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mystery of God’s grace would conceal hypocrites among the saints.”16 In
this regard, Williams recalls that in “the Church of the Jewes . . . if a
person uncleane by a dead body, touch holy things, those holy things be-
come uncleane unto him,” and deduces that no “Churches |may] . . .
any more be accounted churches, as doe receive such [unregenerates]
amongst them” (CL, pp. 21, 18).

The second accusation is one of hypocrisy. Williams wanted to know
why, since the New Englanders were in fact “practising separation
here,” they were “preaching and printing against it” as dogma (CL,
p- 24). Neither charge involves more than Calvinist logic and neither
touches directly upon the relation between magistrate and minister in
the state. Though Williams was already known for resorting to “alle-
goryes . . . figures and flourishes,” he seems not, significantly, to have
found these crucial in first presenting his grievances.!?

Cotton’s answers affirm the “middle way” in both matters, and the af-
firmation rests, in part, on the meaning of certain types. Concerning
church membership, he feels that Williams is demanding too high a
standard. Moreover, e is misreading his prooftext: “the touch of the
dead body did type out . . . fellowship with dead [i. e., unregenerate]
works . . . or dead persons . . . or dead world”; hence, the dichotomy
was not simply between saints and sinners, but between those who sin-
cerely desired salvation, though still sinful, and those who turned will-
fully to Satan’s world (CL, pp. 22-23). As for Separatism, Cotton replies
mildly that though New England tolerates and even respects Puritans of
that conviction, he thinks them rather extreme. “The errours of men,”
he admits, such as those who hold with the Church of England, “are to
be contended against . . . [with] the sword of the Spirit,” yet it would
be sheer “Butchery, to heale every sore in a member with no other medi-
cine but abscission from the body” (CL, p. 25). If, however, Williams
persists in his opinions despite “all reasonable remonstration,” he should
remain true to his conscience and leave the colony. In an uncustomary
flash of sarcasm, apparently prompted by his opponent’s self-righteous
manner, Cotton asks, “What should the Daughter of Zion doe in Babell?
why should she not hasten to flee from thence?” (CL, p. 14).

In his rejoinders, Williams generally bypasses the issues of Separatism

16 Leon Howard, “The Puritans in Old and New England,” in Anglo-American Cul-
tural Relations in the Seventeenth & Eighteenth Centuries, Fourth Clark Library Sem-
inar (Los Angcles, 1958), p. 6; cf. CL, p. 19. Sce further Edmund S. Morgan, Fisible
Saints (New York, 1963), pp. 20-32; and Ziff, Cotfon, pp. 212 .

17 John Winthrop’s Ictter to Endicott (1934), in Winthrop Papers, ed. Allyn B.
Forbes (Boston, 1943), 111, 147. Tt is notable, however, that in this letter, which lists
Williams’ grievances (pp. 146-49), Winthrop ncither speaks of typology as a basis of
disagreement nor refers to the question of the magistrate’s power in matters of
conscience.
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and “fit membership,” or more accurately, he incorporates them into the
overall distinction between church and state—a distinction built upon
the figurative ramifications of the “spiritual sword,” “Babel” and the
“dead body.” His thesis may be briefly stated: Cotton was defending a
civil judgment by way of types that had been fulfilled in Christ and so
applied exclusively to the realm of the spirit. Those very types, there-
fore, demonstrated that the magistrate had no right to banish a heretic,
or in any form to interfere in questions of conscience. The Hebrew law
concerning “dead bodies” pertained only to the “Nationall Church of the
Jewes, with all [its] . . . shadowish typicall Ordinances . . . [which]
it pleased the most holy to take away” when “at his so long typed out
coming, [He] . . . erected his Spiritual Kingdom of Israel, appointed
Spiritual Officers, Punishments, &c.”” (WL, p. 72; BT, p. 2; YM, p. 43).
In short, reference to the Israelite ordinances should remind us that since
Christ all theological matters concern solely the universal, “invisible”
church. Errors of conscience might warrant excommunication, but never
corporal punishment. How, then, could Cotton speak of banishment as
the flight from Babylon? “If he call the Land Babel mystically . . . how
can it be Babel, and yet the Church of Christ also?”” Are not “Gods peo-
ple . . . mingled amongst the Babylonians, from whence they are called
to come out, not locally . . . but spiritually and mystically to come out
from her sins and abominations”? Furthermore, banishment expressly
contradicts the concept of “the sword of the Spirit.” The latter “anti-
typed and abolished” the Israelite magistrate’s powers:

Gideon’s Sword [is now] . . . the sharpe two-edge sword in the mouth
of Christ . . . the holy word of God. . . . Master Cotton knows that
. . . his [Christ's] kingdome was not earththly [sic], and therefore his
sword cannot be earthly . . . must he not grant that the material
Sword of the Church of Israel [i.e., the Israclite magistrate’s authority
in religion] types out the spiritual sword of Christ Jesus . . . cutting
off offenders spiritually [and not in any physical sense] . . . ? (WL,
pp- 56-64; BT, pp. 65-66, 419-21; YM, pp. 186, 276-77)

These arguments, reiterated ad tedium, form the substance of Williams’
radicalism. They derive from a popular method of biblical exegesis and
are expressed with a mixture of rage and bafflement that so eminent a
typologist as John Cotton should disagree.

To the general assumptions Cotton does accede. “Canaan was Typical
. . . Christs Kingdom is spiritual” (see YM, pp. 73, 43). But he refuses
to abandon the literal parallel between the biblical chosen people and
the children of Israel in New England. Williams, as we have seen, main-
tains that the events and laws of Israel, having found completion in the
New Testament, were without exception purely moral and ceremonial,
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and thus, in their entirety, ‘“dead” for all practical purposes. It is with
this sweeping and unequivocal judgment, rather than with the approach
itself, that Cotton takes issue. There remains, for him, a crucial quali-
fication to be made: though Christ fulfilled the Hebrews' *ceremonial
duties,” He “never abolished a National Civil State nor the judicial laws
of Moses” (BT, pp. 68, 126). If such a state adopted the True Reli-
gion—if it agreed to “submit . . . to the lawes of his [God’s] word”—
then it has “as much Truth and reality of holinesse, as Israel had. And
therefore, what holy care of Religion lay upon the Kings of Israel in the
Old Testament, the samec lyeth now upon Christian [magistrates] . . .
to protect . . . the Churches” (BTW, pp. 92, 105).

Indeed, Cotton continues, the Christian Israel holds all the greater
right to such vigilance, precisely because it adheres to the New Testa-
ment, which brought to light the meaning of the Old. “I see no reason,”
he cries, “why the chast and modest Christian Church should any more
sparc and pity a spirituall Adulterer, that seeks to withdraw her from
her spouse to a false Christ, than . . . an Holy Israelite was to spare
and pity the like Tempters in the dayes of old” (BTW, p. 144). Should
not the “Magistrates Sword,” in the New Canaan even more than the
Old, “be called the Sword of God as the Sword of warre”? (BTW, p. 104).
The fact that the gospels offer no precepts “for the breach of Civill Jus-
tice” by no means signifies that Christianity has absolved its tics with
the world; it requires us rather to “fetch . . . [our] Rules of Righteous-
ness . . . from Moses and . . . the Prophets, who have expounded Him
[Christ] in the Old-Testament” (BTW, p. 178). Understanding the vir-
tuous Israelites, that is, as Christ’s shadows, we should see in their theoc-
racy a “patern . . . for Magistrates power in spiritual cases’” whereby
the Mosaic code is performed “onut of Faith” in Christ (YM, p. 172; cf.
BTW, pp. 61-64). Otherwise, Cotton warns, we invert typological rea-
soning and give Israel precedence over the Church:

[The Hebrew] Law ... provided an effectual punishment against
. olfenders . . . that all Israel might heare, and feare, and doe no
no more presumtuously. . . . But so doth not Excommunication [as
opposed to banishment]. . . . Is the figure [thus] become more power-
full, and effectuall, then the substance? the shadow, then the body?
the type, then the Antitype? . . . And if spirituall Babylon have now
so farre prevailed against the Church of Christ, as that they have rooted
it up from the face of the earth, then what is become of the promise of
Christ; The gates of Hell shall never prevaile against it? (CR, pp. 69-
70, 72)
Against such blasphemy, Cotton proposes that the acts both of Israel and
of New England are simultaneously literal and spiritual. On the former
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level, the biblical theocracy provides the eternal pattern of civil justice;
spiritually, Canaan as the Promised Land prefigures Christ. And in this
double capacity Isracl becomes a model for the New England church-
state, a temporal, local entity which yet embodies the nature of the anti-
type.

This argument has a pragmatic strain, certainly, but as in Williams’
case its substance is typological. Perhaps the best summary of the differ-
ence between the two men comes from Williams' pen. Throughout the
polemic, he states, he has tried to “draw away the curtaine of the
shadow” in order to show that “spiritual signs and wonders” of the Bible
have no relevance to what “hath literally [occurred since Israel in]

. any nation in the whole world”; Cotton, on the other hand, min-
gling “Heaven and Earth, the Church and worldly state together . . .
[would] propose the rich and peacable, victorious and flourishing Na-
tionall State of the Jewes as the Type of the . . . Nation and Kingdome
of Christ Jesus” (YM, pp. 181, 403). Acutely, Williams infers the con-
sequences of this parallel. By asserting Canaan’s literal significance, his
opponent is implying a typology of contemporary history:

Mr. Cotton . . . would make that comming forth of Babel in the anti-

type . . . to be locall and materiall also [i.e., as well as mystical] . . .

but . . . if Babel be locall now, whence Gods people are called, then

must there be a locall Judea, a Land of Canaan also, into which they
are called. . . . Mr. Cotton having made a locall departure from Old

England in Europe, to New England in America . . . doth he count

the very Land of England literally Babel, and so consequently AEgypt

and Sodome . . . and the Land of new England, Judea Canaan?

(WL, p. 76)

The query suggests that the New England minister is in his way a more
adamant separatist than the heretic, and Cotton, in direct reply to the
accusation, tries to avoid political embarrassment by an ambiguity.18
But he retains to the end his basic premise: that “in those words, Come
out of Babel, my People, locall separation be intended” (CR, p. 145; see
also pp. 78-79), and that Israel is “fulfilled” in the New World Christian
theocracy.

In sum, the conflict stood between two views of typology, which might
be called the allegorical and the historical modes. Williams stresses the
spiritual progress of the Church, arguing that the meaning of “the whole
Church of Israel, Roote and Branch, from first to last . . . [is] figurative
and Allegorical” (YM, p. 450). In this view, the events of the Old Testa-
ment signify a-temporal states of soul, as in Herbert’s lines,

18 “Some other godly men might finde more favour and exemption from Babylonish
corruptions in the midst of England, than I was suflered to doe” (CR, p. 145).
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I did toward Canaan draw, but now I am
Brought back to the Red sea, the sea of shame;

or in Bunyan's story of Christian’s pilgrimage from “Egypt,” through a
“wilderness” of temptations, to “the Land that Flows with Milk and
Honey.”1® Cotton proclaims the literal-spiritual continuity between the
two Testaments and the colonial venture in America. In effect, he posits
an historic movement in which New England—Israel’s antitype (by way
of Christ)—becomes in turn a preview of the New Jerusalem. Though
he never says so as explicitly as does Williams, he is delineating a form
of typology which links past, present and future in a developmental
historiography.

