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INTRODUCTION.

N excule for the notice, which the writer has been induced to take of a

compilation deferving of none, he offers the reafons affigned by St. Jerom,
In his work again{t Helwidius : ¢ I was prefled, fays Jerom, by the brethren
to make a reply to a Pamphlet by.a certain Helvidius. I delayed for fome time»
not that it was difficult to refute, a meer country clown, who fcarcely knows
the firlt rudiments of literature, but I feared left by makmg a reply that feribbler
might appear deferving of notice. I alfo-feared left a turbulent fellow, who is
in the whole world, alone both prieft and layman, and who thinks clamour ¢lo-
quence and to calumniate all others proof of a good confcience, ﬁndmg a fubje& of
difpute would begin to blafpheme, and from his elevated place would pafs fentence
on the world : T had alfo to fear for myfdffrom his feurrilous invedtives ; though’
thefe were juft reafons of p'xiﬁng his pamphlet ia filence, a more cogent reafon
.has forccd areply,” that is, to prevent the impreffions which bis frenzy may
make > thele reafons which juflified a reply to Helvidius will juftify this work 3
in it there ate fome {tricfures intentivnally fevere in order to cure, if poffible,
that itch of abufing papifts, with which the author of Popery Condemned is toye
mented, as phyficians try the efficacy of a doubtful medicine ona worthlefs fub-
je& or to fpeak their langnage faciuat experimentum fuper wile caput, if they have -
mot the defiréd effeét on him, thgy ‘may on otherst
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PAMPHLEI‘ofuncommon bulk, entitled, Popery

candemned oy Scrtpture and the' Fat/rers, has been
lately imporced from Edmburgh whether the oﬂ‘aprng
of fancy there, or the genmne foetus of the Tuppofed
Author’s lmagmatlon here; is ufelefs to inquire : ‘Men’s
opinions, not their names, are theé proper fubje&s of
“difcuflion. . The frontifpiece i§ embellithed with a quo-
tation from Shakefpear, a father of irrefiltible authorlty
‘on the Stage, to him fucceeds' Hudibras, the Idol of in-
dependants, andin the courfe of the work d’ Alembert,
of atheiftical memory. Popery is an univerfal theme :
“ the abufe of Popery, fays a late Writer, is that happy
“incident, which illumines the evidences of the Hlﬁorlan,
gives energy to the eloquence of the Rhetoriciafi, adorgs
eflays, travels, geographxes poems, pamphlets and
romance® ; it gives wit to dulnefs, Afenfe to nonfcnfe,
truth t6 lies 3 and, what is its main advantage, (fuch is
the public taﬁe) it enfures praife, credit, and, bettér
far than' either, .. ... money to the hero, who em-
ploys it moft profufely »? How many fanting enthu-
fiafts, from Jokn- Bunyan, down to the author of
Popery Condemned, would have defcended- to the
thades unknown, and unlamented, if zeal for the de-
firu@ion of Popery had not given celebrity to their
names ! How many enlightened prophets, fince Martin
Jof paradomcal meriory’s days, have not only foretold,
but precifely deterinined, the time of the downfall of
Popery ? How maiy apoftolical pedlars, pipers,-coblers,
‘&c. have pioufly raifed their pafioral voices againft the
abominations of Popery ? Yet, ftrange to tell, Popery
fubfifts undiminifhéd and unchanged. Why thisinfuper-
able obﬁmacy in Paplﬁs? They reply, thatall thisabulfe,
which is lavithed on Popery, all this noify nonfenfe, alt -
thefe wild declamanons againft’ its corruptions, are le-
velled agamﬁ a phantom, which exifts but in the artifices

of deception and intereft, or in the llluﬁon of prejudice
and



and fiplicity. The enthufialt, whofe reftlefs mind is
always in fearch of fome new objet, fees, within his
diftorbed imagination,,ahidc_:ous figure, which he calls
‘Popery, this figure his fancy clothes, and on it he vents
his fpleen. Intereft pretends to believe, fimplicity or pre-
judice believes him infallible. ‘, Though Papifts have not
employed him to compofe their creed, nor do they take
his fancy for a rule of faith, he whines moft piteoufly
if they refufe to,acknowledge this popery, of his inven-
tion, to be the ftandard of their belief : thefe ridiculous
efforts to perfuade them that what they do not beliéve
is a part of their creed, excite only a {mile.of contempt;
or an emotion of pity. When they hear a teacherin-
one of the modern {chools boldly affert - that fornication is
autherifed by the Church of Rome,* and that difpenfations are
granted 1o commit ¢he bajeft of crimes,t they conclude with-
“out hefitation that he i grofsly deceived, or that ke in-
tentionally and malicioufly deceives ; if deccived, they
lament his folly ; if a deceiver they defpife his malice :
whether deceived or a deceiver he lofes all credit, and
‘racks his imagination in vain for reafons to juftify what
the moft ignorant Papift knows to be a notorious falfe-
hood. ’

This Reverend Paftor of fome Church, its defcriptive
title he himfelf, perhaps, may know, as it is of the la
telt date, neweft tafle, and finefl polifh, it is rather un.
fortunate that it is not univerfally knoﬁvn, has, in the
true fpirit of new modelled charity, given fome wholefome

“eaftigation to an aponymous writer, who publifhed Re-
~marks on Do&tor Stanfer’s Examination of the Reverend
Edmund Burke’s Letter of Inftru®ion. This caftigati-
on conlifts of ftrictures inceflantly made on the vanity
and ignoranceof that writer. To which he modeftly
“replies : that an accufation of vanity is feldom breught
againil an anonymous write}_'. Other motives may be
afligned ; but vanity can have no fhare in an anony-
mous work. To this he adds that, if toa rahpfody

‘ ’ compofed
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compofed of fragments collected from dlﬂ'erent au{hord?
as judicioufly afforted” as the borrowed feathers om
.Elfop § CTOW, mtcrfporfed with coarfe mve@twes, a; ad’
thus fwelled into a volume he had fet his’ ‘name, aud
informed the world by an advertifement in a public_
gazette, his vanity would have been a fit fubje& of far-
caflic ridicule. As to his ignaranee, he has b\,en re-
peatedly told ef it by all thefe Reverend Gentlemen, who
‘have condefcended fo honor him with their animadver-
fions ; he knows it ; he acknowledges it 3 itis his mifs
fortune, not his fault. He naturally expected informa-
tion from the extramdmsrv talents, and profound erudij.
tion of thefe Reverend Gentlemen ; but has yet to la-
ment a cruel dlfappomtment ; éven the tranfcendental
genius of the author of Popery Condemned, and the
lefu]crence of his wit have not difpelled the clouda ; from
fome unlucky defe@ in his underflanding, or native -
dulnefs of apprehenfion, ne doubt, he fancies that he
feesin that. wonderful performance, Popery Condemned,
but a thick veil of artifice, conu.a‘mg an unbounded
find of - ignorance, fome ridiculous attempts at wit,
and vain efforts, not to invalidate clofe reafoning by
argument, but to divert the attention of his readers ’
from the {fubject under difcuflion to the 1mmorahty of
Popes and Monks of whom he feems to know nothing,
or to the excefles of the catholic clergy, of whom, per-
haps, he does not know an individual. His powers of
divination are aftonithingly great: from them he has
learnt, that the writer thmks the vileft calumnies lauda-
ble when they tead to fupport the Popith fyftem.*
This {piritof divination at times-deceives weak mortals
it has doubly decelved our pious calligator : it has in-
duced him to a& literally on the prmc1plc, which . he.
falfely and mjudlcmuﬂy afcrxbea tothe writer: as proof
of his affertion the cafhgatot Guotes from Mr. Burke’s
Letter of Inftruétion this paifaoe “ I pafs in filence
other party Wntens not lefs vir ulent than he, (Sir Richard
) Mufgy ave)
*‘Pref.lp.;vxg
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Mufgra.vc) hcldmg it unfair and inconfiftent with the
morality of the gofpel to #raduce before the pubhc ‘any,
man, much more {0, any body of men, but in the cafe
of felf defence » 'To this paffage the caftigator pretends
to aﬁix a fenfe whlch was not intended . by Mr: Burke,
and which the paflage canpot bear, The firfk and moft
'genume fenfe of the verb fraduce, is to cenfure, if we be-
lieve ]ohnfon that, in that fenfe, and no - other, it muft
be underﬂood is manifeft from the fub_]e& tatter, and
context, Mr. Burke affigns the reafon why he fo fe-
verely cenfures Sir Richard Mufgrave’ s cdmpllatlon, not
why he calumniates the man: the fuPpoﬁuon ig ridicu-
lous, and the imputation as-foul a calumny as any one
ofthe many; which ornament Popery Condemned “That
Mr Burke’s cenfure on Sir Rlchard’s compllatxon was
nexther mconﬁderate, nor undeferved the writer has
thWn to demonitration in hlS reply to Dodor 'Cochran’s
fifch letter : fee Review, p. 113 . . If the cafligator
had read that reply, which he pretends to refute, he
would have feen the eplthets, applied to his favourite
Luthcx, jultified by unque{honable facts. The writer
prefumesto advife him to read the work, which he may
be temptéd to refute in future, if the author be livi ing,,
and not wholly to confide in his fpirit of divination, both
for the contents of the work, and the refutation of it.

Our Ca{hgator appeals ;0 Erafmuys, Who fays : < that
Luther had two faults : he touched the Monks bellies,
and the Pope s crown ;** but he has forgotten to inform -
Jis readers that thene were feveral ﬁagcs in Luther’s life :

that he gradually afcended from the obfcurity of the Au-
guftinian convent to the 1efp]endent throne of Patriarch,

or Pope, of the new modelled church. Hla firft effay,
whillt yet a Monk in hig frock and fandals, was agamﬁ:
abufes, which- did exift, if t,here be truth in hxﬁory ; and
of the exiftence of which, the pretcnded reformation is
itfelf the moft decifive evidence. - Againft them' abufes
others declaimed as well as Luther far more vehemently
- than Erafmus bimfelf. If. Luther bad confined his’ ftric-
turcs
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‘tures to the exifting abufes, however fevere they mighy
bavc appeared to dxfpaﬂonate, and unprejudiced men,
or even extramdmary in a finple Monk, whofe duty
it was to correé himfelf,’ and leave the correé’uon of
others to their 1awfml fupcrlors, he would have retamed
a fhare in Erafinus’s efteem, :
" This reforming Patriarch, knowing how great an ac-
quifition a man fo umverfallv efteemed as Erafmus would
have been to his party, if it were poﬂi le to feduce him,
direted Melanéton to write to him, on the fubje&
This letter produced no effeét. Luther then wrote him.
felf an epiftie full of the moft fulfome ﬂattex y- Erafmus
poutely replied in his letter, y<:c extant : he gave Luther
fome prudent and charitable admnnmon : mnever to
{peak in the pulpit againfl the perfons or powers of[—’opeq
or Princes, but folely againft thofe, who abufe their con-
ﬁdence ; tofay nothmg with arrogance, or the fpmt of
_party’; not to permit himfelf to be {wayed by anger,
harred, vain glory, or any other paflion, though he
quht conceal it under the mafk of picty, which would
only make the matter worfe.* He knew the man though
he had not fcen him ; but when he faw Luther difregard
all re{tramts, ancl tranfgre(s the bounds of public decen-
cy ‘he changed his opinion and his language.  In a letter
to Melancton, he fays of Luther : * what fhocks me is,
that in every thmg which he undertakes to fupport, he
goes Lo extremities, even to excels ; if he be admonithed,
fo far from moderatmc himfelf, he goes yet farther. He
feems to have no dcﬁgn but to pafs to yet greater excef
fes. 1know his humour by his writings as well asif I
lived with him, He is a fiery impetuous man. You feein:
him an Achilles, whofe rage is invincible.” Melancton
hlmfelf though Luther’s greateft admirer, made heavy
complaints of his difciples—in a letter to Erafmus he fays :
“ there are {ome amongft them, who have forgotten hu.
mility and rehgxon who excite troubles by their feditious
prcachmg, who obferve none of the rules of civil Il;ﬁ,
who

Inter. Ep. Er. Lib. 6. Ep. 4.
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‘ whd only endeavour to eftablifh their own tyranny”
To this Erafmus replies : that Luther invertsall: order,
pre*endmg to correct abufes he caufes yet- greater evils,
by exciting commotionsand fedition. Is it”, fays ke,
“ confiftent with chriftian piety to preach to-'the people
that the Pope is Anu-(‘hrlﬁ: that Bxfhops and Priefts-
are but thadows, that humap conflitutions are herefies ; H
that confeflion is a peftilence ; that- to fpeak of good
works, of merits or efforts, is to be an heretic, to affert
that there is no free will, that all things happen by un- .
/ avmdabie peceflity ; that it is po matter of what nature
our works be.” Finally, concludes Erafmus,  ‘the gofpel
. formerly made men better, this new go{pel only ferves
ta carrupt them. > Luther’s do@rine, fubverfivé of order
and deftru@ive of morality, Erafmus refutes in a Latin
work, entitled, Diatrite de kbero arbitrio contra [.ut/&erum
or ¢ differtation_on free will againft Luther. In this woxk :
Erafimus fhews, ina mafter® manner both from reafon
and revelafion, that man is poffefled of free w1l how-
ever weakened by the fin of Adam ; he rephcs to all
Luther’s objections, and demonﬁrates that alt the paf-
fagesin Scripture, which eftablifh the peceffit ty of divine
grace, prove the exiftence of freg will, becaufe they fup-
pofe that grace {hengthens the will, affifts the will, and
a@s with the will, whence it follows of all neceﬂity that
the will itlelf muft a&. This work, thou_gh, a peremp-
tory refutation of Luther’s new doctrines, was difregard-
ed by him whilft it was confined to the Latin Editicn, -
becaufe the Germans whom he and his emiffaries ' had,
feduced by flattering thetr paflions did not underftand
that languasre, but when Emfer and Cacblev had “tran-
flated itinto the.German Language, his- mdwnatmn.
knew no bounds. The very name of Erafmus was ter.
rible to him ; and tofuppert fome rndlcuious errors a-
gainft a man {o far his fuperior, Wrxtmg in defence of
truth, was a taftk which alarmed even Luthers effrons
tery. However, fomethmg mufl be done. He reluc- |
o ' S tantly

Inter, Ep. Er. Lib, ‘19,_Ep. 3
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tantly undertakes it ; but'in terms fo unmeafurcd and
in a ftylefo envhnomed that Melan&on faid: * would
to God Luther had been filent, Ithought age would.
have made him moderate, but I fee that he grows more
violent every day.” Erafmus piqued at the totrent of .
unexpefted and undeferved abufe which was lavithed
‘on him, immediately replied in two books, which hé
entitled ¢ Hyperafpiftes’ the protecior, or a defence of the
“differtation. In his reply he reproaches Luther with
havmg filled his pretended tefutation with ufelefs tales,
common places, fophifins, coarfe language, figures im-
’ prcperly applied and advanced without thame: It feems
to have ferved as 4 model to our caftigitor. ¢ 1 am fur-
- prifed” fays Erafmus to Luther, ¢ that jou confine your-
felf to ty treatife, which contains nothmrr but whatis
moderate, whilft you have fo many enémies; who fall on
‘youand Ipare you much lefs “than I have done, MNear'
you, is Emfer, and far from you is Cochley, in England
a bifhop, who overwhelms you with volumes, in ¥ rance
Clichtoveus, and Langelins inTtaly ¢ there are fome of
your own fe&, who gnve you exercife enough : a Zuinglius
- who combats your oplmon on the Eucharift, a Capiton,
" o Pecolornpadius, &c. is it not aftonifhing that you obs
ferve a profound filence with refpect to them all, and fix
on me :” to the Defence of the Dzﬁrtahan, Luther made
no reply.  In his pretended refatation of the differtation
he had advanced the moft horrid and difgufling bldf
phemy + that God is the author of all crimes ; that frec
will is a vain title 4 that God effets in s evil as well as
good ; 'that the great'perfection of faith is to believe that
God is juft though he miakes us damnable by his abfolute
‘will; that he feems to take a pleafure in the rorments
of- the “unhappy ; God, faid he, pleafes you when heé
~ crowns the unworthy, he onght not to difpleafe yo‘u‘
. when he damns the innocent : fee Review, p. 130 .
. . Erafmus’s averfion to Luther, and his gofpellexfs, e‘n-;‘
“creafed in proportion as he remarked the progrefs of the .
fect,and the devaftation, which it caufed @  this ‘pew
T ‘ ) ‘ gofpel,
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gofpel »» f21d he, in a letter to a phyﬁcxan, “has produced
a new fort of people, ob{hnate, 1mpudcnt, hypocrltes,
calummators, hars, deceivers, who do not agx ee among&
‘ themfelves and are troublefome to others, feditious, fu:
rious, full of chicape, they dlfp]eafe me {o that if I knew
~ a town, in which thcre i not one of them, T would’ ﬁzg.“
- my dwellmrr there.” Of the many able writers, who,
at that unlucky pcnod oppofed the intrufion of Luther’s
errors, and expofed thie abfurdity of his piradoxes, for
opinions they cannot be called, few, if any, more effectus
ally checked their progrefs than ~ Erafmts, whom
our caﬁmator cites as one of thé fathers for the con-
demnanon of Popery. But FErafmus fiid thit' Lu-,
,ther had fwo faults ¢ that he, touched the Monks’
lbelhes, and the Fopes crown. True, but Luther had
only commenced his career, Frafius was undeceived,
and we have feen what'he thought of that furloua
‘Monk’s wild declimation againft Popes and Prmces.\
Let usnow difcufs his firiéture on the Monks’® bellies.
It is firi@ly true, as Erafinus remarks, that Luther’s firlt
preachmg did alarm the Monks ; but our ca{hgator
whof mcmory dCCClVCa hiin at tlmes, as well as his
{plrlt of divination, has forgotten to inform his feaders’
“that thefe Monks, Who were alarmed at Luther’s preach-
ing, were yet Monks, or rather Eplcurcans under the
_cowlof Monks, fubjedt to. certain rules and reftramts,
which they ought to obferve, but did riot. The idéa
~of a reformation to fuch men muft be alarming, it was
particularly {o at’ that time as their diforders and ex:
-~ cefles were public, cﬁenﬁve, and even difgufting, and a
reformation of courfe was loudly called for; but a refor-
‘tnation of conduét and morals, a reformation of excefles
and intemperance, a reformation of dlﬂ]pauon and
fenfuality, was the reformatlon expected by all pious.
chriftians ;2 reformation, which would have re. eftablifh-
ed order, ancl difeipli n¢, and would have enforced. thc
obfex vance of monaftic rules and regulations. " It is not
for prifing that the firh rumour of fuch a reformation

N
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‘ihé\}ld alarm thiefe epicurean Monks ; but when they
found that Luther’s reformation was as eppofite to this
as darknefs is to light ; that it confifted in a releafe from
all civil and religious reftraints ; that it cancelled all
vows, promifes and obligations j that it extinguifhed
every idea of felf-denial or mortification ; that it fup-
preffed all fafts and abftinences, all rules and regulations,
and confequently enabled its profeflors to gratify the
cravings of the belly to their utmoft extent, thefe Monks
were amongft the firft to embrace it; they became not -
only his profelytes but his moft zealous afliftants in the
glorious work .of reforming. Hence in many parts of
Germany, where the diforders, were greateft, and ig-
norance moft profound, we find convents and mo-
nafteries almoft inftantancoufly depopulated, and thefe
licentious Monks becoming the firft Paftors of all the
reformed churches in Germany. g
. I our caftigator be a Paftor of any of thefe churches,
‘whatever its defcriptive title be, he muft date from one
of thefe Monks, whofe bellies were alarmed by Luther’s
firft preaching ; and, whatever reluétance he may feel;
hemuft ackhowledge him for his anceftor : Becaufe
the faét is incontrovertible : the firft Paftors of the
reformed churches did vot fall from the clouds, nor
grow like mufhrooms, they were the Priefts and Monks
then in being, who abjured the faith, which they
had profefled until that unlucky period, and embraced
the reformed faith. Cf all hiftorical fa&ts there is not
one more certain than this. It is known to every man
who reads the biffory ‘of our times. Burnet informs
us, that, when the Commiffioners, in 1549, made a re-
portof the fuccefs of their vifitation to Queen Elizabeth,
the whole kingdom had received the orders of Parlia-
ment,’and the Queen’s Pafforal Infiructions, with due
fubmiffion ; that though there were 9,400 benefices in
England, they “all embraced the reformation, with the
exception of 14 bifhops, 6 deans, 12 arch-deacons, 15
principals of celleges, 5o canons; and 8o vicars: In; the
- pace
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fpwce/nfabﬂut thlrtyyearq thefe. men had changedtheir refi
gim four feveral times,in obediencé to the mjunc”aonq
of their kings and queens. Quch were the firft Paltors of
th- reformed ‘churchés in the Unired Kingdom, and if,
they were guilty of the exceflesand cruelties with which
this caftigator. charges thew, which; by ithe bye the
writer does not believe, it is not difhonorable to
catholics, who difclhim thém, but to proteﬁants, who
muft acknowledge them for their anceftors. :
The writer, in his remarks on Doétor Stanfer’s Exami-
nation, had fpoken irreverently of Cromwell, Henry the.
Eighth’s vicar-general ; he had even prefumed to cemfure
that worthy nobleman feverely. This bas inflamed the
caftigator’s bile beyond its ufual pitch § but has he for-
gotten, or did he ever know, that the Butlfh parliamient
ﬁ1gmanfed thart vile fycophant with the moﬁ opprobricus
¢pithet in the Englith language : @ traitor 20 the State ?
and-as {uch condemned him to lofe his head ? He feems
to know nuthing of the man’s hiftory. 'The writer gives
a fketch of it in a few words : he was bornin Pulteney
bound apprentice to a thearman, fed from his mafter,
enlifted a private foldier, fv ignorant that he never ohe
“tained the rank o‘fcu'pmal, was in the ranks when the
Duke of Bourbon traitnroeily ftormed Rome, in 1527,
fhared in the maflacre and the barbarities committed on-
that snewmorable occafion, a recital of which chills the
blood 5 they difgrace the annals of mankind ; he return- -
ed to England, engaged as a menial fervant in Woolfey’s
family ; mﬁpuated himfelf into the good graces of that
intriguing prelatc ; was recominended to Hc,nry VIIIL
{erved him in bis pleafures ; by the influence of Anne
Boulen whs raifed to the dignity of Baron of Oikham;
Earl of Oxford, prime minifter in ftate affairs, and vicar-
general in fpirituals } in that quality he prefided over the
~Englifh clergy 5 fubfcribéd, and pretended to believe, all
the articles of Henpy’screed, though he fecretly. pro-
fefled the doérines f Lumghus ;s he-advifed the fup-
! preﬁlon of mona&crlcs, and the'fale of church landsat a

lqw, '
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~ low rate, to.engage the nobility and gentry in the fup-
port of Henry’s fupremacy ; in confun%inn wirh Cran.
wmer, who, like Cromwell, publicly prof:fled, "and fwore
0 the truth of Henry’s articles, which he - probally dif-
-believed ; he had views for the advancement of the re-
formation., Itis true, Cranmer was more intereffed,
becaufe he was obliged not only te.conceal his faith but
his wife. Cromwell knowing that' Henry refufed no--
thing to a wife whilft fhe managed tocommand his affzc-,
nons, thought Anne of Cleves well qualified to advarce.
his views; but, uitfortunately for him, Henry transferred,
his aﬁ‘e&lons to Catharine Howard ; employed Cranwmer,
a\read) mﬂrument on fuch occafions, to annul his mar.
riage with Ahne of Cleves ; turned his indignation. a.
gainft Cremwell, who advxfed the marriage ; foon found.
‘meansof difpofing of that favourite.: it was fulpected,
that he fecretly encouraged the new preachers againft
the fix articles of Penry fabrmatmn fome_ mch{creet-
expreffions. agam{’c the . ng were reported an. order,
iflued, parliament’ co,nvened condemned him'as a trait.
or to the ftate. It was remarked that he was condemn.-
&d unheara, in conformity with the advice which he had
‘given to condemn the accufed without a hearing.
Thus perithed our caftigator’s woriby  nobleman.* ihe‘
writer begs leave to affure him, that to ferve the in-
‘triguescofa Woolfey, a Cranmer or an Anne Boulen ; to
minifter to the plea{ures or the' rapacuy of an Henry the
eighth, is a fort of merit of which he is. not ambitious,
that nature has not blefled him with the duplicity, the.
phablhty of confcience, the cringing fervility which -{o
eminendly diftinguith this worthy nobleman. He. neither
expedts applavfe, nor fears znimadverfion for. fuch mer-
‘it ; he has the honor to date his pedigree from honeit
men, who facrificed not only their pofleffions, but theie
hopes in this world, in defence of what they believed to
be nuth, the only: inheritance wmch they have left him,
for which he moft fincerely thanks them.

*Pre. p. yili.
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The writer in his remarksonDr. Stanfer’s Exam. ftated
. fadtscolleed from Proteftant writers, and ‘relath intheir
own words. See Rem. p. 8..... Thefe ourcafligator
“modeftly enough calls calumnies, without even anattemps
to invalidate or elude the force of theauthorities, whick
fubftantiate them. Immediately after he tells us, that
there are ¢ many Romith clergymen who deplore - the
general depravity of that church, and abominate the fel: -
fith {pirit of their brethren.” 'A material gqueftion pre-
fents itfelf : how does he know it ? The man, in ail ap-
pearance, ‘dp(j.s not know an individual of that immenie
body of men, confifling of fome millions, {pread over
the chriftian world,"whom.he thus afpérfcs in bulk. The
Romifh clergy do not fay that the minifters of .the
reformed churches are depraved. Why fo? Becaude they,
do not know: it. They do not confulg the fpirit of divi-
pation, the caftigator’s inftructor ; they know it to be a
{pirit of illufion, alying {pirit, and difregard its fuggefti-
ons. He even condefcends to admit that there are
“fome of the Romith clergy who cherifh a. high efteem.
for the fcriptures.” Doeshe know any one. ‘of them -
who does not ¥ Such a clergyman would be a phenome-,
non as rare as thePheenix of the Ancients. Their refpect
and reverence for the fcriptures is fuch, that they will
not permit every pedant, who underftands a few words
of Greek and Hebrew, to tranflate them  according to
his own fancy ; nor will they permit either enthufiafts, |
or impofters, "to affix to them a fenfe of their own in-
vention, as our caftigator has done, more than ouce, in
his pretended refutation : clofing the work he gives 3
remarkable inftance of his ingenuity 'in forcing the
{eriptures to fpeak- his own language. ““ What agree-
ment hath the temple of God with images,” in the text,
with idols, meta eid¥loin. Again 1 « Little children keep
yourfelves- from images ;% in the text, Srom idols, - Apo
(20n eidelin. The Greek word eikin, fignifies an’ image
from cik I am like, the tevm cidolon, fignifies an ido/, from
¢idos @ form., This every man knows who knows any
o | - thing



tthmg of that language the1nfp1red writers f’peakmg of
vlmages, mvamably cxPrefs them’ by the dlﬁlrent inflexi-
ons of ciken : Thus Matt, xxii. 20, whofe i image is this ?
*tinos & cikon auté . . . 1t Cor. xi. 7—-—for the man ought
not to cover his head bemg the image and glory of
God. : Eikon kai doxa. It io complaifance to the caftiga.
tor, the apaflle had tubflituted eidsion to eikon, “he would
have made man the ido/ of God, lhe writer does not
 remember to have feen fo 1mpudem: a perverfion of the
fcrlptures, manifefily intended to miflead the ignorant.
Catholics have a fixed ﬁandard : the feriprures depoﬁted
in the: ha,nds of the firft pa{’cors of the church, by the
apoftles, and from them defcending in regular fucceflion
to the paftors of the prefent day, not the fcriptures re-
formed and refitted by every enthufiat, or impoftor, to
his~ own opinions, which he gives te his de}u ted follows
ers as the pure Word of God.

From the tltfe page of Papery Cana’vmnea‘ a refutation,
or fomethmg like a refutation of the writer’s Remarks
on Doﬂor Slan/er $ f xamination, &e. mlgnt be expvfc’t_.
cd but the caftigator found it more convenient to
, ovcrlook the errozs tmd Jaljehoods contained in them, and
' dlre& the attention of his readers 1o the leading points of de-
éate betwe’en proteftants ‘and - papifts.*  Why not tell his
- readers that thefe errors and faljeboods are harmlefs ? Or,

that a ferlous refutation of errors and falfeboods which
have all the appearance of truth, and are fupported by
a train of\concluﬁve reafaping, is an alarming ftafk to
dny man, an mfuperable difficulty to a man, who has
‘not ftudied dialeltics ? Thata few tales of Popes and
Monks, rcfembhng thefe of Robinfon Crufoe, and as
well” authentlcatcd are more amufing, and as much to
his purpoic ? It'is true papifts difregard thefe.tales ; they -
tell hlm, that fuch tales, {o far from bemg leading points
 of debate between protefiants and papifts, are not points.
" of debate at all ; that their truth or fallchood is perfedt-

'ly mdlifcrcnt that to. amufe his readers with fuch
tales

*Pre. poge
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talesis a pmful fubterfuge, which fhews that he has ng,
folid reafon to offér, c1ther in defence of his own Opt~’
nions, er in oppofition o the do&rme, thh he pre-
tends to refute.

After a preface of nine or ten p’xges, in w} ich he
profufely lavithes his modeft animadverfions on the
vahity, the zgnn'ance, the calumnies, the ‘errors and Jfal on
boods -of the writer, this caﬂlgator progeeds at length to.
difcufs the ewsrordinary claims, of the See of Rome. It is
ratlier ominous that his firfi line {hould contain 2 p&lpa-
ble miftake : they are not the extraordinary but the ordi-
nary claims of that See, which' form the fubJPc’} of de<
bate berween- proteﬁants and, papifts.- 1he caftigator
does not feem to underfiand the flate of the. queﬁmn.
The Wrxterhad faid, in his remarks on Dr. Stapfer’s Ex-
amination. that ““there is as great a certainty of Peter’s
- having been at Rome as-that he wrote his firft and fcconci
Epiftle.”  This gives great offence to the cafligator. The
writer, w1thmm heﬁratmn repeats the affertion, ‘and” fub-'
joins 3 peremptury reafon : that Peter was_at Rome, and.
that he ‘wrote his firt and fecond emﬁle, are fals, the
cerfainty of which refts on the fame authority, the unin-
terrupted tradition of 'ages ,', the facta are thérefore.
equally Certam. The man has a weak hea xd, or a bad.
heart, who denies it, Imagination perhaps may fuageﬁ
fome filly reafons to elude the force of this reafomng,
but not one to difprove it. In the fame paragraph thecafs
tr; ator either intentionally miftakes, or grofsly blunders:

¢ The certamty ofighis fact,” he fays, ** does not,as the
writer imagines, prove ruinous to the reformed fyftem.”
‘Vhe writer imagines no fuch thmrr The certainty
“of Peter’s having been at Rome, or ]ex ufalem, or Antioch,

or elfewhere, 1s not the fac, which the writer ﬁated as-
ruinous of the reformed {yftem; buu the cartainty oj’Peicr h
baving founded bis Sgz at Reme, and tranfmitted bis authority
to. feed Chriff's flock to his Juxceffor.  See Remams, p- 176.'
The reafonsthere &dduced to authenticate - the fac’t are
yet withcut a refutation. lee tales ‘do not invalifate
' pOht‘Vw
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‘poﬁrwe fats ; and this fa&t is ‘confefledly ruinous of the
reformed fy{tem for if it be true, that Peter did tranf-
~mit to his fucceflor, his authority to feed " Chrift’s flock,
they are not his flock who difclaim this authority : un-
“der pretence of dlre&mg his veader’s attention to’ thc
leading iub_]e& of *debate, the caltigator introduces a tale
of Peter’s gmng; to Rometo refift the juggling tricks of
Simon the magician, and of a_chair being revetenced
there on the 18th of Janwary, on wh1ch the labours of
Hercules were difcovered in 1662. It is doubtful, whe-
ther ignorance or artifice be the more prominent feature
of this ridiculous tale. ~ The chair which is reverenced on
" the 18th of January, is a feftival in ‘commemoration of
the foundation of the Apoftolical See, in Latin called
“Cathedra, which has no reference to chairs or tables ;
there is another feftival in commemoration of St. Peter’s
chair at Antioth, on the 22d of Feb. See the Roman
calendar. Thus ignorance and artifite cqmbined fport
with the creduhty of a deluded people,” whofe pride is
flattered in being taught to believe that they thems-
felves are the only competent judges, of wha,t thcy do
not underftand. ©
In every age of the church there have been, and there
yet are chrlfhans who célebrate the adniverfary of their -
‘baptifm, in gratitude to the divine goodnefs for their
aﬁoptlon and. if thefe new modelled chriftians do not,
it is becaufe they have wandered fo far from the old
path, and fo deeply bewildered themfelves in the laby-
rinth of fancy, thar they have ‘not onlyloft fight of the
true path but of all the land marks which diftinguifh it.
We know .that a feflival in commemoration of St. Pe-
ter’s chzm', or the exaltation of that apoftle to the fu-
‘preme government of the Chriftian church, was celebra.
ted before 'St. Auftin’s days : we have yet extant a fer-
‘mon preached by that prelate on the fubje@, in which
‘he fays : . the inflitution of this day’s folemnity has re-
ceived from the Ancients the name of cathedra, or chair,
‘becaufe Peter, ﬁxﬁ of the apoﬁleb, is- faid this day to
“have
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‘have received the chair of the bithopric.. Juftly thcrcfor’é
the churches celebrate the anpiverfary (‘natalem) of that_
feat, which the apoftle received for the falvation of
churches, . the Lord faying : ¢ Thou art Peter, (‘arock P)
and on this rock. I will build my church. » TheLord
Ltherefm"e called Peter the foundation of the church, and,
" theretore the church rlghtly honors (celtt) this founda-
tion, on ‘which the heighth: of the ecclefiaftical edifice
rifes *  We have alfo a fermon of Leo the Great on the
fame riubjec’t in which he fays, that we ought ‘to ¢e-
Jebrate the feftival of St Peter’s chair, -as joyfully as the
feftival of his martyrdom for fays he, ¢ as by the one
he was exalted tod throne of glory in the heavens, fo
by the other he was inftituted head of the “church on
earth. »  We have yer extant four fermons preached on
the anniverfary of his acceffion, to the dignity of the:
apoftolical fee, by this pantiff, in whofe days Antlchrlﬁz‘
had net yet made his mpearance in Rome, if we believe
proteftant writers. Even the caftigator fixes his coming
after the death of Gregory the Great; who was the
twentieth Pope in fucceffion to Leo, a2 moft unlucky mif-
~‘take, which has m‘volyed reformed controvertifts in
difficulties from which there is no evafion. Why fo?
V~Becaufe this ponnff in his works, univerfally acknow-
ledged genuine, teaches all - thefe doétrines, which ‘the
reformed churches reject, and pretend to be the inven-
tions of Antichrift : the real prefence of the body of
Chrift in the eucharift, fee Review, p. 231 ; the publi¢
facrifice,and che benediction of the chrifm. (1) In that lets
ter he complains that the violence exercifed by the Eu-
tychians in Alexandria, had interrupted the offering of
~ the facrifice, and the benedléuon of the chrifm. In his
~ letter to the bifhops of the province of Vieme, he flates,
in firong terms, the primacy of St. Peter and the authori-
ty of the Roman See ( 2); that autherity he himfelf exs"
“ercifed over the chriftian world, 'as appears from his
works. He frequently recommends himfelf to the Taints
i reigning-

*Serm. 15. de San»’&is. o
{1) Ep..125. Edit. quer. (2) Ep.ia
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rexgmng in Heaven, and exhorts others to-place a co-
fidence in their interceffion” (3) ; he honors their. relics -
~and fel’uvals, ibid. He rebuilt the church of St. “Paul,
.pamted gn- the cexlmg in Mofaic work the i xmages of
“Chrilt and the twenty four Elders (4). Hc placed at the
‘fepulcllres of the' apo{’clea, gUardmns, in Latm called
camerarii, fec Fleuly, B. 21, cap. 16. He calls the faft
of the lent an apoftolical ‘tradition, (). In a letter
addrefled to Theodore, lzn{hop of Frejus, on penance, he
repnmands that prchte for not applymg to his metro-
puhtan for infirudion in the firft place ; then he defcribes
‘the order of admlmﬁcrmg that {acramient, _confeﬁ'xon,
fatlsfa&lon, and reconcxlmtlon Penance, he fays, is by
the miniftry of the paftors ; but by the power of Jefus
Chnﬂ: and the gifc of the Holy Ghoft. This remedy,
he fays, is for the hvmg, not for the dead who have
negle&ed it whllﬂ; life continues we are not to fet
‘bounds to the mercy of God : penance, therefore, muft
not.be refufcd to finnérs in the greateft exturemity, who'
defire it, if thc1r converﬁon ‘be fincere. This letter is
‘dated on the 1oth of June, 452, (6) Tlns facrament
_isnot of 'Antichrift’s invention, as it was in ufe before
Leos days, the 1mpoﬁor who 1eje&ed it as ufelefs in
V517, Was, in all appear ance, one of his advanced guard
In a letter addrefled to the bithops of Campania, and
the two nclgthurmg provinces of Samnium and Picen-
um in date the 6th of March, 469, Leo reprlmands
‘thofe prelates for obliging fome pemtents to make a pub-
lic confeflion of their fins, left others thould be deterred
by thame, or the fear  of their enemies, who mmht infti.
tute 2 criminal a&ion on their confeffion. It is enough,
f@ys he, that ﬁns be confefled to. God and to a prieft,
in a fecret manner, (7)
~ Bower, the reformed Jefuit, in his Lives of Popes, fays
of Leo : “ he was without doubt a man of extraordi-
nary parts, far fuperior to- all who had governed that
thurch before him, and fcarce equalled by any fince.”

C ~ Though

(3) Serm. 4. and alibi pluies.  (4) Lib. Pon. _(5) Serm. de’ q“adf?gf"m“
~ (6) Epis. de. 83. {7) Epis. 136
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Though Bowers’s comptlatmn, which ferves a5 a ¢
pertory te modern declaimers againft popery, be repleté -
Awith'the moft grofs blunders, 4nd the moft vxle calumny,
the writér knows no work beétter calcutatéd to difabufe
an urfprejudlced reader = hie Tees in almoft every line the
moft envenomeéd Tancour contradlé‘tmg known truth,
and fhamelefsly adVancmg falfﬂimad in the face of con-
viion.

