they disagreed on whether certain "accidentals, accessariescamdtantials”

>22\lartin Luther, qtd. in Samuel Rutherford survey of the spiritual antichrist48.
*%John Calvin)nstitutes 3.19.8.
*2“Samuel Rutherfordd survey of the spiritual antichriss0, 62.

2| Corinthians 14:26, 40, Geneva Biblg1587).
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of religion and apparatuses of human learning were strengthening and sigbilizi
religious and political communities or weakening and confusing B&m.

Conceiving of poesy as an indifferent instrument may help us to understand how
Stephen Gosson and William Prynne could promote poesy with one hand and attack it
with another without, in their estimation, being hypocritical. Gosson's and Prynne's
approaches to poesy makes sense when compared to the moderating movements of other
zealous reformers. There are parallels between Presbyterian podtieseabyterian
opposition to toleration, opposition to bishops, and opposition to ceremofildese
comparisons illustrate the Presbyterian policy of mitigating riskenoving abuses and
preventing their reoccurrence. “Lawfull moderation” may “wink at” impetrées and
proceed slowly in disciplining, but it does not mitigate the “severity of scripturgtop
reformations halfway?®

In both the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century controversies concerning
ceremonies, Presbyterians promoted simplicity and opposed embellishonesgedral
reasons. First, scripture, considered by Presbyterians to be the “onelpduenciple in
matters of Religion and Reformation,” associated the church with the pelople w

worshipped, not the places or practices of wordfiin a fast-day sermon on September

*2°Thomas Edwardg\ntapologia 73; Samuel Rutherfordy survey of the spiritual
antichrist 55.

%2’See below, chapter 3, for discussions of Presbyterian opposition to toleration and
episcopacy.

>28Anthony BurgessThe difficulty of, and encouragements to a reformagicndon,
1643), 20.
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27, 1643, Anthony Burgess, a former conformist and moderate Presbyterian, reminded
the House of Commons that God expected them to increase the inward, spiritual beauty
of English Christians rather than the outward, worldly beauty of church buildings or
rites>*° Borrowing the reprimand of Isidore to the allegedly pompous prelate, Eusebius,
Burgess reprimands Parliament: "the Church is one thing, the place of the Church
another; the one consists of unblameable men, the other of wood and stone.” Scripture,
Burgess argues, demands that they protect and edify the people, enhanciwghhem
“heavenly graces,” not “buil[d] and ador[n]” cathedrals and altars, which agedzus at
best>*! Burgess does not demand that Parliament stop the restoration of cathedrals or the
use of ceremonies; instead, he counsels them with alternating threats atideade
recognize that true worship is spiritually joyful, not “outward[ly] ghoss.” “[H]oly
ordinances” and “holy Worship” are designed to bond the people with God; they are
instruments, not endd? Burgess reminds the statesmen that God punishes those who fail
to fulfill His will: including those who delay reformation, those who do not entirely

reform worship, those who subsequently corrupt the pure worship by retaining or
restoring remnants of idolatry, and those who presume to worship the true God with
unwarranted rituals. “[T]he neglect of any order [God] hath left with his Church,”

Burgess warns, may result in a terrible scourge for “though they have done etuth, y

>2°Anthony BurgessThe difficulty of, and the encouragements to a reformationdon,
1643), 3.

3%, C. Vernon, “Burgess, Anthongl.(1664),”Oxford Dictionary of National Biography
(Oxford University Press, 2004).

>3!Anthony BurgessThe difficulty of, and the encouragements to a reformafiard, 26.

>32id., 26-7.
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they have not done completely, [God] hath been amjfyThe woeful phrase then
quoted, Neverthelesse the high places were not taken dwgayBurgess implies, as
relevant in 1643 as it was in the days of the greatest kings of Israel.

Using a rhetorical strategy popular among Presbyterians, the siituiktras
typology, Burgess invites his audience, who has just pass&bkan League and
Covenantwo days prior, to recall the old covenant that God made with Moses, the
covenant that promised blessings for those who would “follow [His] statutes gmd kee
[His] commandments and observe them faithfully” and curses for those who “briegk [H
covenant.®® The particular refrain that Burgess cites pertains especially to theefafl
the Israelites to worship God as He desired to be worshipped, failures tildsedywith
their perpetual idolatry. Until Hezekiah destroyed all of the places atndrivents of
idolatry, sacrileges spread; when the people broke the covenant, God terrorizedtthem w
physical, emotional, environmental, social, and political lo35éhe analogical
message is clear: complete God’s reformation or He will do it, and His vilayrther
devastate the kingdori® The war, Burgess'’s typology suggests, is a consequence of

previous reformation failures. Correcting those failures could not only end thsutvar

53bid., 23.