The foundations for this approach, and for that of Williams, had been
laid long before the seventeenth century, in the writings of Augustine
and Eusebius. Augustine’s strict differentiations between the City of God
and the City of Man, as Robert W. Hanning observes, “denies the ap-
plicability of typological exegesis to the public, social life of men.” Since
the progress toward Christ takes place apart from earthly vicissitudes,
Augustine sees all “types ftulfilled in the continuing life of Christ in
Christians,” and restricts their use to “the development of the Christian
(or a-Christian) personality.” His method had a powerful effect upon
later generations; it was not, however, entirely dominant. Professor Han-
ning notes [urther that, directly before Augustine, Eusebius developed
a diametrically opposite approach. In his Ecclesiastical History of Rome
—a work which proved “extremely influential” upon subsequent Chris-
tian historiography from Orosius through the Middle Ages—the Empire
itself, the City of Man, becomes a “type of the eternal order . . . in a
‘horizontal’ . . . view of history which binds together Israel and the
earthly Christ through an elaborate network of typological correspond-
ences . . . [wherein] Constantine is the new Moses; his army, the new
Israelites seeking the new promised land . . . [and] Maxentius is a new
pharoah. . . . Israel has been succeeded by Rome, which provides uni-
versal evidence . . . of the role of Christ whose reign is shortly to be-
gin.”20 The striking resemblances between these divergent outlooks and
those underlying the New England controversy do not necessarily point
up any direct connections. They do serve to demonstrate that typology
lends itself, with equal force, both to ‘“vertical” and to ‘“horizontal”
analysis. To claim that the “illuminations of typology are outside all log-

18 George Herbert, “A Bunch of Grapes,” 11. 6-7, in Works, ed. F. E. Hutchinson
(Oxford, 1941), p. 128; John Bunyan, The Pilgrim’s Progress, ed. James B. Wharey
(Oxford, 1960), p. 158.

20 The Vision of History in Early Britain (New York, 1966), pp. 36, 26, 29, 32, 38, 42.
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ics of [historic] progression”2! accounts for only one possibility of the
technique, and overlooks the grounds of Cotton’s reasoning.

It overlooks, too, the impact of the Reformation upon biblical exege-
sis, as this is reflected in the methodological impasse in the controversy.
Williams, it will be recalled, insists on an absolute separation of the lit-
eral and the spiritual, charging that Cotton writes as though “the letter
- - . [is] yet in force, and Christ Jesus the mysticall and spirituall King
of Israel is not yet come” (YM, p. 154). Cotton, upholding the interre-
lationship of the literal and the spiritual, claims that Williams' one-
sided outlook “transform[s] all the Scripture into an Allegory” (BTW,
p- 180). His suspicion of allegory echoes that of the leading Reformers,
but in neither case does this denigrate the authority of typology. The
distinction between allegory and typology is well known; one attempts
“to ‘spirit away’ their [the Scriptures] historical character,” the other to
present “a definite event in its full historicity,” so that the event “was no
- - . Mmere representation . . . but participated in the object which it
symbolized . . . [and thus] was what it represented.”?2 In rebelling
against the former method, Luther and Calvin were simply demanding
a proper use of the figura. “In all figures and types,” Luther explains,
“there must be some [actual] similarity which underlies them and brings
the two objects into correspondence.”?® Elijah, for instance, prefigures
John because the text reveals mystical and historical resemblances be-
tween the two men; whereas the notion that the bread allegorically “sig-
nifies” Christ’s body outrageously contradicts our actual sense both of
the bread and of the body. Far from renouncing typology, these princi-
ples were meant to rescue it from the complexities of medieval interpre-
tation.?* Accordingly, as Victor Harris has demonstrated, “After the

Reformation . . . with the attempt to avoid open allegorizing, there
was a greater proliferation of types, [and] the ‘literal’ Old Testament
prefigurings . . . [became] the established device for relating Scriptural
history.”’25

It was a device which in some important ways tended toward the Euse-
bian “horizontal” view. First, in refusing “to jettison the historical state-

21 Miller, “Roger Williams,” p. 17; sec also pp. 11, 18.

22 Erich Auerbacl, “Figura,” in Scenes from the Drama of European Literature
(New York, 1959), pp. 36, 54; K. J. Woollcombe, “The Biblical Origins and Patristic
Development of Typology,” Essays on Typology (Naperville, I1L., 1957), pp. 40, 74.