Yo Bower’ stcﬁlmony the writer adds that of Fleury',
who 'was nét more remarkable for the feverlty of his
firidtures” on popes, than for thei maccuracy of fome of
his conjectures. 'The writer would not be naderftood to
~accafe Fleury of advancing an intended falfehood. ¢ His
ftyle,” fays he, fpeaking of the works of Leo, “is ‘noblé
and-elegant, fhcwmg the folidity of his judgment the beaua
ty of his imdgination, and the greatnefs of his courage.*

The caftigator, aftér having amufed his readers with -
* the ‘tale of Hercules’s chiair, though he feems unwrﬂmg
to difpute Péter’s having ‘been at Roine, thinks the faét
has not~ ben proved by the "writer in his Remarks on
‘Do&or. Stanfer’s Examination. The dire& proof offer-
ed there, and now again rcpeated, is #aniver fal, uninter-
rupted, and uncontradiGed tradition, the proof by which all
fuch facts are known, a ‘proof, which bears no reply ;
this the caftigator prudently paﬁ'cs unnoticed, and pre-
tends to corre& ‘a quotation from Eufebius, and a chro-
nological miftake, as he imagines, with refpeé to Paphias,
The writer ‘begs leave to inform him, that the quotati-
ons there adduced aré mcrely cantera] cvxdencc, in
which either inadvertence or error does not in the leaft
affect the dire@ proof. If Fufebius and Paphias had nevér
cxifted, it would not be the lefs true that Petcruwas‘
at Pomc, nor could that univerfal tradition, whic¢h
attefts it, bave been the lefs unquéftionable. The fa&
was known and believed by millions before Eufebius
was born; and on the falth of others'hie believed it': a
Greek writer of the fourth ccntury, who had nevér feen

) Petet
* Hift Ec. L, 29, N: 16,
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Peter nor Rome, could not otherwife- haVe known it.
Thus, in Nova Scotia, -we know that a Lewis XIV

-reigned in - France. In Eufebms"s days writers had not.
yet leamed to confult the fp;mt of divination for the truth
of fadls ; they did not know that men, Whom they never
faw, wuh whom they. had no mt;t;rcourfc, nor acquaint:

‘ ance, were depraved and corrupt. . The writer is not dife -
rpofcd to wafte time and _paper ina grammatxcal dif.
cuflien of a Greck phrafe, nor difpute with diGionary-
makers and fchoolmaﬁers, of whom Popc fays ‘% they
may underﬁand the fenfe of qne WOI’d but no more.”
Howcver the quotatnon s corre&ed by the caﬁlgator,ls
of greater force than as ﬁated by the writer : in Poﬁery-
Condemned it ftands thus: * moreover . Peter mentions
Mark: in his firft epiftle, whlch, as they fay, was written
at Romc Peter himfelf intimates as much, callmg Rome,
by a ﬁgurc, Babylon, in thefe wmds the church whick

_is at Babylon, in the text, in Babylon, &c.” The caﬁlga-
tor excludes Paphias from the numher of Eufcbms s in-
formers, and fubﬁitutes the pronoun f/my This pronoun
muft imply more than one, confequently the force of-
the teftimony is’ encrcafed Eufebius in that place does
not cite Paphias. or others to fhew that- E’e;er was at

~ Rome, he fuppofes the fa& known to the world ; but ‘he

cxtcs Paphias, or, as the caﬁngator will haye. it, pubhc

Opmmn, that Petep wrote his firft eplﬁle from Rome, and

he confirms this opinion cxprefsly, faying : ¢ Peter hlm- ,

© felf mtlmateo as much, callmg Rome Babylon TIsthis -

baihgator ﬁupld enough to believe that Peter callcd the
church of Rome Babylon, whilft he himfelf doverned'
it If he does, i-there any man fo dcf’utute of -common
fenfe as to believe him ?. Peter and ]ohn called the- city
of Rome Baby/an, and Juﬁly it .was the head of the

Roman empire, immerfed i in ldolatry and alf forts of un-

deannefs, perfecuting the church vmh unrclentmg fury, .

as. Babylon ofald did the jews '

" The cafiigator, who mplt’ fill 2, pamphlet with fome-

thing, finds that Paphias was not a difciple of the apoﬁles
At
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It is of llttle confequence whether Paphlas was cotem«
porary with the apo{tles, when it is certain that he was;'
mﬁru&ed by their immediate fucceﬁ'ors, however it is
not the lefs true that he was cotemporary with fome of.
them St John the’ Evangeh& dled at thefus in the
year 99 of our JEra, and Paphxas wag blfhop of Hlero-“
pahs in Phrygla, intir, that is twelve years after the
death of the evangelr& 1 we fuppofe him at the age of 50
years, when he was chofen l)lﬂ]Op, he muft have becn
near 40 when John died. Whether the commencement
of our Zra be corred or not, the time elapfed between
John’s death, and his acceﬂion to the epicopal dwmty
is the fame.*
Paphlas was a difeiple of John the pueﬁ of Ephe-
fus, an 1mmedxate difciple of Jefus Chrift. It is con-
: Je&ured that this John was not the evangelift, becaufe
‘ Paphlas, as c1ted by Eufebxus, fays, ‘1 did not approve
thofe, who fald many thmgs, but thofe, who taught
the truth ; nor thofe who related ﬁrange precepts, but‘.
thofe wlm related the precepta. which the Lord ‘en-.
_truﬁecl to us, and wh:eh proceed from truth itfelf. . If:
any ong eame who had followed the anc1ents, Iaﬂ{ed
Phlllp, or Thomas or james, or john or Matthew, or'
.{ome other of the difciples of our Lord what  Ariftion
faid or ]'ohn the old difciple of our Lord + Whether,
this John be the evangehﬁ or not,’ Whlch is mere matter
of conje&ure, he is properly called an apoﬁle, as he was
a prieft and immediate dlfmple of Jefus Chrift, Thus St.
Paul calls Andronicus and Jumas apoﬁles 1 The {pirit of;
jcontradx&xon as well as ‘the {pirit of d1vmatxon deceives
. this caftigator, | We have from the hlﬁory of Paphlas,' ‘
what he does not with to know, that in the apoftles days,
their words as well as their ertmg% were colle@ed by -
theit immediate difciples, and tranfmltted to their fuc-.
ceflors hence that mJunéhon of St. Paul to his difciple
llmOChl’ A tla thmg whxch yo‘u have heard from‘

i

; . : ) IHC»
* Fleur. Ee. Hi{t: L"b’ﬁ’N' ts.  F Eull Lib. 3.»Cap.f alt.  § Rom. ult. S
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‘.;:ne by many wnme"fes, ‘thefe comm:t t6 faithful men,-
who will be capablc of teaching ¢ omei's al On the teftimo-
ny of thefe men, we know.the onﬁohcal traditions.
‘The ua[hgator fmm his profound krowledge of an-
tiquity and deep refeaxches in the works of Lucan, of
Phlloﬁnatuq and Phny, ﬁnd that Selcucra on the Tigris,
was'called Babv!on t He mlght ﬁnd a Babylon in Shr op- -
fhire or Flf:.fhlre, for what the writer Lnows ; but he
will find it difficult ta find a Babylon either thére or im
Sy; ia, which correfponds with 8t: john . dP’\"crlptlon
that is, bmlt on feven hills, and commanding the, kings of
the earth. Euiebms never dreamed of this’ Babylon fir-
named Seleucia. But Dupin, a Papith Polemic of great
candour, better. vcrfcd in fcnpture and antxquxty than alt
the Romifh clergy on ‘this fide the atlantic,} contradiéts
Lufeblus I t‘ns mtérp etation,” fays Dupm, “ s falfe,
¢ and itis more patural to fay that he wrote this eplﬁlﬁ‘ :
from Babylon.® Itis the firft time that the writer hag
~{een Dupin numbered amongft Popith Polemics; he has
feen him more than once ranked with ¥ra Paoli, amongft
lurking hynocrxtes Wh,atever opmxcm the _ caftigaror
amay have of his eruditton, he has glven a very bad fpeci-
men of his modefty : ‘A Frenchman. writing in 1686, be-
tore hehad attained the age of thirty years contradicts
Eufebius a Greek writer near the clofe of the third cen-
| tury, of whom 1t s faid tlmt he knew czl! that was written
before him, and ‘whofe.chronicle including events from
the commcnccment of time to the zoth year of Con-
ftantine’s reign, is the prmcxpal fund which remains for
the fludy of chronology.
_ 'Dupin did not confing his firitures to Enfebu.s he -
anfured with. fuch pet&lant feverlty, the &yle the
do&rme, and the quahues of ec celefiaftical writers of an-
tiquity that Bofluet, thé celebrated ol{hop of 'Meauz,
who knew fomethmg of antiquity too,. denounced him to
: Harlay, then arch-bithop of  Paris, who obliged Dupin
. 'pubhcly to retra& his. unfounded conje&urcs He was
‘ v ‘obliged
?"”z. Tim.yii. 21 ; 4 p. 6. . 1 p. 10,
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lexgcd to.a fecord retradion.on.a more ferious accafi fon
in 1703, and dlfmxﬂ'egl from his, profeflorthip,—fee his
life, by his friends in thc hxﬁorxcal dictionary.. His
errors have been afcribed by fome to the impetuof ity of
his dxfpoﬁtxon by others, to reafons’ not very honorable,
which the writer pafles in filence ; but whether we believe
his friends or Lis enemies, there was. mpre phablh ty in
the man’s confeience, than is confiftent thh 3, fmccre re-
.gard to truth.

- However relu@antly the caﬁlgator is forced to. admit
that Peter was at Rome, but, fays he, it does not follow
as a confequent that he was Bifhop of that See.* No =
he was in many other cities as well as in Rome : Why
thefe unwearied exertions to perplcx a plain, truth i 7 The.
writer did not ftate itasa confequent: he ftated a, pro-
poﬁtlon whnhglves this caﬁxgator great anxiety, and he
fates it again : that there is a3 great a certainty that
Petet did eftablith his See at Rome, as that the fcriptures,
are divinely infpired. Thxs propofition he has proved
more than once.already ; againft the peremptory reafons
which eftablifh it, all {uppofitions; are vain: for itis an
intuitive truth that fa2ls refting on the fame ‘authority
are equally certain, . Will he condefcend . to -admit thag,
thefe many millions of chriftians, whomhe calls pa-

-~ pifts, do believe it ? That it. was believed by the chmﬁlan
world when Luther firft oppofcd the Pope in 1517 2 2
Thatit was univerfally believed in 1213, When thc
) fourth council of Lateran was celebrated ? Thati in Chzu‘-
lcmagne s time, that is in 814, 1t was beheved by thethen,
chriftian World » That at thc celebration of the generai
council of Chalc,edon in 4351, it was buhcved ?1In that
couna! we have @n pubhc recoxd the. names of. thrce
‘hundred and fixty bﬁhopu, Greeks, Aﬁaucs and Afri-
cans, who believed it.  Will this ca&xgato ‘ or any  of.
his fnends, tell us when or wherc it was. not beheved [
The firlk 2& of the council of ChaICPdon, ‘which is ac
x{ﬂ()“flﬁdqﬁd by the churcn of. England asa lawfu.l coun-

ul,

*p. 1 |



'3

gil, gives the moft authentic evidence, that ‘the blfhop of
- Romie was then, and before, umverfa.lly acknowledged
head .of the' catholicchurch. The firt aflembly of
this council was held in the chutch of Saint Euphemia on
the eighth of theides of October, under the ¢onfulthip
of Marcxen, fourth indi&ion, that is, the elghth of O&o-
ber, 451, There were pr‘efent with the prelates, nine-
teen’of the chief officers of the court® Anatolius, gene- *
ral of the troops, who had been conful of the year 440,
“Tatien, governor of Conftantinople, Palladius, fuperin-
tendant of the court, Sporatius, captain of the gudrds, ’
&c. . The biftiups named in the ads are 360 % at the head
‘of thefe are, Pafchafinus, bithop of Lilibee i in Sicily, Lu-
centiiss, bithop of Afcoli, and Boniface, prieft “of thé
Roman ‘chirch; the pope’s legates, then Anatolius, bithop
of Conftantinople, Diofcorus of Alexandria, Maximus of
Antloch, and juvenal of Jerufalem ; thefe are pamar-
‘chal Sees ; the archb'{hops and bifhops are named in
_their rcfpe&we orders 5 theé order of fitting is thus de-
fcribed : the. magiftrates and fenators in the middle, be-
Xore the baluftrade of the altar, to the left, the place of
“honor in the church, were the pope’s legates, then
Anatolius of Conftantinople, Maximus of Antioch, Tha-
“laffius of Céfarea, Stephén of Ephéfus, and the bithops of
- ‘the didcefes of the Eaft, of Pofitus, of Afia, and Thrace,
in their order ; on the rlght was, Diofcorus of Alex-
*andria, Juvenal of Jerufalem, Quintillus 'of Heraclea, in
‘Macedonia, reprefenting Anaftafius of Theffalonica, Peter
- of Corinth, then the other blﬁmps of Esrypt ; of Tllyri-
‘cumi‘and Paleftine in their order ; the golpel in the mid-
¥'dle § the'bithop Pafchafinus, the pope’s legate, fpoke firft,
and addreﬁing himfelf to the magifirates, he faid : * We’
‘have the orders of the bithop of Rome, bead of ali churches,
dxre&mg that Diofcorus-hould not - fit in the council 3
therefore, if it pleafe your 10rdfh1ps, let him retire, or
“we retire :” Pifchafinus fpoke in Latin 5 his words
were explamed in Greel«z by Beronicien, fecrctary

“of the emperor’s confiftory. “The fenators and ma-
giftrates
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Qxﬂrates faid : ¢ what partxcu]ar complamt is there agamit
the moft reverend bithop Dmfcorus P Lucentms, the
cther legate, rephed “ he muft give an account of his
‘]udg,ment ‘He: has_ ufurped the authorlty of a ]udge,
and  prefumed to hold a Counal w:t/aout the authority of i/se‘
Holy See, what never was done nor allowed 3 Pdfchaﬁmh
added : we cannot dxfobey the orders of the pope, nor
the canons of the church. Diofcorus, therefore, qultted
" his feat by order of the maglﬂzratcs, and fat in the mid-
dle of the affembly,—fee the firft a€t of the council of
. Chalcedon,

Here we haVe the moft authéntic ev1dence upon re-
cord,of the blﬂ'lop of Rome s ]urlidl&xon over all church.-
es, acknow]cdged and exercifed in prefence of the Greek
Empemr s minifters of Rate, reprefentmg his Imperlal
Majefty, in prefence of Anitolius, patrlarch of Conftan-
tinople, of Diofcorus, patriarch of Alexandrla, of Masxi-.
mus, patnarc'n of Antioch, of Juvenal, patrlarch of Jeru-
falem ;in prefence of 350 prelates, {ubieét to" the _]urlf-
diction of thefe patrlarcha If the pope’s jurifdiction had
been doubtful, if there had beeha poff blhty of conteft-
ing it, would they all have thus tamely acquiefced ;
‘Would not Diofcorus and his party, at leaft, have refifted

it ? 'Fhey had the moft cogent reafons, and the {’crongeﬂ:
inclination to declme it, if they could diftover any eva-
fion.

In the fecond At of that Councﬂ ‘on the fixth of the

“Ides, that is, the tenth of the month of O&ober, when
the Pope’s Letter to the Council was read, thePrelates ex:
cliimed : * That is the faith of our fathets ; the faith of
the apofiles; we all believe fo, Peter has fpoken by
Leo.””

At this diftarice, both of tiine and place, we know th
dodtrine taught in Conﬁantmople and Rome in the days
of Leo, the Grcat we know, the names of the Pelates
who occupied’ all' the Patriarchal Sées in thie chriftian
world ; we know the diftricts over which they prefided;
the order of precedence in their affembhes. Did thefe

men,
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men, who were not inferior to us’ in point of fcnenceam
their works are yet extant ? ? Didthefe men, the wrlter
‘afks once more, did they know nothmg of their own pre-
ideceﬁ'ors ? Did they know nothing of the doctrine
taught in the diocefes, over which they preﬁded for two
or three centuries bcforc ? Al reafoning is loft on the
'_man who, pletends to believe fuch an abfurdxty ; and the
man Who is duped by fuch nonfenfe is rather an Obje& of
contempt than pity.

Of the many authorities adduced by the wrxtcr in his
'lemarks on Dr. Stanfer’s Exammatxon, the caftigator
fays there are but two who wrote before the fourth cen-
tury. The writer refers him to the prelates aﬁembled in

“the coundil of Chalcedon : they had in their hands the
wntmgs of their predeceffors, and through them, we
know them. If the writer has not cxted many writers of

| the {fecond century, it is becaufe there are but few wri-
ters of the threc firlt centurlcs, whofe works have -bsen
tranfinitted to us. There were no printers in them days.
The few, who ventured to write in defence of chnﬁxam-
ty, (onﬁned themfelves to eftablifh the divinity of Chrift’s
mxﬁion, and to _]uﬂxfy their faith arramﬁ the falfe impu-
tations of the heathen phllofophers fot chriftianity was

‘then, as it is now, grofsly mifreprefented. The heathen
phxiofophers declaimed againft the abominations and
corruptions of chriftianity under the appellaﬂous of fu-’
perﬁmon and atheifm, with as much virulence as new
modelled minifters declaim againft the fame chrifitanity,
‘under the appellation of popery. But if the writer did
not cite thefe very ancient writers, whofe works are
not in his hands, he has cited their immediate fucce{fors,
m whofe hands they were, the Eufebius’s, the Jeromes’,

‘the Auftins’, the Optatus’s, &c. To them he refers the
caftigator. Does he pretend to refute the tefimony of
men who occafionally relate, what the world knew, by
the filence of others, who have ‘not {poken on the fub-
Je& at all ? This is a new modellcd fort of refutation.

* Reftlefs imagination, if not dcfpaur, fuggells -another
rerource :
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refource : it is hardly ‘poffible for a writer, not divinely
aflifted, to befo correét, and exalt in the choice, and
dupoﬁtlon of his terms, that no incorie&®, or ificautious
expreﬁ]on fhall efcape hin : the fcrlptures themfelves
are frequently diftorted from théir ;ntendcd fi; gmﬁcatlon,
and, either through mhalice or 1gnorance, forced to fpeak
‘the language of error. If fuch an incautious expreﬂion'
be found in the works of an aficiént writer, the fpirit of
impofture or illufion faftens on it ; as the beetle on the
fore. pretends to make an mcorre& expreﬂion whmh ef—
fenfc of all “the p&ﬁages, in whlch the wrltcr clearly “and
eXprefsly conveys his thoughts. Cummon fenfe " pre-
feribes a different rule, according’ to which the fenfe of
allincorred, or incautious, expreflions. muft be determin-
ed by the fabject matter; the {cope of the wiiter, and the
whole tenor of the work. From a total dxiregayd of
this rule of common fenfe, and an adopticn of that, which
impofture prefcribes, opinions are lent to men, which
never crofled their imagination, and which are exprefsly
condemned in their works. At the commeéncement of
- the Reformation, whilft there was yet fome refpet for
antiquity, this plan was adopted incautious cxpreﬂi-
~ons, and infulated paffages, were cited from ancient
writers to Juﬁlfy the pretence of | reviving primitive
chriftianity ; butas it was found impoffible to make
the Fathers fpeak a language, which they had not
Jearned, without new modelling the whole of theit
' works, and cathelics then, as they are yet, the keep-
ers of their own records, not being difpofed to pafs
in filence fuch a diabolical deceptmn after a few inefs
feCtual f:ﬁbrts to reform the Fathers, they were: peace:
ably refgned to their old pofleflors, and an appeal-made
tothe feriptures alone. The caftigator -thinks he may
revive the plan of his" anceﬁoxs.v The writer recoms
mends to him a careful perufal of the works of Flaccus
Hlyricus and his affociates, the century swrites of Mag-
deburgh. In the lucubrations of thefe indefatigable re-

formers,
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formers, he will fiad every incautious expreflion, 2ad
every obfcure paffage, which may with any- appearance
of truth be diftorted in fupport of the Reformation ;
but he muft at the fame time advife him not to open
the works of thefe ancient writers, if he underiaads
their language, hewill find them incorrigible papifis,
as deeply immerfed in popifh fuperftitions, fuch as pray-
ing for departed fouls, honoring faints and angels, in-
voking them,prefcribing faftsarid gbﬁingnccs,reco,xnmep;d-
ing celibacy and good works, &c. as the writer. of thefe
remarks. The cé&?gator, therefore, muft confine hiﬁnfe}f
~ to read the garbled paflages extracted from their. works,
by, Flaccus llyricus, with his commentaries on them, and
he will be fatisfied that, they were all good protefiants,
one thoufand years before there was 2 proteftant in the
world, He will alfb find, in the works of that celebrated
reformer, a treatife, .in° which he demonttrates, in his
‘ufual way, that the papacy is an invention of the devil ;
that the pope is the devil himfelf. ; It is not ealy tore-
concile this opinion with the received opinion of proteft-
" ants, that the pope is Antichrift, for, after all, Antichrift,
‘bad a5 he s, is not the devil. The reverend Mr. Parith,
in a late publication, has reformed this opinion : he fays
thar Bonaparte is Antichrift. It feems that he has fuper-
feded the pope ; perhaps in the courfe of time he may
foperfede. the devil himfelf. The writer fears that old
‘ Davyy‘ will prdvg too hard for him. _Fu‘.turc‘ ages will
“ fearcely belive that, in our days, human credulity is the.
-fport of fuch nonfenfe, or that fuch grofs, im_poﬁurc-
thould find dupes. : o
The caftigator, in imitation of his friend Illyricus.,l
diflorts the paffage adduced from Irencus: this father, if
"we believe himf,appeai‘s to have been a ﬁra_;ng/e’r to Peter’s
. particudar relation to. the Roman See.” This he pretends
10 deduce from lreneus’s words : ¢ The blefled apoﬁles/,
l?eter.é;}d Paul, having founded and built” (edified) the,
church, delivered to Linus the epifcopal office, him Paul
o ) ' ' mentioned

* p. 20,
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mentioned in his epiftles to 'Ilmothy ; Anencletus fuc-
ceeded him ; -after whom, in the third place from the

_ apoﬁles, Clement had the blﬂ;nprlc » Does the caﬁlgator

Qretend that to, found a church is not a particalar relation
to it? But he thinks that Paul had an equal title. Fhat
Paul, by his words hlS works and wrltmgs, dld affift m’:‘
foundmg and edlfymg the Roman church, i s unqueﬁxona-'
bly true; that ‘the Roman church knew and profeﬂe&
the dodrine taught by Peter and Paul, is equally true.

* By this doétrine, preferved in the Roman church, and

tranfmitted in regular fucceflion from paftor to paﬂor,
fince the apoﬁlea days, Ireneus confounds all herefies 5
by the {ame rule, errors are condemned to this day :

‘ we can,” fald he, “ enumera‘te thofe, whom the apoftles

’e{’cabh{hed bxihops in the churches, and their fucceﬁbrs

‘ down to us. but ﬁnce it would be ’mo long to - enu-

merate the fucceﬂion of all churches, we ihall content
ourfelves with indicating the z‘ma’ztton of the greateft,
and moft ancient church, known ‘to the whole world,
founded and eftablithed at Rome by the glorious apoﬁles
Peter and Paul ; ; and by -this zmaztmz, which it bas ré—

‘celved from the apoftles, and this faith . annoupced to

‘men, and preferved to our days by the fucceflion of

bithops, we confound all thofe who make unlawful al-
femblies, in any manner, whether through felf-love, vain

’ glory, blmdnefs or mahce 0 Ireneus fhews, that the

.do@rine taught by Peter and Paul, was, tran{mittel, in

regular fucceﬂion, through the paﬂors of the Romz}n
church ; he did net inquire, whether Peter or Paul had
firft founded that church, it was a’ publlc fa&, of which

- noman doubted in his days : the Romans tell this cafti-

gator, that the church of Romé was founded befoxe;

Paul faw Italy ; and that it was then celebrated

for the purity. of its faith, we ]mow from Paul him{elf
in his epiftle to the Romans, i. § : ‘your faith is celebrat.

ed in the whole world.” Thefe fameé Romans tell him,
2nd they ought to know fomethmg of the: founder of

thew
# Lib. 3, cap. 3.
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Q}}dr‘oWn church, that Peter, with his difciple Mark,
and others, had founded that church long before Paul
"vai%d‘feenfit, and on their teftimony it was believed by
the chriftian world, Hovy é_ref;i&s known, but by the
teftimony of witneffes ? Thus Eufebius knew it, and
fiates precifely che time in his chronicle of the Isiv. year :
“Peter, by nation a Galilean, the firlk poniéﬁ'ﬂaj chyiftians,
- when he had firft foupded the church "of "Antioch, goes
to Rome, wherg, preaching the gofpel twenty-five years,
he remained bithop of thatciry.” " Thus allthofe writers,
who have been cited i‘E_I' the Remarks OU‘DO&QE Sta‘n-.-
fer’s Examination, knew it—fee Remarks, p.177, and feq.
They alfo tell him, that Paul was x}eitl}‘e‘r his predeceflor
nor fucceflor in office, thoush he was his moft zealous
fellow labourer, and this they demop‘&'ratc beyond ‘ th“er
poffibility of contradiction : for Peter was entrufted with
"the care of Chrift’s flock' before Paul was a chriftian ;
. John’, Xx/i_;——-“ feed my lambs ;. feed my ewes 3 and it
does not appear that Paul was ordered to fuperfede him :
that was referyéd for the evangelift of ‘Ni\rteﬁ)bag ; nor
was Paul Peter’s fucceflor ; they died the fame day.
% The church of Rome,” fays the caftigator, * would
never indeed acknowledge Pope, Paul the Firft. Epi-
_phanius and Ireneus have been more complaifant * The
paflages which he endeavours to diftort, in order to per--
plex the truth, tell againft him : Epiphanius fays, *“Peter
and Paul were the firft at Rome, both bithops and apof-
tles.” Epiphanius does not fay that Paul was prior to
Peter or fuperior to him, on the contrary he gives Paul
the fecond plack. He fays that, * Panl was at Rome 2
bifhop and apoftle.”. Who ever doubted it? -_But this
caftigator ought to know that Paul, though a bithop and
“apoftle, wasone of Peter’s flock; and if lie do&las not
‘knqw it, Epiphanius, on whom he endeavours to impofe
" his nonfenfe, will inform him.  This father fays, * Chrift
' ¢hofe Peter to be the leader of his difciples.”f  And in
the work called the Ancher, {peaking of Peter, he fatylfi;
* p, 21 + Her. g10 »
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“ this is he, who heard—"* feed my lambs’—to. whom jthe
fold was entrufted.”  The paffage which he cites from’
treneus - tells pointedly againft him : ¢ Alexander was
the fifth in facceffion from Peter and Paul.” Peter there-
fore” muft have been bifflop of Rome, or Alexander
could not have been thefifth in fucceflion from him,
Ireneus did not confider Paul as joint biﬂrgqp of Rome
with Peter, as this caftigator impofes on him ; heknew
that there were not two bifhops of the fame See : andiif
~ be had confidered Paul as bifhop, with Peter, of the See
‘of Rome the paffage does not tell the lefs forcibly againft
the cafiigator, for he affigns the fecond place to Paul,
and his apoftclicdl authority fhould of courfe defcend to
the bithop of Rome as his fucceffor : however, it is not
as Paul’s fucceflor that the bithop of Rome claims an uni-
verfal fpiritual jurifdiction' over the chriftian church ¢
for Paul could have no fucceflor in an- Qﬁfice, which
he never ‘poffefled. The power of feeding ChrifY’s flock
was vefted in Peter before Paul was a chriftian, -
The caftigator, in his great zeal to refute the Re.
marks on Doéor Stanfer’s Examination, ruins the caufe
of that new modelled church, of which ke is himfelf
aminifter. He tells us that Peter was a bi‘x’ho_p_.' If fo.
the epifcopal order is of divine inftitution in the chriftian,
church, The church, therefore, in which this order is,
not found, is not the ‘church of Chriit. The man;,
who denies this confequence, is deftitute of common,
fenfe, or perverfely obftinate, Wis the caltigator aware
of this confequence ? Or: did he honcﬁlyf intend to ua-
deceive thefe deluded mortals, who are taught to believe
that all ecclefiaftical adthority is vefted in themfelves,
‘and derived from them to minifiers of their own fnﬁie
tution ? ‘ ‘ ' . ’
~In the fame paragraph in which the caftigator fays,
that Peter was a bithep and apoftle, he tells us thar, the
offices of an apofile a_ud/a.bi_.fhop are incompatible in
other words, that Peter was invefted, at the fame time,
with two offices incompatible. This, to plain ni“efa,
' - ' ‘ has
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thas all the appcafancé of nonferife,  If Peter wasa blﬂmp,
- as he fays, what would prevent him from governing the

church of Romé or Antmch, ar any othér church as a

bifkop 7 His apoftolical comniffion, if we believe the
_ caftigator. Commonfenfe replies that his apoft-lical com-
miflion did not invalidate his prﬁ:opal authority ; it
only ftrengthened and encreafed it. He governed the
church of Antioch for feven years as bithop, whilt he .
governéd the univerfal church as fupreme “paftor of
Chrift’s flock, if the chriftian woﬂ‘d in former times be
not decéived. -Hencé Antioch is called an apoftolical
See, and ifhe had continued to govern that church as
bithop to bis death, the bifhop of that See, and ot the.
bithop of Rome, would have been his fucceflor in office.

The caftigator afks if the people of Rome had appoint-
ed Peter Bx{hop of that See? To this the writer replies,
that the time was not yet coine, of which St. Paul fays:
“ There will be a time, when they will not bear the
doctrine of falvation ; but according to their irregular
defires Ej;ttbumms ). they will collect teachers for themu
felves, with itching ears.”’* The time is now come.—the
‘caﬁrgator knows it. The flock in Peter’s days had not.
yet learned tocondudt the {hephierd.”

- To the other queries, intended to embarrals the igno-
fant or miflead the unwary, by perplexmg the known
truth, the writer replies: that Peter’s commiffion to rule
“his mafter’s flock, includes the fubordinate authority of
‘bithop, prieft Md deacon, as the authority of the prince
includes the fubordinate authority of all officers under
him. This authority Peter ex cercifed when and where he
thought it convenient, according to the directions of his
divine mafter, in whom all {piritual authority to rule his
church is vefted, and from whom it muft be derived, ac-
cording to the order, which he was plealed to inftitute.
This dodrine may not be fo pleafing to the caftigator, but
it is dot the lefs true, nor the lefs confonant with our’

ideas of order. Peter’s authority, indifpenfably neceffaﬁry
or

*

.
* 4. Tim, ive 3¢
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for the g@od government of the flock, for the fupport of
umon, unammlty, peace and fubordmatlon, commued’
until death, and then paffed to his fuccefor in office. For'
Chrift’s paternal care of his flock did not ceafe when Peter
 ceafed to condu& it 3 nor did that 1uthor1ty, veﬁed m
Peter for the wel fare of the flock, expire with Peter: it
yet fubfifts, and will continue to fubﬁﬁ whilft Chnft the
fupreme paﬁor, has a flock on earth, that 18, to the con-
fommation. This i isa plain ftatement. - The man muft -
be flupid who does not conceive it,and Warped by intereft,
prejudice pafliofi, or {fométhing worfe, who does not be-
lieve it. ’

- The caﬂlgator ﬁnds a fubtcrfu"e a6 hie i 1magmes in the
doubt exprefled by fome writers, Whether Linus, Clement
or Anacletus, was Peter’s immediate fucceﬂbr ; does he
imagine that the Roman church, then in beirig, did rot

~ know their own bithop 7 If there be fc f.)me, who, at this
diftance of time, doubt which of thefe three pontiffs was
Peter’s immediafe fucceffor, there are none who doubt
that ofte of them did {ucceed him immediately, and the
other two in fucceflion. Their lucceffots, down to the pre-
fent day, we knqw. during a long interval of 1700 years. A
Would this camgator condefcend to oblige us with the-
fucceflion of paftors in his new modelled church ? Or is
Le the firft, and muft his fucceflors date from him?
Does his ambition afpire to the honor of being the foun-
der of fo greata family.

In the néxt chaptex the caftigator pretenda to refute
the reafons urged in fupport of Petet’s fupremacy, his -
firft attempt is rather aukwarft) inthe courfe of the work
he fermally condemns'it. The writer in his remarks on
Dodtor Stanfer, had 'faid :  if chriftianity be founded
on the apofiles, becanfe they taught the chriflian rellglon,
it muft be founded in the firft place’on Peter, becaufe ke,
firft of all men, confeffled'Chrift to be by natire fon of the
hvmp; God.” This, if we believe the caftigator,” was
confefled by the prophets before the apofile’s days L
l\as been,” hie gravely tells us, ““a received oplmon in thd

church,
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church, that. the chriftian religion, | or the rehgldn of’
_Chrift, was publifhed in the world a few thoufand years
before the days of the apo‘ﬁles % That thé divinity of .
‘the promifed Meffias was predicted by ‘thé prophets.
“Chriftians demonftrate againft Jews, Deifts and Socini.
ans'; but that the chrxﬁlan religion was pubhfhed beforc
the days of Chrlﬁ or his apoﬁles is an extraordmary
,paradox ; if it be a received opinion in the church, it
muft be in fome chirch of the cafhgator s invention
the chu{han church ‘does not know it. Lapfe of time
had ‘effaced this opinion from the ca{’ugator s mind be-
forc he had arrived at the end of his werls. * The an-
gel,” he fays, © did not dire¢t Cornelius to the fcrip-
tures; but the reafon is obwous. it was the dcﬁgn of
God to exhibit ,to him the Saviour already crucified,
and exalted as a foundation of faith, for the remiffion of
ﬁns, to both chs and Gentiles. Theangel, therefore,
‘could nét dired him to the old teftament feriptures, be-
caufe they taught no fuch do@rine?’d Is it that the
belief of the erucifixion of Chrift for the remiffion of fins
is no part of the chriftian rehgnon ?. This caﬁzgator
finds truth variable, he bends it to his opinions, and
fits it to his purpofe How unfortunate for the caﬁlgaa
tor that truth isin itfelf, fo ﬁubburn, fo «unmanageable ?
"All his efforts to'perplex it are vain. It is yet true that
Peter was the firft ' who did conféfs: Chrxﬁ as mar,
to be Sop of God, by nature. In the pmphetg days
Chrift was not yet man, ‘they therefore did not, not
could not, confes him to be, as ‘mian, true Son by
nature, of the Living God, ' This firft miftake he endea-
vours to énforce by another & Peter’s confeffion, favs he,
was the teftimony of his faith concerning what the pro-
phets had written., If we belicve the evangelift, Peter’s
confeffion was the .teftimony of his faith in Jefus Chrift,
‘to whom he fpoke—-—whem he acknowledged true-Son of
‘the Living. God ;. and this he did not learn from the

plopheta, whote wrmnga, inall appe’xrance, he had not’
E read,”

a

*p. 260 + 0, 220.
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read, but from the jmmediate revelation of God': “ blsf.
“fed art thou Siton, fon of John, faid the Saviour, be.
caufe flefh and blood did not reveal to thee, bUt my
Father, whois in Héaven.” ‘ '
Tt is doubtfil whether his nexr effm‘t td perplf'x
‘the truth be the effect of ignorance or artifics, If
Peter’s excellent confeflion produced this declarationy
‘upon  ‘What authority,” fays he, < does the" writer,
overlook his confeffion and fix on his perfon as the
“bafis of the charch?” Does this caftigator think Pe
“ter’s confeﬁ‘on f»methmg really diftinct fmm his per-.
fon? Iffo, his ignorance is defpv‘able, if not, why does,
he aflign a mere quality which hasno independentex-
-iftence as the bafis of Chrift’s church ? [s it that he thinks
the church of Chrilt an irhaginary Being ? The writer
now tells him on what authority he fixes on Peter’s pet-
fon, and not on his confeflion : the unertirig avthority of
Jefus (“hﬂft who did not blefs Peter’s confeflion, but
Peter himfeif, faying : “ blefled art thow Simon, fon of
John,” who did not- {peak to Peter’s confeflion, but to.
his perfon, faying : “Ifay unto thee,” who did not
call Peter’s onfeflion 4 rock; but Peter himfelf, faying i
“thou art a fock,” and, ﬁna[ly who did net fay that he
wm,ld build his church on Peter’s confeflion, but on his
petfon, faying, + “and on this rock will -1 build my
church.”  "To ‘this the writer adds a fecond authorlty,
that is, the authorxty of ¢ommon fenfe : Perer’s con-
feflion of futh was'neithier the foundation of the church,
nor.a member of the church, nor any part or parce} of
the church. His confeflion of faith qualified Peter hlm-_
fPlf to be a member of the church, and the. _almighty
powet of Chrift performmg after hxs reﬁxrt'e&ton, what
he ‘then promt{ed gave him the firength and fohdlty,
~neceflary to fuppon that my{hnous building. Asin 3
material building, it is not the figure nor the qualities of
the fones, - w‘uch compofe the 'walls, but the ﬁonc&'
themfelves, Giaped and fitted by the builders. . '
£ The fcuptures,” he fays, ¢ declare confeffion to be
the
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the graund on which the church flands.s The fcriptures
do not fpéak nonfenfe ; St. Peter thus defcribes the
church ; Chrift-he calls .q living ftone, “ L ithan Zonta,”

on whom the faithful are built as living flones, ¢ Lithei

Zonrtes :* he does not fay that the fajth ‘of the people

was raifed on the faith of Chrift, to. form. a . _church of
this cafhgator s invention : faith is ope. of thefe virtues

which Chrift did not poffefs there is no other Chrift in

whom he believed.

Illyrlcus, and his affociates, in tht: commencement of
‘the Reformatxon, had colle@ed. from the Fathers. fcveral
paffages, fome entire, others garbled, all. infulated and
diftorted, in order to perfuade their dcluded followers,
that there was fome fimilarity belween their new
~doérines and thefe of the primitive church ; from this
gepertory the caftigater tranfcribzs, fome paﬁagcs, with
which lve makes a difplay of erudition, which coft, bim
the labour of tranfcribing and tranflating. It artful
efforts to continue a deception, and.lead, the firay fheep
to the precipice, could be a fubjett of ampfement to a
fober man, the vanity of this caftigator, would amule,
and the folly of obtruding on the public paffages5 from
the wrmngs of men, who uniformly condemn the er-
rors, in fupport of which they are adduced, Would exX«
cite a fmile of contempt. ‘

The firft paflage he cites, is from St. Hxlary, who fays:
iS thxs, therefore, is the. only 1mmoveable foundation,
this is the only bleffed rock, which Peter confefled :
thou. ait the Chrift, the Son of the hvmg God.”* What
chn{’uarx dog:s not know, that, Chrift is ‘the immoveable
rock the prlmary foundatnon on which the church is
built ? Does it follow that Chrift did not call. his difci-
ple Sxmon, fon of Johr, arock ? The Syriac term,
Kepba, and the Greek term, Petros, ﬁgmfv nothmg
elfe but a rock. Becaufc Chrift was, and is, the prima-
ry foundation of the church, does it follow that he did
ﬁotcon{htute Peter-a fecondary foundatxon 2 St Hxla;‘zfi

di

# 1 Pet. ii. 40
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did 'not think for in his commentary on this paffage of
st. Matthew, “ thou art Peter, ( a rock)? he fays @
“ happy _ﬁmndatmn of the church, in the folernn declara-
tion of 2 new name, and rock worthy of the bulldmg oft
At, Wthh dlffolves the bonds ‘of hell! bleﬁ'ed gate keeper :
of heaven 1 th1s is one of the Fathers who ‘condemns
Popery' Rifum femam Amici,
He hext adduces a paflage from St. Auﬁm, who fays:
¢ the church is at prefent affaulted by divers trlals, as
with floods and ﬂ:orms but it is not de&royed becaufe :
it is founded on the rock whence Peter received hxs-
name f.or the rock is not named from Peter, but’ he
from the rock as Chnﬁ is not named from the chrxfh-
an, but thechn{han from him ; ; on thla account the“
Lord fays ¢ upon thts rock I will bulld my church ;* be-
caufe Peter had fald . thou art the Chrift, the Son of
thc lemg God;* upon this “rock, therefore, fays he,
¢ which thcu haft confefled, I will bulld my church,’” for
Chrift is the rock. upon which Peter himfelf was built.”*
In this pa{fage Peter’s prerogative is clearly expreﬂ'ed
and another truth totally fubverﬁve of new modelled
churches.’ It is matter of furprife, that the ca{hgator
did not obferve it. Au{’tm fays, that the rock was " not
named from Peter, but he from the rock that Chn&
is the rock on which Peter hlmfelfwas butlt All this
is unquefhonably true, Autftin, therefore, thought that
Peter partook of the Pcahlhty of ‘that rock; from which
he was named “and on whxch he was built. Au{’cm'
knew that 2 name lmpofed by God i in. the fcnptures in-
variably exprefles the prerogatlve of the perfon Thus
the name 1mpofed on the Father of the Faxthful by his .
parents, “‘Abram, whtch ﬁgmﬁes exaited fatber, was chan-
ged -into /lbrabam, which i xmports fatber o a muliziude,‘
and the reafon aﬂigned “ becaufe, faid the Lord 1 have
"given thee father to a multltude of nations.* - Chial
hamon goim naibat/azka The name Sarai, which ﬁgmﬁ'es
my Queett, Was ch.mged mto Sarah, which fignifies @
. Queen

" * Gen. Xvil. 5.
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Qireen, thﬁout reﬁnc’t’on, and the reafon alfo afficned,
bétaufe the was to be' the Mother of Nations and Kings.
A fecond truth, as yct more alarmmp;, Auftin de-
m_onﬁrates in that paffage " e The church,”, fays he,
¢ is- affaulted by divers tuals as with ﬂoods and
ftorms ; but it is not deﬁroytd bécaufe it is founded on
the rock.” He thought, as catholics do now, that floods
and ﬁorms, trialsand perfecutions; the umted efforts of.
earth and hell, were ineffectual againft the church built
on the rock, that is founded by Chnﬁ condu&ed by hig
Spmt and prote&ed by his Almlghty Power. ' Some
‘reformers, in hls days, ha,d faid, chat the church had
perithed : thls bold affertion has been frequentlv repeated
f'hcc; his time ;- hear his reply : ¢ that church, which
was’ of all natlons, is no more ; xthas perlﬂlet 3 This, -
they fay, who are not in it. The nmpudent affertion [
Is it not, b{ecaufe you are not in it? See leaft, therefore,
you be not, for it vml be, though )ou be not, Thm
and falfehood fupported b} no truth cnlwhtened by no
‘wifdom, feafoned by no falt, vain. rath, preapxtate, per-
mcxous——the Spmt of God forefaw on account of tHofe
who fay : it was, and it 1s net 3 fOr thofe, who fay :
the {criptures are fulfilled, all nations have believed. but
the church of all nations has apoﬂatlled it has perithed.
What is t}ns ? Bebold Fawi with you until the’ confuvzmait-
on of the age . Why isit.that you fay : the church of

all nations has pﬁm{hed when for this the ghipel is
* preached that i 1t may be in all nations ? Therefore, until |
* the end of time, the church in all nations ; ] feGaries may
‘ pen{h let’ them ‘ceafe to, be what they are, that they
may be ‘what thcy are not.