3% eviticus 26: 3-33, especially verses 3 and 14Géneva Biblg1587). See R. P. C
HansonAllegory and Event: A Study of the Sources and Significance of Origen’s
Interpretation of ScripturéLouisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2002), 22; John S.
PendergasReligion, Allegory, and Literacy in Early Modern England, 1560-1640: The
Control of the WordAldershot: Ashgate, 2006), 22, 31, 50-51;

>3%5ee Leviticus 26:30; Numbers 33:52; | Kings, 3:2, 9:6-9, 11:7-13, 13: 32-33, 14: 23,
15:14, 22:43; 2 Kings 12:3, 14:4, 15:4, 15:35, 17:9, 18, and 22-23.

>3°Anthony BurgessThe difficulty of, and the encouragements to a reformafiarb.
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also usher in a new period of prosperity and peace; ignoring them would practically
ensure defeat’ The implied threat of military defeats and widespread suffering would
have been tangible to the M.P.s. Even those inclined to dismiss the relevance of Old
Testament stories might still have wondered whether God’s providence wouldtsuppor
them or the other side. Burgess’s typological sermon conveys a troublesome nerrative
discipline his audience; though “[d]ifficul[t]” his “[e]ncouragements” might bs, hi
intention, like Edwards’, was to heal the nation, not harfit.

Burgess wanted the House of Commons to learn that God’s reformation entailed
changes much more fundamental than those associated with the polity or prayer book;
simplicity in worship was a means to a higher end: recognizing that we shoeltes
that venerate God. Arguably, Hooker, Laud, and other apologists for the forms of
worship used in Church of England also wanted people to glorify God; Presbyterians and
Episcopalians had a common goal. However, Episcopalians and Presbyterians had
different notions of how to accomplish that end. Hooker, Laud, and King Charles
conceived of God as splendid and majestic; they thought they could create outward
“signs” that could “resemble” the heavenly beauty they were tryinggaifg.”

Episcopalians thought God would be rightly praised when his “divine subliminity” was

reflected outwardly in the people and their communal worsHipike Burgess, most

53bid., 24.

>3%aAnthony BurgessThe difficulty of, and the encouragements to a reformation
frontispiece, 24; the title aptly encapsulates that premise.

539 william Laud, The works of the most reverend father in God William Laud sometime

Lord Archbishop of Canterbusyol. 1: Sermons (Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1847),
passim Richard Hooker, “Book V,The works of that learned and judicious divine Mr.
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Presbyterians, including John Calvin, John Knox, and George Gillespie, also cahsider

it presumptuous and sinful to try to represent God and his “incomprehensible essence.”
Calvin says, “God’s glory is corrupted by an impious falsehood whenever anysform
attached to him.... [W]ithout exception he repudiates all likenesses, pictures, and others
signs by which the superstitious have though he will be near tH8m/hen God has
represented Himself, Calvin observes, He has done so enigmatically; hisotsyoh
heavenly glory” “restrained the minds of all, like a bridle placed on them, from
attempting to penetrate too deepi{"The pedagogical instruments God uses, the book

of nature and scripture, teach “us first to fear God, then to trust him” because<Bed de
that we “worship him both with perfect innocence of life and with unfeigned obedience”
and “depend wholly upon his goodnes¥n other words, Presbyterians opposed
attempts to reflect God’s glory; instead, they praised God with revereilitihuhen

Prynne gave his pillory performance, he was showing the audience how to worship God,
not making himself into an idol or a symbol of God himself. Presbyterian
positioning was inspired and regulated by a fixed purpose (promoting holiness) but
responsive to changing circumstances (necessitating the abandonmeritsokints

perverted by human weakness or made obsolete by social change). Gosson's movement

Richard Hooker, containing eight books of the laws of ecclesiastical polity, and several
other treatisesTo which is prefixed the life of the author, by Issac Walton. To this edition
is subjoined a new index to the wholel. 2 of 3, (Oxford, 1793), 23-4; Horton Davies,
Worship and Theology in Englanohssim especially 200-214; Kenneth Fincham and
Nicholas TyackeAltars Restoredpassim especially chapters 4, 5, and 6.

>4%J0hn Calvin)nstitutes 1.11.1.

> bid., 1.11.3.

%42 |pid., 1.1.2.
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from one stance, that plays could be morally useful, to another, that the moral hazard
outweighed the moral benefits and the reverse movement by Prynne, is cisti@ofe
Presbyterian positioning. Whether Gosson was a Presbyterian is intei@viais study;
Gosson need not be classified as a "Presbyterian” to illustrate thgtBresbhabit of
reevaluating social apparatuses. Indeed, that habit was common in Nonconfofmists
many persuasions both in the late-sixteenth century and in the mid-seventeenth.
Independents were also flexible. The problem, according to Presbyterians likasThom
Edwards and William Prynne, was that they were too flexible, as evidenced ybionl
their advocacy of toleration but also by their own changing beliefs.