23 Confessions Concerning Christ’s Supper, in Luther’s Works, ed. Helmut T. Leh-
mann (PhiladcIphia, 1961), XXXVII, 262.

24 As Frederic W, Farrar remarks, quoting Luther, they wanted to discard the me-
dieval multi-level “monkey-game” while retaining the principle of “the reference of all
Scripture to Christ.” History of Interpretation, Brampton Lectures for 1885 (New
York, 1961), pp. 328, 332.

25 “Allegory to Analogy in the Interpretation of Scriptures,” PQ, XLV (1966), 5-6,
10-11.
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ment,” Renaissance Protestants rejected, or minimized, the validity of all
abstractly spiritual renderings and proposed in their place a fusion of
“heaven and earth.” Samuel Mather writes that types “are not bare Al-
legories” as the “Popish interpreters” contend, but “a true Narration of
Things really existent and acted in the World, and are literally and his-
torically understood.” Almost a century before, William Whitaker sim-
ilarly asserted that the Catholics divide textual meaning

into two species; the historic and literal, and the mystic or spiritual

. and allegorical. . . . We affirm that there is but one genuine
sense of scripture . . . [which includes both species, for] a type is a
different thing from an allegory. . . . When we speak of the sign by

itself, we express only part of its meaning; and so also when we men-
tion only the thing signified: but when the mutual relation between
the sign and the thing signified is brought out, then the whole com-
plete sense [is revealed]. . . . The Jews [for instance] were punished
when they sinned: therefore, if we sin in like manner, we shall bear
and pay God similar penalties. . . . [Or again:] the Son . . . denotes
[both Christ and] the people of Israel. . . . Hereupon emerge not differ-
ent senses, but one entire sense.2°

Clearly, Williams falls in the wrong camp by these criteria, and (though
in other respects he was a far more thoroughgoing Calvinist than either
Whitaker or Samuel Mather) also by those of John Calvin. According
to the Genevan,

The Scholastic dogma by which the difference between the sacraments
of the old and the new dispensation is made so great, that the former
did nothing but shadow forth the grace of God . .. must be altogether

exploded. . . . Whatever . . . is now exhibited to us in the sacra-
ments, the Jews formerly received in theirs — viz. Christ, with his spir-
itual riches. . . . Those wretched sophists are perhaps deceived by the

extravagant eulogiums on our signs which occur in ancient writers: for
instance, the following passage of Augustine: “The sacraments of the
old law only promised a Saviour, whereas ours give salvation.” . . . Not
perceiving that these and similar figures of speech are hyperbolical,
they too have promulgated their hyperbolical dogmas. . . . [But] Au-
gustine means nothing more than . . . if he had said, “Those figured
him when he was still expected, ours now that he has arrived, exhibit
him as present.” . . . In both there is an exhibition of Christ, but in
ours it is more full and complete.

26 Harris, “Allegory to Analogy,” pp. 3 ff.; Mather, Figures or Types, pp. 128-30;
Whitaker, 4 Disputation Concerning Scripture, Against the Papists, ed. William Fitz-
gerald (Cambridge, 1849), pp. 403-7, 409. Cf. Increase Mather, The Wicked Man’s Por-
tion (Boston, 1675), pp. 22 fL.
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Calvin does not disavow Augustinian typology (which retained, in
fact, a strong imaginative hold throughout the seventeenth century in
descriptions of the individual Christian life), but his bias against pure
spiritualization easily leads, as in Whitaker’s case, to an interest in the
social, public nature of types. It does not seem entirely accidental that
during the period Eusebius’ history, as “rendered” by Hanmer (in Eng-
lish), Bildius (in Latin), Hedio (in German) and many others, became
widely influential.2?