In the Daﬂ'age adduced by the caﬁigator St. Auftia fays**
‘that “the church is founded on Chrift, the Rock which
Peter confefled.  In that he was perfe&ly correét. . But
- that the demonﬁranve pronoun tauté, this, had a refer-
ence to Petra, a ‘Rock, implied in the propofition, becaufe

1& did not: correfpond with Petra;, is an unfounded con.
jeéture
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éture the Greek terms Petros or ‘Petrg are indifferently.
ufed to ﬁgmfy a Rock, thefenfe 1mported by the. Syrm,c,_
term- Kepha, the nanae. - which the Saviour impofed. on his
difciple -Simon, {on. of John—mthls we know from t,he’:
Evangelift, St. John, i, 43¢ *“Thoa art Szmon, fon of
John; thou fhalt be called Kephas, which, mterpreted is,
Peter.””  Hence. the Greek trapflator of St. Matthew ufed
the tgrms Petros and Petr3, of the fage import, as if to,
explain the force of the name Petros by Petra, whxc,h im-.
ports nothmg buta Rpck. This mtroduccd 2 dwerﬁty in,
the Greek. cxpreﬁion, which is not found in the Syriac, -
the language then in ufe among& the }ews This dlvcrﬂty
in the expreffion, which S¢. Auftin, not underﬁ&ndmg the.
Syriac language, did not know, led him. to. conje@ure.
that the article tauté, this, not being of the {ame gender.
with Petres, had a reference to. fomc other Rock, and, as_
Chrift is frequently called a Rock in the. fCrlpturcs\, St.
Auftin thought it referred.to him, 1fhe had known that
this diverfity did not exift in the language fpoken by the
- Saviour, he muft have. feen that the article tauté, this,
could have no refercnce but to the Rock of whlch Chrift
had prken, and that was Peter, a Rocl., no other Rock
was mentioned before, Hence we find that }erome, who,
Was a, gerfe& mafter of both kanguiges, in his expofition,
of the paffage in, St. Matthew, ‘vefers the-article to Peter:
¢ Accordipg to the metaphor, Petra 2 Rock, it is rlghtly
faid— L will build my church on thee ;” and, in his lerter.
to Pope Damafus congerning the term “ Hypqﬁqﬁs, thc;n
Jin difpute, he fays, fpeakmg of the Chair - (the See). of:
Eeter ““Iknow that the church is built on this Rock.*.
That St. Auftin’s cxpoﬁnon of the paffage was a con. .
jetyre, founded on the diverfity of f expreffion introduced.
by the Greek tranflator, we know from himfelf:, «1I faxd
in fome place, of the apofile. Peter, that on h:m, asona,
Rock, the church was founded, which, fcnfe is fung by
the: mouths. of many, in the vér fes of the moﬁ ble{Ted
ﬂmbrofe, - who, fpeaking of the Cock flys ¢ at the
crowing of the Cock the Rock of the Church wa{hcs_'
: away

%
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away his fault;’ I know alfo that very often after 1 ex-
‘plained it fo, that ort this Rock m!ght be underftood on hin
‘whom Peter confefled § for it was fiot faid to him “thod
art Petré but Petros’ ~—of thefe two CXpOﬁtiOﬂS the reader
‘may chufé that which he thinks the moke probable,””
" From this paﬁage we learn that though Auftin, de.
‘ceived by the diverfity of expreffion, introdiced into
“the Greek verlion, thought this expoﬁuon probable, hé
thouglht that of St. Ambrofe equally probable, and more
- univerfally adopted. - We knbw the motive of his cons
jecture was fallacious : for Jerome exprefsly fays, that
Kepha Gignifies 4 rock § and in the Syriac verfion of the.-
old Teftament, the Hebxew terms Selab, arock, is inva-

Tiably exprefled by the Syriac term Kepha. Hence Am-
brofe s expofition of the paﬂ"age is incontrovertibly cor-
Yed ; it p&'evallcd in his time, beforc his time, and after
At. Smcc his time, there can be no doubt : becaufe the
verfes of which St. Auftin fpeaks, compofe the hymn for
iauds on the three fundays. before Lent, in the Roman
‘breviary in general ufe. It is true thefe fons of pleature,
the reformed Monks, with the archireformer at their
head, abjured and exploded the breviary with all other
"unpr?ﬁtable auﬁertt:e: ‘Gee Review, p. 154. ‘

In Ambrofe’s time we know it to prevail from his own
and Auftin’s teftimony. That it prevailed before his
time, we have the teflimony of Greeks and Latins.

Origen, who underftood, if ever man did, the origi-

nal feriptures, in his Homlly on the sth of Exodus, fays :
% fee what was faid by the Lord to that great foundation
‘of the chgrch, and that moft firm rock, on which Chrift
founded hischurch : Man of little faith, why have you
doubted ? It was Petcr whom Chrift thus reproached,
when his confidence failed, and he began to fink.”

Bafil, in his fe¢ond book againft Eunomius, fays % Pe.
ter, for the cxcéﬂence of his faith, received on' himfelf ’
‘the building of the church Epiphanius in Anchora’:
the Lord conftituted Peter, the firft of the apoﬁles, a

folxd rock, on whom the church of God is built.”
Chryfuﬁom

t

* Lih, 1, Ret. Cap, 21..
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(‘hryfoﬂmn in h1s 5cth homlly on, St Matthew s the“
Lord faid thou art Peter, (a rock) and on thee will Ibutld'
my church.” The expofition, of the Latins c\,mades
with that of the Greeks.

© Tertullian : “ was any thmg conccaled from Petei
callcd the rock, on which the church was to_ be built i p

(‘ypnan in his letter to Quintus, fays : % the Lord
chofe Peter firft,and on him built his church in'a word,
this was umVelfally believed. St. Auftin hirnfelf, though‘
he- thought it probable that the terms this rock, mlght
have & reference to Chrifl, did not prefume to contradt?c
the contrary opinjon; nor did he ever doubt of Petet
and Peter’s fucceflors in the See of Rome, belng the firft
paftors of the chriftian ‘church : in his letter to Glorius
Eleufinus, fpeakmg of pope Melchlades, he fays : ¢ the
good mdn ! the child of chrifiiin peace and father of the
" chriftian people (LI o

'The writer cites a patfage frem Au{’nn s 'works. Tlié.
Caﬁwator may difregard his authonty, but he will find
his reafonmg 1nvmc1b1e In a letter to Generofus, yet ex-
tant, he fays, No 1: “as you hold the chriftianity hot
of one €ity only, nor of Afnca only,:nor of the Afri-
cans, but of the whole world, which was announced; -
and, is ahneunced to all pations, .... It has béen evan-
gellzed to you by the prophetlcal and apoftolical writ- .
ings, that promifes were made to Abraham and to his
feed, that 1:,, to Clmﬁ when God faid to him, Gen:
xxil. 18 ‘in thy feed fhall al/ Nations be blefled.” As
- you have thefe promifes, ifan angel from heaven fhonld,
fay to you, relinquith the chn{hamty of the world, afid
hold the party of Donatus, he ought to be accurfed be-
¢aufe -he would endeavour to cut youw oﬁ' from . the
whole, and thruft youintoa part; and ciit you off from
the promifes of God.” :

Wha; does the caftigator thmk of tlus reafom'nmgP
Is it true, asSt. Auftin fays, and, demonﬁrates, by what.
has all the appcaxance of concluﬁve and irrefiftible argu-

ment,
#* Epu 43, a/ia.v 163,
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ment," that a man, even an angel, who would forma
party and feparate .it from the chriftianity then in the
world, would be cut off from the promifes of God ? If
fo what is become of all celebrated reformers? Lhe
reforming caftigator would do well to refute this firft
part of Auftin’s Teafoning: it moft fermuﬂy interefts
himfelf, and his flock.

_ Auflin continues, N o+ 2, if, fays he, the order Of bi-
fhops fucceeding each other be to be confidered, how
much more certainly and fafely may we enumerate from
Peter himfelf, to whom, as he bore the figure of the
whole church, _the Lord faid : on this rock I will build -
my church, and the gates of hell fhall not overcome it,
Linus fucceeded Peter, Clement {ucceeded Linus, Anac-
letus fucceeded Clement, then Evariflus .o ... vv. ..
Anaftafius. In this order of bifhops in fucceﬂion there
is no Donatift bifhop to be found.

'In the next number Auftin folves the difficulties agamﬁ:
cathohcs, urged from the immoral lives of fome popes,
without enquiring whether the accufations were well
or ill-founded. DifoBedience to exifting authority, by
which all fa&ions, whether- in Church - or State, muit
commence, is mafked by the pretence of correting
abufes. If no real abufe exift, the leaders of a faction
muft invent on the principle of felf-defence. Hence,
‘there never was a {e@ formed, who did not bring heavy
accufations agam& the pontiff then in’ being, and the
catholic prelates in ¢ommunion with him. - From thefe
“fources the century writers of Magdeburgh, and Bower,
fetail that colletion of flander againft popes and pre-
lates, nincteen twentieths of which are bare-faced; ca-
'lumnies, contradléted by cotemporary writers, Hear
Auftin’s reafoning on the fubject,- No- 3 ¢ “if,” fays he,
*“in that order of bifhops continued from Peter to Anaf-
tafius, who now holds the fame. See, fome traditor in
the times {hould have crept, it would not prejudice the
‘church nor the innocent: chrlﬁlans, to whom the Lord
providing for it, had faid of bad prelates, Matt. x ik,

: : -~ F %t
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3, “do what they fay ; but what they do, do notdo
for they fay and théy do not do ;* that. the hOpe of the
faithful; which is not placed in man, but in God, may
not in the time of facnleg;ous {chifm Be confounded;
as they are conifeunded, who read in the facred ferip.
tures, chutches to whxch the apoftleshave not ‘written, and
in them have no bifhop.”

Chriflians, who to clude the fangumary penal laws
enafted againft ,chn{hamty, and- eriforced with the ut-
moft rigor y the Heathen inagiftrates in the firft ages,
had given pp the {criptures, cm the facred vefléls of the
church, were calted tradziar;, and conﬁaercd as apof
tates. ‘ . -
Donarus, of Cofa Nmra, in-gr1, cemmenced hls fchifm,
which {pread its- baneful influence like a peftilence over
the churches of Africa, on 'the pretence  that Felix,
of Aptong, one of the confecrators of . “Ceecilian,
arch-bithop of Calthage, was a ftraditor; and as this
frivolous  pretence was rejectéd by the then pope
‘Melchiades, and his fucceflor Sylvefter, the donatifts ac-
cufed the popes themfelves of being traditors. Though
this was an impudent, and atrocious calumny, Auftin
pafled it unnoticed, and. juftified the cathollc church on

the general principle.

The caftigator next cites from Anﬁm and Baﬁl of Sex
leucid, paflagesin which it is faid that the church is
founded on” Peter’s confeffion of faith. Did they ex.

clude his perfon ? We applaud a man’s virties, we cen-
fure his vices. Is it not the man himfelf whom We ap-’
plaud for his virtues or cenfure for his vices ? In com- -
mon difcourfe we fay a man’s prudence preferved him
from impending danger, or his rafhnefs expoled him to
ruin.  Whatever is faid of Peter’s confeffion of falth is
manifeltly underftocd of Peter- hlmfelf confefling his
faith. - This the caftigator, muft know if he knowsany
‘thmg of rhetoric, which the wnter very much doubts,
it is matcer- of furprife to hear him cite Modeftus, a
Monk Abbot of the -monaftery of Saint Theodofia in

Jerufalem,
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Jerufalem, for. the condemnauon of popery. And, te en-
‘creafe our furprife; his words, as cited by the caﬁlgator,
fhew him to have been as arrant a ‘papift as the writer :
"< the firft fruits or chief of the apofiles,” fays Modeftus,
“was called. Peter (a rock), on accountof, the unfhaken
- faith Wluch he hadin Chrift the rock.” In this paflage
we find that Peter was the. Jerft fruits of the apoftles : a
mamfe& allufion to that fentence of St. Paul, 1 cor. xv.
20, which, mtlmatmg that Chrift isthe head and chief
‘of all the eled, and the author of the refurreftion, calls
‘him ¢ the fir/ fruits of thofe who reftin death) aparche
ton kokoimémenan 3 we find alfo that. Peter was chief of the
apoltles 5 that he was called 2 rogt, for the name Peter
ﬁgmﬁcs nothmg elfe, on acceunt of, hls un{haken faith
in Chrift, therock. That is, in other words that the
Saviour, to reward the faith of his difciple, impofed on
him a pamg which the fcriptures elfewhere appropriate
to. Chrift hlmfelf ‘What modern papx{t ipeaks of Peter’s
prerogative with greal,er energy ?

‘His next citationis {rom Pope Gregory, ﬁmamed thc
Great He for got to inform his readers_of Nova. Scotia,
that this Pope Grcgory, wasithe man, who fent Auftin,a
Benedx&;ne Monk, with other Monks from the monaﬁe- 7
ry of St. Andrew in Rome, to England ; that o thefe
Monks England. owes her converfion to chriftianity
from the moft bhnd, rather brutal, Idolawry ; that the
fdme chriftianity, planted in England by the labours of
thefe Monks, charged with.all the pretended fuperftitions
to which Papiftsnow-a- dayb are addiéted, was the only
nehgxon believed, and taug‘\tm England from Pope Gre-
gory’s. days, in “the year 596, until the p'zrhament in
1533, thought proper to transfer the' pontifical authority,
togethﬁr with all other fpmtual authority, on that new
modelied pontlff Henry VIIL ' of reforming memory.
This iketch of Englith hiftory was not much to the cal-
tigator’s purpole : it is an aln‘mmg refle@ion, that our
cnnﬁmn anceftors, the memory and marks of w vlole pie-

ty are yet vifible, were arrant Papifts during a fpace of 937
- years,
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-years, if Popery and Idolatry be fynonimous,~and doubly
alarming to the caﬁlgator and his friends if they werc in

-reality chriftians : from their graves they feem to call on,
their children: redite ad ger prevaricatores.

Gregory, as cited by the caﬁlgator, fays, what no
chriftian ever doubted, that Chriit is the only rock on
“which the church is founded ; but .Gregory does not
fay that Chrift did ‘sot call his difciple. Simon a rock;

- nor does he fay that the prophets and apofiles, in a cera ‘
tain f{enfe, are not the foundauon of the church ; and St.
Paul exprefsly fays they are, Eph. ii. ¢ buxlt on the.
foundation of the apoftles and’ prophets, Chrnﬁ himfelf
being the great corner ftone.” In the fru&ture. of the
church, defcribed by St. Paul, the faithful themfelves,
not their faith, nor the confefion of their faith, com-

_ pofe the fpiritual building : firft Jefus Chrift, then the

" apofiles and prophets, then alk their difciples united form
that fociety, which the apcftle calls the Houfe of . God:
Gregorywas {o far'from dlfputmg Peter’s appointment,as
a fecondary foundauon., that he aﬂerts itin the moft per-

~ emptory. mapner : <o all,? fays he, “ who know the
gofpel, it is manifeft, that, by the voice of the Lord, the
care of the whole church was committed to the bleffed
Peter, prince of the apofiles : for to him is faid, *“thou
art arock, and on this rock k will build my chuzch.”*

That Gregory did himfelf cxercxfc this fpmtual ]urlf-
diction, which was tranfmitted o' him in {ucceflion,
from St. Peter over the whole chriftian' church we have
\the moft fatisfactory evidence in hls own wrltmgs, and’
in all the monuments of that age ¢ in his'letter to John,
Bithop of Syracufe, he fays : * of the church of Con-
~ ftantinople who doubts that itis fubjef to the Apoftoli-
“cal See ? What our Lord the Moft Pious Emperor, and
our Brother Eufebius, Bithop of the fame city, inceffant-
ly profefs :”f in the next letter to the fame - Prelate :
t that” he fays, “ heis (ubje& to the Apoftelical See,

* Lib. 4, Epi. 310 ¥ Lib, 4, Ep. 63. '
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ifany fault be found in ‘Bithops, 1 do not know what,
Bithop is not fubjet to it. ;

" The caftigator did not think proper io cite from other
writers on this fubje : hehas been extremely unlucky-
in his felection : perhaps thofe whom he {upprefied wouid
not have been fo explicit in his ¢ondemnation. -

The Romith chutch, he fays, views thefe words asone
of the principal proofs of Peter’s fupremacy. The writes
begs leave to inform him, that if thefe words had: been
cxpunged from the gnfpel, the moft unerring proof, and
at the fame time the moft invincible proof, of Peter’s fu-
premacy would yet remain. The writer, hefays, did not
think propeér to give them an extenfive difcuffion in his
remarks, on Doctor Stanfer. - Truyc ; he did not thmk
.an extenﬁve difcuffion neceffary.' e has now fupplied
he hopes to the ca[hgator s {atisfaétion. :

Hehas bur to add, that the metaphorical expreﬂion‘
rock, on which the church is founded, imports the un-
fhaken ftability of that myﬁermus edifice, and the pre-
eminence of the perfon thus denominated : for it is the
foundatxon which fupports the wa;lght of the butldmg,
and unites the different parts mtox, one individual whale,
The converfion of the world was effected by the joint
labours of the apoftles and their fucceflors in office, each
apoftle was the firft founder, or the foundation of the.
church formcd by his miniftry 5 all thefe churches being
integrant parts of that ope great whele the catholic
church, Peter was nominated, in prefence of the other
apoftles; as that ope foundation, which colle@tsand ce-
ments all the integrant parts. Hence St. Jerom, in his
firft book againft that apoﬁate monk Jivinien, explain-
ing-in what fenfe the church is faid to be built on Peter,
fays: the firmnefs of the church is {olidated equally on

“all’the apofiles, yet for this, amurg& the twelve, one is

vchofcn, that the head bﬂmo'conﬁntuted the occafion of

fchxfm fhould be rémoved.

- After this firft effort, not to re{’ute, of that he felt the
_ impoflibility; but to perplex the truth by fome garbled

' : paflages
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pa{fages feom cathohc writers, -which in the mtended;
' fenfe, onfounded his errors, as has been thewn, he paﬂes
to a fecond proof of Peter’s fupremacy, Supprefling in
filence the perem ptory reafons afligned. by the writer in
his remarks on Doétor Stanfer’s, p. 145....t0, Whl(;bv
the reader is referred, -the caftigator, tells us that the
keys of the kmgdom of heaven and the power.of bind-
ing and looﬁng are f{ynonimous : the - favionr did not
think: fo, or he would not have faid to Peter, in prefcnce
" of the other apoftles, “I will give to thee the keéys of
the ngdom of heaven,” and thcmmmedlare!y fubjoin
« whatfoever thom fhalt bind on earth, {hall. be bound
in heaven, and Whatfoever thou fhall loofe on earth fhalk
be loofed in heaven. Thxs la,tter fentence is not per-
feéhy fynonimous with the . former : for Chyift did
not muliiply words of the fame import : it wasincon-
fiftent with his"wifdom, The former fentence Amports
the fupreme. government of Chrift’s kmgdom on.earth,
2s the writer has fhewn in his, remarks on Dopéor Stan.,
fer’s, p. 145. ... the latter thc powers. to be exercifed by
his minifters, of whom Peteg was the firft in this king-
dom. Thatis the. poyen.of @na&ng laws for the good
government of the dxﬁ"erent departments of his king-
dom, and . removing obftacles which impede its pro-
-grefs. A power which was vefted in all the apoftles af:
tet by the fame.words, and inthis fenfe the keys were
given not o Peter alone, nor to the apoftles- alone, but.
to them, and through them, to all blﬂlops, their ﬁlghtful‘
fucceflors in office, a. power whlc ) they now exercife, and,
will continue to exercife tq the end of time, though not
one of them does, or ever did claim the fupreme gov.erne_
meat but the rightful {ucccﬁ‘br of Peter. ., - e
Thus in all well regulated kmgdoms not only the fu—
preme, but all fubordinate Legiflatures are vefted with.
powers to enad laws, and enforce thcm within their
refpective jurifdictions ; it is referved to the fupreme
power to {uperintend tham all,  Thus, for mﬁance “the
chkﬂhare of Halifax is. vefled with powers to enad@
: - laws |
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laws for this vamce, and enforce them, It 18 not the
lefs fubject to the controul of the Britifh Parlizment.
Fhe power, therefors, of bmdmg and loofing i3 not
‘{’ynommous with the fapreme government 1mported by
the metaphor of the keys.
" The writer fays, the caltigator was aWare of this ob-
je&mn True, and fated reafors which expofe  its
vanity; he ddeo not girble paffages from others to pert
plex the trath : he folves difficulties by fair argument, |
a fcience, which the eaﬁlgator, has s yet to learn. -
The reafons " offered ‘in fupport of Peter’s - fupremacy
are not convincing, 1f we bélieve this caftigator, as 2
hlghwaymm accufed of robbery will not admiit, that he
is guilty of the offence with which he is charged yet if .
- the procfs be fatlsfaétory to the court andjury; he is
not the fels ordered for execution. Reafons therefore,
inay carry convidtion, they may evén 1mprefs it on the
mind, but cannot force artful impofturé or perverfe ob-
ftinacy to acknowledge it. . The man who{c ‘intereft it is
to perplex, not-to eluadatc truth, feizes with avidity on
“every thadow, which ‘may ferve as a fubrerfuge. The
“caftigator has hxthcrto been unlucky, his nest effort is
not Tefs {o, he cites the followmg paflage from St.
‘Auftin, in which there is not even a fhadow to fupport
his pretenfions : “ fome things, fays Auftin, are (pokeh,
which- may feem properly to belong to ‘the apoftle Peter,
and yet have not a clear fenfz but when they are referred
to the church as that s, I will give thee the. keys of the
Kzﬂgdam of Heaven” Without a reference to the church,
thefé words would convey 1o. fenfe at all: for Chrift
did not promife to veft in Peter a power over that
kingdom of Heaven, where he ‘manifefts himfelf to the
angels of light, and to the departed faints : the power
which he promifed to give him muft be eXermfed in _his
kingdom hereon earth’; that is, in his church : What
other kingdom had he on earth ? Nor were the keys
given to Peterto be ufed by, him- exclufively : they

were gtven to him'as chlef paftor of Chnﬁ’s flock, and
thr{mgh
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thrdughhi\m to all the fubordinate pafiors for the ufe of
the flock, as a privilege granted by a fovereign prince td
‘any provinceis given through the firft magifirate, who
reprefents the Province. » This Auftin intimates m the
fame paflage as cited by the caltigator,p, 44: * as
fome things are {fpoken which may feém properly to be-
long to Peter, -and yet have nota clear fenfe, but
when referred to the church (of which he is ‘acknow.-
ledged to have reprefented the perfon’ ir;,’ a figure
becaufe of -the primacy, which he ~had among' the
" apofiles) :* this parenthefis, in %hich St. Auftin deter-
mines thg genvine fenfe of the former fentence, ot bew -
ing much to the caftigator’s purpole, he prudently fup:
prefled.  Peter’s primacy among the apoftles has a harth,
difagreesble found. What folly to citeit atall! Auflin
did not eonfine this primacy to Peter alone, if we believe.
~bim : ¢ the primacy of the Apoftylical See, always

flourifhed in the Roman church.*” o
His next citation is from St.:Jerome, a garbled paffage; -
~ of which the moft material part is fupprefled; not by the-
caftigator, for the wrirer does not fufpeét him to have
read aline in the voluminous works of that. celebrated
writer of antiquity, but by Francowiz, firnamed Flaccus
Wiyricus, in his catalogne of witneffes. The repertory from
which the cafligator_ has filled a volume, * the eburchy
fays Jerome, is founded on all the apoftles, and all
have received the keys of the kingdom of heaven,
and the firmrnels of 'the church refts upon: them’
equally.  Thus far the caftigator Jerome adds = ¢ yet for
this among/? the twelve one is chofen that the bead being con-
Rituted, the occafion of fehifm might be removed. 1In this we
have a good fpecimen of Ilyricus’s candour in citing his-
witnefles. R _ - co
~ But it furpaffes eﬁrontery to cite for the condemna.
tion of popery a work profefledly written in vindication
of what new modelled minifters call popith fuperflitions
and unprofitable . aufterities.  Joviniah, againft- whom
; R - Jerom
*Ep. 163, |
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Jerom wrote, was a monk, pafled fome years of his life
iix_an guﬁérE monaftery at Milan, ‘-fubje’é’t. to monattic
rules; impatient of refiraint, and defirous. of indulging
his appetites, he retired from Milan to Rome 3 to juflify
his apoftacy, and retain fomie fhare of public confidence,
he pretended that fafts and abftinence were unprofitable
aufterities, and as he did not confine kis amufements to
the pleafures of the tible alone, he added that celibacy
was 1ot preferable to the married flate 5 that the Virgin

- Mary did not continue a virgin after the birth of Chrift;
with fome other extravagancies, fot error knows no
bounds:  Againft thefe errors St. Jerom wrote the work
which the caftigator, on the credit of Rlyricus,-cites
for the condemnation of popery ! Obfupefiite Celi fu-
per boc! ‘ o o

The writer in his remarks on Doétor Stanfer had
faid : *“ towhich of the other apofiles did Chrift fay: -
‘I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fhould not ceafe ¥’
‘Which of them did lie order, after his ¢onverfion, to
copfirm his brethren ?* The caftigator, to fhew, as he
pretends, that Chrift’s words imports no privilege or
prerogative, gives what he calls a plain flatement of
tranfactions. He introduces Satan preparing to take ad-
Van;age of Chrift’s fufferings, and make an attack on all
the apoftles, “ but his principal force was to be directed

‘againft Peter.”” Satan, therefore, thought Peter a prime
ledder amongft the apoftles, or his principal force would
not be‘dirc&ed againft him. “ Satan,” he fays, * might
imagine that prefumption and cowardice are pretty near
a-kin, and might hope to deprefs Peter’s fpirits, as he
had excited his arrogance.” * Satan, therefore, knew the
critical fituation of the apoftles ; he knew the difpofiti-
ons of their minds ; he was capable, by his fuggeltions,
of -éxeiting their arrogance and deprefling their {pirits.
1In another part of his work we find this caftigator rack
his imagiration’ to fhew that the angels of light know ‘

“nothing 'of our fituation in life ; that they can afford us
neithér relief nor afliflance in our neceflities. Thus he

. o G ‘ afcribes.
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he refufes to the angels of light. Into what monftrous
abfurdities does the #pirit of illufion lead men in fips
port of any opm’ion, however ridiculous, which they
~enceadopt | ~The writer-pafles tinnéticed the indécency.
~ of calling the indiferetign and weaknefs of the apoftle;
by which it is acknowledged ‘that hé finned greivouily,
by the harfh epithets of prefumption, cowardice, and arro-
gante, The enmity’ exprefled agaifft the apoftle, in this
place, and in other parts of the ca[hgator s work, agamﬁ
the faints who ftand before the ‘Throne of Guad, is 2
perfe@ image, if not an emanation-of that rancdur,
which the apoftate angels conceived, and yet retain;
againft the angels of light, who perfevered in-trith and
humble obedience to their Creator. Yetafter all Chrift’s
words were not einpty fotinds : they convey” fome ides;
and if they import neither pretogative nor prwxlegc;
they convey no ideaat all. The caftigator does not
even attempt to affix any fenfe to them. He endeavurs
to divert the minds of his readers to Satah’s wiles and
Peter’s prefumption, from' which he preténds to ton-
_clude “ that Chrift only intended to thew the fovereign-
ty of his' grace to back- fliders by aﬁ'urlng Peter, thit
though the exercife of his faith. might términate, ftill a8
a prmcxple it would remain in his heart.” - In thisnew-
: fangled comment ‘there are as many efrors as lines
Men’s mtentlom are deduced from their words. Chiift
did not fpeak a'word ofthe fovereignty of his grace
nor of the exercife of Peter’s faith; but of his faith, of
this he faid : it will not fail : nor could it be his intention
to confole Peter, under his mlsfortune, for Peter did not
‘then forefee it: it was not yetforetold. "The genuine
fente of the paflige is to be colle@ed from Chrift’s own
words : he fpeaks to Peter : *“ Simon, Simon, Satan has
afked for ye, that he might fift ye as wheat.” From this
“firft fentence it appears, that “Satan can- exercife no cruel-
ties, cither by himfelf; or his emiffaries, on the ‘people of
God thhout a permiffion ; 1t appears alfo, that Satan

was
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Was, dcﬁrous oftempting not only Peter,lbut all thgapoﬁles,
and the whole chyrch of God, not only then, but ‘in all .
future ages. The Sayiour’s words, though directed to- Pe~
ter, “were gencrai, and mu& be under&ood of the whale
¢hurch, which Peter asits firlt pa{tor in the divine prefcis
ence reprefented : for this is one of thofe éxpreflions,
whxch though faidof Peter,cannat convey a clear fenfebut.
when referred ta the church. In thepext {fentence the
Sawour Lonﬁnes his words to Peter, fa,nng < butI
have prayed for thee, that thy faith fhould not fail, or be
cdxpfed ”’.as it.is:in the original text, eklezpe This prayer,
€annot, bc undqrﬂood of Peter’s dinal perfeverance in-
Juf’exce for, Chrift did not pray afecond time for the
fame thmg, and he praycd for the: ﬁnal perfcvermce of
all the eleét of Whom Peter Was one——John xvil, *“Holy
:kglthf’l' preferve thofe in my name, whom you have given
to me;”" nor did he pray, for Peter, as reprefentmg the .
'who]e churc"x becaufe he order¢d hxmm virtue of this
privilege, conferréd on. hlm to conﬁrm hxs brethrcn, the
_church has mo brethren, all chrl{hans are xts chlldren, {he
prayer of Jefus Chrift muf}, ‘be underﬁood of a preroga-
tive.conferied on the firft paﬁor of his church, ‘whofe of- .
ficial duty itis to confirm his brethren in the _faith, or,
as the text hagit, 7 _ﬁx them ﬁrmly——Sterzxan ‘Andas. tlns ’
prerogatlve imports an official duty for the welfare of the
@hurch it will - continue -in Peter’s fucceffors whillk .
,dm& s care, gf his church, contmues, and that wxll be un-,
Al the.end ofmne. ’

The caftigator comes at lcngth to diftufs thefe words
of the Saviour -to Peter : . < feed my_ fheep, feed my
Jambs,” Paﬁing in filence the invincible reafons by which
the wnter in his. rcmarks on Doc‘tor St anfer, p. 1444 oo-
‘has demonﬁratlvely {hcwn, ‘that thefe words_cannot be
underftood in any other fenfe, but as con{htutma Peter |
Supreme Paﬁor of Chrifi’s Alock on earth, he attempts
fome filly evaﬁons, which thf. writer now. e‘;ammes It
~will not be denied  fayshe, p.33, “that the Greek WOrd
which fignifies o, feed, denotes allo fo govern,” blut 26

thinks
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thinks the moft natural idea is to feed the fheep, not to
rule them. To this the ‘writer replies, and he is‘fup; ‘
p‘cxrted"b); the fenfe of mankind, ‘that-'thg one imports the
othier : that the fhepherd has the power of- leading the -
fheep to whalefome pafture ; to Afetice their paftires a:
gainft the incurfions of the wolf or the b"ca:'r‘ 3 to confing
the fheep within their own paftures,and that the fheepare
ob‘li’ge‘d to obey him, are truths Wh"ivch RO man w‘hp has
any remains of reafon will dény. Hence the term Paftoris
ufed, both in facred and prophane hiftory, to, fignify a -
SovVeteigh Ruler.’ Hower, in the fecond book of the
liad, frequently calls :Agz[menlmo@ the paftor of :tlae::
people : Thus for inftance =~ -
2485 phato neikeidy  Agamenina poimens Lain—
 Therfiegs. ~" < o
Thus fpoke, reproaching ‘Agamemnon the paftor of
" pations.—Therlités.
The Loxd fpeaking by the prophet Ifaias calls that ce-
lebrated: conqueror Cyrus hig -paftor,” & who fays to
Cyrus my paftor, baomer le chores robhi. x. L.iv,28. The
‘werbs to feed ag‘d to fule are pro;‘nifCuouﬂy ufed by ,th’é 3
- facred penmen. Thus Ps. ii. *“ thou fhalt 7ule them with
arodofiron,”’ in the original ; * thou fhalt fzed them.”.
 Theropham be Shebet bdrzel_. Hence‘thef evangelift St
Matthew ii. in this paffage cited from Micheas 8th,
¢ from thee fhali come forth for me, a leader who will
feed my people Ifrael,” exprefles the Hebrew term
Mofhel, which fignifies'a fovereign by the Gieck terms
& Egoumenos oftis poimanei.”® That is . afeader who feeds.” -
- Though, the caftigator admits that ‘the Greek term
¢ poimanei’ fignifies to rulé as. wéll as to feed. ' He pretends |
that the Council of Trent w‘il_l'i;ot"admi_t this acceptation
‘- 'The Council,” fay§, hé, ¢ h'avé dccfée_d that no perfon~
fhall dare or pAr_cf/u‘mc t6 reject the’Vulgate "on any pre-
tence whatfoever in‘;dvifp,utatigni‘s.” ‘Bt the Council does
not forbid any perfon to undetfland the Vulgate in the
fenfe intended by the infpired writers, which the terms

in



3
!
in the Vulvate e*:prefs with great corre@nefs and proprie.
ty ; nor docs the council forbld a recourf¢ to the lan-' :
'-o’uages, in which the fcnptures were onglnally\f writter,
tofix preu{ely the fenfe’ where it may not appear fo
clear i in the Vuigate verfion. The councxj in that decree,
does not fpeak of the Hebrew,; S Syriag ot Greek editiong
of “the fenptmea at all. That venerable " affem.
bly, compofed of the chicf paﬁors of Chrift” s church,
with -its firft p'lﬁ@i at their head, dire@ed by the -
fpmt of wxfdom, as an antidote againft the' con.
tagion of error,” which, like Imhtenmg, blasted o
many infatuated mortils in them unhappy days, of ‘the
many latin verfions ther difperfed, declared one only au-
thentic.” The prelates faw, with aftonifhment, that, un-
der pretence of enhghtenmv the people the fources of
hfe, thatis, the diviie mnptures, were poifoned by an
ithmenfe variety of ver fions agreeing in nothing but their
dlfagreement each new teacher, inftead of correcting his
opinions by the fcnptures, fitting the fcrlptures to his
~preconcewed opinions, and obtrudmo the ravings of his
imagination on his deluded followers 4s the pure word of
-God. Hence the Council; after fpecifying the books of
the old and new teftament, which.the cgthohc church
holds to be canonical, and for which the anfwers to her
- children, fays : *“ moreover, the fame holy Synod, con-
{idering that it will be of no fmall advantage to the
c¢hurch of God if, of the many editions of the {criptures
aifperfed that, which is authentic. may be knowp, de-'
~crées and declares that, that old and common edition (‘vulga-
- ta-editio) approved in ‘the church by the long ufe of 1o
~inany ages .. ... be heldfor authentic.....” Sefs, 4°
- This vulgate edmon had been excluﬁvcly in ufe, in the
Latin church, for many’ ages ; in‘it there were no errors
: agamﬁ faith or morahty ; thetext was not corrupted
, by artifice or hypocrlfy, which, under pretence of redu-
~ cingreligion - to ‘primitive ﬁmphmty, corrupted both the
faith and morals of ‘the incautious vi&tims of its “delufi-
-¢n : To prevent typographical errors, and corre(t t}l:ef;,
whic



which, through the. negic& ef printers and. tmntcrxbex&
before the art of prmtmg was known, had unavoxdabI”
crept into-many copies, the council took the moft wife
and- effeé}ual meafures. The. fame precautmns are tas
ken- by their fucceﬁ’gars : if two copies be found differ-
“ent in- the verfion, a recourfe to the or;gmal ﬂlew&_
where the error llcs : thus, for inftance, in fome caplesh_;
of the vulgatg ‘we ‘find this pa{fage, Jos. sth, in the
aflirmative : ¥ to whom he fwore that he would ﬁxcw‘
them a, and: ﬂowmg ‘with mﬁk and, honey :” im other
capies, -it is in the tontrary fenfe: * to- whom he fwore
th%at he. would not-fhew ‘thern the land flowing with,
‘milk and honey ,” thisis the true rcadmg for in alt
the Hebrew copxes the.negative. particle, lebfla‘lgf, is- foun,d

If.all the copies of u.be Vulgate agree,and that a material,
difference in fenfe appear between them and the preient
Hebrew text, it is manifeft that fome- typpgraphlcal error,
or: madvertent ﬁault of tranferibers, has altered: the. Hebrcw;
text. - [nthe cdmon now before the writer there are.
fometimes fnmy, fometxmcs fifty or more, different reads
ings: marked in the fame’ page.