Henry Burton's evolution fromgondonfellow-sufferer” with John Bastwick
and William Prynne to arch nemesis of theirs is a prime example of the imateode
flexibility that frightened Presbyterians. Presbyterians judgetbBls evolution to be
despicable and dangerous because his changes treated indifferent tiitigsyasere
essential; his changes were soteriological, and his new soteriology $éaets with a
very old heresy, Donatism. In the 1630s, he held the orthodox position that salvation is
not contingent on the purity of the congregation or its ceremonies. His efforts to reform
the church, ridding it of practices associated with Papistry, were coonahtalthough
the Star Chamber censured him for libeling the church and state, he had acqaidseed t
proper authorities. He had appealed to the magistrate to free the church fronlsscanda
and he had defended the legitimacy of sacraments administered by sinfunh itinen. |
1640s, Burton separated from the established church because he no longer recognized the
authority of the magistrate to reform the church, the authority of a naticeahbk/ to

govern congregations, or the legitimacy of sacraments in mixed churchesfdtis to
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transform the visible church into a perfect image of the invisible were, asgaai
Presbyterians like Edmund Calamy, a stumbling block for those both within and without
his congregation?* When Burton stopped supporting the Presbyterian ideals that
ecclesiastical government should glorify God and edify the people and shoulal tinen t
civil government for protection and support and began promoting the Judaic and Donatist
notions that the churamustbe a perfect, divinely-instituted, and divinely-protected
community, he erred in a fundamental way, a way that could endanger his soul and the
souls of his followers.

The magisterial reforms advocated by Presbyterians, such as Thomad€dwar
and William Prynne, were not, by contrast, essential or scandalous; theorzosit
“accidentals, accessories, and circumstantialls,” to borrow Edwardsimghrasy have
shifted, but their fundamental beliefs and core objectives did not cA¥ngaen
Edwards and Prynne adjusted their attitudes towards Independents and plays,
respectively, they were responding to new data: to the new policies, practices, and
polemics of religious and political Independents as well as to other sourcesraediin
England. Their aim was unaltered: both continually sought to correct abuses in the
ecclesiastical, civil, and social systems. Neither modified their stugres or violated
the orthodox, | Corinthian standard fmtiaphora In 1646, Edwards still embraced
Congregationalists as fellow Christians, even though he opposed toleration and the errors
it encouraged, and Prynne still opposed public entertainments and scandalous rituals,

even though he offered concessions to the king. Their tactics were amended, but their

>3 Edmund CalamyA just and necessary apologyondon, 1644) and Thetoor of truth
openedLondon, 1645).

>4 Thomas Edward#ntapologia 73.
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tenets were the same. Though Edwards loved Congregationalists, he no longer trusted
them; though Prynne feared plays, he no longer feared the king's use of them. Thomas
Edwards, William Prynne, and other Presbyterians had a similarlpltfespproach to

rhetoric and poesy, to passion and pleasure. They supported the godly use of them but

opposed the sinful abuse of them.
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Epilogue

In the 1630s and 1640s, powerful pens denigrated Presbyterians. Supporters of
Charles | accused them of being ambitious rebels; supporters of state aetused
them of being insincere cowards. Episcopalians accused them of being heretics
Independents accused them of being too loyal to existing institutions and practices
Presbyterians were attacked on all sides; they were accused affstiaseof being either
disobedient or equivocal and in religious affairs of being unorthodox or overly zealous.
They became general signifiers of strife: cultural lightning rodsisinfields of colliding
civil and spiritual agendas. For some, this desire to malign Presbyterians or
Presbyterianism was born of essential—or perceived—ideological differdheg
disliked some aspect of Presbyterian theology or ecclesiology or seraeyior political
action that they had taken. Others developed an antipathy for Presbyteriapsmseds
their wartime maneuvers: how they obtained power, justified their cause, or dnpose
themselves on others.

Scholars of the Wars of the Three Kingdoms mistakenly think of Presbyseniani
in equally dualistic ways: treating it either as a political or a ligphenomenon.
Though religious Presbyterians did play a key role in the British wars and were
concerned with who governed the visible church, past treatments of Presbgterhave
neglected the centrality of spirituality for Presbyterians. Stuetsteat Presbyterian
theology seriously have often focused on predestination to the detriment of other key
doctrines; they have done so to oppose, amend, or extend Nicholas Tyacke's influential
thesis. My thesis, however, is that while Presbyterians were alaratedeéh and women

in England and Scotland were being taught that atonement was universal and that God's
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grace could be resisted, they saw the spread of those heresies as syhgterpsmary

diseases: presumption and neglect. Episcopalians were presuming to adh e dnat

were not commanded (to worship in new ways). Bishops were presuming to hold civil as

well as spiritual offices. The Church of England was presuming to declataarees

against people for civil offences. The prince presumed that he was the head sibike vi

church and could require rites and recreations that many deemed ungodly. Independents

were presuming to separate the wheat and the chaff; they were negleetiogis of

those outside their congregations. Independents were neglecting true charity
Recognizing that one thing could flip to its opposite—that truth could become lies

and lies could become truth—Presbyterians tried to exploit and control that movement

turning poison into medicine but preventing their polemical and political medicores fr

becoming poisons. The Presbytenaa mediawas paradoxical but not hypocritical.
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