This tendency found further support in the literalist millenarianism
inspired by Luther and other Reformers. Typology, we know, not only
looks backward from Christ to the Old Testament, but forward from the
New Testament to the New Adam. In Augustine and Origen this form
of “figural prophecy” is purely spiritual: “the appearance of Christ”
becomes “a new promise of the end of the world,” “a shadow of the king-
dom to come”;

Christ’s Passion brings about the overthrow of the world of devils, but
it is still required that every individual make this victory personal to
himself. Each of us carries within himself the Jericho of his own idols.
Under the leadership of Jesus, head of the army, the Jericho must be
overthrown . . . and the New Jerusalem established.?8

With Luther, however, the concept of the Second Coming takes on an
immediate and worldly significance. In his attempt to explain away the
long reign of the Papacy, he discovered in the Book of Revelation prophe-
cies of the present Protestant tribulations which lay embedded in the Old
Testament figures but which, at the time of John the Divine, remained
still unfulfilled. Thus “he revived the old Hebraic conception of a cho-
sen people valiantly holding out against increasingly heavy persecutions,
but destined to enjoy a glorious triumph at the very end,” proposing a
development from Canaan through the apostolic churches to the Ref-
ormation, and explicitly calling the Israelities a figure of the German

27 Institutes of the Christian Religion, tr. Henry Beveridge (Grand Rapids, Mich,,
1953), 11, 507-8, 510-11 (cf. Increase Mather, First Principles [Boston, 1675], pp. 3 ff.,
and Cotton’s Some Treasure Fetched Out of Rubbish [London, 1660], esp. the section
explaining why “the signs . . . [of] his Covenant are not bare, naked empty shad-
ows,” pp. 43 ff., 16-18); C. A. Patrides, The Phoenix and the Ladder (Berkeley, 1964),
p. 49. A full list of the translations of Euscbius’ Ecclesiastical History is in the Brit-
ish Muscum Catalogue. Meredith Hanmer's English edition (1577) ran through six
printings by 1661; there were five scparate Latin translations in the sixteenth century
(of which Bildius’ work alonc had four editions), and by 1600 the work appeared in
at least five European languages.

28 Auerbach, “Figura,” p. 41; Danielou, Origen, tr. Walter Mitchel (New York,
1955), p. 170, and From Shadows to Realily, tr. Wulstan Hibberd (Westminster, Md.,
1960y, p. 280.
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people as a new Army of Christ.?* This conjunction of the prophetic-
chiliastic viewpoint with historical typology reappears in Puritan writ-
ings throughout the seventeenth century, particularly in “the countless

. interpretations of the Johannine Apocalypse, naturally focusing on
the Day of Wrath, but mindful of the linear nature of history . . . as
well.” Thomas Brightman, for example, in an often-quoted work on
Revelation, speaks of the “bare types” through which “many things
were foretold that should come after,” since “the continual race of the
whole church . . . could not be [fully] understood out of former types.”
And in a companion work, Arthur Dent employs the “perfect” number
seven “for a type” (of Israel, Christ and “primitive” Christianity) to
prophesy about the outcome of the Reformation.??

In early New England where the orthodoxy intensely shared the mil-
lenarian hope, anticipating its advent in America itself,3? the method
is especially pronounced. In his treatments of Revelation and Canticles,
Cotton follows Luther in delineating the “three periods” of the “prophet-
ical history of the estate of the Church.” So, too, Peter Bulkeley's The
Gospel Covenant employs the “captivity of the Jews .. . as a resem-
blance and type . .. to the state of the Church under the tyranny of Anti-
christ” which has chiliastic implications “for the present” time; John
Eliot’s Christian Commonwealth points out various types in Daniel
which “clearly foreshew [that] . . . that stone Christ, by his faithful
Instruments [in America], shall overthrow . . . Satan”; and Samuel
Mather, in a more theoretical discussion, enlarges upon ‘“‘the work of the
Type, which is to shadow forth or represent . . . future good things.”
More emphatically still, Richard Mather begins his “Apology” for the
New England Way by announcing the return “of the Gentiles . . . from
Pagan, Antichristian, Babylonish, or Jewish bondage and captivitie,”
and then explains:

29 Ernest L. Tuveson, Millenium and Utopia (Berkeley, 1949), p. 27; Charles L. San-
ford, The Quest for Paradise (Urbana, Ill., 1961), pp. 49-50, 79-80.