Though the. ca{hgqtor may not think the umted wxfdom_
of the Romith church.and of all her p;a{tots in council,
a{fembled equal to his.own,:will he permir us credulousj

<atholics to think it equal to that of the fervant maid, .or
.even.of- hls better half, if he-has.not - @:ndowed her -with

all his mind as well as his body and, worldly fubftance ? P

We have gven the; nmphuty,to thmk.\the upited- wifdom

of fome h,undreds of cathqlic, prelates, aflifted in their de-

Aiberations:by the ableft Divines in, Europe, to pafs unnc-

ticed the: promxfed afliftance of the {pirit. of truth, equal

-to that of. an apoftate monlsin an obfcure corner of Gér-

‘manyy or to that of any new - modelled- tcac(her in Nava-

:Scotia. -And we cannot help adxmrmg the emravagant

vanity. of the man who prefers. his:own . -private opinion

- to their united wifdom ; add we cqually admire the blind
.infatuation of thofe, who believe him, and permit them-
fc}vca to be duped by {uch nonfcnfe The wifdom- Qf the

~ decree
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vde‘cree, by which the council ,iﬂecl'ared'th:i‘:t verfion excl-
fively authentie, which had teen approved by the teft of
‘ages, is manifeft on ‘the principles of commion fenfe. Lu-
ther felt it, though pride would not permit hith to ac-
knowledge it: in his book againft Zuinglius, of the truth
of Chrift’s Body in the Eucharift, he faid : ¥ the world -
continue longer on account of'the different interpretations
of the fcriptures, which now &re, to preferve the unity of
thie faith, it will be eceflary that we receive the decrees
of councils, and that wefly to them.” In- the verfion
with which this new évangelift had enriched the world,
numberlefs pafluges were disfiguted to fit them to his new
opinions. His additions, torrections, tomments, and
othet corruptions of the tiew teftament, ‘are almott incre-
dibly numerous : -they are ftared by Cochley at ncar-one
thoufand. - How monftroufly ‘corrupt thefe verfions muft
be, of which he fo bitterly complains! Yet, from thefe
depraved verfiéus, dignified by the name of divine fcrip-
tures, the deluded viétims of the hypocrify and profligacy
of thefe apoftate monks were to fith their faith. '
Paffing the Council of Trent, the caftigator finds that
“Peter, in his apoftolic direGions to teachersin the church,
makes ufe. of the fame term: ¢ rule the flock of God,
which is among you;’ from which he concludes that
Chrift’s words toPeter afford no proof of his fupremacy.”*
Men who underftand language in the obvious fenfe, draw
an oppofite conclufion : for what is it to give apoflotical di-
yecFions to teachers in the church of God, to rule the flock which
i among  them, but to extend the cares of the chief
paitor to thefubordinate paftors, and through them to the
refpedtive portions of the flock comnitted to their care.
Peter did not diredt themto feed the whole flock of Jefus
Chrift, of which they themfelves compofed a part, but.
the fotk which was among them. o
‘It is irkfome to reafon with a man'who offers nothing.
like argument ; who fills a pamphlet with defultory
‘quotations, and every filly ‘evafion, which imagination
R ; fuggefls

- % p.o34e



56

; fuggcﬁs ;- ¢ Chrift,” if we believe hxm, f‘; whent he faid
to Peter, ¢ feed my. fheep, feed my lambs, feed my {heep;,
intended indireftly to reprove him for ‘having thrice
“denied him 3 ahd: gave him a tefi for provmg the fin-
cerity .of hlS love,” .On"this  conjecture, founded ini
prejudice; the flock of thlo new modelled: paftor muft
reft their fazm, or, to fDeaL. more corre&ly, thelr no fmtb
and this is what he calls making fcnpture a .fole dnd
fufficient rule of faith : that the conje@ure is vain, i§
not difficult to fhew : €hrifthiad already fuﬂicrcmly rée-
proved Peter by that look of mercy which brought. the
tears from his eyes ; and which he contmucd to thed oc:
cafionally to the end of his career, if ancient. hlﬁnr} tell
truth ; nor was ‘it neceffary for him,; who  knew all
things, to give a teft to try the fincerity ochter s love 5
he knew it.  If he had fuid, that he gave Peter an op-
portunity of ﬂlcwzng his humility in not prefuming to
prefer himfelf to the other apoftleq ; and that by ex:
_adling this profeffion of love, he fhewed. that- he would
«not- entruft the care of his - flock but. to the man who
loved him, th comment would have been founded in
truth. It wasin confequence of Peter’s confeffion of
faith, that Chrift pr omifed- to found his church on -him;
as on a folid rock ; to conftitute a centre of union’
which cements all the different parts of that fpiritual
bmldmg, and unites them into one individual whole.
Preparing to fulfil the promife, he exaéts a profeflion of
love, to fhew, that charlty is net lefs necefﬁry to- fit the
materials for  the building, than falth whatever the
{pirit of illufion may pretena to the contrary. ,
But the words of Chrift are independent on commentsl
or conJec'tures in the natural and obvious fenfe, the
only fenfe in which they convey. any ideaat all, they
“wvelt in Peter a power of feeding the fhcep and Jambs, the
whole of Chrift’s flock without reftriGtion or referve. The
'caﬁlgator, with unufaal fagacxty has - dlfcovered that thﬂ‘
rams were noet included, that is, hehas difcovered that
a ram is not a fheep. Hltherto it was'thought that the

gencncal
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{venencal ‘term fheep, as its correfpendent to the Greek
term probaz‘on Aignified indifferently male or female. It
would appear that Chrift himfelf thought {o : twelve or
thirteen feveral times he repeated the fame term proba-
ton in its dlﬁ‘erent mﬂemonq, defcnbmg his flock. John
xth, and thus at length concludes; 16, * there will be made,/
eneflock, one )/bepberd” ““ kai gencfetai mia poimnz éis poimen
This one flock, therefore was not yet formed; nor was
thxb' one fhepherd yet appointed to condud& it  This one
pram:fed Jhepherd muft'of all neceflicy be diftinét from
Jefus Chrift ; for Jefus Chrift wasborna thepherd, he was
then the good fhepherd as he called himfelf  repeatedly
in the fame chapter, or as St. Paul calls him ¢ #5¢ great
jbepljcrd of the fheecp” —~<* poimena tan probaten megan.’ Heb.
xiit. 20,  Theapoftle alfo forgot to include the rams.
It is ominous for the ca{hgator -that this one fhepherd
promlfed John xth, we find a&ually appointed, John
xxi. and ordered to feed the flock. The caftigator did not
exercife his fagacity to its full extent, or he would have
difcovered that neither the goats nor the hogs ‘were in-
cluded. Thefe, together with the rams, and other fala-
cious animals, were referved fur the paﬁoral cares of the
‘Wirtemberg 'evangelift and his aflociates, in whofe goil
pel are found ‘the indifpenfible precepts' of propagating
the human fpecies, and. indulging the pleafures of the
table, as the narrow path which leads to paradife.

He cites fome pafliges from the fathers who fay that
Peter by his, threefold confeflion expunged' his triple
demal What then ? Does any of thefe fathers fay that
Chrift did not order; him to feed his flock ? Many paf-
fages iore; he fays, might be adduced. YCb, but paffages
from -the Alcoran or the Hanfcrit would be as much to
his purpofe, that is, to fill a pamphlet, and perfuadea cre-
dulous uninformed people that he refutes a work which
is not to be refuted by argument. In his quotation from
Auftin he makes that venerable prelate fpeak nonfenfe
intentionally te. miflead : ** when Chrift- faid to Petcr,.
he faid to all ; feed iy fheep.” If all are thepherds where

H are
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are the fheep ! If all are to feed who _is'to be fed ?
Thus an iHiterate péafant is tanghtto behevc that he
himfelf is vefted with the fam; authority o feed” the:
flock of Chrift, which - the apofile received from his df+
- vine mafter, henice this inundétion of. preachxncr coblers,
" tinkers, &c. When Auflin fays, that Chrift faid toall &
feed my theéep, he does not fpeak of all men and women
indiferiminately, but of all the paftors of the church
whofe official duty it is to feed. their rexpe(:“tlve portions.
of Chrift’s one flock entrufted to their care. Who doubts
that the power vefted in Peter, aind the attendant indift
‘penfible duty of c*:ercﬂ'mg that power for the welfire
:of the flotk; défcends in a proporticnaté manner to all
fubordinate paftors ? What power js'vefied in the loweft
magifirate in the ftate but that, which is devived from
the higheft ? If Peter was vefted with powerq to feed
the whole flock of Jefus Chrift; it was not intended that
he himfelf thould axercife thefe powers excluﬁx“ely, but
that through him they fhould. defcend toall paftors lé-
gally inftituted ; not to felf cnnﬂ:xtuted teachers, nor to
teachers and paﬁors nominated a’nd inftituted by aca
bal of farmers, of weavers - and tailors, ora goffiping
party of old women. There is fome thing farclcally
ridiculous in the idea, as iri a ftate” the firlt magiftrate is
vefted with full powers to govern the ftate, but thefe
powers are not exercifed by hifmfelf in perfon, they-de-
fcend in proportionate fhares to all fiibordinate  officers.
‘Au&m therefore and Ambrofe, whom he cites alfs, were
juftified in faying that whet Chrift faid to Peter ¢ jfeed my
fbéep, he {poke to them alfo ;. by what ‘other. authority
-did Ambrdfe govern the diocefe of Milas 5 or Auftin the
diocefe of H!ppo, but that, which was deuved from Je-
fus Chriftithrough’ Peter. and his {ucceffors ? Why was
.t that thefe ancient prela.tes were foexadt in enumera:
ting Peter’s fucceflors inthe See of ‘Rome, whilit thev
. -paffed in filence all their own predeceflors in- their dlf—
- ferentSees buft to-thew the fource of their epifcopal au-
~therity ? There is ot a catholic.bifhop in the chrittian
world,
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- worldy who does not fpeak’ the fame lamuage with
Auyftin and - Ambr{)fe, and point out the fource of his
epifcopal authority in the fame manner.. * They do now,
- as they did thén, acknowledcre the plenitude QfCCClCﬁaﬂIlr
cal authority vefted in Peter 8 fucceflor of feeding not
-only the laity, intimated by the lambs, but alfo their
immediate paftors, ﬁgmﬂ\.d by the theep, which feed
their own lambs. Thus St. Ambrofe, in his comment on
the thitd, chapter of the firft epifile to Timothy, fays =
“ though the. whole world b@long to God, yet the church
is called his houfe, of which Dimafus (the then Roman
—Ponnff) is this day the ruler.”.
+ ‘And in bhis- funeral oration’on his brother Satyrus he‘
fays of. him : * he aﬂ{ed the, bifhop if he ‘agreed: with
‘ q;athol.(; bdhops, that is, with the Roman church.”

To the many teftimonies adduced. from Anftin, the
»wz iter adds otie. more, to fhew not the vanity but the
cffrontery of the feribbler who cites, him for the con-
demnation of popery.  The primacy of the. apoﬁohcal
See always flourithed in the Roman church.*

“See the teﬁlmomes of ancient writers th the writer’s
veafomnw on the fubjeé"t in his remarks on Doctor Stan-

fer’s, p. 176.. ... 206, which the ca{hgator VEry pru-
demly pafles unnouced

After remarking. the novelty of. the. writer’s doérine,
_a.doétrine which’ proteﬁants acknowdedge to have been
univerfal at-leaft one thoufand years before Luther was
born, and which the writer - has thewn to be coeval with
chnftmmty, thc caﬁlgator paifes to the council of Jeru-
{alem, - From Peter’s words, in the council, he pretends
that no conclufion in favour of his fupremacy can be
drawn, It isnot. from Peter’ 3 words, in’ that council, or
from the a&s of the councxl that catholics. fhew Peter’ s
fupremacy, but from the worda of Chrift, John xxi.
‘which confitute him fupreme paftor. of Chrift’s flock;
'however, from-Peter’s words, i the council, combmed

with
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‘with ot‘her mrcumﬁances, fuch {’crong prefumphve evis
“dence is drawn as baﬁle all efforts at evafion @ for if it be
true, as Peter fays, that ~God chofe higds mong the ar
_poﬂles, that from his m(ﬁuth the Gentxles #i¥uld hear the.
word and believe,” Adis xv, itis therefdre true that he
was the firft pa{’tor of the Gentiles 5 and if it be true, as’
St. Paul fdys, Gal.i. 7, that the gofpel of £ the circumifion;
that is  of the J.,,ws, was entrufted to him, he was there
fore n‘u‘ﬁ paﬁor of the Jews.” Hence it manifeftly follows,"
that he was that one’ {hepherd appointed’ to ¢ondud
ithat oge flock compofed of Jews and Gentiles, as Chrift
had promifed, John xth.  When after {peaking of his,
fheep then'in the Jewifh fold, he faid ¢ ““ I have other
theep, ‘which' aré not of this fold, and thefe Imuft bring
home, and thefe " will be” made one flock” and one
fhepherd.” The caftigator i in his next eflay will recolle®”
that concluﬁve reafonmg IS not mvahda,ted by tiles ofl
St. Anthonv ] preachmg to ﬁ{hes. He has enriched thu
world with a new commem on tne a&s of the councﬂ
The writer had fa1d in his remark% on Doéor btanfer,
«hat the council adopted the decifion of Peter, to which
the caﬂlgator replies : ¢ it happened to bé the decifion of,
James which'the council followed,” p. 40. This’ fpmt
of divination,’ which he mvarlably cnnfults, has moft
.grofsly m~pofed on the innocent " man’s credulity,
it fports with his imagination, fuggefts a contradi®ion
in a few lines : “ Leter had,? he fays, * declared his' 63
pinion that it was wrong to fubject thefe converts to the
ceremonial law.” What !, Peter had already decided the
queltion before James had fpoken at’ all; ‘and it was not
his decifion that was followed " What nonfenfe ! “ How-
ever,” continugs the caltigator, ¢ James thought.” "Did
Yames think thdt Peter was in error, and that'the, Gen-
tile converts were " obliged "to obferve the ceremomal‘_
jaw ? In St. Luke’s relation, we find no cnntradlé‘clon'
Peter did nor offer an - opinion.” This caﬁlgamr does
not know the force of the term’ ~opinion. - That apoﬁlsl
Lad fhewn, by L\nqueimcnablc authouty, that ‘converts

fromj_"‘
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from the heathen fuperftition, were ‘not obhged to ob..
ferve the ceremonial law.” Thus St. Luke relates the
tranfaéhon, Ads xv, “ Aftera great dlicuﬁlon had bPen
madc Peter rofe and faid tof ‘them " men, br ethren, you
kaow that, from former days, God chofe among you,
that by my mouth, the nations {hould heat the word of
the Gafpel' and believe ; and God, ‘the fearcher of .
Ecarts, teflified to them, giviog ta them the Holy Gho[’n
as'to us'; and he made no diftinétion bétween us and
them, purifying their hearts' by faith. Now thereforc,
why ‘do you tempt-God to impofe a yoke on the necks
of the difciples, which Pelthel our fathers not we cou]d_'
bear, but by the grace of the Lord fefus Chrit, we ‘be-
lieve to be {2¥6d in the fame manner as they.” If this be_ ,
not the decificn which the council fo]low ed, the chriftian
world has beén hitherto deceived. James wasfo faf
from contradicting’ Peter, that after hearing Paul and
Blrnaby relate the fignsand prodigies, . whlch God .
Wrousrht by them amnng;ﬁ the Gentiles, he proceeds to
fhew thatPeters ‘decifion” was autherifed by the pro-
phetsﬁ ¢ ¢ after they ctafed to fpeak, James anfwered,
faying': men, brethren, hear me: Simon has fhewh
bow God firft vifited; to take from the natious a people
to his pame, “the' words ‘of the prophets agree with
l;um” . after cmng fome paffages from the pmphetlcal
Wrmngs, he concludes by faym ; 'as Peter did before :
< wherefore 1 judge that they who are converted from
the Gentiles be not” difturbed : here ends the decifion
of theé que{hon propofed, that is, whether converts from
the heathen' rités were obliged to obferve the Jewilh
ceremonial law, or not. James then propofed to enacta
law, which this caftigator ignorantly confounds with
the decifion 'of the queftion of faith, and moft in-
},udlcwuﬂy mentions : it firikes at"thie vitals of the pre-
terided reformation : it is well known that the autho- -
rity of any one of the apoﬁ}es was more ‘than fufficient
to decide the queﬁlon doéttines of greater moment

and more dxﬂicult difcuflion are believed on the autho-
my
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ity of an apoftie. If therefore the apofiles affembled i in
council for the deuﬁon of this queftion, it was to autho
rife by their example an authentic form, and, infallible,
rule, for the decifion of fuch queftions in - future ages:
A form which is yet obferved a rule by which thein.
novations. of- pharlfaxcal Reformifts have been fuPpreﬂed
2 rule fo indi f{)enfably neceffary to preferve the # unity of
faith, that modern Reformifts,, in oppofition -to, their -
fundamental principle, have adopted it. When Armmsu;
' thought proper to reform, the doéring of Calvin, on the,
, ablolute decree of perdmon at thch reafon revolts, and
human sature, fhudders ; and Gomar, profeflor of
theology at Leyden, firictly a Calvinift, had- pubh{hed a
thefis, awamf’c him, in which - Calvm $ do&rme is flated
in thefe terms & “ it is ordered-by an eternal decree of
God that amongft men fome fhould be faved and others
damned,” the preachers of both fides ‘infamed the
minds of the people ; from words che people came to -
blows, a civil war was threatened. The Englith Am-
baffador- reprefented to the States General that fuch
a divifion. might endanger the fafety of the Republic'y
that the decifion of fuch a- queition did net. belong to
the maga’%mtes, who had already interpofed their au..
ihonty without effe& but to a National Council, wha,
would decide which of thefe opinions, was confiftent with
‘the word of God, A Synod was affemnbled at Dordrecht,
‘compoied of. deputles from all the churches i in Europe,
reformed accord ing to Calvin’s p]an, thefe of France
excq)ted In 1618, - 1619, Calvm s doétrine of the ab.
folute decree of perdition was conﬁrmed to.the no fmal
aﬁom{hment of }Lurope, and terror. of all- good men,.an
excommunication was iflued, of a moft malignant na,
tuge, againft the Armmans of which the celebrated
Barneveldt, and many other - Arminians of note, were
the unhappy vidtims. Itis remarkable in this Synod that,
to filence the Arminians, or Rcmonﬁnnts, as they were
called, who appealed to the funudmental principle of the
Reformation, 5 in oppofition to the authority of the Synod,
‘the
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‘the paﬁovs compofing the Synod claimed to themfelves-
that infallibility of decifion, which they refufed to the
\‘; _cathohc chutch, ind on the very fame: principle by
which it was claimed, that is, on the promife of Chrift
to his church, they fay : “ that Chrift, who had pro-
mifed to his apoftles the fpirit of truth, had alfo pro-
_mlfed to his church to be always with hcr,” hence they
“conclude, ““ that when paftors from many countries are
_aflembled to decide accordmg to the word of God, itis
‘neceffary to teach in the churches that it muft be be.
lieved with 2 firm confidénce that Jefus Chrift would be
“with them according to his promife.”” Thisdocrine
was Borrowed from the Sy nod of Delpht, and confirmed -
in that of Dordrecht.* \
* From the authentic doétrine’ of the reformed churches
wé may learn, not only the neceflity, but the infallibili-
ty, of this rule prefcnbed by the apofiles for the decifion
of queftions of faith ; but the rule is not corfined merely
to controverted -doltrines : for as thé apoftles affem-
bled, adting as the paftors of Chrift’s church, did by
their ecclefiaftical authority ena& a law prudentially ne-
ceflary, confidering the circumftances of time and place,
and oblige all the faithful to obferve it it follows,
,wmhout a contradiction, that their {ucceflors in oftice
are vefted with the fame powers of enacting laws pru-
dentially neceflary : another confequence more terrible
to all Reformifts. This law, enadtéd by the apoftles, was
firi@ly a law of abftinence: the Council ordered the
faithful to abftain from the flefh of animals fuffocated ;
from bldod, and from meats offered to idols. The apof-
tles therefore thought that it was lawful to abftain from
meats; which are good inthemfelves: for all - God’s
creatures are good ; they mot only thought it lawful
but by a politive law ordered it to be done This doc-
€rine- founds harﬂfny in the ears of a new-modelled
teacher. What! Deprive the faints of the enjoyments
‘of the table! Oblige them to abftain from the good
things

*’ A&, Dor. b 66-
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thing§ of this world ! They will all turn papifts,. for the
the fource and fundamental prmuple of all reformati. .
ons,whcther in’ Chiirch or State, is Ltlzeriy, that is, eman.
“cipation from reflraints,; Howeer, 'in this . mornfymg
decree, the ¢aftigatar found fomethmg to-his' purpoie
¢ that they abﬁam from thc pollutmns of images.” - Itig
rather unfortimate, that thefe pollutions. of images are only
found in ‘his own pollutcd imagination. © There is
no futh. thmg in .the decree’; “ tou' apeches thai apo ton
alifgenatin ton cidolon, 10 abfiain from the.dejilements of idols,
which, can fignify nothing elfe but to abftain froim things
defiled by being offered or confecrated to idols.  Where
has thxs caftigator fQund that idol. and image are fyno-
pimous ? How has he difcovered what no lemcogra-
pher ever knew befo*e, that Eidolon and E:kan are of the
fame import ? Was Céfar’s image on the piece of money
thewn to Chrift, an. idol? The Jews did not thmk fo. I
the Kmrf 5 pl&ure On Qur current coin an idol ! ‘Lhus
the man fpmts with the credulity of bis'readers : under
pretence of giving them the, pure ‘word of God; which
he unblu{hmgly falfifies, he gives them his own xdlel
conceit, -
Doétor Stanfer, in  his Exammatlon, had cited apaf.’
fage from Peter’s firft epiftle, to fhew that the apo{ﬂc
did not pretend to anyjurlfdxﬂlon ; the writer, in re-
ply, had faid : * that it was, perhaps, the firft time the.
altual exercife of a2 man’s official duty was adduced, asan
authonty aaamﬁ his ]urxxdxﬁxon fhewing at the fame
time, that the paffage did not bear the fenfe affixed to.
Jt by Doctor Stanfer.” - It is difficult -to determine whe-
ther fupine ignorance or perverfe ()b{hnacy be the lead.
ing feature of the caftigator’s. pretended refiitation : the'
apof’tle s letter was not, he, fays, addrefled to the epifco-
pal pa{'tors, as this writer had faid, but to.the church.
He has not told us whether it was, to the walls, the fex-
ton’s vnfc, or the parfon’s wife ; but the letter was ad-
drefled to fome thing, or fome body, which he calls: a
chmch. If he had’ confulted common fenfe, it would

have
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have told him that a 1etter, contalmng mﬁruéhons for
any {ociety, is addi‘eﬁ'ad to the prefident of that fociety,
by whom its contents are communicated to all the mem-
bers; that a circular letter from any bifhop to his dio-
cefs is addreffed to the parfox’xs, not to the parfons’
wives, or the fextons ;- but common fénfe and this caf.
tloator s {pirit of dwmatlon are irreconciléable enemies.
If the apoftle’s letter was not addrefled to the epifcopal
paltérs, whoare thefe  Preft yteroi Ept[copauntes” whom
the apoftle exhorts to feed the flock, which was amongft
them ? Were they the parfons’ Wwives.

The writer had tranflated “ Eatakuricuonites ton i"l 2ron,”
domineering ovet the ¢lergy, this verfion the caftigator
thinks incorre& ; to juftify his opinion he adduces fome
paﬁ'arres in Whlch the Greek term ¢ kleros,”’ a lot, is taken
ini its proper fignification ; his knowledge of the lan-
guage. muft be confined indeed, whodoes not know that
¢ kleros,” in its common acceptatlon fignifies a Joz; but
he muft be 1gnorant as the caftigator, who does not
know that it is fometimes ufed in fcripture to fignify a
portion of inberitance, becaufe an inheritance was frequent-
ly parcelled out by lot.” Thus, Col. i. i4, giving thanks
to God and the Father, who has made us worthy of a.
fhare of the inheritance of the faints in light, ¢ zou klerou -
tn agion,” and hence it has been ufed both by Greeks
and Latins, fiuce the apoftles days, to fignify the clergy;
as that. portion of Chrift’s inheritance more immediate-
ly confecrated to his fervice : ignorance itfelf can hardly
mlﬁa‘ke that from the Greek term Aleros, we have the
Latin clerus and clericus, and the-Englith cergy and cleri.
That c/leros cannot be underftood to fignify a lor in the
paflage adduced, is manifeft, for no mazn can be faid to
domincer over a lot : a bithop may domineer over his
clergy, or even over the laity, but not over an inanimate
bemg o
The writer tranﬂates the Greek term ¢ dleron,” dlergy ;
this, fays the caﬁlgator i3 an extraneons syeaning, for]

which the writer’s only authority is the w}gate, and
1 that
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‘that vex{"it)xi"'p‘uts"iizi the mouth of the apoftle, a language
which ‘he never exprefled, p. 48.° To  pafs unnoticed
the vanity of prefummg to write on ecclefiaftical mattery
without ;kndwing' the terms in ufe a’mong‘ﬁ ecclefiaflical
‘writers, and ‘the extravagance of an ‘ignorant individul,
‘who boldly cenfuresa verfion confecrated by the ufe dnd.
approbation of all the paftors of the Latin chirch  during
a {pace of at Iéaft one thoufand years before the Reforma-
tion was thought of; admire the man’s fol]y : the
vulgate in thisplace, fo far from putting language in the
apoftle’s mouth, whicl he did not fpeak, ufes the orlgmal
‘term kleron, giving it a Latintermination cleris.”

He defies the writer to produce a paraliel in the {eptua.
gint, the new: tef’cament or any heleniftic writing. The
writer knows no helleniftic writing in  plain Tnollih st
would be a curious phcénomenon 'y but that thc Greek
term Uero.r, the Latin c/eras, and the Englifh clergy, have
been in commos ufe to contradiftinguith the minifters of.
the church from the Greek /ldos, the Latin laicus, and
the Englith /aity, is what every {chool boy kunows ; and
if the caftigator does not know it, it is becaufe he knows
nothing ot the matter § he cught therefore to remember
the old adage ne /m‘or ultra crepidinem. ’hough he.
may not ﬁnd Llericis to fignify a cimgymm in the wris
tings of Pindar, Anacreon, Sapho,\ ur any othér  heathen
poet, there is nothing more common in the writings of
the Greek fathers : there is now before the writer a
profefion cf faith, fent by Euftathius, bxfhop of Scbafte,
to St. Bafil ; be fays that he fubferibed it .in prefence of
the blethrr*n Phorton and the the rural dean Seurod,
and other clergymen.

FEgo Euftathius Epifeopos [oi B&f les anagnous - egnorifa kai
Junene/a tois progesrammensis de Sumparonton i ton ('dclpbon
emeterow. phortouos kai tow Chorepi ifcopout 0 oeurou kai tonon allm,
Clericon, inter Op. Bas.

- Calvin, the moft imperious of mxmﬁcrs fcverelv cen—
ﬁmed thc diftinétion between the- dexgy and the Lmy i
but he cid not pxefumc to fay'that it wws not'of ancient

datéy
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datg s in his comment on the vth of Peter’s firft epiftle,
in which this offenfive term Klerén is found : *“ | wifh”
he fays, “ that it never came into the fathers’ heads to.
ufe this word ;” however, we find this diftinétion in
ufe, and the minifers of the church, fignified by kleros
and clerus in the primitive church, and our fathers called.
them in. plain Englifh, clerks or clergy. ‘
., Origen, onc of the firft chriftian writers after the
apoftles, whote works are extant, fays, in his 7th homily:
on the xii. of Jeremiah : e We, who are -thought to be.
fomething, that is, whoin the order of clergy preﬁde over.
you, fo that fome from alower rank, defire. to afcend to
this place; you ought to know, that we are not immedi-
ately to be faved becaunfe we are clercy men, (Clerici)
for many prxe[’cs perifh, and many, laymen are moft blel
fed :” and Tertullien, Lib. demono. fays.: “ When we.
are elated and puffed up againft the clergy,” adwver/us,
clerum, “-then we are all one, then we are all priefts.”
It was, pride, in this very.early writer’s opinion, which,
lcvelled the diftin@ion between the clergy and ‘the laity.
'lhat moft ancient and Venerable Council of 'Nice,
in- the twenty canons, yet extant and authentie,
fpeak of the minifters of. the church, by the name.
dergy : i. if any. clerk, iil, if any, clerk, or layman
be fufpanded from the communion,—xv. If any.
priefl.or deacon, or any one of the number of; the, clerks:
% Clericorum ; 27 at that time there were bithops, the.
u)unal was compofed of them ; there wer¢ pricfts. and
deacom, angd clerks in minor orders, it was then the.
chriftian church, ; is it a chriflian churdx in which they
are not %, Fmally by klerin in the text muﬁ bc unpderitood,
c/crgy or clerks, for it bears no other fignification : it can-
not be lots we have thewn it already ;. it cannot be un-
‘,dcrﬁood of all chrlﬁlans or the whole inheritance of
Chyift, -as CaJvin pretends : for the inheritance of Chrift
18 one, ‘and kleron ﬁgmﬁea many. Peter had already
: recommcnded to their care that portion of; theinheri-
~tance of Chrift, * the flack,” over which_they pleﬁ,d‘Cd
“ o
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¥ to en dmin poimnion ;7 left thuy fhould be temptgﬂ to
domineer over the clerks, or clergy,as being more im.
’ me;dlately fubjed to theu‘ authorxty, he ﬁrx&xy forbids
lt.
" The diftin&ion. bel;ween the clergy and the laity in
the Jewifh difpenfation - was well’ alcertained, fee ‘the
terrific punifhment mﬂx&ed on the ufurpers of the prieft-
hood, Core, Dathan, and Abiram, with their partﬂana,
Numbers, xvi. 3 3. Has this caftigator ever ‘beftowed a
ferious thought onit? Or does he think, the Chrlﬁnly
priefthood lefs venerable than’the IeW1fh 2 ‘
- 8t. Paul has given fimilar inftru@ions to the paftors,
A&s xx. From thefe the caftigator fays, Do argument
can be drawn i in favor of Paul’s fupremacy ‘No.  Nor
againft it ; itargues his apoftolical authority. It is not
from Peter s epiftles that the writer concludes thh un-
erring certainty, but from' the words of Chrifl, related
by ]ohn xxi, Simon, fon of John,. . . feed my lambs,
feed my fheep. .. . . His reafomng on Peter’s epifile
expofed the abfurdxty of drawmg an argument from
that eplﬁle againft his fupremacy.. The argument fim-
plified might be conceived in thefe terms ; Peter dired-
ed the paftors of fome Afiatic churches to feed-the flock.
‘of Chrift among them ; therefore he wag not the chlef]
pafior of Chrift’s church Rifum teneatis. Such are the
invincible arguments, by which thefe profound dxalcéh
cians refute Peter’s chim to fupremacy ! As this is an
article of their faith, and fcr:pture their fole rule, would
they condefcend to point out fome paﬂage in the old or
new teftament, which fays that Peter was not chief pal-
tor? That Chrift did not entru& the care of. his ﬂock to
him ?

" The caﬂ:igator, in tranflating St. Pqul’s mﬂru&wn,
‘fm got to tranflaté the Greek term “ epzﬁapaus, owr_"[eers,
in the true cammg dmlec’i: and madvertently infor med
his congregation, 1o whom the word bifbop is offenfive,
thmt there were bifbops in Paul’s time, whom the Holy

:hoft had appointed to feed the church of God. As

the
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‘the fup at times. appears through the thickeft cloud, fo .
truth forces its way through all the artifices which are
uled to conceal it. . o
~Clofing this chapter, the caltigatar fays that Peter
was reprefented .as adtive in the management of the
‘church,” yet Paul did not fuppofe him poffefled of any
{uprema;gv. He claffes him with James and John. If
the caftigator had read the work “which -he pretends to,
refute, he weuld have feen that Paul fays of Peter,
that the miniftry of the circumcifion, of which Chrift |
himfelf had b_g:en on earth the minifter, was entruft-
‘ed to him ; he does not fay {o of James or John, they,
Paul himfelf, and-all his fellow apoftles, were of the
circumcifion, and canfequently of Peter’s flock—fee
‘Remarks, p. 169.. ... He alfo condefcends to admit
that Peter was called chief or prince of the apofles by
{ome of the fathers ; but it is ‘evident, if we believe.
him, that ,fhey did not intend to a‘fcrib:e to him any fu.
‘premacy, they mearit thefe titles as tokens of refpect
“which they_.limagined due to his charadter, p. 44- They
therefore thought him poflefied of the charaéter of
prince or chief of the apoftles ; but pofiefled of no fuperior
authority or fupremacy ! The writer is not difpofed to
refute rank nonfenfe, hecites 2 paffage from St, Auftin, -
in which, by the bye, Peter is neither called chief of
the apoftles nor'prince” of the apoftles, but is faid to
poflefs the primacy among the apoftles. * As: fome
things, fays Auflin, are fpoken which may feem proper-
‘ly to belong to the apofile Peter, and yet have not a
clear fenfé but when referred to the church {of which he
is acknowledged to have reprelented the perfon becaufe
of the primacy, which he had among the apottles) as
“that is : I will give thee the keys of the kingdom of
Heaven and if there be any like, fo Judas fuftaing after 2
certain manner the perfon of the Jews the enemiet of
Chrift.”* Who could imagine that Auftin dic not intend
1o fay that Peter poffgﬂcd the primacy 3mong the a-
‘ o ' poftles,

.Lner. in Ps. cviil.
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poitles, if. thns caftigator had not. difcovered: 1tP Hows
" did he make this. wonderful difcovery ? 'Why - Auﬁm‘
faysthat Judas after a certain, manner . reprefented the
Jews, - qu, but he did not fay that - Judas reprefented.
the Jews becayfe of the prtmac/ of which he had among them :
he knew of no fuch. primacy vefted in Judas, nor does‘
the writer, if you,exgept'the. puchy of his. apoftacy.. He«’j
errefented the Jews.as a2 wicked man reprefents other&;
equally wicked. We fay of a traitor, he i isa Judas ofa,
tyrant, heds.a Nero s of an epicurean monk he is'a Lu-.
ther. Peter Damien calls Judas: « the head of apofé;
tates,” if the Ca{’ugator thinks proper to acknomledge
him, the writer has no ochc'hon. ,
Auftin_ was, neither ignorant.nor 1mpx(‘u% : he never:
denied nor doubted the_ literal and lllﬁqucal.tru;ll of:
thefe paflages, in, which, he fays that many things are faid.
of Peter ; but, fuppoling, as a principle univerfally-
known, that Peter was under Chrift, head of the vifible.
church, or as he terms it, in.one place, poffefled of the
primacy among the apoﬂlar ; and in another, poﬂeﬂing the
primacy of the apo/tle/bip,* he thought, thefe things _were,
more clearly underftood of him as reprefentmg the mi-
nifters of the church, whom he calls the church at times,
_aswe do this day, than Wlthout any reference to. the
church, thus,he {ays, fpeakmw of the keys, or the pow-
erof binding and loofing promifed to Peter : ¢ if #his,
wwas fatd to Peter only, the eburch does not doit ; gf this be
done in the church Peter wben be recewea’ tbe keyr f gmﬁed
the holy c/mrcb“}' He thus, dexnonﬂmtes that the powers
vefted in Peter as firlt minifter of the church are. derived
from him to the fubordinate minifters. In like manner.
he th0u0ht that {ome things in the ¢viil. pfalm from
“which Pgtcr had cited a paﬁ‘age to thew that Judas’s,
epifcopal dignity muft be givea to another, Adsii,
1hough they may feem tobe literally faid'of Jndas, are
more’ clcarly underftood of the Jews, the ensmle& of
Chrift, whom he in fome manner reprefented.
The

* Tradt, ule in Joan,,  + Tia&. so,in Joan. -



__ The'caftigator’s third chapter opens’ with unufual coh.
i*ﬁfic-lql‘jce.» “I have thewn,” fays he, * that the apoftle Peter
‘poffefled no fuch authority -in the church, therefore ‘the
Pope’s ‘claimis ‘miult be without foundation.” Falls ate
*proved by witnefles'; rights by immemorial ‘polfélfion
‘or authentic inftruments. No fatls admit no proofs 3 no
rights dre-incapableof proof. This caftigator, in oppofiti-
‘on toan axiom of law and logic, has proved a negative.
This pretenided proof confifts’in tranferibing {ome pafa-
“ges, which Tllyricus had garbled from the writings of the
fithers, and endedvoured to diftost to liis purpofe. Thefe
paflages, in the intended fenfe, the Writer “has thewn
irrelative, or condemning the caftigator, arid ¢ited, from
‘the authentic writings of the fame fathers, paflages, in
which they fpeak of Peter’s fupremacy, and that of his
fuceeflors, in terms as precife, and as‘clear, as language
furnifhes. ' o / ‘
llyricus’s artifice was immediately detected by ¢atho-
Yc writers, and many well meaning mien, who had been
duped by the impofture, were undeccived and inftantly
withdrew that confidence, which they had unwarily and
alinoft implicitly . given to mien, who had recourfe to
every art and artifice, which the fpirit of darknefs fug-
gefls, to , fubflitute their new opinions to the fettled
“truths of religion, in order to form a-party devoted to'
themfélves ; a meafure indifpenfibly neceffary, not only
to gratify their predominant pathons : ambition, intereit,
and fenfuality 5 but alfo to efface, or at leaft extenuate
the thame of their apoftacy in the public opinion, and
juftify that voluptuous Jicentioufnefs ‘to which they a-
bandoned themielves. - o v

" This caftigator feems 1o know nothing of them pro-
fligate Monks, the firft pretended reformers, and the
turbulent times in which they lived, but what he has
learnt from themfelves or their echos, Wyricus, Bower,
Jortin and Motheim, What he gleans from thele fourccs‘
of error, he advances with ‘unbluthing confidence, not
knowing that the artifices of thefe men have been de-
tected ;
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teted ; and their errors re futed in all the known lans
- guages in Europe, many years before his birth.

The Roman Poatiff’s cldims to- fupremacy are juflifi-
ed not only hy lmmemonal pofleffion; that invincible
proof of tight, but alfo by the moft authentic ‘inftro.
ment on récord, -Before the reformers withdrew
their obedience they dight to have fheivn, by poﬁtwe
proofs, that this pofleffion  was commenced in frand
or force, and the title defe@ive. Inflead of proof they
have offered fome wild conjéctures, but conjectures are
not proofs, they are not adrpiffible in oppoﬁuon to 'my
exifting right ia poffelfion, Whether the right be origi-
nally well or ill founded. Hetice it manifeftly follows that

_ the firft Reformers were gullty of unjuftifiable fcmfm,'
" which ho lapfe of time can authorife or efface. To prove.
that the Pontiffs jurifdiQtion had commenced in fraud or
~ violence, the commencément muft be affigned, the time,
place and perfon ; on all thefe circumftarices, indifpen-
fibly neceffary to fupport any thmg like proof, even
conjecture fails.

Some think this jurifdi®tion was couferred by thei‘
apoltles. In fupport of this conjefture they cite from
the epiftles of Anacletus and Julius ; the former fays 5
* the other apoftles received honor and power by a like.
fellowthip with him (Peter) and willed him to be their
chief,” Ep. 2. The other, fpeaking of the apoftles, fays:
“ they. willed the holy Roman church to have the pri-
macy ofall churches,” Ep. 3- But thefe pontiffs only
fpeak of the apofiles approbation of the prxmacy, not of
its inflitution, that is of Divine appointment. = The’
apoﬂ'lea did not order Peter to feed Chrift’s flock, that
order was from Chrift himfelf, Itis true the primacy sz
the Roman See, or rather the mdzfputable proof of that
primacy refts on the fa& of Peter’s governing'that See in.
perfon and finithing his mottal career there = « it was he
- who elevated this Sec, in which he deigned to reﬁ and

finifh the prefent life,”* "
~ Nilus:
* Gre, be. 6, Epi. 37, ad Euldgium.
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Nilus, 2. Greek writer of the fourteenth century,
whofe opinion Tllyricus, and his ccho, this ca,ﬁlgator, a-
dopt, pretends that the pope’s jurifdicion over the uni-
verfal church. was derived from fome General Council.
In fupport of this conjeture he cites the 28tk canon of
the Council of Chalcedon, in which it is fald ¢ the
Fathers juftly attributed to the throne of old Rome
privileges, becaufeit ‘was the reigning city, and for the
fame reafon the 1 50 bifhops, (i. Contt.) judged that new
Rome, {Conftantinople) which is honored by the Em-
pire and the Senate, fhould have like prlvﬂeges in the
ecclefiaftical order, and be the fecond after it.” Itis
remarkable of this canon that it was introduced in the
ablence of the prefiding legites and the officers of the
empire, by a “cabal, and was feverely cenfured, and a
proteft entered againft it, by thie legates on their return..
It was alfo - condemned by Leo himfelf in his letters to '
Anatolius, to the emperor Martianus, the emprefs Pul«
cheria, and to Maxima and Juvenal, Epis. 51.... The
canon is felf-condemned: for there is no General Coun-
cil, which eftablithes the pnmacy or jurifdiction .of the
Roman pontiff : the Council of Nice, canon 6, fays ¢ let
the old cuftom continue, which is in Egypt, Libya, and
Pentapolis, that the bifhop of Alexandria have power
over them, becaufe this is cuftomary with the bithop of

-Rome; in like manner for Antioch, and the other Pro- ’
vinces, let their honor bepreferved to each.” This canon
gives no precedence mor jurifdiction to. any prelate : it
declares the patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch to be
already in pofleffion of an extenfive jurifdittion, and af-
figns the reafon why the patriarch of Alexandria exera
“cifed a Jurxfdléhon over Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis :
bécaufe that was cuftomary with the bithop of Rome—
f¢e Remarks, p. 192.. Antiquity knew no. patriarch of
‘Conftantinople. Ris firft claim was founded on a canom
of the Council of Conftantinople in the year 381. As.
this Council was celebrated by fome Eaftern p.elatea,

without the concurrence of the Weftern bithops, though
E mfterwaxﬁﬂ
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afterwards accepted by them as to the decifion of faith,
the carion, if it be genuine, which is doubtful, becaufe it
was never prefented to Damafus, the then Roman poti:
- tiff, nor t6 his fucceflor, Siricius, norknown to the Wefterr
prelates, ‘could have no force. This Anatolius muft have
known. To give the canon of Conftantinople effe, he,
with Juvenal, bithop of Jerufalem, after the difloluticn of
the Council of Chalcedon, headed a party of fome pre.
lates, and continued fome feffions. In thelalt of thefe,
the 16th 2&ion this 28th canon was formed, in the ab-
fence of the pope’s legates and the officers of ti’le-‘e"mpiré. ‘
On their return the legates prefled the party to fupprefy
the canon, but could not prevail on them to doit : they
have, faid Lucenfius, one of the legates, pafled in filencé
the ¢anons of the 318 Fathers (in Nice) and mentioned
but thofe of the 150 (in Conft.) which are not amongft
the canons of the church, and which were made as they
fay about eighty years ago. To this Anatolius, and his
party, made novreply. It is, therefore, true that he him.
felf thought that canon of no force: “If, during that
time,” continued Lucenfius,  they enjoyed thefe privi-
leges, why do they afk them now ? And if they nevef
enjoyed them, why do they alk them ?* To this rea.
foning no reply was made ; the truth is, fio reply could
be made. '
Aetius, arch-deacon of the church of Conftantinople;
delired to iknow if the legates hadany orders from the
Pope on that fubject: the Prielt Boniface read this order
from Leo : “ Do not fuffer the ordinance of the fathers
to be infringed or diminithed ....” The magiftrates faid
let the canons be produced . .. . Pafchafinus read the fixth
canon of the Council of Nice, beginning with thefe words:
““The Roman Churchhadalwaystheprimacy. Let the old
cuftomcontinue,” &c. Inthecopy produced by Actius, thefe
words—* the Roman Church had always the primacy”’—
did not appear : they would have ruined his caufe before
the magiftrates, from whofe influence over the biﬂlopélhe
expected a favorable decifion ; but he did not prefumie to

fay\'
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tay that Paichafinus’s copy was incorret, nor did any, of
hisparty. The fame words are found in many manu.
{cripts, and in {ome the title of the canon : Of the primacy.
of the Roman Church, and of the Bifbops of other. Cities—{ee
Pouget. Conflantine, ' the Emperor’s Secretary, read
from the copy produced.by Aetius the fixth of Nice, and
alfo thecanon of the Council of Conftantineple, on which,
Anatolius founded his claim, After fome altercation
the magiftrates faid: * from what hag been faid and
done we fee firft that the primagy and prerogative of'
honor muft be preferved according to the canons, to the.
archbithop of old Rome, and that, the bithop of Conftan-
tinople is to have like privileges, that, he. may have a
right to crdain metropolitans in the diftriéts of Afia, of
Pontus and of Thrace.” This judgment of the magif-
trates damas their memory : for there was no canon pro-
duced which gave the primacy or prerogative of honor
to the Roman Pontiff. This therefore was a flagrant
falfehood. : in the canon of Nice, as read from the copy
produced by Aetius, there was nothing adjudged to the
Roman See; but its provincial jurd@iftion was made
a rule for the Sees of Alexandria and Antioch, and in
the Council of Sardica, to which they feem to allude,
though its canons were not produced, it was only. deter-
mined that appeals in what is called chief cayfes fhould be
carried toRome in reverence to Peter’s monument. This
was noggiving a primacy, but, on account, of primacy,
acknowledging a tribunal in the laft refort, Again the
Council of Nice had declared that the. jurifdi&ion and.
‘rank of the patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch thould,
be. continued, and 2s this was confeffedly a Gencral
Cou'ncvil,i and its canons univerfally known and approved,
the capon of the {ubfequent Council of Conftantinople,
neither known nor approved, could not deprive them qf
their rank and jurifd}&ion, this, th'erc’forc‘,‘ was‘fx‘mam.-
feft injuftice. Hence, thefe confcientious magiftrates,
under pretence of judging according to the law, pro-

nounced a fentence in dire@ oppofition to the law. -
’ ie
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We know, from writers on the fubjeét, that the' Ge.
peral Council of Chalcedon was clofed at the 6thi feffion,
when the prelates had fubfcribed the definition of' faxth
and then prayed the Emperor to. dlfmlfs them They
were delayed for fome few days by the Emperor 's or..
ders, and a party formed by Anatolius, who, courtier
like, madg the Emperors power. and influence the in,
ﬁrument of his ambrtxon Some feflions were, held on’
different fubjé&s, in_ the lafl of thefe, the i6th adtion,
vchlch wag cxcluﬁvely compofed of Anatolms ) partlfans :
as appears from the fubfcribers. bemg but. 145 ip num.
ber, though the Councxl conﬁﬁed of52o, as they them
felves atteft, this 28th canon was ena&ed That this
was done’ throuyh the mﬂuence of the Court is mamfeﬁ
from their ]etter to Leo, in which, after acknowledgmg‘
him to be their l'read and the guardlan of the vineyard
appointed by Chrifi, fee Remarks, | p- 194, praying h;m '
to confirm this decreg, they. thife the fcene, they talk of
imperial folicitations, that they adjudge no rlght that;
they only conﬁrm an eftablifhed cuftom ; " we make
known tp you,” fay they, * that we have regulated
fome other thmgs for the eﬁabhfhment of good order
and the firmnefs of the laws, perfuaded that/ your ~ Ho-
linefs, when informed, will approve and confirm them.j
We have authorlfed by a iemence of thls Synod the‘
old’ cuﬁom of the holy church of Conﬁantmople, to or--
dam the metropolxtans of thc diftricts of Aﬁa of Pontus,
and of Thrace ; not fo much, for the advmtage of the
See of Conf’cammople, as for the peace of thofe metropo-
litical Sees, where tumules frequently - happen after’ the
death of bifhops ; the clﬂgy and the people having no
head, which your Holinefs mu& know, as, havmg bcen
often- nmportuned prmcxpally on account of the church of'
Ephelus.

“ We have alfo confirmed the canpon of the 150 fa-
the"s aﬁembled at Conﬁantmople by the great Theodo- ‘
fins, which orders, that the bithop of Con{’cantmOpleﬂaall

ba-ve tl;e preragatwe after " your See ; perfuaded that you,
who
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who generouﬂy enrich others with your own, will con..
tintre youT caresof the See of Conftantinople, and extend
toic the fplendour’ of your apoftolical power. It is trueé
your legates have ﬁrenuo‘uﬂv refifted this decree ; but
they intended, no doubt, to leave you the honor of it ;
that the prefervation of peace, as well ag of the faith,
might be afcribed to you. We have done this in com-
pliance to the emperor, the fenate, and the 1mper1al
city ; we pray you therefore to honor ourJudgment with
your fuffr agc, and to accomphfh the juft defires of your
children . - you will do nothing more pleafing to the
Emperor, who has eftablifhed your judgment as a law ;
and the See of Con&antln()pfc will, upon every occaﬁon,‘
thew its gratitude by its union and zeal””" ,
The Lmperor Martnnus or Marcien, the Emprefs
Pulcherlca and Anatolius himfelf, wrote to the' Pope;
praying him to authorife the decree in favor of the See
.of Conftantinople. 'lhough the primacy of the Roman
See was acknnwledged and no encroachment made on
1cSJur1fd1810n, yet Leo, whofe confcience was notin.
fluenced by political views, could nat be prevailed upon
to facrifice the rights of Alexandria and Antioch, to the
ambltlous mtndues of Conﬂ.antmople He replied as'
becamethe common father of the Chriftian world : * Ana-
tolius,” {aid he, b ought to reft fatisfied that I liftened to
mercy rather than to juftice, in approving his irregular
ordination.?”  This intriguing prelate had been ordained
bxﬂmp of Conftantinople, by Diofcorus, of infamous
memor y aftcr the pretended deOHthll of Flnvxen a
moft’ pious and orthodox prelate, and he himfelf had
ordained Maximus bithop of Antioch, in'place of Dom-
nus, injuftly depofcd through love of peice Leo had
diffembled the irregularity of thefe ordinations, “ this
mdulgence ” continued the pontlff “ ought to make
Anatolius modeft rathér than ambitious ; he ought "~
to imitate the hum111ty of Flavien, his predeceffor, and’
not found a clalm on the confent, which he extorted

from fome of his brethren, which can be of no force a-
gunﬂ:
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gamﬁ; the caqons, p1 mcrpally againft thofe: of Nice,  the,
authority. of which is everlafting and. inviolable, and
cannot be abrogated by any other Council, however
{o. numerous. The city. of: Copﬁantmople hasits privi-
leges'but they are temgoral ; it is. the royal city, but it
cannot ‘become. an Apoflolical See ‘3 the. privileges of
the churches, eftablithed by the canons, cannot be an-
nulled, nor the authority of fo many metropohtans can-
celled, to fatisfy the ambition of ong man. A]exandrla
oughtnot 1o lofe the faconcl rank on account,of the per-
fonal crime.of Diofcorus, nor Annoch the third. About’
fixty years th1s Vlolence has been fuﬂ'ered but the bi-
thops -of Conftantmople have never fent this pretended,
cannon, which they a}ledgeb to the Holy See.”’* |
The reafon affigned in thispr etended. canonof, Con-
ftantinople is_fufficient to condemn it : for if, as thag
canon fays, prlvllege, had becn conferred on Rome be-
caufe it was theimperial city ; they ought t0 have been,
trangferred to, Conﬁanunople, which was t,hen, and
long before, - the feat of. emplre ; Or a3 Grelaﬁus, in hlﬂ'
letter to the bifhops of Dardama, zud Mllan, and. Treves:,
and Nicomedia, had been uginr;al cities, yet no prima-
¢y was conferred on them, and what s conclufive agam&
Nilus and his affociates; thefe very prelates! who. gwe the.
fecond rank to the See of Con’kantmople becaufe it is-the
tmperial city, acknowledge Léo to be the fucceﬁ'or and,
reprefentative, not of the Roman emperor, but of the,
Roman pontiff Peter, who never pxetended to any im-
perial power or dignity. =Nor could the ingrigues of the.
bifhops of Conﬁammople, {fupported by the wealth .and,
power *of the empcrors, obtain. fer them, from any.
Council, but the fecond place. No patrlarch ever pre-
tended to be fuperior to the Roman pontiff, until. thg: Re-
formation gave us popesin every village., -So trueit is,
as Gelafius that venerable and learned pontiff fays i in hzs
Council of feventy bxf‘mpg, fo well knowq to antxqulty,
that ¢ the Holy Roman Church ‘wag not made fuperior.
, to

#*Teo. Ep. 78, alias 54: 7‘)& % 55, 86



‘to bthér churches by fynodxcal conftitutions, bt by the
!:vangehcal voice of our Loird and Savieur it obtained the
‘pnmacy

It s, noththﬁandmg, true that the Roman ‘church
may be Taid in 2 certain {efife to have obtained authonty :
from Councils, beciufe they have déclared her autherity
and privileges, as we fay that the Council of Nice de-
“clared the Son to be equal - to the Father, in _oppofition
to the Arian pretenfion.  Thus Nicolas L in his letter to
the Emperor Michael »fays : ° thefé prxvnlegeé were given
1o this church by Chrift ; they were not given by,
Synods ; but they were celebratcd and “honored by
them.” .. ...

Cilvin, Illyrlcus, and the century writers, difcover i-
nother fource of the pontifical Jurlfdl&mn over: the
Greeks, ina law of the emperor Phocas, in the begmnmg
of the jth tentury ; and over the French and Gerinans
in the conceflion of Pepin, king of France: but wt have
feen'the Couticil of Chalcedon acknowledge this jurifdicti-
on in the year 4 52, more than a centiry beforé Phodas
was bern 3 and we found itinferted.as. an. xmperml law
by Juﬁlman, to whom P}mcas was fourth in. fuéceflion.
«—fe¢ Novella 100, alias, 131 : we- found :it acknow-
ledged in the Councils of Nice, of Ephefus, of Conftan-
tinople ; and exercifed before and after “thefe Councils
were affembled—fe¢' Remarks, p. 191...206. It is
true that Phocas publifhed a law, by which he declared
‘the Roman church head of all churches, - but it "was to -
fupprefs, by the civil power, the ambition of the bithops
of Condtantinople, who, at that t:me, had affuimed the
ttileof univer{al bifbop. Bede. de 6.

‘When Calvin fays that, Pepin and pope Zachary, had
combined to rob Childeric of his kingdom, and then,
like two thieves, to- divide the {poils, theone to have
the temporal, and the other the  fpiritual, jurifdidtion
over the French, he contradiéts all writers on the fub-
jeét; and advances falf¢hoods as inconfiftent with.each

otﬁcr as they are with truth : for if it be true, as he fays,
that
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that Zachary did authorife the  French to transfer their
allegianice from Chlldcryc to Pépin, it is therefore true
that he did then exercife a fplrltualjunfdxftxou over ‘the
French; and confequently falfe that he received it after
from Pepm The fa&; asrelated by all hiftorians'of the
time, is, that the Nobles, defirous of c@nferrmg the name.
of King on Pepin; - who exercifed the fegal PO’WC‘ under
that idict Childeric I, confulted the’ popé on the fub-
jeét, who' replied: * that order required that he Wh()‘-
pofleffed the power fhould- have alfo the name of King,”
and Pepin was ¢rowned by Boniface, archbx(hop of May--
ance, whom we know to have been then and lonﬁr be-
fore the pope’s legate in France HIS letters to pope.
Zachary, confultmp’ him on .many pomts of doctring
and dlfcxplme together with that pontiff’s anfwers, are
yet in bemg The venerable Bede, an hnghih wnter
who lived 2 century before Pepin, fays of Glego. Y. the
Great, that he exereifed the pontifical power in the
whole world ;* and Gregory "himfelf, who lived a ceii-
tury before Bedc, in his letter appointing Virgil, bithop
of Arles, his legate to prefide over all the bifhops of
France, orders him to refer the judgmcntr m Chle cay-
fes to the Apoﬂohcal See.} ,

Leo, who preceded :Gregory a century and an half
in his letter to the French bithops, fays : “.you will ac-
knowledge with us that the Apoftolical See has been
confulted in innpmerable inftances by the priefts of your
Province, and, according to appeals in different caufes,
judgments have been quathed or confirmed.”} o

-Cyprian, who preceded Leo a century and an, half in.
his letter to the Roman pontiff Stephen, prayed him to"
have Marcien, bifhop of Arles, depofed, and a fucceflor
ele@ed to fill that See. Thé pope therefore exercxfed
his fpmtual jurifdiction ins France, in- Cyprian’s. days,.
that is,in the year of Chrift 264, when'this letter was.
written. Seventy-years before the Council of Nice, the
firft General Council, ‘was laffembled, it was not there-

Co ST : fore
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for€, from gehéral Countils that the pope réceived this
power. Marcien had adopted the opinion of Novatier, .
a celebrated reforinilt of the'time, and refafed to admit
to penance thofe, who intimidated in perfecution, had
“either facrificed to idols, or purchafed- certificates.
'Ihls unwarranted rigour produced nothing but def-
pair ; Fauftin, bithop of Lyons, wrote to Stephen on
the fubjedt ; he wrote alfo to - Cyprian, arch- bnih@p of
Carthage, who Was confulted a5 an oracle, and in point
of {cience fuperior to Stephen, but having no jurif:
dicticn in Frante, Cyprian wrote to Stephen and pray-
ed him inftantly to fend flrong letters to the French -
bithops and to the people of Arles, that Marcien might
be depofed, and. a fucceflor eleéted, whom you will make
known to us, {4id he, that we may know to whom we
"may write and dddrefs our brethren.*. Dirigantur in
provinciam et ad plebem Arelatz corg/ ifRertem a te littere quibus
abftento Marciane alius in locum efus fu[yﬂtuatur Calvin,
~whofe imagination always difcovered, even in truth,
fomething to countenance his errors, concludes from
Cyprian’s letter that Stephen exercifed no Jurlfd1€t1on in
France. “If,” fays he, *“Cyprian thought that Stephen
prefided over Gaul, would he not fay: reftrain’them;
they are your’s 3 but he fp"aks far otherwife, this, he.'
fays,the fratemal fociety by which we are bound reqmres
that we fhould mutually admonifh each other.” 'To
- Cyprian’s words, which are found in all .the copies of
his works, Calvin- fubftitutes his own. If an admoni-
~ tion without any jurifdiction had been fufficient to re-
move Marcien, Cyprian’s advice was of greatcr weight
than Stephen 5.
Some time after his acceffion to the eplfcopal dignity,
E Cyprxan affembled'a Council at Carthage, on the 15th
of May, 252, to examine. the-caufe of thofe, who fell in
the per fecution. Privatus, who had been bifhop of Lam-
‘befia, in Numedia, but depofed for his crimes, appear- -
“ed before the Council in hﬂpes of bemg remﬁdted- }I;‘
L K the

* Epis. ,68.
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the bxtterncfs of dxfappomtment he confecrated a prés
sendedbifhop of Carthage, as if Cyprian had been. des
, pofed This mifcreant, named. Fmtunatus, fent a2 de-
_putation to Rome,  defiring letters of communion’from- .
the then pope Cornelins.  Felieiffitnus, a fchifmatic bi-
fhop, was at the head of the deputation. In the letters
which he ;ﬂbrbught from Carthage, it was ftated”that
Fortunatus had. bzen ele¢ted by 25 blﬂlops, with other
falfehoods and mifreprefentations of Cyprian’s conduét:
The pontiffrejeéted “their apphcatlon, wrote to Cyprian \
oo the fubject.  They renewed their application; witli-
menaces if the pope did not take eognizance of their’
“caufe that they would read their Iettero publicly. The
pontiff alarmed, wrote a fecond letter to Cyprian,
whofe meflenger had not yet arrived at Rome. In hig
anfwer ‘to Lh letter, he explef[es his diffatisfaction of
the pope’s-indulgence to his enemies; juftifies ‘his cons
dudt and appointment: ¢ there are,” fays he; ¢ kifhops
who are not made by God, but they are bifheps without'
the pale of the church.  The Lord himfelf {uffered many
to defert him, and faid to the apoftles ¢ will you dlfo go as .
way ? But Peter, on wham be built bis church, replied’s Lord
~ to whom fhall we go? Shewing that they who forfaké
Jefus Chrift perifa through their own fault, but the
church, which, believes in bim does not fotfake himy
and they are the church who remain in the houfe of the
Lord.” He then afigns the reafons why thefe appellants‘
had been retrenched from the catholic communion, and -
adds : * after all this they - dared to ¢tofs the fea and
" carry letters froth fchifmatics 1o the Chair of Peter, and
fo the principal Church; which is the fource of Jacerdstal
unity, not confidering that; they, £o- whom, they apply,
~are Romans, whofe faith was praifed by the apoftle, to
whom infic delity-can have no-accefs.”* In this letter wd"
fee Cyprian, archbithop of Carthage, primate of Nuuu-
dia, acknowledge the {piritual Jumfdléhon of the Roman
See, Wthh he m]ls the chair’ of Peter, to- whxch 1nﬁdeh-

ty
'*‘_Epis; se. ads Corn..
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ty can havé no accefs, and call that church, not fimply -
the mother and miftrefs of all churches, but the very -

Source from, which all ecclefiaftical authority muft flow
though in the fame letter he complains of the irregulari-

-ty of appeals from the ordinary tribunals: ¢ it is, Mays
he,  eftablithed amongft us, and juitly, th'lt every cri-
minal thould be examised-in the place where the crime
has been committed.””’—ibid. :

The univerfal - Juri{fdidion in {pirituals of the Roman
-pontiff is Thewn with irrefiftible evidence by the inftal-
ment and depofition of prelates in the diftriéts immedi-
atsly fubjed to the. patriarchal Sees of Alexandria, ‘An-
tioch, and Conftantinople. That prelates depofed by
Couneils within thefe diftrié@s, have been reinftated on

-appeal- to the Roman See ; asnd that fome patri-
archs have been depofed for mifcondudt, are fadts of
incontrovertible notoriety ; of both we have decifive
evidencein this Council of Chalcedon, which Mifopapift
thinks the writer ought not to name. The truth is,
the man appears never to have read a line in the alis of
that Council, except fome gafbled frag‘nen s in Ilyri-
cus, of lying memory. | |

Theodoret, the hiftorian, a prelate whofe works have
furvived the ravages of time, had been depofed by the
filfe Council of Ephefus, at wlnrh Diofcorous prefided ;
he had appealed from the fentence to the Roman pon- -
tiff,—fee his- Appeal, Remarks, p. 199, and was rein-
ftated- by the authority of the then pope Leo, and re-
ceived by the Council of Chalcedon. In the firft ferfion,
or.a&ion as it is called, the magxﬁ“ates faid ; ““let the .
moft reverend bifhop Theodoret come in and affift in the

- Coungil, becaufe the vioft lm!y archblﬂmp Leo has re-
jnftated him in the epifcopal dignity.”  Some Egyptian
prelates of Diofcorous’ party: objected to his admiffion,

{aying -that he was infected with the Neftorian herefy.

They did not pretend that Leo. exercifed an unwarrant-

-ed authority, in- quathing the ]udgment of a numerous
Council, -over which the patriarch of Alexandria, who

then
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then held the fecond rank in the church, , prefided,. which
{hould have been their firft: ()b_]ec’hon to Theodoret’s ad.
miffion,and would have been peremptory, if the pope’s ju,
rifdiétion had not been univerfally ackrowledged. Inthe
8th feflion, when Theodoret had.fatisfied the Council that
~ his'faithwas pure,the magifiratesfaid: ¢ there i3, po mere
difficulty on Theodoret : he has anathematifed” Neftoriug
before you ; he has been acknowledged by the arch.
bithop Leo ; he has voluntarily received your decifion
of faith ; finally, he has fubfcribed Leo’s letter ; no-
more remains but that you order him to refume his
church as Leo has judged.” Al the thops replied
“Theodoret is worthyof his See ... . Longlive the arch-
- bifhop Leo.” In this caule we have pubhc authentu,, far
tisfaory and- indifputable evidence of the Roman pon-
tiff’s jurifdiction. His judgment in appeal from the fene
“tenceof a Council, at which the patriarch of the fecond
See, authorifed by the emperor’s letters, prefided, is ad-
" mitted with acclamation ina General- Council, compo-
fed of Greeks and Afiatics, at which were prefent
Anatolius, of (‘onﬁammople 3 Mammus, of Anticch ,—‘1
Juvenal, of Jerufalem, &c. .

. In the fame Council Maximus was acknowledged pa
trlarch of Antioch though his ehtrance had been
1rregular, becanfe it was authorifed by the Roman pon-
tiff : in the 10th feffion, held on the 6th of the calends
of November, in which the caufe of Ibas, bifhop. of
Edeffa, which had been examined in the precedmor fefﬁ-
oon, was terminated, after reading the acts of the judg-

ment in Beritus, on the 1t of September, 448, in which-
Ibas 'had been acquitted of the charges againft him, the
magzﬁrates defired that the procecdings agamﬂ him in
the falfe Council of Ephefus -thould be read. To. this
the pope’s legates objeéted, faying that no‘negard was 'to

be paid' to any thing done in that aflembly, excepting,
notwithftanding. the ordination of Maximus, blﬂmp of
Antioch. Anatolius; of Coaftantinople, Jomed in opini--
" on with t‘]em made the fame exception in favor of Maxi-
mus,
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yus, juftified the exception by faymg : that the holy
archbithop Leo had received him to his communion,
and ]udqed that he ought to govern the church of An-
tioch. 'lhough Maximus had not been ordamed in
“that (‘ouncﬂ his ordination was confequent to the
Elnju{’t depofitian of Domnus in it, and mamfe{’cly irregu-
ar
The depofition of Diofcorous, patriarch of Alexandria,
in the Council of Chaxcedon, 1S a ﬁrlkmg mﬁancc of the
Roman pontlFf’SJunfdn}mn In the third feflion, on
‘the 13th O&aober, 451, Diofcorous having refufled to
- appear, though cited juridically three feveral times,
Pafchafinus afked : what was to be done? 1f the Coun-
cil thought propcr to judge him accondmg to the rigour,
of -the ‘canons ! The Council declared their confent,
Then the three Ie_gxtes, Pafchafinus, Lucenfius and Bo-
niface, pronounced the fentence in thefe words : ¢ The
excefles committed by Difocorous, heretofore bithop -of
Alexandria, are made manifeft, as well in the preceding
f‘tting as in the prefent s he has received to. his commun
nion Euryches condenmed by his own bifhop : he per-
fifts in fupportmg what has_been done at Ephefus, for
which' he ought to beg pardon as others have done; he
did not permlt the Ltter of pope Leo to Flavien to be
read ; he even excommunicated the pope 3 many com-
»plamt% have been prefented agamﬁ him before the
Council ; he has been cited three {everal times and re-
fufed to obey, wherefore the holy archbifhop of Rome,
Leo, by us, and ty this (Jozma/ with the apoflle St, Peter,
“who is the rock and the foundation of the carholic
church, and of the catho ic faith, has divefled him of
the epifcopal digaity and of the facerdotal minifiry, let
‘thg Council difpofe of him ' according to the canons.
Anarolius, of Conftantinople ; Maximus, of Antioch;
‘Stephen, of Ephefus, and all the other bithops prefent,
individually gave their affent to this judgment. Their
-words | though dxﬂermg in found have all the fame ten-

“dency in fenfe,~—fee the Ads of this € ouncﬂ in Labbe’s
| ‘ ' colletion,
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eolleétion, or Nlcoleu 'Sy OF abrldged in Fleury’s Eccleﬁn‘
aftical Hlﬁory, Book xxi. |
‘In'the anmals of the world there is not.a more authen.
tic aé&t of univerfal fplrxtualz _]ﬂl‘lfdl&lon “the Roman
PODUE depofes the patriarch ot the fecond See by his,
legates in the Council, and by the Copncil, exercxﬁng )
his jurifdition at the fame time by the prelates there
affembled and over them. To this act we bave on re-
cord, the names, of 191 fubfcrlbmp' wxmeifca, not omz
diﬂentnen* voice; nor have we heard of any rec]ama«
tion.
- Nicolas §, in hzs letter to Mlchael I, Ewmnperor of
Cenﬁantmopie, enumerates eight pamarchs of that-See,
who had been depofed, for errors in faith, andmifcon«
dud, by different Roman pontﬁ»ffa ;. ofthofe Anthimus’
was depofed in Confantinople by pope Ag:p\,tus in the
year 536, noththf’candmg the entreaties. of the empe-
ror, and the - threats and promifes of the emprefs, and
Menas confecrated in his p]ace This Liberatus, a wr iter.
of the fame age, relates” in Brevario, cap, 21, and Zo-‘
pares, in the life of Juﬁmnan—fo far was the people. of
Conftantinople from thinking . the bifhop of that city
exempt from-the jurifdiction of the Holy See by the
28th canon of Chalcedon. :
And Gelafius, in the year 495, in'his celeb1at=d lettet
in anfwer to the bithops of Dardapia on the fub_}e& of.
Acacius, patriarch of Con&mfmople who had been de-
pofed by Felix IL for herefy, on the complamt of Johg,
patriarch of Alexandria, but yet continued to officiate
under “the prote@ion of the emperor Zeno, refutes the
depofition of Acacius, made by fome fchifmatics, on the,.
ground of its not having been done in Council, as he
was bifhop of the imperial city. As this learned and
pious pontiff difcuffes the queftion in a malterly manne%
the writer begs leave to infert a part of his letter : ¢ re-
fledt,” fays he, * on every thing, which has happened'
fince the apofties, and you will fee, that our Fathers the
catholic bithops haviag once condémnéd each’ l.ercfy in
Counc:l .
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Council, refohed that what they had decided ﬁlould
Temain mvwlable, not permitting  the Gueltion to be
aoam dlfcuﬂéd wifely forefeemg that otherwife there
would be nothing folid in the judgmeits of the church
for however mmlfeﬁ the truth may be, error will never
céale to make objections, being fupported by obﬁmacy
in default of reafon. They have therefore thought it
{uffidient to condemn herefy with its author, and declare,
that whoever in future fhould adopt the fame error,
would be included in the firft condemnation. Thus
. Sabellius has been condemned in a Council ; thus the
Arians in the Council of er‘e; thus Eunomlus, Mace=
- donius, Neftorius, Thefe things pre-fuppofed, we are
well affured that there is no true Chriftian, who does
not kaow that it is principally the duty of the firft See
“to execute the decrées of Councily approved by the
confent of the univerfal church ;. asit is this See which
‘cotifirms Couneils - by its authorlt), and enforces their
¢bfervance in virte of its primacy.
The Ho]y See having certaln proofs that Acachts did
fwcrvc from the catholic communion, had been a long
“time W1tlmut behevmgu, becaufe he himfelf had often
been the executor of its judgments ammﬁ ie&arxes
‘he was warned by letter frequently dmmg a fpace ot
nearly three years 3 a deputation by a bifhop with letters
was fent to exhort him not to feparate himfelf from -
.the catholic unity ; and either to come or fend to juftify
blmfclf ‘againft the weighty acculations of John, bithop
of Al-eAandua for, though a new Councrl could not
be held, there is no bifhop. who could decline the judg-
ment of the firft See, to which the bithop of the fecond
- See, havmg no other ]udge, had applied. Acacius in-
ftead of mal\mnr fatistaction had corrupted the legates,
cndeavourmq t60 ‘draw this See into communion with
* beretics, and by his letters declared that he did commu-
hicite wrth Peter (an Eurychlan mtruder) pralﬁng him,
" dad” makmg ‘bitter reproaches againft John (the catho-

"lxc patrxarch) of Alexmdrxa, thhout dumg to come 05*
&:n
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{end to ]u{hfy what he advanced Acachis, therefore,

has been condemned in virtug of the Council of Chal-.

cedon, and’ the Holy See has retrenched hito. from her
communioh, lelt fhe fhould' fall into communion mth
Peter, of Alexandria, with whom Acacxm dld_]()]l‘l in,

communiot. Thus Tlmothy, Elurys, and Peter, of

Alexandrid, who pafféd for bithops' of the fecond See;
have beei cofidemned without a new Council: by the
Holy See on the ¢omplaint of Acacius himfelfs Let

them fliew how Peter has been Ju{hﬁed The. who]a‘

¢hurch knows that the chait of St. Peter has the right
of abfolving froth the judgments of other blﬂlOpS, and

of Judgmg thé church, fo thit fie other cap judge it§ -
judgments fince thé canons dire that appeals may be
brought to it from all parts of the world, and itis not-

illowed to appeal fiomit: Acacius ther efore had ne
power to ablelve Peter, of Alexandrla, W‘xthout the par-

ticipation of the Holy See, who condemned him, = Let

them fay by what Council he has dotic it, he who was
but fimply a bifhop, depéndant on the metropohs of

Heraclea....... Woe have fmiled, faid he, 4t the pres.
rogative, which they defire to give Acacius, as bxfhnp\-‘
of tlie imperial city. Has not the emperor refided at

Revennd, at Mulan, at Sirmiu, and at Freves? Ths
biftiops of thef¢ cities, have they ever franfgreﬁed the
Gounds, which antiquity preforibed to them. If attens
tion ‘be paidto the dignity of cities, the bifhops ef the
fecond and third Sees, have mor¢ dignity than the bi-
ﬂmp ofa c1ty vhich lias hot éven the rxght of a metropo.

Hs. The temporal power of the emplre and the diftri-;

bation of ecclefiaftical dignities are different. However
fmall the city it does not diminifh the grandeur of the
prince there refident, nor- does the prefence of the em-

peror change the order of religion, the city ought ra-,

ther to' make fuch advantage fubfervient to the liberty

of religion, remaining quietly within its bounds. Let:
them hear the emperor Marcien, who unable to obtain

guy thing for the exaltatxon of the blfhop of Conftanti-

nople,'
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tiople, froth pope Lo, of holy memory, gave him great
applaufe for fupporting the' canons ; let them hear the
bithop Anatolius himfelf, who faid that the enterprife
was rathex from the clergy ‘and people of Cenftartino-
,P]e than from himfelf, and that Leo was mafter of it.
Leo himfelf, who confirmed the Council of Chalcedon,
quafhed all that was done there anew, ctontrary to the
canons of NICQ befides the powet which he had glven
to his legates.”

The writer has been thus exphmt on the Council of
Chilcedon, for the information of thefe readers who
may not. haw: recourfe to ecclefiaftical hlﬁory This
caftigator {cems mcapnble of either giving or recewmg in-
formation. His obje@t is to involvetruth in obfcurity,
hence thefe wretched {ophifms, by which he endeavours to
embarzafs the unlearned. P. 48, he fays, that this writer

'in his remarks ought to have proved that the See-of Rome
was Peter’s fucceflor as well as' the pope. Is the man fo
contemptibly ignorantas notto know that a writer, {peak-
ing of the po'w r of the Crown, is underftecd of the
powers vefted in the King, in virtue of his kingly of-
fice? In thenextpagé he tranferibes from Raynold, a
proteftant writer 'of the other day, as vehement in his
inve&ives againft the pretended idolatry of the church of
Rome as this caftigator himfelf, andfrom Froiffard, a
French writer of the thirteenth century; of whom the
author of his life fays: il aimoit la chaff, la- mufique, les
fetes la prarure, la bonne chere, le fvm, et les femmes.,  Ces
gdluts fortifies par Phabitude ne mouturent ‘guavee lui. This
reverend writer would have madea confpxcuous figure
amongit the Reformifls, 1fhe had not come a century or
more too foon. The fe are the Fathers who condemn
Popery IIn their works this caftigator finds that popes
Martm and Clement called themfclves Gods ; to thefe he
adds, from the repoﬁtory of lis own brain, this remark-
able pa{ﬁge “ to thefe a muliitude of teftimonies
might be added in which the popeiscalled: the Lord
our God the pope, another God upon carth, the ng of

ngs,
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ngs, and Lord of Lords ; and in Whlch it is fald that
he is more than God; and that his powér is greater thai
all created authont), ‘and reaches. to thmgs in heaven;
earth,and hell, p. §5.” This paflage will be citéd from Pi.
pery: Coridemned by other }anaucal fcrlbblcls, as thie Caﬂlgax
tor cites from Raynold and Troﬂfard they are of equ'ﬁ
authority,and of fimilar veracity. The writer récom.
mends a ferious weditation on this paffage, by which St
Joho clofes his revelation : © without are dogs and poi-
foners. fornicitors and homicidés, and 1dolators, and
every man. who lyves and makes a lie—=Rev, xxii. 15.”

His quorahon from Bellarmine only {hews that he
knows nothing of didle@ics's or that he does not un
derftand the language of that famed controvertift: Id
the chapter which the caﬁlgator cites, Beltariniine unders
takes to prove that the pope by a decifion daddrefled to.
_ the whole chureh as firft paftor cainot ofdet, any thmg

contrary to faith or good morals’; that e can neither
prohibit virtie not comiriend vice. This pefition he
founds on the promife of Chrilt to his church, John xvi.:
¢ when the fpirit of truth will come be will teach you
“all thmgs,” which in the moft limited fenfe muft be_ un-~
derftood of all things neceifary to falvation. He founds.
a fecond argument on the impiety of f{uppofing that
God commands the faithful to obey their paftors, and.
permlts thefe paftors to teach that ¥irtue is vice, o that
vice is virtue ; which is a manifeft herefy, or fomethng
worfe. The writer has yet tolearn how the fuppoﬁtmn
may be juftified from blafphemy.