30 Patrides, Phoenix and Ladder, p. 47, Brightman, 4 Relation of the Apocalypse
(Amsterdam, 1611), pp. 168-G9; Dent, An Exposition Upon the Revelation (Amster-
dam, 1611), pp. 1-6. That this combination of prophesying and typologizing relied on
the historic-literalist method of typology is attested to, for example, by William Perk-
ins, The Art of Prophecying, tr. T. Tuke (London, 1607), p. 30, et passim,; and by
William Guild who devotes the last third of his typological treatise, The Harmony of
all the Prophets (London, 1626), to cxplaining events from Titus to the Second Com-
ing (pp- 39-56).

31See Alan Heimert, “Puritanism, the Wilderncss, and the Fronticr,” New England
Quarterly, XXVI (1953), 380-81; Sanford, Quest for Paradise, pp. 83, 89-90; and Ed-
ward K. Trefz, “The Puritans’ View of History,” Boston Public Library Quarterly, IX
(1957), 115-20. In addition to the many works cited by these critics, an essential cx-
ample of the influcnce of Luther’s millenarianism in New England is Thomas Parker’s
Visions . . . of Daniel (London, 1646).
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For as in some passages in the Scripture were never fully accomplished

. so many things that literally concerned the Jewes were types and
figures, signifying the like things concerning the people of God in
these latter days . . . [in their] returne . . . from Romish slavery to
the true Sion. . . . And this may be added further, that this seemes not
onely to be meant of the private or personall conversion of this or that
particular Christian, but also further, of the open and joynt calling of
a company, because it is said, they shall come, the children of Israel

. and . . . their saying shall not be, Let me joyne, c. but in the
Plurall number, Let us joyne our selves unto the Lord, so noting joyn-
ing of a company together in holy Covenant with God.32

This interest in millenarian prophecy, which accorded with the general
Reformation attitude to biblical exegesis, undoubtedly contributed to
Cotton’s argument.

Undoubtedly also his argument reflects his particular social circum-
stances. The resemblances in the thought of Augustine and Williams
on one hand and of Eusebius and Cotton on the other suggest the effect
of public commitment on the theology of history. Like Augustine,3 Wil-
liams was bitterly disappointed with the state; Cotton, like Eusebius,
thought himself part of a great collective endeavor. In this endeavor the
New England theocrats attempted to join two seemingly incompatible
doctrines: the national covenant, by which a group of men enter volun-
tarily into a pact with God, and the covenant of grace, by which God
mysteriously determines to redcem certain individuals. Perry Miller has
shown how, increasingly through the seventeenth century, colonial min-
isters mitigated the harsh Calvinist meaning of grace in order to allow
for a social purpose under rational control.?* Cotton’s typological out-

32 Cotton, Exposition of Canticles, p. 79; Bulkcley, The Gospel Covenant (London,
1646), pp. 2-3; Eliot, The Chiristian Commonwealth (London, 1659), “Prcface” (p. A4
verso); Samuel Mather, Figures or Types, p. 52; Richard Mather, An Adpology of the
Churches in New-England for church-government (London, 1643), pp. 1-2. In his In-
troduction to his brother's Figures or Types, Nathanacl Mather writes (p. iv) that
“their [the Hebrews] Institutions and OURS agree, the one being a . .. darker
Adumbration, the other a more lightsome . . . Image of the same Things. . . . [Thus]
our Institutes [are] Antitypes to theirs.” And in a similar vein, John Wilson’s “Song
of Deliverance” (in Handkerchiefs From Paul, ed. Murdock), calls the Israelites’ vic-
tory over Pharoah’s army a “type of Englands bliss,/ saved from Spanish fury,” for

- what is there [in the Old Testament] to Isracl committed,

Hath a more large and general extent,

And to our present times may well be fitted. (p. 28)

33 Sce Robert L. P. Milburn, Early Christian Interpretations of History (New York,
1954), p. 82. Needless to say, [ am suggesting not a simple causc-effect relationship be-
tween social engagement and typological outlook, but some degree of interaction between
the two,

34 “Preparation for Salvation in Scventcenth-Century New England,” JHI (1948),
IV, 253-86.