In the next page, he either miftikes o¢ mlﬁqtes the
argument deduced from Ignatius’s letter : it was found-
ed on'the manner, in which he addreffes that chuich, dif-
ferent from his {alutation to the other chirches, and
manifeftly expreffing its pre-eminence. o' proteftant
ever denied, fays the cafligator, that the Roman church
prefided in the country of the Romans.  That the Ro-

“man church is in the country of the Romans no
man of common underftanding ever denied ; but that
~ the
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, the Roman, church, prefided over other churches this
«;a{hgator denies ; heﬁxaq learned from his fpirit of divi-
‘pation howachurch may prcﬁdp oxer itfelf, or prcﬁdp over
no church: Igpatius dogs not confine theprefidency of the
.Roman church to. the coyntry of. t,hc Rormans, lie falutes
“her as a. prefiding church exifting in,_the couritry of the
‘Romans, and fays that the’ preh(i@“s in, chanty, which
this caftigator, better mformed no doulbst, contradidts.
He next attempts to diftort a paflage. from Ireneus,
:md affix te it a fenfe as fay remote from that prélate’s
words and id¢as, as the moft ﬂagrant falfehood is from
the moft maniteft truth. The writer does not remem-
ber to have feen a more bare-faced impofition. on pub,
lic crédulity. To give fome colour ‘of truth, to this
pewly-invented fenfe he gives a verfion of the p;{fgge‘,
which favours more of fraud thanignorance. Though,.
Gays he, p. 55, cum bac convenire Fcclef 4, may fignify 12
agree. with 1his church, ad hanc convenire Ecc/tf am, h_c
phrafe ufed by Irenmeu, can never be taken in that ac-
ceptation. However the acceptation in which he takes
it, only increafes the force of the argument which he en- -
~ deavours to elude : for if it be true, as he fays, that the
phlafe fignifies : #he furroundzng faztnfzv/ are under a neceffi-.
“ty of reforting 1o this church, it mufl be. to know its doce
trine, ot reccive its orders: for-the faathful are not un-
_der the neceflity of reforting to any church fqr their
temporal affairs. Moreover Ireneus fays that every
church muft refort to this church, ofi account of its more
powerful prmczpa]zty, and explains what he calls every
church, that is, fays he, the faithful, who aré every where,
- without dxﬁméhcm of country or reftriction of place,
¢os qui funt undzgue Jideles, he fets no bounds or limits. In
the face of truthand common fenfe, this ca{hgnfor pretends
that more pawery’ul principality muﬁ beunderftoodcf theftate
~of Rome, of which Ireneus. does not fpeakat all, not of
’the Roman church, of which, in the wverfion, which he
" himfelf gives, it mult be underﬁood as it can bedr no

otherfenfe. The phrafe, eos 'qui_funt andique ﬁd”/L’L hcfaf]t‘
ully
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fully tranflates : the furrounding faithful, which his com,

ment reduces, to the people near the fuburbs of Rome, ‘

- or, as he termsit : the fuburbicary reg:om He has not
told us how Lyons, an jnland city in France, of which
Treneus was bithop, was metaphorfed into a fuburblcary

of Rome, nor has he told ys with what propriety Irene..

us faid : that every church muft refort to the Roman
church on account of its more powerful principality, if

ke only intended to fay : thatthe people of the adjacent.
country were obliged to go to Rome to tranfa& their
private bufinefs : if this ca&lgator prevails on himfslf to.
believe that Irencus, fpeaking of the Roman church,

founded by the apoftles Peter and Paul, is to be under-
ftood of the Roman State, which they did not found ;

and when he fays: thatevery church muft refort to th1s ,
church on account of its more powerful principality, he
is to be underftood of the peoplc gomgr to tranfaét their
private bufinefs in the city. The writer laments his fol- -
« ly, and if he does not believe it, he more fincerely la; .

ments the credulity of his dupes. Let him confult his
fpirit of divination to know why Chriftian churches

thould refort to a Heathen fenate, or a Heathen empcror :

1f ever the church was diftinct from the State it was in

Irencus’s days, when the State perfecuted the church ‘

with relentlefs virulence and unremitting ardour “As the

' ca{hgator feems determmed to force Ireneus to condemn :

popery, however relutant, the writer begs lcave to fur-
nith fome materials for the exercife of his talent, That

venerable preldte wrote a treatife agamft herefy, in the .

time of pope Eleutherius, about the year 18¢. This
treatife, yet extant, in an old Latin verfion, w1th fome

- fragments of the orlgmal is divided -into five books.,
‘In the firft he accurately explains the fyftem of Valenti-
nus,who pretended to engraft allthe extravagancxeaofthe ‘

Platonic plnlofophy on thc doé&rines of chriftianity ; be
then enumerates all the Herefiarchs, who had appeared

from Slmon, the magician, in the apoﬁles days, to La-
tien, his own cotemporary, In the fecond boof< he.re-
- | ’ futes’

[
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futes their different errors with great fivength of reafoiy. -
ing and perfpicuity. In the third he eftablifhes the ca-
tholic do&rme on the authorlty of the fcriptures and
tradition ; ' expofes the artifice of fetaries, who, preffed
by the authority of the feriptures, had recourfc to tradi-
tion, and to decline the force of tradition, had recourfe to
the {criptyres. The tradition of the church he proves
authentic by the fucceflion of bithops. ¢ 'lolook back,”
{ays he, “ on the tradition of the apoftles, made mamfeﬂ;
in the whole world, is eafy in every church, for all,
who defire to fec : we can enumerate thofe, who have
been inftituted bithops in the churches by the apoﬁles
and theirfucceflors,downto us whotaug 1t no fuch hhmg‘,
knewnofuchthing as thefe(Her.)have raved, if the apoftles
“hadknown concealed myfteries, which theyhad taught to
the perfeét, unknown to others, they would havc_deli-
vered them principally to thofe, to whom they commit-
ted the churches : for they required that, they, whom
they themfelves had left their fucceflars, and to whom
they bad committed their authority to teach, ¢ Locum.
Magifterii tradentes’, thould be. truly perfe& and irre-
proa‘cgable in all things ; butas it would be very tedi-
ous te@ enumerate the fucceﬂions ofall churches, we con-
found all thofe, who in whatever manner, whether
through felf-love, vain-glory, blindnefs or unfound doc-
trine, colle€t what they ought not,by indicating to them
thefaith of she greateft, themoft ancient, and beft known
church, founded atRome by ‘the two mﬂﬁglorxous apoﬁles
Peter .and Paul ; and that tradition which is from them,
'and is come to us by the fucceffion of bithops, with this
church every church muft agree,. or *“to this church
every church muft refort,” on account of its'more pow-
erful prmc1pahty, that is, the faithful, who are every
‘where, in which, that tradluon, which is from the apof--
tles, has been maintained by thofe, who are every where.
The blefled apoftles therefore having fourded and in-
ftru&ted'the church, gave the eprcopal charge of ad-
mxmﬁermg

« Caftigator’s verfon., )
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'mlmﬁermg the church to Linus, of this Linus Pau}
{peaks in his epiftles to Timothy ; to, him fucceeded.
Anacletus ; after him, in the third p!aqc from the,
apof’cles, -Clement, obtamed the bx(hoprlc, who faw ‘
the apofiles themfelves and conferred . wx,th thcm,
whillt he had yet the Prcachmg of the apoftles fogndmg,;
and their tradition béfore. his eyes, and not alone; for ag,
yet many remained, who, had been taught by. the apof.
tles, under this Clement, a great divifion” was made:
amongf(t the brethren ag Cormth ghc Roman church
wrote a powerful letter to the Corinthians to. reftore,
them topeace, angd to renew in them that faith and’ tradi-
‘tion, which - they had, recelved from the apoﬁles fo
this (,1¢ment Evarxﬁ;us fuceeded, and Alexander to Eva=
giftus ; the fixth from ‘the apoftles Sixtus was appointed,
and after him 'lelefpaorus, who fuﬂ}:rcd margyrdom
moﬁ glorioyfly ; then Hyginys, and_ after him Pius, afs
Qer whom Amcetus,when‘Sotet fuccccded Anicétus. Now
in the twelfth place frog the apoﬁles Eleutherlus has the
cplfcopn] charge, by thxs ordination and fucceﬁion, thaL‘
tradition, whxch i Frorna the apoftles, in the church and -
the preaching. of truth, defcended to.us . * If, cons
tinues Ireneus, the. leaft que{hon be under dlfcuﬂ]on is it,
not nece{hry to refort to, the moﬁ ancient ‘churches, |
where the apoﬁles lived - What if the apoftles hacLIef;.'
us no writings?. Should we not follow the ‘tradition,
whlch they lefe to thofe, to whom they entrufled the.
wchurches ? This is what many, barbarous natiops, obfervq, :
Who b,ehgve in ]efus Chnﬁ thhout paper or mk hav-’
ing the doltrine of falvation written in th¢1r hearts by
the Holy Ghoft, and faithfuli y keepmg the old tradition,
concerning one God and Creator, and of his Son Jefus
Chrit. They, who, hawe recelved this falth without
writings, ‘are barbarous, as to their lanvuage, with rc-
fpect to us; butas.to their {entiments, and their con:’
duét, they are truly wife and"pleafing to God ; ; they ob-
rferve]ufuce and chaftity ; and if any one thould preach:
in theu languao*e ‘what thefe fcéhues ‘have invented,

 they
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fthey wotld ftop their ears and rin far: away ; they would
‘notliftento fuch blafphemy,theold tradition of theapoftles
‘doeshot fuffer fuch monfrousdoctrines to coine into theif
‘minds, becaufe there are asyet no affemblies of fectaries
amongft them : for before Valentinub there ‘were no Va-
'Kemxmans, beforc Mardion there were no Marﬂomtes,
‘nor any of thefe feQaries before their duthors.” :
In his next eflay, the cafhgator will inform Us how
Lyom, in Frame, Corinth, in Greece, and thefe bar-
barous nations, who knew nothmg of the Greek of
Romzn hngusges, were tranfported into the neighbour-
hood of . Rome, as  hiftéry is filent on the fubjet, his
familiar f_pmt will tell him, how thé inhabitants of thefe
‘countries, going to tranfaét their private bufinefs, learn-
‘ed from a Heathen fenite, the tradition, which de-
{¢ended from the apoftles by the fucceffion of bifhops.
This comment on Ireneus, extracted from the fecu-
Eence ofa difordered brain, he pretends to firengthen,
by diftorting the fixth canon of Nice from the intended
fenfe, and the only fenfe which it conveys. The writer
once more inferts the canon as cited-by Aetitis, and after
him by the caftigator, ¢“lét the aiicient cuftom continue
in Lgypt, Lybia, and Pentapolis, that the blihop of
Alexandria have the power over all thefe, becaufe this is
the cuftom or manner of the bithop ot Rome,” ofi kai to
en 16 Romié touty fiznetbe.r effi. He muft be asacute as the
infirudting - fpirit of the caftigator who can difcover in
this ‘canon any jurifdic’iion given to the bithop of Rome.
If words be underftood in their common acceptation,
the canon fays, thatit was the cuftom with the bithop of -
Roime, that the bithop of Alexandria (hould prefide over
Egypt, Lybia, and Pentapolis, for touts, this, muft have
a reférence to the former fentence. If the canon had
‘faxd  the bithop of Rome prefides over the fuburbicary
citiesin Italy, thereforelec the bithop of Alexandria prefide
over Egypt, Lybia, and Pentapolis, the reafon would
Hive been . infufficient and ridiculous.- This comment,

the*‘efore, converts found eafomnv into nonfenfe. Thlx;‘
’ : : wi
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wild conjefture of Ruﬁnus the ca;{wator tranfcnber
~from Illyricus, w hlch hc modeﬂlv eneugh gives for
the fenfe of the Fathers The writer begs leave to aflure
hlm, that Rufinus is mdebted to the ca[’tzgator for hla
place amongﬁ that venerable body of men ; dnd he. Ja-
ments fincerely that this wild and unfounded conjetiire
is not the only ene which affeds his. ‘memory, thotigh
be thall never rank him with fe@aries of any denomma
tion. St. Jerom, in his apology agami’c Rufinus; “now
before the writer, treats him with great feverity, he ac-
cufes him of afcribing a book, written by an Arian, to
the martyr Pamphilus ; and of infidicufly endeavourmg
tointroduce the errors of Origenes, whofe works Rufi.-
nus had tranflated into Latin, asif authorlfed by him-
felf, - Rufinus, in his | invedtives againft ]erom did not
]uﬁ;fv him{elf of thefe charges.
The caftigator, . who d]fdams tc confult hlﬁory, havmg :
his familar fpirit; like Socrates’ genius, to direét him;
tells us that the bifhop of Rome by reﬁdmg at the feat.
»f government had acqmred a confiderable influence.
Writers of the time, tell us that hxs influence was found- -
ed on his apoﬂohcal authority, Whlch defcended to b1m
in due fucceflion from his predeceﬁor Peter. At the
diftance of feventeen centuries this caﬁwator knows
‘better ¢+ his furmife ftands in oppontlon to thc poﬁtlv
affurance of cotemporary writers.  On acconnt of this-
influence, continues the caftigatof, a certain refpe& was
paid to him Ty the, fuuoundmg bl[hops, in courfe of
time this refpect began to be viewed .as an acknowledg
sment of {uperiority, but he met with a forimidable oppo-
nentin the bifhop of Conﬁantmople. If, dlfregardmg
the fucrgcﬁlom of his familar {pirit, he had confu]ted
hiftory, he would have found the bx{hop of Rome peace-
ably exercifing his fpmtual _]unfdﬂmn Jong before,
-Conﬂantme, the founder of, Conftantmop]e, was bern.
Be has forgotten, that he hlmfelfhas told usin the fame
_page, that Anatolius, dependmg on the mﬁuénce of the

‘Court, was the firft opponent. Thls happened in the
year
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‘%/“éﬁi“ 451, and his oppofition was not to the bifliop of
Rome’s jurifdition, for that he acknoWI‘cdged 5 but to
obtain a priority of rank over the patriarchs of Alexan-
dria and Antibch, and ajurlfdx@uon over tome metropo.
lxtam, if the Roman poatiff would confént, which con-
fent, though refufed by Leo, ‘was at length extorted by
bbftinite 1mportumry (‘ommon fenfe mforms us that
if the jurifdidtion of the bifliop of Rome had been infti.
tuted by any Council, orany iuman authgrity, this ine
triguing prelate -might, through the inflitence of the
Lourt and Senate, in fo great a’ Council, compofed of
Creeks, afiatics, and Afmcans have obtamed a jurif-
diction over the -bithdp of Rome, as well 25 Over the pa-
tfiar chs of Alex andrla and Antioch, and fo many nie.
tmpuhtand, who were forced to fubmit o his authority.
Tlie caftigator Lim{elf has told us that the jurifdiction of
Alexandris and Antioch had beén authorifed by the great
Council of Mice 3 if then the jurifdiction df ‘Rome refted
on the im# authority, it might have been cancelled in
‘the faihz manner by the Council of Chalcedon, againft
‘chils truth thefels no realoning; the caﬁiﬁator ftates fa&ts
which invalidate his conjectures. 'l the next page, §9,
_he tranferibes the twenty-eighth canon of Chalcedon as
falhioned by fome other feribbler : for the writer does
riot fulped him ever to have feen it in the original, or to
‘underftand itif he did. Frafmus would have {aid : Sentias
Rubulariy out Bubulewn cffutiznten non pra!agzzﬂn/ﬁm ot quicquid
‘m Buccam wvenzrit eblaterentem, ** whereas the See of old
Rome hath been not undelcrvcdiy dlﬂmgm{hf—'d bj ths
Fathers with fome privileges, becaufe that city ‘was the
eat of empire, the Fathers of Conftantineple were
rompred by the fame miotive to diftinguifh the moft
Ixoly Bee of new Rome with equal prwﬂeoe\ ‘thinking it
fic that thecity, which they faw honoured with the em-
‘pire-and thefenate, and equal in every civil privilege to
old Rome, fhould be equalled to her alio in ecclefiaftical
mattefs,” here the caftigator ftops, his copy was moth
eaten, or moule dered wzth ags : the canoxn h,mds thus ir
N al)

v
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a1 copies which have efcaped the moths: * the Fathery
by right attributed to -the throne of old Rome privile.
ges becaufe it was the reigning c1t) thmugh the fame,
motive the 150 Fathers havejudged that new Rome,
which is honored with the empire and the femite, fhould
have like privileges in the ecclefiatical orderdnd be 1)e
JSecond after it.”  Some malignant moth had fixed on thefe
laft words and effaced them from the caftigator’ $ COpY:
The canon continués to enumerate the privileges' grant-
ed to the See of Conftantinople : fo sthat the metropos
litans of the difiricts of Pontus, of Thrace and Afia-only ;
and the bifhops of thefe diocefes, which are in the coun.
tries of the Barbarians, may be ordained by the See of
Conftantinople, on report of their canonical cle@ions,
Thefe are the privileges granted to.the See of Conftdnti-
nople, on condition that the Roman pontiff Leo. would
agree to it, which neither the perfiafions of the emper-
or, the 1nmgueb of Anatohus, nor the entreaties of hiz
friends in the church, in the fenate, and in the cxty,‘
could prevail on him to do, not becaufe the prerogatives,
of the Roman See were diminifhed: fof the canon left
them entire and untouched ; but becaufe the patri-
archs of Alexandria and’ Anuoch were deprived of
the rank, which they held in the church from the earlieft
ages, and which was conﬁrmcd to them by the Council
of Niee.

The caﬁlg&tor, in what he calls a refutatlon, paﬁ'es up-
noticed the teftimories of Epiphanius, of Athanafius, of
Bafil, the Great, of Chryfoftom, of Cyrﬂ of Alexandria;
&c., which the writer had adduced in his Remarks, p.
197, + 4+ 0 thew, that the b1{hop of Rome did exercife:
his jurifdiction over.the Greeks and Afiatics, before and
after the Council of Nice j and cavxls on a paffag)e of |
" Theodoret which ke thinks he may diftott. C

‘The writer had fzid in his Remarks, p- 193, that thd‘
Oriental prelates affembled in Conftantinople in, the.
year 582, who had been prefent at-the general- Councxl_
in 381, ia a Jetter to the Wgﬁem prelatcs then at Ro;ne,

ay,
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fay, in excufe for net comingto Rome ;  fome of us
cannot -poflibly do it, becaufe we prepared ourfelves to
“travel not farcher than-Confantinople, a3 we were com-
" manded by letters fent by your reverence to the emperor
‘Theodofiis thelaft year after the Council of ‘Aqueleia.”
_ Fhe caftigator pretends that the language of the‘prel'ates
has been reverfed in that citation. . He ought to have
¢onfulted Theodoret’s own work to fupport his afferti-
‘on, and not offer 3 garbled fragment from Bisius, who,
‘though a zealous papift, as, the caftigator fays, is not the
moft exa® compiler. As the letter is now before the.
writer, in Theodoret’s work, not in Binius’s cornpilati-
on, he gives a part of it, from which the reader may
judge with certainty, whether, in the citation, he had
reverfed the prelates language or not. The letter is
addreflzd to Damafus, the then Roman pontiff, to Am--
brofe, Britton, Valerian, Afcholius, Aremus, Bafil,” and
the other bifhops affembled in'Rome.  After defctibing
‘the horrors of the perfecution, and the fufferings of -ca.
‘tholics in the Eaft, under the Arian emperor Valens,
they fay, s “ feeing, therefore, that you, to declare your
brotherly love towards us, having by the permiflion of
-God affembled a Cougcil at Rome, did call us thither as
‘members of your own body by the letters of the Moit
‘Holy Emperor, Left, whereas we only, have in times paft
endured the mifery, now that the emperor hath con-
fented: to. the faith, you fhould reign without us, but
rathér, as the apoftle fays, we may reign with you, it
is‘our only defire, ifit were poflible, to leave our church-
s all at once to fulfilyour defire, or rather to ferve the.
neceflity of the church, - ¢ Who will give us wings as -
the dove that we may fly and-alight with you;’ but be-
‘caufe the churches lately reftored would be left deftitute
By that meafure, and morcover fome of us canpot pofli-
bly do it; becaufe we prepared ourfelves to.travel not
farther than anﬁantineplc,f a5 we were éommanded by
letters which your reverence fent to.the moft holy em-*
peror Theodofius the laft year after the Gouncil of l’xl%}i‘e*
‘ : feia ;
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leia 5 and for this Councxl only we brought with 1y
the ccnfent of the blﬁlops who remained’ at home in.
their Provinces. ‘We did not think ‘that we . fhould
have to ‘travel firther ; nor did we hear of any fuch
“matter before we met at Con&antmﬂp;e s morgover the
term ﬁ\ed was {o fhort that we had not time to make fo .
long a journey, nor tocall the bn(‘)nos of eyery Frovince
together, who communicate with ue, nor yet toobtain
their confent. Thele and other caufes preveﬂtcd the greate .
er part of the bifhops from going to'you,”—L. v. Cap. ¢.

" From this extract it is maniteft that Damalus did. net'
f.lmm()n the Afiatic blﬂl pe in virtue of the ‘mperor’ﬂ
Jetters 3 but that the emperor did fummon them tg,mea':
-in Ccnftantinople, in virtug of the-pope’s Jetters
“Councif of Aqueleia, and when they arrived in Conftantic
nople, they found the pope’s letters in the emprr. ot Fheor:
dofius’s hands, directing them to repair ta Ron.e, “hiChv
they declined for the reafonsatfigned in their lc:ter. This.
is exprefsly flated by Theodorer : in the preceding chapter,
after givincra brief account of the Council of Conftanti-
nople, held in the year 381, he fays: « the en{umg ‘
fummer f{everal of them (the bxﬂmps) returmng to the
fame city (Con.) for the rieceffary bufinefs of the church
called them thither, they 1ece1ved letters from a Councﬂf
of biftheps in the Wefl, jnviting them to Rome, where
many blﬂmps were aflernbled, but thev declined making
fo longajourney, thinking it to no purpofe . « . o . their
own letter will more clearly fhew their formude and’
wifdom,” L. v. C.3. He then g givesa copy of their letter
a5 cited.  Itis therPimc true, 1f there be trudh in hli’tory,
that it was not the pope who fig mﬁ,ed the emperar ’s o1
ders ; but it. was the emperor W’m murna,ted the pope’s
orders. Socrates Scholafticus, a layman as ignorant of
ecclefiaftical matters as the catigator him{elf; and Sozo-
‘men, alawyer, who copied him, fpeak of the meeror%
orders to the prelates- to” meet in Con{}a,ntmople which
being 2 public fac't they' muft have known, they are filent.
ab 1o’ thc pope’s orders, of ‘which perhaps they linew

- pothing
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pothing. They deferve no credit in’oppofition to Theos
doret the mait learned prelate of the age, who gives a
copy from'the record. Does this cafligator pretend
that thefe prelates did not know by whofe orders they
were fummoned to meet ? We know fram the feventh
general Council, celebrated by Greeks and Afiatics, and
admitted by Nilus, that the ﬁope’s circular, l‘etten; wag
indifpenfibly neceflary to authorife a general Synod, refu
ting the pretenfions of an Affembly, coliected by Copro-
pymus, of infamous memory, which had aflumed the
title of oecumenical, the prelates fay :  how isitan
oecumenical Synod, which was neither received nor ap-
proved, but anathematifed by the bifhops of the other
churches ? Which had not the concurrence of the pope
of Rome nor of the bithops, whoare with him, neither
by his legates, nor by a circular letter, according to the ufage
-of Coungils 2> Sefs, 6. Thefe prelates, who had before
them the original records of all the general Councils
held befoye their time, declare it to be the ufage to have
the pope’s circular letter. This circular letter muft have
been communicated to the emperor of Conftantinople,
for without his confent it could not be obeyed by the
prelates of the empire, who travelled at the public ex-
‘penfe, and drew  their fabfiftence from the imperial |
treafury. - |
" The pope’s concursence and approbation to render a
Council oecumenical was fo well known to be indifpen-
fible, that Stephen, of Morant ; Ausxentius, a Conftan-
. tinopblitan ‘bora, - eminently con{picuous amonglt the
Greeks, both for {cience and fandtity, objected that de-
feft to the commiffioners of Copronymus without 2
"rép’!y.“ Five of thefeinfatuated prelates, who, in ‘com-
plai{ance to the Court, had renounced the faith of : their
anceftors, that is, Theodofius, of Ephefus’; Conﬁantine,
of Nicomidia ; Conftantine, of Natolia; Sifinnius, Par-
tilus and Bafil, Tricacabe, with the pa‘tvricianACalliﬁus,
and the prime fecretary Comboconom, were fent by the
fempéror to engage Stephen to fubfcribe the artic;e;.s_ (})]f
' aitn,
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faith, new'ly mvented and ‘autharied; by Copronymus's
courtly bithops, in what they’ called an’ cecumenical
Synad When- they prefied Stephen: to fubferibe this
new faith, and propofed the alternative, death, in-cafe of
non-compliance, read, faid he, that I may fee if gher_e be
any thing realopablein it Conftantine, bithop of Na-
. tolia, having read the title : Definition of faith, by the
Holy Council feventh oecumenical ; Stephen replied that
" the Council was neither holy nor oecumenical, on the
éirft member of the disjunétive the writer omits Stephen’s
reafoning, thus that venerable fage reafoned-on the
fecond : how is that Coungil oecumenical, which was not
appraved by the pope. of Rome, though there be'a canon
which forbids ta regulate “eccleflaftical affairs without
him ? It has not been approved, continued Stephen by.
the patriarch of Alexandria, nor by the ‘patriarchs of
Antioch or Jerufalem. Where are their-letters? Hows
can that be called' the feventh -Council, which is in
oppoliticn to the fix preceding Councils 7 In what, re-
plied  Bafil, do we difagree with the fix preceding Coun-
¢cils? To this Stephen inftantly replied: were they not
affembled in the churches ?—and in thefe chiurches weré
there not images - veceived and revesed by our fathers?
Bafil, though a firenuous iconodlaft, admitted it. Wil
the caftigator deny, what his anceflors, on the evidence
of the fa&, were forced to admit? that there were ima-
ges adorning the chulches, and there.revered by all the
prelates, who compofed thc fix firft General Counuls,
that is, by the whole chriftian world ? He may deny it :
for there is no truth which - perveife ob{hnacy may not .
- deny ; but his anceftors, the iconoclafts, could not, be-
_eapfe the churchgs were thcn in being, and the very ima-
ges revered by their. anceftors were there to be feen. On
g thls fubject we fhall reafon more at large in the courfe of
this work.. The writer only remarks -at prefent, that
the popé’s concurrence and approbatton of the Council
to render it oecumenical was then as publicly known,
and as umvcrfally belicved by the Gureeks, -as that the
images,
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images, which they faw. with their eyés, weére in theie
. churches,—fee Stephen’s life, by Stephen of Conftan-
tinople, by 'l‘heophapes, or Cederenus. The commiffi.
oners, reduced to filence, fnade their réport to thé empe-
-Xor, that Stephen was powerful in argument, ahd fear.
lefs of death, which, however, that remorfelefs ‘tyrant
ordered to be inflicted, and it was done, with circume
flances of barbarity, at which humanity thudders.
The caftigator has recourfe to the authority of Richer,
whom he calls-a learned papift, If there be an incor-
rect writer, who through ignorance, of vanity, hasards
an incommon opinion, which error miy drag to its
Iupport, he is2 man of Icience in the cattigator’s opinion; -
though the writer very much doubts if ever hé iéad a
line in Richer’s works. However the writer begs leave
to affure  him that Richer’s opinions aré of no weight §
that they have been refuted more than once, and were
By himfelf three feveral times retracted.  His tréatife on -
ecclefiaflical and political pcwer would have been Wwell
received in Copronymus’s Couft, but would Have been
anathematifed by the univerfity of Paris, whofe do&rine
_Richer pretended 1o elucidate, if the Parliament had not
interfered, It was anathematifed by the celebrated
cardinal du Perron, ina Couhcil of eiglit bifhops; in
Paris, in 1612 ; in this hiftory of the Councils Richer
garbled and diftorted, in orderto give fome colour of. .
truth_to his new opinions, as all innovators do. e
" Chriftianus Lupus is a writer of great weight j if he
‘has undertaken to prove that Theodofius  called this Afs
fembly alone, as the caftigator afferts, which the wrijter.
very much doubts; but cannot contradi¢t as Lupus’s,
works aré not in- his hands, it only fhews that Lupus
did not read ‘Theodoret on the fubject, and took for
"granted what, Socrates and Sozomen had faid, without
farther difcuflion. : B .
Eufebius fays that Conftantine the Great affembled
the Council of Nice. * True, and Theodoret fays ,thvat’\
Theudefius affembled the Council of Conﬁaﬁtinﬂpéﬁ;
' ' ut



but they do not fay that 'this was dohe without the
Roman pontifl’s “confent. .. If Theodoret had not
given a copy of the’ Aﬁanc prelates ‘lerter fo Dama.
fus, we fhould riot “have known from his hiftory that
Theodofius intimated the pope’s confent, at the fame -
time that he ordered the prelates “to” affemble.  In
the fame fenfe it may be fiid that all genéral Coub-
cils were fummoned by the empérors of the tlmes thed
in beibg : for without the emperot’s orders dnd ‘afift.
ance po general Councll could be affembled, nor other
affembly formed : it fvas the ftanding law of the enipire,
yet to be feen in the civil law; 1. # " de Coll. -illietis €8 Li
de Conver. But Conflantine did not pretend to any
fpiritual authorhy, fior did heat all interfere in the
proceedmgs of the-Council, over w}uch Oﬁus, hlﬂlOp of
Cordova, Vitus and Vincentius, priefts of the cxtyof'
Rome, 15 legatcs of ths - Holy See, preadedf.——fee Re‘
view,p. 176. The caﬁlgator, who feetns to kndw nos
Hnng of the matter, but what he con_}ec’tu‘res from fome
garbled fragments in Hlyricus, is advifed toread the
work whxch he pretends to refute, in it -hée will find trutlf.
attefted by authentic hiftory, not tmfounded conjecture;
drawn from materials, faﬂnoﬁed by arch impoftors, to
miflead the tnwary. he metibers of the Councily if
we believe the caftigator, affert that they werée fummon-
ed to meet by Conftanting, in their letter to the ]’L‘Typl'l?
an bifhops, p.64. 710 this the writer feplies that. they
might have afferted it with trath and propriety for the
reafons already afligned, bat y.t they did not. "Their
letter is .given by Theodaret, L. i. Cap. g, the writer
tranfcribes the paﬁ"age alluded to, it is thus exprefled
To the holy and - famed Church, by the grace of God,
the church of Alexandria, and to our loving brethren in-
habiting Egypt, Lybia, and Pentapolis, the bithops af-
fembled in thc holy and great Council ofoCe,,fend
greeting in our Lord.’ Where’u by the, grace of God,
and the help of the moft Loly emperor Conftantine,, this
great and holy Council is affembled from feveral Pro-
vinces
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binces and cities at Nice... . The prelates fay that it
was by the affiftance of the emperor they were affem-
bled, and truly : for without it they could not affemble,
but they neither include himfe!f nor any of his officers
in the npumber of the members, who compofed the
Council.  That venerable affemble was compoied eX-
dufively of blﬂlOpS, fucceflors in office to the apoftles,
and the firft paftors conflituted by apoftelical authority,

éach to feed his refpeétive portion of the one great flock
entrufted to Peter’s care. It was not a motlcy crew of
{elf. taught and fclf.conftituted leadcrs Hence they
fay : the Lifbops affembled in the Holy and Great Council zf
Nice.

We have already feen what the Greeks thougut of a
Council affembled by an emperor without the confent
(‘f the Roman pontiff, left the caftigator thould think
that their fentiments had been chavch in'the courle of
three or four centuries, the 'writer . tranfcribes from
‘Theodoret the anfwer of Eulorrius, chief pricft of Edefla,
with his companions, the priefts and deacens of that
church, to Modeftus, the imperial prefet, about the
year 371, Valens, the Arian emperor, havmg bantfhed
Barles, the bithop of Edeffa, ordered the prefect to ar-
reft the priefls and deacons of the church, and fend
them into exile alfo, if they did not communicate with
the Arians. - Modeftu$, endeavouring to prevail on chem
to obey the imperial edi, Jaid : “itis an a& of defperate
madnefs, that {o few as you are,. fhould refift the em-
perer, who governs {o many and fuch mighty nations :
As no one rephedtheprcfc& {poke to Eulogius, the chief
pricﬁ,, a man worthy of everlafting praife ? What?
Doft thou not - anfwer to what T have faid to thes ? Ve-
rily, .replied Eulogius, I did not think it my duty to an-
fower ‘when I was not afked the gueftion. T have be-
fiowed many words, faid the prefedt, to advife you for
your good Your fpeech replied Eulogius, was addrete
fed to us all, I-did not think it right to prevent my
compamons, and anfiver alone, but it be ; your will 1{.‘0

O e
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afk me any thing, I thall tell you my mind. Then, faid
the. prefed, communicate - with ‘the' eix iperor. To this
Eulogious pleafant]y replied : What | ? 1s my lord the em;
peror, befides the empire, bécome a’ prieft ? That is,
with the imperial digniry has he received the priefthood
alfo ”_ That this their ‘opinion .was umverfally believed
by catholics we know, becaufe it was never cenfured §
bﬂcaufe it wasapproved and applaudcd Theodorer con-
tinues : the prefect apprehended eighty of them, and fent
them away into Thrace. As they were led into exile
great honor was done them on the way : cities'and towns
came in proceflion to meet them .. .. L. iv, C. 16,
" The writer begs leave to infert the preceding chapter
by way of digrefion. In it the reader will fee how
deeply the then Chiiftian world was 1mmezfed in what
are now called popith fupcrﬁmons

_ As 1o Barfes;(B) whofe _glory ftill continues not only
in Edefla, which, cny he governed, and in the neighbour-
ing cities, but aifo in: }‘hemaa, Egypt and Thebais, fors
th° farse of his virtues had been heard in all thefe coun-
tries,  Valens firft affigned him Aradus, an xﬂmd for
his.dwelling place ; but when he undérﬁood that an im-
menie numbm of people flocked about bim therc, for
he was endued with apoftolical grace, and cured difeafes
by his word only, the emperor removed him thence to
Oxyrineus, a city in Fgypt. ~Again when his fame at-
tracted multitudes he fent him to a caflle called Phenas,
fituate in the utmoft boundary of that (.oumry, border-
ing on the favage people who ‘dwell ‘there. . Thither
Valens tran{ported this aged father, who, God knows,
was more  fit to be a cmzen of the ktngdom of heaven.
Itis faid that bis bed remuins yet' in Aradus to this preﬁnt»
day, and is greatly. honored by l'/)” ])Pop/e For many wexed
with difeafes afier having !azrz_zzpm ity are by fmtb reftored
19 their p;rfe&‘ bealthy—L.iv; C. 15. Tliis is oné of thefe
l*athcxs whom the caftigator cites for the condcmnatxon
of popery !

From the Councxl Qf Nxce, m 32 5, the caftigator def-

cends
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cends to the Council of Conftance, in 1414 He forgot
to inform his readers of Nowva-Scotia, that in the inter--
mediate {pace of 1089 years there were fourteen general
Councils affembled, all compofed of popifh. bithops,
whofe aéts ‘are yet on record, fo many {ubfcribing wit.
'xfleﬂ'es that this popery, which he hates, was‘during that
{pace of time the religion of the Chriftiar world. If he
had read the hiftory of the Council of Conftance, he
would have found that Martin V. who approved the-
‘doctrinal decrees of that Council, feverely cenfured the
unwarranted affumption of fome prelates, who qualificd
their private regulations; as the genuine adts of a general,
Council.  Itis rather firange that this caftigator thould
feek protection from the Council of Conftance. . The
reader muft admire the accuracy of his hiftorian ; he
gives the “exad& number of barbers, of muficians, of
lirumpets and jugglers, who were prefent at the Council.
“With thefe his author fcems.to.be well acquainted. He
has not told us how many burghers, ox anti-burghers
were there.  ‘Were they clafled with the jugglers or non.
deleripts ? He laments the fate of Fobn Hufs, and Yerome
of Prague, who taught the way to heaven according to
the {criptures ; fo did Fack Straw, and Wat Tyler, Fobn
Ball, Gesrge Gordon, and many other military divires,
who. received from the gratitude of an Englifh jury,
the reward of their pious labours. ' ‘See the hiftory of
John Hufs and the Council of Conftanee, Review, p.
550070, (. S A
He next attempts to elude the authority of Epiphani-
us, who fays that Urfacius, bifhop ofSin,gidoq,’ and Va-
lens, bithop of Murcia, went with fupplicatory libels to
Julius, bithop of Rome, to give an account of their er-
ror and their crimes. His ridiculous effort to elude the
ferce of this teftimony only ftrengthens it. For if it be
true, .as he fays, p. 68, that they had already been ab-
folved by the Council of Milan, and then went to repeat
their recantation before pope Julius, thinking if t!"fe}‘r
eould obtain his countenanceit would efface every fui-
. picion -
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picion agamﬁ them, it is therefore true that they thovght
_the pope’s authority. fuperlor to that of the Council,
"T'his, hewever, he does not ‘think - any acknow]ed?ment
of fupremacy. Men who judge by the: rules of common
fenfe think otherwife ; - Athanafius, Theodoret, and
Chryfoftom, Creek prelates of venerable memory, wha
had appealed from the judgments of Councils to the
Holy See, thought fo too—See their appeals, ]?emark;,
p- 197. The Council of Sardica, compofed of b1{hops
aflembled from all parts of the then Chriftian world were
of the fame opinion. o

From the following extract - of thelr Synocncal Letter,
given by Theodoret, Lib. ii. Cap. 8, the reader will fee
what was the received doérine of the Chriftian World,
on the Roman pontiff’s fupremacy, in them. early days,
whilft the apoftles infiructions were yet. ire{h in the

: memory of their difciples
EXTRACT—

“ The Holy Council held at Sam’mz, through the
grace of God, by the bithops of Reme, of Spain, of l‘rarce, :
of Italy, of Campania, of Calabria, of Africa, of Sﬂramm,
of Pannama, of Myfia, of Dacia, of Dardania, of lower
Dacia, of Macedonia, of Tbg]iz/y, of Achaia, of Epirus,
of Thracia, of Rbodes, of Afia, of Caris, of Bithynia, of
Hellefpont, of Phrygia, ot Pifidiu, of Cappadocia, of szus,
of Phrygia the lefs, of CE;ZL(Z, of Pamp}rylza of Lydza,
of the Iflands of the Cyclades, of Egypt, of ‘Thebais, of Li-

~ bia, of Galatia, of Paleftine, of Arabia; to all\b‘ifhc')ps el
greeting .. ... .. Ezg/e:’}i;zs,Maris, T beodorus, < heogius, Ur-

Saciusy Valzns, Menaphanius, and Stephen, have written to

our fellow in office, Fulius, bifhop of the Church of Rome,

againftour fellow bithops Arhanafius, Marce//us, and Afcle-

/])/J/l! foalfo the bifhops of the oppoﬁtepu ty have written
to him, both toatteft thewmce and innocence of our fel-
low bifhop Atbhanafius, asid 1o declare that the report of

the Lulebians contained nething but falfehood and ﬂan-

der, their aconfations are known to the wor}d o be ma-\,

mfeﬂly falfc, as well becaufe they would -not app;;:ar\

when
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when they were cited by our moft dear brother and fel.
low blfhop Julius, asby the letters which Julius wrote ;
for they would undoubtedly have appeared, if they had
been able to jultify before Juliug the crimes which they
had committed againft thefe bithops.” . ...

Here we have the teftimony, not of an individual, but.
of the civilized world, that accufations and appeals were
"brought before the Roman poutiff before the Council of

SaiJ‘(,a was affembled ; that Council, therefore, only, de-
c.nred heexiftin lawwhen they faid, Canon 7, Let. 5, Gr.
“whena bithop,depofed by a provincialCouncil, fhall have
'lxpmaled and recur to the bithop of Rome, if he thinks
proper that the affair fhould be examined anew, he will
write to the bifhops of the neighbouring Province, th at

they may be judges of the matter 5 and if the depol-
ed bifhop, engage the bifhop of Rome to fend a prief
from near his petfon, he may do it, and fend commifii-
oners, to judge, by his authority, with the bifhops, but
if he thinks the bithops fufficient to terminate the mat-
ter, he will do what his wildom will fugget.”

This Council of Sardica docs not meet the caftigator’s
approbation, thatis not furprifing : for in their Synodl-
cal ‘Letter, to Pope Julius, they fay : “ it is meet that .
Bif hopw {hould bring from-all fides, matters to, the head
.of the church;” that is, to the See of St. Peter.

In the ﬁmphqty of the times it was, thought, that the
‘Pope was head of the Church, and the See of Rome, the
Seeof St. Peter. Fleury, who was not remarkably pre-
Judlcedm favor of the Roman See, cites tiiis letter, B.
xil. 5. 3, 6. Though the -caltigator may refufe his ap-.
probation, the Council has been approved by Theodorct,
a Greek writer of venerable memory ;by Athanafius,
~patr1arch of Alexandria, a writer univerfally admired by
‘Greeks and Latins : he fays, in his fecond Apology, that
the Council was fubfcribed by more than three hundred
‘Bz‘hops fo does Hl!ary, Lib. de Synodis, Sulpitius, B. i,
Va. His. fays it was a "Convocation of the whole world,

and Socxatps Scholafticus, B ii..cap. 16,calls it a ‘General
G@uncﬂ
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Council j-in 2 word, its do&rme and: difcipline had the
approbation of the thencatholic world, was difaproved
by nonebut profefled Arians; and it has been of fuch’
venerable authority, that.the century writers of Mag;‘
deburg, of reforming’ memory, have deﬁ:rlbed it as a
lawful Synod, Cent. 4, cap. ¢.  Even the caftigator him..
{elf, if he-had read their Synodical Letter, would have.
found fome paflages more to his purpofe ‘than- many of
thefe garbled quotations, which fwell his pamph}et to an
immoderate fize: for they fay : “ the moft holy Em-
perors have called us from different pﬁ‘)vinc'e's and cities,
fmd have appointed this holy Council to meet at Sardi
a,”...... and they call the Roman pontiff Julius
“ thexr beloved brother and fellow™ bith.p” which, the
caftigator thinks fufficient to fiew that they acknowledg.
¢d no primacy or fupremacy in him. Thus he p° etends.
to elude the argument drawn from the Councils of
Ephefus, and ii. of Nice. Becaufle thefe Councils. called”
the Roman pontiff their fellow bithop, he thinks they
did not acknowledge him as their head. By thefams
reafonmg he would have found that St. Pauldid not ac:
koowledge the fupremacy of Jefus Chrift, for he callshim
“ Minifter oft/ye circuncifion,” Rom. xv, 8. and “Apof
1l2,” Heb. iii. 1. Itis rather-unfortunate that the atts
of thefe Councils are yetin being ; and that we are’ not
feft to conjeCture: their t‘mughta from garbled and dif
torted paflages, or take for genuine the is,nfc which im- |
po&ure affixes to them ; we fee that the Council of Sar-
dica, whilt it calls Julius feltow bifhop, fays that he ci-
ted fo many prelates to juftify their charges againft the
patriarch of Alex:mdrxa ; and feverely ccn{urcs the'n for
“pot appearing.

He next has recourfe to his friend Dupin, who L.nows,
as the caftigator prerends, that a letter from Athanaﬁus‘
 to the anti-pope Felix, whom Athanafius at the time of
writing thought "duly elefted, is not gznuine : it has
been:. alread/ remarked that Dupm retracted hiserrors.

and’ hib impertinent conjectures. His m)pudem ﬁ;uc’tures'
on
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“on the primitive Fathers, and other ecclefiaftical writers,

were founded 'on weighty reafons, if there be weight in
gold.: for when he was arrefted on fufpicion of carrying
'ona treafonable correfpondence with a moft reverend
prelate of a neighbouring State, on the 1oth of Februa-
Ty, 1719, and his papers examined at the Palais Royal,
it appeared that he was not guilty of treafon agajnft the
State, for whichhe would have paid the forfeit of his life
but againft the Ghurch, of which, Cranmer like, he pro-
fefled himfelf a member, and from which he drew an
honorable and comfortable fubfiience. Lafiitau, bithop
of Sifteron, who was prefent at the examination of his
papers, gives a catalogue of errors, little inferior to Lu-
ther’s dreams, which that lurking hypocrite infidioufly
endeavoured to diffgminate. However, whether on
cenvidtion of confcience, or through fear of lofing his
appointments; all thele he retradted and anathematized,
died in the communion of the church. Peace to his
manes.” Itisnot from him that the caftigator learned
that this pope Felix, whom Athanafius, hearing the ir-
regularity of his eletion, called a wolf, is revered by
Catholics as a faint and martyr. Felix, the faint and
shartyr, goverped the church from the year 269 to 273,
and. fuﬁcx‘cd under the Heathen. emperor Aurelian.
Felix, the anti-pope, as Fleury calls him, was intruded
into the See of Liberins, then in exile, by the artifices
of the Arian emperor Conftantius, in the year 353, near
a century after the martyr’s death.! This cafligator
fpeaks of faints and popes as a blind man does of co-
lours. ' -

He finds that Athanafius had great reafons to acknow-
ledge the pope’s fupremacy, becaule Sozomen and So-
crates §cholafticus fay that Julius, bifhop of Rome, had
reftored him to the See of Alexandria, p. 71. How-
ever, he thinks, they were both miftaken, he was, fays
he, reftored by the Council of Sardica, many years afs
ter, ibid.  As the ignis fatuus leads the benighted trav‘e.l-'
ler to the precipice, fo his fpirit of divination leads this
- caftigator
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ca{’ugator to hisruin: from hls fratement we have tmt
Athanafius, patmalch of- the {econd See, a- Greekpre.‘
late, univerfally acknowledged orthodox, aird Sozo.
fnen; with Socrates uchoiaﬁ*lcus, Greek” leyers not
much prqumced in - favor of the Ronmn See, as
is manifeft from their works, believed - thé b*{hop of
Rome poﬁﬁffed of powers to reinitate a bx‘hmp depofed
by a Council, b°fore the Council of Sardica was affems
blcd the right; therefore, of Judgmg on appeals wag
vefted in the Roman pontiff before the Council of Sardi-
- ca declared it.  Thus the cafligator réfutes himfelf, 'lhc
writer begsleave to vindicate Socrates and.Sozoilen ifi
the prefent inflance. . For their private conjeétures and
opinions he has no refped’; but fadéls- of public notorie«
ty they muft have known : when, therefofe t},ey fay
that pope Julius reinftated Athanafius in his See of Alex:
andria; they are to be underftood of his fpiritual autho:
rity and jurifdi@ion over that patriarchal See, and the.
many epifcopal Sees dependant on it. In this they were |
not miftaken. They did not pretend that Fulius rein:
_ftated him in poffeffion of the cathedral of Alexandria,
or the temporalities belonging toit : the Arian emperor
Conftantius would not permft him. To this firft error’
the caftigitor adds a fecond : The Council of Sardicd
did not, as he pretends, reftore Athamafius to the poflefi-
onof his See in Alexandria. The Council had no’ moref
jurifdi@ion over the city of Alexandria than the pope.
‘they declared Athanafius innocent of the crimes, with’
which he was charged by the Arians, and rightful bx!hop
of that patriarchal See, as the pope had done before.
For the poffeflion of his See, Athanafius was not ‘indehted
to the Pope or the Council, but to the proteion of
‘Conftans, -Emperor of the Weft, and the fears of Con-
itantius, his brother in the Eaft. Theodoret: fays, Lib.
ii, Cap. 8, that after the Council of Sardica, Conftans
fent a- menacing letter by two of the bifhops, in compa-
ny with General' Salionus, to his brother, defiring
** that he 'would f@ﬂd’ Athanafius hdme},to his ﬁbc};.”
in
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ih confequence, Conftantius wrote ‘the foliowing Ietter
to that prelate : ' S ,
o " LETTER— ,
Golnﬁa;ntiu-s, the victorious emiperor, to Athanafius,
greeting @ : ' : o
- Though-we informed you by a former letter that
‘you might come to our. Court with full confidence, 2s
it was our pleafure to fend you home to your Sce, we
have, hotwithﬁanding, diretted this letter alfo to yousg
reverence, willing you to take a public carriage “and
come hither to us haflily without fear or diftruft, to
the end that you may enjoy what you defire, ibid.
Cap. 11° . . ,
If Athanafius had been a temporifing bifhop of the
modern fchool, he had great reafons to acknowledge,
‘not the pope’s fupremacy, as the caftigator pretends, but
the emperor’s : for from the pope, who neither poflef-
fed nor claimed any temporal jurildiftion, even in Rome,
he could not éxpé@ to be reinftated in his cathedral of
Alexandria: that wasdependant on theemperor’s mandate.
Thus the caftigator, making ‘a difplay of erudition,
with. fome fcraps of garbled hiftory, tranfcribed from
Illyricus, injudicibuﬂy informs his admirers, that in pri-
mitive times Chriftian' churches were governed by bi.
thopsin regular fucceflion. 'Is that a Chriftian church
in “which there is neither bifhop, nor fucceflion of bi-
dheps ?'In what does it refemble the churches inAfia
and Europe, founded and governed by the apoftles and
their immediate fucceflors? Is it not an intuitive truth,
independant on difcuflion, that if they taught chriftiani-
ty in its purity, the caftigator ‘does not. That highly
polithed church, of which he profefles himfelf a minitter, -
by reforming reformation, has reformed chriftianiry to 2
pon-entity.
- From the fa&@s already ftated authentic, if there be -
truth in man, we learn that in the early times Chriftian
princes neither exercifed nor claimed, neither poflefled,
nor were thought to poflefs, any fpiritual jurifdiction or
oo P . authority
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Futhority whatfoever; that the 'fupre‘meffp'iri'tuaf auth
rity was univerfally beheved to refide in the Romaf
pontiff, Peter’s fucceffor ; that he neither exercifed nor .
<himed, neither poflefled, nor was thought to poflefs,
any civil authority or temporal jurifdiction Whatever
The reader muft adinire ‘the caftigator’s fagacity :
a fac fimply and truly ftated he detc&s proofs of the mq/i
contemptible ignorance.  The writer, in his remarks on
Doétor Stanfer’s examination, had faid that the Romau
pontiff Victor, in the year 192, had threatened to ex-
communicate forne Afiatics, for celebrating the feftival
of Eafter on the 14th day of the March moon. The fad
the caﬁlgator admits ; he ¢ites a long paffage trom So-
crates the hiftorian, in which it is exprefsly faid,  that
Viétor did fend an excommunication libel againft them
but ke difcovers the writer’s ignorance in trying to per-
{uade hisreaders that to celebrate the feftival of /Eaﬁcr on
the 14thday of the March moon, whatever day it hap.
‘pened was 2n imnovation in religion. 1f the writer had
calledit an errcrin faith, or innovation in religion, a
man of lefs fagacity shan the caftigator would have qua-
lified it artifice or impofture, the latent ignorance would
have efcaped - his notice. With equal fagacity, he has
.difcovered that this writer is not better informed about
the nature of excommunication, as it’ was frequently
ufed in primitive ages, p. 74 : a fubje@t which' the
writet had not difcuffed at all.  If the caftigator will dif-
card that lying fpirit of divination, which deceives him
fo iuvariably, he will find that in the ftatement there is
neither ignorance, artifice nor impofture. The Council
of Nice, that venerable affembly of catholic bxﬂmps, of
tried faith, unfhaken by the tempeft of perfecution, 2
gainft whom the laft efforts of the powers of darknefs
were ineffectual, condemned that ufage, not as an elrox'
in faith, or innovation in religion, but as an’'erroncous
and unwarranted deviation from general difcipline ;-
‘and what the' caftigator, w 1rh modefty mrpaﬁmg his
fagacity, calls a nonfenfical rite, was oue of the puncq;al
Cauics
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eaufes of aflembling that gr éat Coungil, | The prelates im
their Svnodical Letter fa.y “as to out confent for the
celebratlon of the moft’ holy feftival of Eafter, we give
‘you to underfiand, that the controver{y raifed on that
fubJec’l, was, through your good; prayers, well and
difcreetly fettied, fo that.all the brethren, who dwell'in
the Faft, and in times paft, followed the. obfervanon of
the Yetos in keeping the fealt of Eafter, are now deter-
mined in future, to follow the Romans, who alw/zysfrom
the beginning have kept it as we have done,” Theo. B. i,

C. 9. Inthe nextchapter the hiftorian gives the letter
of Conftanting the Great, to the bifhops in his empire,
who were not prefent at the Council. As many readers
“have not a familiar pirit to confult, and few underfland
the languace of a Greek hiftorian, the writer begs leave
to give that prince’s, letter in plain Englifh; init his
tcader will fee how deeply immerfed in the popifh fuper-
ftitions of obferving the nonfenfical rites of feafts and
fafts, the whole Chriftian world was.in the days of that
furft and greateft of Chriftian Emperors <.

LETTER—
 Conftantine Emperor, to the churches greeting :

* Whereas the ﬂouriﬂling’and profperous ftate of the
common wealth, is to us manifeft proof of the fpecial |
grace. and favour of God, it has been always our chicf
care to have ane faztb ‘unfeigned charity, and “‘P’lél‘al
agreement in religion and worthip of God preferwd
amongﬁ all people of the Catholic church ; butas this
could not be well accomplithed, unlefs all the bifhops,
or a great majonty of them were aflembled, that each
mighe feverally give his judgment in the caufes of reli-
‘gion, hence after as many ag poffibly might, were met.
together, I myfelf, as one of your number, was prefcnt
alfo; for I did not refufe to unite myfelf with you in
ﬂmt fexvxcc, of which I ’am exceedingly glad ; fo long
every que&ron was exadtly difcufled, until fuch fentence
wis pronounced as God, the beholder of all things, by
 the union aad confent of minds, was pleafed to permit

fo,
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6 that hothing was left which concerns, difagreement of
inind or.controverfy of religion. " '
When - the qucﬁlon was moved concerning the mof
holy feaft of Eafter, it was agreed’ by comman confent
that all Chriftians - fhould. obferve it on the fime day.
For what is more laudable or honorable than that his
feaft, by which the hope of immortal' life is offeredto
us, fhould be obferved by-allin the fame manner? It
feemed fhameful and difhonorable to wus to follow the
cuftom of the Jewsin keepmg that facred feftival, who,
for that great and horrible crime of fhedding our Savi.
our’s blood,are juftly blinded with error and ignorance;
‘we are left free' to rejedt their cuftom, and to tranf
mit to poﬁerlty amore true manner of obferving the
feaft which we have retained from the day of our Saviour's
paffin to this prefent time, therefore, letus have no fel.
" lowthip nor communion with the accurfed Jews. Our.
Saviour has taught us to walk in a different path' from
theirs, and that courfe which is purfued by the profef
fors of our religion is both lawful and becomidg. Let
us therefore all unite and unanimoufly adhere to it, moﬁz
venérable brethren, and feparate ourfelves from the, des
teftable opinion of the Jews. It is abfurd that. they
thould. boaft that without the help of their religion we
cannot rightly obferve this feftival. How can they believe
any tiing 'rightly, who, having {flain our Lord, arefal-
len into a kind of phrenzy, are not guided by reafon,
but hurried by violent paffion wherever their natural
madnefs drives them ; hence it is that on this: fubjec
they cannot conceive thetruth. They have ftrayed fo
far, that inflead of correting former errors, they now -
cclebrate the feaflt of Eafter twice a year, 'What reafon
is there to induce us to imitate men whom we fee enga
“ged in fuch grofs and manifeft errors ? We cannot - per-.
mit that the fame feaft may be folemnized twice in-the’
year. T hough I thould mot propofe thefe things:to you,
yet it is incumbent ‘on your wifdom diligently to' pray
- to Ged that he will not fuﬁ%r your devout and well
' ' meamng
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meaning mmds to be deﬁlgd by the corrupt manners of
“fuch mahcmus men,
Moreover you may eafily pcrcexve how great an enor-
mlty itis that any differntion fhould fubfift amongft us
Cin o great and folemn a feﬁ:lval of our rchcrion, Jor our
Saviour ‘hus given us one foftival day of our liberty, that
is,. the day of his moft holy paffion, and his will is that
there be but ene Catholic Church, the members of which,
_ *hough dxfperfed in divers places, are united in one fpi-
rit, that is, in the will and pleafure of God. Let.your
wifdom therefore dxlxgent‘y confider how lamentable
and fhameful a thing it is, that on the fame day fome
fhould give themiclves fo  fafting, and others to feaft-
_ing, and again when the Eafter is over, fome fhould
“indulge themfelves with amufements, whilft others afflict .
themfelves with Jafing and abftinence. This matter re-
_ qmred corre@ion, and the fame order obferved in all
places, for fuch is the good will of Divine Providence, as.
iswell known toyou all, and as it was our bufinefs to
fettle this queftion, fo that we have nothing to do with
“the cuftom of the Jews; who were acceflary to the death
of their Lord and Mafter, and allo to continue that
laudable and decent- cuftom, whtich all the churches in
the world obferve, whether in the Weft, or the South,
‘or the North, and feveral alfoin the Eaft obferve it, and
thus it has been decreed with the unanimous confent of'
us all. I have allo engaged for you that you will eafily
confent to, and joyfully approve whatever is umformly
‘,prac’hfed in the city of Rome, in Italy, in a!/zﬁ’jrzm, in
Egypt, in Spain, in France and Britaany, in Lybia and in all
Greece, in the jurifdi®ion of Xfa and Pontus, and in
Cilicia ; that you will carefully. confider that in all thefe
places therg are a greater number of churches, and that
their manner, ratified by common confent, is moft agree-
“able to reafon, and more remote from the falfe opinions
“of the perjured Jews.
To conclude, it was unamlmouﬁy agreed tha,t the moft

'holy fealt of Eafier thould be alwayscclebrated on the game;
3y
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day 3 for in {fo holy. and folemn a thmg, there eught to. be
nodlfumom to follow this opmlon in whxch thereis noers
ror of faith, nor ftain of fin, is highly cemmendable,
The qucfhon thus fated, it is your duty to reverence. and,
embrace this decree with. wﬂhng minds, as.2 fpecial Gifs,
of God, a Commandment Jens down from, Heaven, for. whate.
wer is decreed in the haly Council of Bifbops.is ta.be’ aitrtéuted;
10 the will of God, him/elf, whercfore, after vou, havq in.
formed our beloved brethren of fuqh thmgs as are de-
creed in this Council, of the. dodtrine here e&abh{hed
‘and the manuer of obferving the holy feaft of Ea&cn %
you eught firft approve it yourfelves, and then take ors
Jer that things may be fettled in that good ftate, whlchl
have long defired, that you and I may celebr&te that
Jacred fiftival on the fame day ; and that I may rejoice f for
your fake, as I certainly will when I hear that, by yout’
pious endeavours and the grace of God, the tyranny of
the Devil is uuerly fupprefled ; and our faith, (umty and
peace eftablithed,)} doth_flonrifh and encreafe in thc:
world. Gad keep you, my dear brethren, in pmfperou&
health.”” '
This letter is replcte with popith ermrs it fays, exa‘
prefsly, that controverfies. on rchgxous fub]eé’*s are de-
cided by the authority of Councils compefed excluﬁvely
of bithops ; that their decxuon is final and’ infallible un;
der the direction of God himfelf ; chat the fealt of
Katter, that nonfenfical rite, was ﬁ)lemmzed by all chnﬁx-
ans from the very firft eﬁaohfhment ofchn{hamty ; that
it was preceded by fafting and abfiinence, an snrolerable
rite.  The caxho‘atm, in his own opinion, better in-
formed than the emperor, and 2 It the prelates of hisem.
pire, teils us, that the celebration of Ealter on -any pau
ticular da}, had oo ‘foundation ezthcx in fcripturk or
)o[’mlzgai tradition-—p. 725 he therefore adimits, con-
trary to his principles, that, qpoftohcal tradition would
have {uﬁxcmntly autharized this monfenfical  vite. Why
not other.rites alfo ¢ Some, men, who have the fim-
plicity ofjndgmg by the rules of common {enfe, withont
" the’
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“fzhé‘aﬁ?ﬁante’ of Socrates’ Demon, or the Cafligator’s
‘famil:ar {pirit, think that the celebration of Eafter has
fome foundation in feripture. It is prefumed that every
 teader knows this great feftival of Eafter to befolemnized
in commemoration of the refurreiion of Jefus Chrift,
Which is known from the feriptures to have happened
on the firft doy of the weel, which we call Sunday. St.
John, fays, xix, 31:“ the Jews, therefore, left the bodies
- Thould remain on the crofs on the Sabbath (Saturday) as
it was the day of preparation ("¢ épfi paralkeue en”’ ) and
that was the great day of the fabbath, afked Pilate that
their legs might be broken, and they taken off,” Chrift
therefore fuﬁ'eredvon Friday, theeve of Saturday, and
, St. Paul, 1ft Cor. xv, 3, 4, fays: * that he rofe from
,the dead on the third day,” which is of all neceffity Sun-
day. The four evangelifts fay that the women came to
the fepulchre very early on the firlk day of the week.
He was then rifen, the precife timne is not marked, nor
is it known. To célebrate the feftival of Eafter on Sun-
‘day has, therefore, fome: foundation in {cripture.

The Jews, as ordered, xii. of Exodus, facrificed the
Pafchal Lamb on the evening of the “14th day of the lu-
nar month Abib, or Nifan, as it was called, after the
captivity ; op that day the Saviour having ftrictly com-
plied with the Jewifh ordinance, inflituted the venc-
rable facrifice of the new law, of which all the facrifices
of the old law, then abolithed, wdre figurative, and_ the
day following was himfelf offered in . facrifice on the
crofs. We learn from/the Council of Cxfared affem-
bled in the year. 196 of our fEra, at which prefided
" Theophilus, bifhop of that city, and Narcifius, bifhop of
Jerufalem, that the r sth of the month Nifan fell that year
on Friday the 23d of March, Chrift, therefore, rofe from
the dead on Monday the 25th of the fame month, Does
the caftigator. think the death and refurredion of Jefus
Chrift, faés of fufficient ' importance to engage the at-
tention of his immediate difciples ? Does he imagine that
in little more than a century thefe facts were effaced from
‘ ’ : the -
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the memory of the people of Pake sftine, thit even the
church of Jerufalem had fo {oon. forgmtcn them ? P If he
believes it, the man who believes him, muft be credulous’
indeed. -+ At the dxﬁance of - three centumes We yet res
member that the reformmg patriarch Luther was bora og.
the 1oth of Novenibery 1483 ; that after two years pres.
vious inftruétions, he made the chatming Mifs Boree his
afliftant in the reforming. tradé; on the 11th of June,
1525 ; that he ceafed from his apoftolical labours ard
matrimonial cares on thé 18th of  Febr ljary; 1546
His prayer penned by himfelf, in one of his pious fits, is
yet extant in the original manufcript, it is the quint.
effence of his new modelled gofpel. . For the cdlﬁcatlcmj
of his admiring difciples, the writer infertsic; * My
God through your goodnefs provide. us with clothes,
w1th hats, wuh mdmg coats and cloaks, with good. fat
calves with kids, with beef and mutton, with many
' wives and few children, to drink well and eat well is the"
trueway to pafs through life without irkformenefs;” Reé
vetend Chriftian Junker, azZealous Lutheran member of
the Royal Society of Berlin, and reftor-of Altenbourg,
in his life of Luther, p. 225, admits this prayer to have
beenpenned by that Reformer ? Does this caftigator think
thefe falts of greater confequence to -his reformed bre- -
thren than the birth, death- and refurre&ion, of Jefus -
Chrift to his difciples ?  If not, the prelates affembled at
Czfarea, in Palefiine, mlght have known the day of thc
month on which the Saviour fuffered without con{ultmg
anafironomer; to deny'it is ftretching reformed modefty. .
It appears from their Synodical Letter that thefe pre+
Jates thought it an error to celebrate the Eafter on. the
fourteenth day of the moon, as fome Afiatics did at that
time. - After declaring that the feﬁwal ought to.be fo-
lemnized on Sunday, they fay’: * copies of this. letter
are fent to all churches, left the fault of thofe, who, raﬂl-'
ly enfragc in error, be imputed tous. We with you
alfo to know that the church of Alexandria celebrates the
feftival the fame day with vs.”
. A
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o & Couscil; affembled at. Pontus, 4t Whick prefided
Palmas, biﬂ}op. of Amaftris, one in Gaul, at which St.
I(_éneus preﬁ_de_d ;5 another compofed of the prelates
of Orfonea and the adjacent countries, at which Ba-
"cpylus, bifhop of Corinth prefided, all unanimoufly des
cxd'ed, Qn-apoﬁolical tradition, that the Eafter 6ught to
be celebratéd on Sunday—<See Euf. B. 5y Cap. 23. In
2 word, all the churches in the Chriftian world, if you
except thefe of Afia minor, and fome few others, fo.
lemnized the feftival on the fame day; and continued
the faft'of the Lent until Sunday. Thefe nonfenfical rites
‘were univerfaily obferved by the immediate difciples and
fucceffots of the apoftles. Will the caftigator permit us
Chriftians to - believe that thefe men, who had eyes and -
ears as we have, knew the rites eftablithed and practifed
by the apoftles themfelves ? Or will he allow us to thinle
that this rite, fo univerfally obferved, and confidered of
fo much importance in religion, had fome other founda-
tion belides will worfbip, as he calls it ? Was it the pope
who introduced, and impofed on the Chriftian world
this worfe than nonfenfical rite, the faft of the Lent, more
hateful to modern epicures than the pope himfelf ? If
{o, the papal authority was univerfally obeyed ; to admit
this propofition is ruinous to all anti-papal {yflems of re-
ligion, to deny it is not lefs ruinous to modern reforma-
tion.. For if the faft of the Lent and the folemunity of
Eafter have not been inftituted by Popes or Councils, as
‘they moft certainly were not, fince they were unpiverfally
obferved, they muft have been inftituted by the apoftles
themfelves, according to St. Au&in’s rule’ “ all rites
which are univerfally.obferved in the church, and are not
found inftituted in any Council of the church, muft de-
{cend from apoftolical tradition, Epis. 118: ad Fanuarium.
St. Auftin thought that no other authority would be upi-
verfally obeyed.. The caftigator, b‘etter\infqrmf:d than
Auftin, does not find the ‘obligation.oﬂfaﬁing the Lent,
or ccleb‘rating‘the\Eaﬁer; exprefsly enjoined in the ferips
tures, and wifely concludes that no fuch obfervance was
' Q infituted
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)mihtuted by the apoftles. He has given fo many fpec;°
miens of the peweR modelled- modeﬁy, that ‘the writeris
.not furpn{'ed to hear an ignerant fcrlbbler, arthe d *ﬁance
of fixteen or {eventeen centuries, pretend to-knsw the "
-doérine taught by the apoftles, and the rites and cerss
monies authorifed by their example, betrer-than the pre.
lates who immediately fuce¢eded them in the care of the
churches which they founded and govertied. Of thetwelvé
apofiles fent to inftru@ the world feven never wrote'a
hxfe that we know.- Does the caftigator pretend that
thefe men taught nothing? Or that the c’wrches’
founded by them did not know the rites and ceremo-
nies, which ‘they themfelves obferved ? “Their example;
without any written precept, was moré than fuificdent
to eftablith them.

- He quotes froip Socxates, as if from an authentic hi
torian a long paffage, in which that ‘writer fays : that
the feail of Eafter and other feftivals were not impofed
by the gofpel or inftituted by the apoftles. Aerius® au:
thorlty is of equal forceon the fubjelt : Socrates, a lay-
man, ignofant of eccléfiaftical difcipline, hiad adopted
the errors of that reforming monk of the fourth centu:
ry, who, in oppofition to his bithop, Euftathius; of
Conftantinople, condemned all the ceremonies: of the.
church, partieularly the celebration of feftivals, beraufe;
in thefe great folemnitiesy the bithop, whom he ‘Hated,
appeared in a-confpicusus manner at the head of the

clergy and the people--8ee Epiphanius, Her. #6.: Itis
not furprifing that Socrates, who adopted the etror,
thould attempt to juftify it. Religious reftraints were
not more’pleafing to that epictivean courtiet than they
are to his admirers of the prefent day. However, we
learn from him-that the feftival of Eafter was nmverfally

ebférved, and prcceded by the faft of the Lent.”
That " the churches in Afia minor ' did celebrate the
feﬁlval on . the. foutteenth day of the lunar montl
szm as Socrath favs, is nue and’ thnugh a deviation
trom general - difcipline, it was toleratett by Vidor’s
' predeceffors;
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predeceﬂ’ors 3 but when Bla,ﬁus infidioufly endeavoured
to introduce Judaifm, foundmg a.pretence on the coin.
gidence of the Chriftian feftival in Afia, with the Jewifh
paffover, Vi&or, thought i neceﬁ'ary to correét that va-
Tigty, and eftablifh uniformity in that diftri&, ‘with the
other chufches, in which, the feftival was obferved on
‘the Sunday ; with that view, he dire@ed Paolycrates,
bifhop of Ephefus, to aflemble the bithops of the diftri& ;
the prelates knowing that the cuftom of celebrating the |
feftival on the 14th day, as obferved in. their chmches,_
had been tolerated by Vidtor’s; _1edeceifors, perfifted in
it.  Viftor finding perfuafions ineffeétual, threatened to
iffue an excommunication, Euf, L. 5, C.24.
Eufebius,onwhofe authority Socrates feemstohave refted
his opinion, {ays that. Vifior did a&tually excommunicate
the Afiatics. This feverity did not meet the approbation
ofotherprelates, who, tho'u:gh;,the.y themfelves celebrated
the Eafter on the fame day with the Roman Church, did
pot think the diverfity in the Afiafle manner, a fufficient
reafon to]uﬂlty fo harfh a {entence. . St. Ireneus com,
glamed of it in his letter to Vidor : ¢ the priefts,” faid
he, ¢ before Soter, who governed the church in which
'you this day prefide, thatis, Anicetus, Pius, Pygms,
Telefphorus, and Sixcus did n@t obferve. the feftival in
‘that manner (that is on the 14th day of the lunar month
Nifan) nor did they permit thofe, who were. with'them -
to obferve it inthat manuer ; but they remained in peace
with thofe who-did .. . .. no one was ever expelled the
church for- that cuftom” In the fame letter he fys,
that though the pontiff Anicetus could not prevail on
Polycarp to change that cuftom, hedid: not threatento cen-
furehim; healfoobferves:thattherewasasgreat a cuverﬁty
in obfervmgthe faft in the holy week, as there was in the
celebration of the feftival, fome fafting threc whole days
without any nourifhiment, others two days, fome forty
hours, and others but one day ;. this diverfity,” fa;s
be, ¢ has not commenced in. our time, butalong time

ago, under. our predecefiors, wuo do mot feem to have
taken
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taken fufficient pfecaﬁti‘ons - This' diverﬁty in thy -
manner of obferving the faft of theLent, as well as in the
celebration of the Eaﬁer, w}ulﬁ both were mvanably
held facred by all churches'in the Chrlﬁxan world, thew
them to have been of apoﬁohcal inflitution, but that fome
churches were not exat in obfervmg the mﬁxtutlonm
all its circumflances, Socrates, fpeaking of this diverfi-
ty, fays that the Greeks fafted fix weeks before' Eafter,
and the Romans but three, which is a mlﬁaxe, for we
know from Leo the Great, who was bifhop of Rome i in
Sucrates time, that the Romans fafted the wlxokLent
whxch from its very name implies forty days, ¢ quaa'm ‘
gefima.” - Socrates fays that the Romans did not faft on-
Saturdays in Lent, a miftake which fhews that ke knew-
nothing of the diicipline of that church but by vague -
report ; for the Romansafaﬁed all Saturdays and werg -
cenfured by the Council of Trull, Can. gs, for faﬁmg
on Saturdays in the Lent. ~ €regory, therefore; was jul-
tified in faying of that hiftorian multum mentitur. 'Ihxs is
one¢ of the caftigator’s admired Fathers, :
_ Though many prelates in Victor’s time, unacquamtcd
lperhaps w1th his motives, did not approve his conduét
with regard to the Afiatics, the event fhewed that Vic
tor was better informed, and his apparent feverity jufti-
fiable 3 for as Chrift  neither died, nor rofe from the
dead on the fourteenth da.y of Nifan, a commemorati-
on either of his death or refurre@ion, could not with
ftriét propriety be folemnized-on that day. Hence the
feftival of the Eaﬁer as celebrated by the Afiatics, . had
a ftrongappearance of the Jewith. Paflover, from’ whlch
Blaftus, and his adherents, pretended to cordude, that
this being the principal ceremony . of: the old law, the
-other ceremonies of that law ought to be obferved alfo.
To remove the occaﬁon, and efface every fhadoy of dif:
cordance, the celebmted Council of Nice, exercifing that
power, which, in the - ﬁmphc1ty of ancient times; was
thought to have been . vefted by Jefus Chrift in thé paf-
tors of his ¢church affembled ia his name; ordered alt
Chriftians
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Lhriﬁlana to ‘celebrate the fe{hval of Eafter on the Sum
day 1mmed1ately fucceedmg the fourteenth day of the
lunar month Nifan ; that month the fourteenth day of
whlch fell on the vernal equinpx, ‘or immediately after
it, was called Nifan by the Jews, and was the firft month
of thexr year ; difobedience to this order of the Council
W"is conﬁdered as fomcthmcr worfe than error, and the
()uartodcmmans were in confequencc numbered amongft
fectaries. What would thefe venerable paftors have v
thought ofan obfcure individual, ina remote corner of
the world, who fome 1460 hundred years after their
death, pretends to know the origin of the difcipline ob-
{erved in the churchcs, whmh the‘y, and their predecef.
fors in office, fince the apoftles days, had governed,
better than they did thcmfelves, and {coffingly calls
thcu' moft folemn ceremonies monfenfical rites? The
writer pities the fimplicity, and laments the infatuation
of fo many inconfiderate victims, who liften to the tales
of aﬂummg arrogance, as the Heathens did to -their
pracles and place the fame conﬁdence in them,

From the decrege of the Council of Nice we learn that
the prehtes there affembled thought themfelves vefted
with a power of ordering a fe{hval to be folemnized on
a certain day ; the obfervance of the feftival for fo many
ages on the day determined by the Council, thews that
all Chrlihan churches. believed it. The caftigator fays.
they were all miftaken ; he very modeftly fets his private’
oppinion in oppoﬁtxon to. the united . authonty of the
Chriftian world. . This, to a difpaffionate enquxrer,
has all the appearance of downrlght impolture or mani.
feft 1.1uﬁ0n, whether 1mpoﬁuxe or illufion, ivargues the |
folly. of appealmg to the authority of the Bathers, in
fupport of a doctrine, as oppofite to that which is be-
lieved and taught by them, as. the moft glaring falfehood
is to an intuitive truth, ‘

ic cafhgator tells us, p. 76, that popes have been
more  than once excommumcated for condemning the

do@rines of the gofpel He has not fpemﬁed the doc-
trines
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’trmes whu:h they  condemned, nor cited, any authority
to fupport the aﬂ'ertxon {t is true in a margmal note he
inftances two popes, L;berm: and.Figilius, of whofe hiftory
he feems to know nothmg neither the one nor the other-
was excommunicated for condemping the doftrmes of the
gofpel, nor werg they excommunicated at all.. Though
there were many impudent monks at that time,  there
was not one fo loft to {fhame asto prefume to denounge.
a fentence againft the chicf paftors of the churh . thxs "
was referved for the felf-created evangelift of Wirtem,,
berg, who, to the no {mall a&om{hment of the World
'cxcommumcated Leo X. beerms and V]gllms were
blamed and juftly, the former, not fer teaching the Ari,
an herefy, for he condemned it ; but for condemning.
Athanafius, whom he knew to be un_]uﬁlv accufed, and
perfecuted for his defence of truth ; ;. and for communi-
cating with Urfatius and Valens, whom he eucrht ta,
have known, and in all appearance did know, to be
Arians in principle, though' they. fubfcnbeda Catholic
formula at Sirmium, where they made their peace
with lef‘l‘lUS - However as the term Orwz{ﬁow Confub-,
Santial was fappreffed in that formula, it was wrefted by
the Arians to fupport their herefy, and LmerluSJuﬁly
blamed for fubfcribing it.

Vigilius was not lefs defe rvpdly blamed for promlﬁng
the Emprefs Theodora to reinftate her favourite Anthy-
mus, the Eutychian patriarch of Lonﬁantmople, who,
had been. depofed by pepe Agapmls, it fhe would pro»,
cure him the pontificate ; and for writing to. Anthymus,
I‘heodoﬁua, “of Alevandna and Severus, of Antioch,
that he was of their opinion and communion, when the
General Bellifarius, by order. of the Emprefs, had banifh:.
ed the true Pope Sylverius, and ﬁlhﬁﬂuted Vigilius, by his
own authority, but Vigiliug was not‘then pope 2 the;
rightful pope Sylverius was yet hvmg in a flate of. exile
and perfecution : when, on the derm{e of Sylverius, by
the confent and appropatisn of the Roman clergy and
people, Vigilias became the righful poifcffor of the:then

vacaiit-
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vacant See, the emprefs infifting on his promife of réifi;
’ ﬁati‘ng“\her favourite Anthymus, he replied that he had -
,_ra{h‘ly promifed, ‘:ai;‘nd finned grievou’ﬂy,in fo doing, that
- he would not add one crime to another by fulfilling an
‘;un_]l:lﬁf and unlawful engagement, refufed poﬁtively to
reinflate Anthymus, approved the sth general Council
which condembed the Futychian herefy ; was himfelf
fent into exile, and perfecuted with great feverity—-See
Paul the deacon, in his life of Juftinian, )
. The promife of Chrift to Peter faying, “ I have prayed
for thee that thyfaithihould not fail,” is manifeftly verified
ip the hiftory of this pontiff : before he obtained the poit-
tificate we feein him a court politician, an artful intriguer,
" an unprincipled fchemer, folely intent on the gratification
of his ambition, regardlefs of the means. The inftant he
_became the rightful fucceflor of the apoitle we find him
totally changed ; religioufly attentive to the duties of hig
ftate ;- unthaken asa rock : neither threats nor promifes,
perfecutions, nor death could induce him to deviaté
from truth or give countenance to error. Dixring 2
fpace of eighteen years he governed the chutch’in tur.
bulent times, and fteered the fitherman’s boat with 2
fteady hand. The hiftory of this pontiff, which the cal-
tigator will hardly venture to difpute, as it is given by
co‘tcmporary writers, furnifhes the moft unqueﬁio_nablé
proofs of the authority, which the Roman pontiffs ex-.
~erciled, and were thought  to poffefs over all the Greek
and Afiatic churches. For the informaticn of thofe
readers, who “have no familiar fpirit to confult, the
writer givesa thort fketch of it : |
The Emperor Juftinian having taken Africa from the
Vandals, in the year §36, made vaft preparations to re-
cévleij Tealy from the Goths, _which they had poﬁeﬁed ‘
fince the'yedr 476, when Odoacer took it from Romu-
l‘hs‘Augu{iulu;s, then emperor of thq Weft, and declared
him{elf king of Ttaly. Theodatus, the then Gothic king,
terfified by the threats and preparations of the emperor,
wrote. to Agapitus, the Roman pontiff, and the 1?2;’3
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tors, that if they did not avert the 1mpcndmg ﬁorxﬂ
from Italy, he would put the fenators, their wives and

“children to death The fenators alarmed fent the pope
to Conﬁammople to intercede with the emperor; and en-
deavourto prevadonlum to defift. Hisremonfirances were
ineffectual @ theemperor was refolved tomdemmfy himfelf
for the heavy expenfes incurred in the expedition ; ; hie left
the fenatofs, their wives and children t6 their fate. lheo-
datus’ intended vengeance was preverted by his dedth, -
His foldiers, feeing the progrefs of the 1mpeual Gcnerﬂ
Bellifarius in lItaly, revolted, and declared thtge.r their
king. This traitor facmﬁced the tyrant to the hatred of
the Romans, and faved the fenators froni 1mpendmg
death, Proc. de Bel. Goté.

The pope on his arrival at’ Conﬁantmople found Epi-
phanius, the Catholic patriarch of Conftantirople dead
and Aothymus, an Eutychian, bithop of Treblfondc,
tranflated to the patriarchal See, through the credit and
influence of the emprefs Theodora. Noththﬁandmg
the entreaties of the emperor, the {olicitations and fecret-
threats: of the emprefs, Agapitus depofed him, and;in
‘the church of Saint Mary, confecrated Mennas, with -
the approbation of the emperor and the people, to fill
that yacant See, Lib. C. 21° Agapitus died foon after
in Cui?ﬂantmopic, and Sylverius was chofen in Rome to
fucceed him.. The emprefs Theodora, defirous of rein.
ftating her favourite: Anthymus, fignified to Vzgtltm,
dcacon of the Roman church, ther in (“onﬁantmople, 4
that the would enfure his ele®tion for the Roman See, on
his promife of fuppreﬂing the Council of Chalcedon, and
approving the faith- of Anthymus, of ‘Theodorus, of
Alexandria, and Severus, of Antioch, that is, the Euty-
chian herefy. This promife Vigilius made, received from .
the emprefs feven hundred pounds of gold, with an order

_to the Roman general Bellifarius, to put him in poflefiion
~of the See; on his arrivalat Rome he found Sylverius
acknowledged went to Ravenna, ihewed the General.
the cmprefas ordcr, -and proxmfcd h1m two hundred
' © pounds
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Pounds of gold if he Would dxfpo{'e of Sylverlus. Beih«_
fariys  took Rome from the Goths, on the 1oth of De.
ccmber %16, and under pretence - that Sylverius had
given {ome mtelhgence to the Goths, {ent him an exile
* to Pataras in  Lycia, and placed Vigilius in the pomxﬁcal
7cn:ur Lib. in Br. Ca. 22°. Cos .
‘From this thort {ketch it appears, that the pope § aus
H1or1ty was as unlimited over the patriarch of Con-
itantmople after the Council of Chalcedon as before.
it ;-the {equel of Vlgxlluss hlﬂ:ory fhews it not lefs
forcibly : when, after. the takmg and {ackmg of
Rome by T otila, oh the 17th of Decenber, 546 Vigi-
lius was cilled to Conftantinople by the emperor, thc,ugh.
a prifoner, and treated with great cruelty, he publithed
afentence of condemnation againft the emprefs Theo-
dora, and the acephali, or independents of the day ; by
his unfhaken firmnefs in fupport of the Council of Chal
‘cedon he dlfappomtud the views, and rendered inéfe
fe@ual all the efforts of Theodorus of Cappadocia ; and
“of the other parufans of the Eutychian herefy, who,
houorh all- powerful at Court, and the pope in the
‘ hurch of Saint Luphemn of Chalccdon, as a place of
refuge, could not otherwife make their peace with him,
‘than by offering to him 2 profeﬂion of faith, in which
they déclare, that to preferve ecclefiaftical unity they re-
ceive the four general Councils of Nice, of Conftantino-
ple, of Ephefus, and of Chalcedon, promlﬁng to oblerve
mv101ably, all . that was in them decided with the con-
fent of the legates and vicars of the Holy See, by whom
the popes have prefided over thefe Councils, each in bis
_time 5 a profeflion of the fame form was gwen by ennas
patriarch of Conffantinaple, by T heodore of Cafursa, by Ae-
“drew of Ephefus,by Theodorus of Antioch,in P f dia, Peter
of Tarus, and many othera———Seeﬂcurv B. xxxiil.p. 431
~ 1t cannot be faid or thought thata mzn, who, in de-
, fﬁncc of his life had taken refuge in the lancvary, ufed
‘any 'undue influence, to engage thefc prek aies to ma ke
fuch 2 public and authentic ac&nowlcdg ment of them-
R - periorit
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permnty of his See. . “The fear of giving offence to the
clergy of their feveral dmcefes, and to the faithful in ge
neral, . to whom the fadt was as Well known then as it
is to ns now, and who, would fio more acknmwledge 2
bithop' difclaiing the authorlty of the Roman See then,
than ‘'we would now, is the only’ motlve Whlch can juf-
tify thexr fubmiffion.

If the’ ‘caftigator had confulted ecc]eﬁa{hcal. hlf’mry he
would hive found one pope, who, though not excom.
municated whillt living, was feverely cenfured after hu,
death, on the fuppofition of his havmg countenanted the
Eutychian herefy at leaft by filence ; whether the cenfurd,
was well or ill founded. a‘queftion of diflicult difcuffion,
it is certain that the 8th gcneral Councd, inwhich he
was cenfured, did not think a pope infallible, the Cathé.
Jtcs of the United hmgdom, ~with great pmpl 1ety,
therefore, declare that” the pope’s infallibility is” no
article of catholic do&rine, nor term of communion.

To fill his pamphlet with fomething the caftigator
gives usthe hiftory of Afriarius.an African,who, excomi.
municated by his own bifhop Urb.nus, had appealed-to
pope Zozithus.  This affords him-an opportunity of dif
charging a certain portion of his bilein the abufe, which
he lavithes on that venerable ponuﬂ'and his fucceflor
Ceeleftine. Their arrogance and impofture he muft
have learned from his fpirit of divination : hiftoriansare
filent on the fubje& He - concludes a long -tale, fome
parts of Whl{h are founded on fad, otbera of hls own
invention,, by faying, that this prieft of Sicca, in Africa;
who had beeri abfolved on appeal by the pope, acknow:
ledged, in prefence of an African’ Council, the crimes
with which he was. charged The reader will be fur- -
pnfed to hear a man cite agam{’c the pope 'S authonty 3
fact, which from his own fRatément tends to eftablifhit :
for he fays, p. 84, * by the protection of the bithop’ of
lmme he might have efcaped had he been able to with-
fiand the ftings of his own. confcience, but upon. the

,tumth day, to the, great confuﬁon of the: legatc and the
fupremacy



13t

ﬁlpre'lnacy, he confefled every crime.” . From. this ftate,
ment it is  manifeft chat the popea :-uthomy was, ac-
knowledged by thefe African prelates, otherwifs his au.
thority would not have faved the man, whom they had
before condemned. How the crimes of. that African
.pneﬁ could turn to the confuﬁon of the Roman pontiff
or his legate is not eafily conceived. A Julge in appeal

muft pronounce on the proceedings already had in the -
Court from which the appeal comes. . If the man had

‘been legally convx&ed no, pmtc&xon could have deCd

him, A man, who confults common fenfe, would fay‘
that this African was a hypocrite, who had impofed on
the pope 5 whofe crimes, though known to the Afncam
prelates on - public report, had not been Jurldxcally pro-

ved ; it was therefore neither arrogance nor impofture
in the pope to abfolve him : it was his official duty, and

this caftigator, whilt he vents his fpleen on thefe popes,

expofes his own ignorance to contcmpt To detelt the

crimes of perfons not known is a_privilege to which

popes pretend no title, this, with all fuch, “they refign to

Bower, Francowitz, and other ret:ulels of Hlanders,
who, in the malxgmty of their own hearts, at the dif-

tance of fome centurxeq, difcover_ the motives which

they lend to innocence and mtegrity ; in order to.give

thefe virtues the golour of their oppoﬁte vices.

It is true the African prelates did at that time prohibit
appeals in perfonal caufes to Rome, andm their Synodical
Letter to-the Pope aﬁigneda fufficient and, fatisfaory.
reafon for fo doing : ““ how,” faid they, % can a_]udg«
ment beyond.the feas be certain, fince: the neceffary wit-
neflés cannot be fent, cither on account of the weaknels
of their fex, or thelr advanced age, ot fome other im-
pedxmcnt." Lomg betore that time St. Cyprian com-
p]amcd of the 1rrcgula.xuy of fmh appeals ; and fince
that. time, France, Spa,m, Germany and Engl.md before
the Reformq}uon, loudly and juflly complained of them«:
What then ? 'ths only proves that fuch appeals were

always made, and oftcn abuﬁvely, to the great. detri-
ment
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ment of ecclefiaftical’ dnfc1p11ne that power. is frequently
abufed no man doubts,” but “the abufe of power: thews
that pewer to bc real ; for if ﬁ&mous, it' could not b¢
abufed. :
There are fomc men, who havmg borrowed an opinion,
however falfe or abfurd feize with avidity every fhadow,
which feems to countenance the dcceptxon there are
others, who artfully wreft, in fupport of the opinions,
which it is their intereft to lend the very reafons, whxch
dete& the fallacy. It is not ealy to determine to Wh]ch
of thefe clafles our cafhgator belongs : the facts which he
has {ele@ed in fupport of error, uniformly, and uneqm
vocally, condemn it. He ds not lefs unlucky in his
choice of witnefles. A Jerom, a monk remarkably auf:
tere, a mirror of penance, as inimical to epicurifm, the
idol of modern reformifts, as the Baptift hxmfelf, in
whofe works all the errors borrowed from ]ovmlen,
Vlgllantlus, &c now taught in the reformed churches,
are refuted with inexpreffible force and perfplcmty, '
man who informs us that he was himfelf fecretaxyto the
Roman pontiff Damafus, and affifted him in anfwermg
the Synodxcal confultations of the Eaft and the Wett,
that is, of the then Chriftian Woxld in his letter to
Gerontia, advxﬁng that lady to continué¢ unmarried; he
relates an anecdote which he heard at Rome, “ many
'years ago,” fays he,” “when Iaflifted Damafus, bithop of
the Roman city, in ecclefiaftical writings, and anfwered
the Synod!cal canfultations of the Eaft and the Weft.”
It was, thereforc, the cu{iom of the Eaft and the Weft
to confult the Roman See on difficult queihon ; hence
we find Jerom hlmfelf confeﬂed]y the moft learned man.
of hlS time, confultmg the fame ponm’f and reﬂmg the
cxpreﬂion of his faith, in 2 difficult que{hon, on-the au-
thor&ty of the 'Holy See. The Greek term ¢ hypoftafis™
is of doubtful fignificatipn ; it may exprefs a _/u!j/?mg
perfon, or'a fzzbﬁz;rce, in the former fenfe it was commons
ly ufed by Catholic writers, in the latter by Heathen phx-
‘ofephera. T he Arians, and other feQtaries in the Eafh,
Wrcﬁcd
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wrefted this ambiguous expreflion from the fenf: intend.
ed by Catholic writers, to that ferfe ‘which feemed to-
~give countenance to. their. errors.  St. Jerom, prefled by
contending parties to declare his faith, dared not ufe the
expreflion to fignify either “per/on or fubflance withour the
pope’s .approbation. He wrote two letters to Damafus
on the fubjed ; in the firft he fays, thatin the diftracted
ftate of the church in Afia he found it neceflury to con-
’;fulﬁ the See of Peter : *“ though,” fays he, ¢ your greats
nefs teérrifies, youyr humanity invites. as a theep I defire
‘the vi&im of falvation from the prieft, and claim protec.
tlon- from the fhepherd. Let envy recede, and the of;
tentation -Qf the -Roman dignity ceafe. I fpeak to the
fucceffor of the fitherman, to a difciple of the crofs, ful-
lowing no chief but Chrift, I amunited in communion
with your beatitude, that is, with the chair of St. Peter,
©n ‘that rock I know the church tobe buile, whofoever
eats the lamb without this houfe is a profaner.” There
were three bithops then conteading for the patriarchal
V-Sée'of Antioch, of which church - Jerom was himfelf 2
‘lergyman : of thefe, in his letter to Damafus, he fays:
“ I do not know, Vitalus, Meletius, 1 rejedt, nor do I
know Paulinus, whofoever does not colle@ with you
-féa,tters, .o ifweléﬂ; what they think may be under-
fiood by three Aypoftafes 5 they fay three {ubfifting per-
fons ; we anfwer ; thus we believe, the fenfe does not
fatisty them : they exad the word becaufe | know not
what poifon is concealed in the fyllables: we exclaimif
any. one does not confels three hypoltufes or three: enypo/-
tata, that is, three fubfifling perfons, let him be an ana-
theme .. . but if any man, by hypofiafen, underftanding
azgﬁdn‘gﬂ?me, or fubftance, does not fay that in three per-
fons there is one hypofiafen, he is alienated from Chrift,
and" in this confeflion, alfo, with you we are imprefled-
with the ftamp of union. "Decide if you pleafe, Ibe. .
feech you. [ will mot fear to fay three hypojfafes if you
command.” He warns the pope-at the fame time agun
ij;hcy artiﬁcés ‘of thefe fedarics who urged him to ufea
wrm
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term wlnch they might wreft in fupport of their, errory,
‘and then concludes, * Wherefore, I conjure you by the
© Cruci _/’ied, by the Salvation of the world, by the Confuh
ﬁantzal Trinity, that by your lctters I be authorlfed to fay
three byprfiafes, or not ta fay it, and left the obfcumy
of the pladc in which | dwell thpuld deceive you, delgu
to tranfmlt the writings by . the carriers of letters 1o
Evacrnus the priet, whom you well know, and ﬁgmfyr
to me at the famestime: with whom at Antioch [ ought
to communicate, becaufe the Campenfes, united with the
fe@taries of Tharfis, defire nothing elfe but that they
may, fupported by the authority of your communmn,
preach three hypoffafes, with the old fenfe.” g

As this letter remained unanfwered, St. ]erom wrotez
fecond in a prefling ﬂyle in which, afier expoling his
embarrafiment, he fays : ** in the mean time 1 exchim
if any one be united to the chair of | eter ke is mine,
Meletius, Vitalus, and Paulinys, {the contendmg blfh()po)
fay they are united to you. If one ‘only faid it § could
believeit; but now two affert a falfehood, if not all -
three, wherefore, Icorjure your beatitude, by t the crofs’"‘
of our Lord, to fgmfy to me by letter, wnth whom in

- 8yria I may communicate.’ /

From thefe letters we learn,, tha_t/m wre{’t words from
‘the intended fenfc of the writer, in order to. counte-
nance new opinions, is not of modern invention. We
fee thé embarraffinent, into which the artifices of fedta-
ries,” wrefting his words, and garbling his works, threw
this moft accurate and intelligent writer, whilftyet kiv.
ing ; we are the lefs furprifed that many centurigs after
his death, other fe@aries, equlely art{ul, fhould attempt
to make him, and other writers ROt more cautious,
fpeak a languag‘,. which they never intended, The wri-
ter makes no illufion to the ca{hgator, he does not fufpcc“t
him to. have read a line of. Jerom’s ‘works—the few gars
bled paﬂages whlch he nges are tranfcribed i‘rom Liyris
£us.

W’e alfo leam from Jerom’s ilfhﬁls that in Aﬁa, not

only
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only catholics acknowledged the authority of the Ko:
man See ; but that even different fectaries, in order to
impofe on the credulity of the Public, foinded their pre-
tenfions’ on 2 fuppofed communion with that See. So
univerfally and fo publicly was it known, and fo, deeply
was it imprefled in the minds of all Chriftians, that the
See of Peter is the centre of union, the bond of Catholi¢.
communion. v ) ' f

‘1o enable readers not verfed in the works of thefe
early writers, whom by reafon of high antiquity -and
great authority we call Fathers of the Church, to judge’
of the folly of this caftigator, who refers-to Jerom for a.
condemnation of popery, the writer tranfcribes a few
paffages from that Father fujuftly celebrated, not only
for his profound knowledge of the fcriptures, but alfo
for his extenfive acquaintance with every branch of polite:
literature ; of whom Erafinus, an acknowledged judge,
fays, that his works are an opulent treafure, diverified
with the beautiful and the fublime of all languages and
{ciences. oo ‘ . '

_In his firft book :{gainﬁl Jovinien, Jerom ftates the ers
rors of that reformift, ¢~ | ) :
© 1ft. That a flaté of perpetual celibacy is not more me.
ritorious than the matrimonial ftate.

- 2d. That they, who are regenerated by bapti{m, can.
not fall, of, as he terms it, be fubverted by the Devil.

~ 3d. That abftinence from meats is. ufelefs. 7 -

* *Yhe 4th, ‘and lafk, thatall who keep their baptifm will
obtain one and the fame reward in the Kingdom of
Heaven. S : _

* Thefe, fays Jerom, are the hiffings of the old ferpent,
“ bac funt fibila ferpentis antigui,” Bythefecounfels thedras
gon expelled man from paradife, * draco his ce eonfileis de
Paradife bomiem expulit.” Thus Jerom qualifies the doc.
trines which the caftigator muft teach. He then, by 2
train of irrefiltible reafoning, fhews not fimply the falfe-
hood, “but the impiety of thefe do@rines, refutes the
filly reafons offcred’ by Jovinmien in jullification of thefe
: ' - ' | errors,
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~rrors, and whlch modern nemrmxﬁs contmue to repeaf;
" ad] naufeum u fque. ‘ :
jovmlen to Ju{hfy l’lia frft error, had cated the exam-
~ple of the patriarchs in the old law, and defcendmgto
the new law, infilted on thé prerogatlve of Supreme
Head of the Church conferxed on Peter, a tharried man;.
in preference to John, in a flate of cehbaoy To this Je-
rom replied, that though &elibacy +was not fo ferioufly
recommended in the old law, it was yet prad&ifed by
theif grea?eﬁ prophets, Elias, £lifha, Daniel, Jeremias,
& To the p1c1 ogative conferfed on Peter, he replied
that 1t was con ferred onage.  The writer tranﬁrxbes the'
whole paflige in the or iginal—* Si autem obnix& con.
tenderit ]nannem Virginemn non fu1ﬁ% & nos Amoris
prmﬂpm Canfam Virgxmtatem dlumus, exponat ille:
si Virgo non fiit, cor pree Coeteris Apoﬂ:ohs plus ama-
tus fic ? Et -dicis fuper Petrum fundatur Ecclefia, ficet
id ipfum in alio loco fuper cmnes Apoﬁolos fiat, et
cunéti Claves regni reelorum accipiant, & ex ®quo fupér
cos Ecclefiz fortitudo folidetur, tamen proptereainter .
duodecim unus eligitr, ut Capite Conftituto Schzfmatis
toliatiir occafio. “:w cur nor Joannes electos eft Virgo *
uti delatum eft qula Petrus fenior erat : ne adhuc
adolefcens, a¢ peng puer progrefla #tafis homlmbus prc-
ferretur.”

‘s But if he earneﬁiy conténd that John was nota
virgin, and we have faid that virginity was the caufe’ of
ﬁncu!ar love, let i’ explain, xf he was' not a virgin,

why he was more beloved by Jefus Chrift, than the
other apofiles ? But you fay the church was founded on
Peter, though the fame thing in another place be done’
on all the apoftles, and all receive lhc keys of the ng
dom of Heaven, and the firength of the Church be equala
ly folidated on them ; ; yet for this among& the twelvey'
one is chofen, that 2 head bemg conﬁxtuted thc occauon

of ichifin fhould be taken away. But why was not ]o hn,
2 virgin,. cmfen P A pxeference was -glven to age, be-
caufe’ Peter waso]d er, and that 2 youth, 23 yet almoft a
boy,
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1‘boy, ﬂmuld net be preferred to men “of advanced
ngc 3

. From this paffage the ca{hgator has feleced thefe'
w0rds p- 3%, “the church is founded on all the apofe
tles; and all have receivéd the: kej,‘s of the Kingdom of
Heaven, and the firmnefs of the church Fefts on them
gquaﬂy,” and this - he thinks conclufive evidence that
Jerom did not think Peter firperior to any of the apofs
tles. The writer does not remember to have feen fuch
unbluthing unpoﬁure; even doating ftupidity cannet
juftify it. It is a lamentable truth that many well difs
pofed but upinformed chriftians are duped by fuch im-.
poftures.

In Lis writings againft V1gllantms, Jerom is not lefs
unfrlendly to modcrn reformifts, in whofe defence it
-muft be admitted, that not one of their errors i3 of late
invention ; they have been all feverdlly taught at differ-
ent times; and in different places, but were never united
into one pretended rule of faith, until Luther, of reform.-
ing memory, compofed his monftrous code.

Jerom begins the work by enumeriting many mon-,
fiers of which we read in facred and prophane hiflory 3
amongft thefe he ranks Vigilantius, * who,” fays he, ~
¢ actuated by the unclean fpitit, refifte the {pirit of Chrift ;
fays that the tombs of the martyrs are not to be vene-
rated ; -that vigils are to be condemned ; that alleluia is
not te be fung but on Eafter day ; that continenceis be- -
refy, and chafhry the fource of licentioufnefs, and as

Euphorbus is- faid to be re-bornin Pythagoras, f{o the
- perverfe-mind of Jovmlen is rifen in him, hence bothin -
the one and the other we are forced to reply to
the-infidious arts- of the demon. Jovinien condemned
" by the - authority of the Roman church with the plea-
fures of 'the table gaveup the ghoft 5 Vigilantius, now
an -inn-keeper, mixes water with wine, and by his ac-
cuftomed art endeavaurs to unite the pmf(_m of perfidy
with  the Catholic faith : he condemns vir mmty, Le
hates chaftity, at the banquets of Woﬂu ings herails
S ] ‘ Jgazru
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agam{t thc fafts of the faints.”” A man wou!d u‘nagme
that he was defcribing a. modern reformift. . ‘To the
charge of idolatry,. which was then made, and ndw afe:
ter a lapfe of many centuries, revived, he rephes ‘ mad
headY Who ever adored a martvr? Who ever thought a
mana God? ‘When Paul and Barnaby were thought
by the people of Lycaonia to be Jupiter and Mercury,
‘and vi&tis were prepared to be offered to them, they
rent their garments and faid they were men ; ot bhut
the,r were better than the dead men Juplter ‘and
Mercury, but by an: Heathen ‘fupelﬁltmn the honot
due to God was offered to them.””  Thus Jerom
diftinguifhes the honor due to Ged from the refpeét dnd -
reverence whick is dve to fome of 'his creatures. It
grieves bim, con tmues Jerom, fpeaking of Vlgllatmus‘
_ thattherehcks of the marcyrs are covered with a precious
veil. . ... Are we then faculegmus when we enter the
churches of  the apoftles? 'Was Conftantine (the em.
peror} facnleglous who.tranflated the holy relicks of A‘n-,'
drew, Luke and Timothy, to Conftantinople ! - Before -
thefe the demons cry, and they who dwell in Vigilanti:
‘us confefs they feel their prefence. Is the emperor Ar
cudius to be called facrilegious, who after fo long a‘time
tranﬂated the bones of Samuel from Judea to Thrace?
Areall the- bifhops to be judged not only facrilegi ous but
infang, who carried that filent tbmg crumbling afbes,* .in
filk and golden wveflels? Were all the people of all"
churches infane, who met the holy relicks and received
. them’ as joyfully as if they had feen the prophet prefent.
and alive, fo that from Paleftine to Chalceden the .
crouds of people were joined, and their voices refound :
ed in praife of Chrift ? Was it Samuel they adoted, not
Chrift of whom Samuel was the levite, the prophet?!
You fufpedt him to be dead, therefore you" blafpheme;
read the gofpel : the God of Abrahain, the God. of lfaae
the God of Jacob, he is pet the God of the dead but of
the living.. ... you fay in your pamphiet that whllﬁv-
-We
* Vigilantius’s words.
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we. lixrje we may pray- one for the other; but afcer death
‘the. prayer of une isnot tobe heard for another ;” to.
this. Jerom replies : *° the.apoftles and- martyrs in the.
body, whillt yet 1olicitous. for- themfélves, prayed: for
others, RHow much more ferirently'afte~r—the attainment
of their ¢rowns, their viGories, their- trivmphs ? One
man, Mofes, ‘obtained from God: parden: for fix hun-
dred thoufand armed: men-; ‘Stephen, the. imitator of.
his Lord, the. firf, martyr of Chrify, fued for pardon
for his perfecutors ; now they are with Chrift will they.
have lefs credit 7 Paul the apoftle fays that two hundred
.and feventy fix fouls, were given to him in the thip ;
~nowthat he is freed: and with Chrift will-he . fthut his
meuth ? For all, who . in the world have belleved.in his
- gofpel will he not have the power to fprak 7
~ He confounds Vigilantius by the unanimous confent:
~and invariable vfage of ‘all: Chriftian churches : ¢ does
‘the Rotnan ‘bithop fin, who- offers facrifice to the . Lord
‘over the bones. of the dead. men Peter and Paul, in our
opinion venerable, in yours, but- vile duft  And he
thinks their tombs the altars of Chrift;. not only the bi-
fhop of one city, but all the: bifhops of the world, do.
‘they.err when defpifing. the ino-keeper Vigilantius, they
enter the churches of the dead, in which. this vile duft,
‘gnd I know not what afbes, are wrapt upin linen ¥’

From this paflage we learn that-the relicks of thefaints,
weré ynder the altars of the churchesin Jerom’ days;
‘that on thefe. altars, all the bithops ‘of the Chriftian
world offered the facrifice of the mafs, as they do.yet
in. our churches.® I - '
. In Jerom’s defence of celibacy-fome fevere ftrictures on
{econd or third marriages efcaped his pen, which. were
f‘garbl‘ed, and diftorted by the difciples of Vigilantius, who
pretended that he condemned matrimony in common
~with Montanus.; in a, letter to Marcella on the f{ubject,
e ftates the difference between the dorines of ‘the
charch and the errors. of Montanus even where they
feem toagree. In this epillle he. exprefsly- ﬁ}'s.clt!‘.*‘ft

' T ‘ et
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Chrift founded his- church on Peter : ¢ ifthe apa/?le Peter,
on whom the Lord founded the church.. ... we ,difagree
(with the Montanifis) in the rule of fzuth - We place
the Father, the Son,’ and the - Holy Ghott, each in his
own perfon, though we unite them in fubftance. They,:
following the doc’trmes of Sabellms, conﬂne ‘the 'lnmty
within the limits of one perfon; we do not “fo.much defire”
fecond marriages, as we allow them. They think them
fo criminal, that he, ywho contra&s a fecond- mamage 15
though{ an adulterer, we faft one Lent in the whole
- year acdordmg to the tradition of the apoﬁles at a con-,
gruous time ; they make three Lents in the year as if
three Saviours had fuffered ; pot but it is lawful tofait.
through the whole year, Pentecoﬂ: excepted but-it is
one thing to offer a gift voluntarily, another thmg 1o
-doit of neceflity ; with us bithops hold thg place of the,
apoftles ; with them bifhops aré the third order : they
have patriarchs fram Pepufa,in. Phrygla, in the firftplace;
on the fecond order they place canons, and thus the bi-
fhops are thrown into the third place, almoft the laft;as
if their rehg;on was more brﬂ]iant bccaufe ‘what is ﬁrﬁ
wuh us is laft with them, they for almoﬁ every fanlt
fhut the doors of the church we daily read, ‘I defire the
finner’s repentance more than his death ; ; and-ths man,
who fa]ls will he not rife agam, futh the Lord, and tura
to me you returning fons: and I will hieal your converfi-
They are rigid, not but they commit greater ﬁns,
but there is “this dlﬁerence ‘between us and them, that
they are afhamed to confefs fins; -as if they were guilt-
lefs ; whllﬁ we do penance we more eafily obtain par-
don, Iomlt coe
- From this letter we learn that in Jerom’s days it was
‘believed that Chrx{t had founded his church on I’eter 3
that blfhops were the fucceﬁ"ors of the apoftles ; 5 that
“the faft of the Lent was of 3poﬁohcal inftitution ; that
fins were confefled and peniteatial aufteritiés in uﬁe ; in
a word, we learn that the Chriftian wOrld was in- pedcea
able poffeflion of obferving all thefe popifl fuperftitions
and
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and n_o’nfeﬁﬁca-l tites fo hateful to the'céﬁigitor’. How:
ftupidly ignorant he muft have been to appeal to Jerom
for a condemnation of popery ! ‘ -
. We are now to difcufs the paflage which he cites from
Jerom’s letter to Evagrius, p. 85, in it Jerom fays that
a bithop at Rome, or Eugubium, Conftantinople orR he-
gium, are of the fame worth and thefamepriefthood, the
-advantage of wealth and the difadvantage of poverty nei-
ther make a bithop lower nor higher, for they are all
fucceffors of the apoftles. Who ever doubted it? In
that letter Jerom feverely cenfures the prefumption of
fome arch-deacons, who, charged with the adminiftrati-
on ofthe ecclefiaftical funds, thought themfelves fuperior
to the prielts who received their fubfiftence from them.
He fhews that the deacon is inferior to the prieft becaufe
the deacon is promoted to the order of priefthood ; that
the prieft is-next in-order to the bithop, and not miuch
inferior to him in dignity: “ what does the bifhop,”
fays he, ‘¢ ordination only excepted,which the prieft daes
not 2 That the pofleffion of wealth makes no diftinéi-
"{anfa_r(npngﬁ the clergy, whichis literally true, all bithops
are egm;ﬂ]y bithops, and fuperior to'p‘a'ieﬁ&a\nd deacons,
whether in great cities or villages. The commencement
of that letter, we read in Ifaias that fools will {peak
foolifh things,” is firiély applicable to this reverend pai-
tor of a church, in which thereis neither bifhop, prieft
por deacon, and who confidently cites, in fupport of
fuch éxtmvagance, a letter in which thefe orders are
diftinétly fpecified and faid to form an hierarchy fimilar
to'that of the old law, that is, that biftheps,. priefts and
dkacons, are in the Chriftian church what Aaron, his
fons and the levites, were in the temple.
~ His talent for contradi&tion is confeffedly great, it is
rather unfortunate that in the diftribution ‘of logical
powers Nature has not been liberal : he fills four or five
pages with citations from St. Cyprian, to which he pre-
te-rfas to affix a fenfe of which Cyprian never dreamed.
The writer in Kis-remarks- had cited Cyprian’s letter }:o
- : : the
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the Roman ponhﬂ' Cornelius, ir which, fpeakmg of che,
{chifm caufed by the -anti-pope Novatien,. ,. Cyprian fays ;.

« fo@s and {chifms refult from this only, that obedlence
is not patd to the prieft of God ; nor 1s it confidered,
that there is but one przeﬁ of God for the time, and:one;
judge for the time in the place of Chrift, to. whom, if.
according to Divine inftruéion, the whole f«‘atermty v
obeyed, no one woulddifturb the college of priefts.”’- 1f
we believe the caftigator the Roman pontiff: was not,
that one prieft of whom St. Cyprian fpoke.. - Thishe.
wittily remarks did not occur to the writer. It did not
occur to the writer that Cyprian fpoke nonfenfe; it occur-.
- red to him, and muft to the caﬁlgator, if his fpmt of di-
~ination has not infatuated him, that Cyprian fpoke of
fome one prieft to whom all other priefts were fubordi..
" nate : for the whole fraternity can fignify nothvng elfe;
‘and the obligation of obedience, of all: neceflity, imports,
fubordmanon ; and if the Roman pontiff, to whom
Cyprian’s letter is addreffed, and whofe See he calls the
See of Peter, and, the principal cbm\rcb from Whlch the.
urity of the priefthood arifes, be notthat one prleﬁ to.
whom all others 6we obedience, who was that one prieft,
to whom even the Roman pontiff was fubje@ ? And to
whofe See the See of St. Peter, the princpal S See, was fubors.
- dinate ?

His {pirit of divination has not enabled him to- affix
any fenfe te Cyprian’s words, but he fays the meaning
of them muft be found elfewhere, that is, becaufe the
words are {o clearly expreflive in this paffage thatthey
cannot be mifunderflood, fome ambxguous exprefliony
many of which are found in all voluminous works, muft
be adduced to divert the reader’s attention. 'With this
view he feizes on a paﬁage in Cyprian’s 1etter to Anto-
nianus, which he new models, as he imagines, “to theenn

tire fatisfadlion of his readers, ** the eplfcopalgc)vem«
~mient. ought to be but one, fplead abroad among many
bifhiops and - ag:eemg heartlly together.” In this paf-
" fage lwﬂ finds that Cyprian faid ep ifcopal - govermment is
frundéd
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Founded in writy, and from his own words, which he o
bligingly ’!‘ends to Cyprian, concludes that Cyprian
Teans unity of counfel, not of fupreme government.
‘He has not told us what fort of government that is
~which is founded in the unity of counfel without any
authority vefted in the perfon at the head of it,. We
are indebted to the creative imagination of the caftiga-
tor fo;‘ the idea of a government without authority.,
Unfortunately Cyprian does not fay that epifcopal go-
vernment is founded in unity : he fays that epifiopal go-
‘wernment, or, rather, epiftopal order is ene, ¢ epifcopatus
~unus eft,” of which a part is held by each bithop in fo-
lidum, 2 legal term which the writer cannot exprefs in
Englith. : ‘ o -
~~ In Cyprian’s works there is not a letter, in which the
Roman pontifP’s fupremacy is exprefled “with more
firength and perfpicuity than that to Antonianus, from
~which our caftigator garbles a paffage for his purpofe.
‘No’vgtien, an anti-pope, the firft of thefe milcreants,
whofe ambition,under the mafk of zeal for reformation,
had difturbed the peace of the'whole church, had written
to Arntonianus, then bithop of Numidia, informing him
of his pretended ele@ion to the pontificate, in place of
Cornelius who had fallen into herefy, as Novatien als
ferted, by communicating with Trophymus and others,
who had facrificed to idols. . Antonianus wrote to Cy-
prian on the fubjedt, defiring to know how Cornelius
had admitted Trophymus to his communion, or what
herefy Novatien had introduced ; ‘Cyprian, in reply,
thews that Cornelius was duly ele@ed, innocent of the
crimes with which Novatien charged him, that he was
-the true fucceflor of Peter,-and his calumniator retrench-
ed from the communion of -the church: ¢ Cornelius,”
fa—jrshe,“was madebifhiop when the place of Fabien, that
is, the place of Peter,and the rank, ‘gradus,’ of the facer-
dotal chair was vacant...... Asto what you have been-
told that Cornelius communicates indifferently with all
thofe,Who have facrificed, it is a falfe report invented by
apoftates



144,

‘apoﬁates RN You aflc whit herﬁfy Novatien has | mtm

duced. Kmow, in the fir} place, that-we ought not en:
qu:re what he teaches, bécaufe he ‘teaches without the
pale of the church, ¢ ¢xtra Ecclefiam.’ lhere is but
one church which Jefus Chrift hds divided into thany
embers throughout the world, and one epsfcopal ot
der, * epifcopatus urius,’ which is extended in the mulsi.,
tudé of bifhops whom unanithity ‘unites. Novatien,
after the Divine inftitution, endeavours to form a human
church : he fends new apoftles into many citie§ to lay
new foundations, and though there bz of a long fime
paft bifhops ordained in each. Province, venerable for
their age, for the integrity of their faith, and their con:
ftancy in perfecution, he ddres to create othcr falfé
bxfhops ”

Cyprian contrafts thxs human church of Novatlens
invention, with the one church of Jefus Chrift entrufted
to the care of Cornelius. Moreover this anti-pope pre-
tended to depofe all the bifkops in the. different pro-
vinces who refufed to acknowledge him, and to create
bithops in their ftead.- It was thereforc the acknow.’
‘ledged right of the true Pope to depofe bifhops for dif.
obedience and contumacy, and fubftitute others; or that
artful intriguer ‘would not attempt it.

In what'that unity of the' epifcopal government con-
Aifts Cyprian explains, with accurate precifion, in  his
treatife on the unity of the church. He begins by {hew-'
ing the fource of f{chifm and herefy : ¢ this happens,”
fays he, “ becaufe recourfe is not had to the Jouree.of -
truth, becawle the Head is not fought, becaufe the doc-
trine of the Heavenly Mafter is not obferved.” - He then
afligns this fource of truth, this Head : *° Chrift faid to Pe-
ter, ¢ thou art a rock,and on this rockl will build my
church.”  He built his church on one, and thuucvh after‘
hisrefurrection he gave to'all Lis. apoﬁles equal power,
yet to thew the zmzz‘y he eftablithed one chair, and pofed
the fource of unity by mang it defcend from one,
without doubt all the apofiles were what Peter was:’

. theyl
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they fiattook of the fame power, the famé Hotiour ; but
the beginning is from umty the primacy was given tg
Peter, to thew that there is but ofie church of Jefus'
Chrift, and.oiiz ¢cbair. © All are ihepherds, there is but
‘one Hock which all the apoftles ought to feed with one
accord .. ... The eplfcopal order is gne, of which each
bifhop holds a portion in folidum.” -
To give liis readers a corret idea of the unity ‘of the.
church, to which the unity of the epifcopal order is in-
"difpenfable, Cyprian comparesit to 2 tree, the branches
of which are united in the root ; to light, all the rays of
which are united in the f{un, the {fource.of light; t
many ftreams of water flowing from the fame fprmg H
hence it follows that all | fpiritual powers, in the epuc:opali
order; are radically in the chair of Peter 3 thet from it
all the powers of that - erder flow as the waters from
the fource ; that in it all other epifcopal chairs are uni-
ted, as the branches of the tree are unued in the 1oot, :
from which they receive the nutritious juices, If a
branch be feparated from the root, it muft from all the.
other branches : forit is in the root and not elfewhere
that all the Branches of the tree unite ; hence it follows
that if an epifcopallSee be {eparated from theSee of Peter,
it is from all other Sees in the church, and is no part nor
‘portion of the one church of Jefus Chrift founded on
Peter, and though the See of Petér be buta part of the
churchy it is it which gives life and energy to the
“whole, as the root, though but part of the tree, {up-
ports the whole trée, and conveys nutritious juices to all
‘the branches.
¢ It will be granted,” fays the caﬂ::gatm, p. 88, « that
Cyprian calls the ¢hurch of Rome the See of Peter, and
the principal church from which the unity of the prieft-
hood atifes.” . He then fills a page with a paflagein
which Cyprzan complains of an appeal to Rome, and
fays that ¢ every perfon’s cafe thould be examined where
~the crimé is committed, then concludes that Cyprian -

Aca.llmg the ¢hurch of Rome the princigal church, and
T i).l"
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the fpring of facerdotal unity, did not intend to aferib:
any fupremacy to the Pope or hisSee. To this extraordi.
nary affertion the writer miakes no repiy he thinks hel
lebore “orfea: hathmg may "be ufeful : there'is fomethmg
of madnefs in it. Aftcr the caftigator has taken a few.
dofes of hellebore to purge his brain, let him confult.
fome {chool-boy, who will tell him that prmcipal and
fubordinate are correlatives ; that when_ @ene is prin:
C1pa1 all others muft be fubordinate ; he WIII “alfo tell
him that the fiream is dependent on. the fprmg, fiot the
{pring on the fiream.’

In the next page he gives the paﬁage which the writer
has cited from Cyprian’s treatife on the unity of the
. church, omitting fome fentences, which the author of
his repertory chole to forget, and then with unblufhing.
confidence tells this writer, that if he thinks L)puan
¢alls the ‘church of Rome the principal church,in éx-
clufion of all others, he isaftranger to the do@rine taught
in the primitive church. Ifhe will difmils that {pirit.
of divination,. which dupes him {o inceffantly, and €on-
fult Cyprian’s works, he will find that venerable prelatc,
of the primitive times, profefledly demonftrating; that the
unity of Chrift’s church refis on the epifcopal chalr of Pe-
ter ; that initall other churches,theintegrant parts of that;
one whole, afe united, as the branches of the tree in the’
root. Cyprian knew but one church; but one prmc1pal
See, -the root, from which all fubordinate Sees derive
- their {piritual powers, as the branches draw their fub-
Exl’ccq«ce from the root, oras the flreams of water flow
ftom the fountain, and this principal See, this See sze’ie'r,2
he calls the Church of Rome, and what nay appear ex-
traordwary, the caﬁlgator admitsit : * it will be grant:
ed,” he fays, p. 88, ** that Cyprian calls ‘the” church of
Rame the See o Peiar, the principal church from whichthé
uhity of the prte_/!'bood arifes.”

‘Cy prian’s difpute with pope St-uphén on tlie rcbap
tifatiof of feQaries; invalidates all that ke’ has writteft
on the pnmacy of the Roman church, if we believe the

caftigator
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caftigator. -His reafoning is as newly modelled 1 as his,
xehcrlon that is, Cyprxan did not acquiefce in the pope’s
opinion, therefoxe he did not believe him fucceffor to.
St.Pster, nor his See, the principal Sees Before theart
Of .eafomng ‘had been new modelled, it was thought:
that Cyprian did not believe the pope infallible, nor
thmk himf{elf obliged o adopt, what he thought, an
opinion, beforc tlxe queftion had been ful@mn}y decxded '
thus St. Auﬁm explains Cyprian’s words in the Coun-
cil—fee remast, P- 204. - It may not e amifs toin.
form the reader that in that celebrated controverfy Ste-
phen’s doétrine ‘was apoﬂsohcal and his authority en-
forced it ; Cyprlana opinion was new, introduced by
lus pr edcce’for Agrippinus, as fuch was condemned.

A defence of Stephen’s dodrine, written at that time
and, yetextant, is of irrefifible force againft all reform-
ifts; ““ there would be,” fays that wreiter, “no difpute if
each of us would reft fatisfied with the authority of all
churchcs ;. and'oblerving the maxims of humility make
no attes npt toinnovate : for -whatever is doubtful, lf“t
be judged contrary to, the ancignt ufage of all our holy
predeceflors, ought to be rejected.  There is nothing ob-
tained from novelty, but, that fome. individualis vaunt.,
ed by ignorant, and. inconfiderate people, as having cor.
re&ted the crrors ef all churches. In this all fc&arxes
&gree, thelr confolatlon is to. fhew that they are not
the only perfons who are in fault, and their whole ftudy
is to load the church with calummcs In his next
edition the cafltigator will fhew the defectsin_ the co-
lourmg of this pl&ure. His invedives agamﬁ popes,
begmmng’ with. Peter ; and the abufe which he o li-
berally beltows on monks and other eccleﬁaﬁlcs of
whom he know: nothing, are the cbulhtxono of his. zeal,
they are not 0 be cldﬁld wnth the calummnus ‘mifrepre-
{entatxons of which that ancient writer fpoke.

From Cypnanthe‘caﬁ‘gatorpaﬁ 53 toGregpry_theGreat?
The citations from the works of that moft venerable

pontiff anfwers feveral purpofes ; they fill lome pages ;
Twel
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{well the yolume ; they make a dlfpla)r of uncommop -
ﬁrudltlon ; they i introduce anti-chrift, an old and favor.
ite theme.. His fpirit of dxvmatlon forgot to remmd
him that chefe paffages are ﬁroncly tinctured with papal.
ﬁ*premacy In the firft paffage, p. 90, Grcgory fays:
¢ though there were feveral apoﬁ;lcs there is but one apy/-
tolic See, the See of the prince of the apoftles.*? - Of
thishe gives mconteﬁlb!e eviderice i ina few words, fay-
ing ¢ thlS See 1§ in, thrce places———m Rome, whexe he
died; in Alexandrna, where it ' was founded by his dif- -
cxglc Mark ; and in Antioch, where he refided himfelf
feven years :” thefe were the only patriarchal: Sees
whlch anthultv knew, and Gregory knew no other
he,-as well as Cyprlan, thought the See of Peter the
fourcc of faccrdotal unity ; and as. Peter had founded the
See of Antioch 1mmed1ately by hlmfelf and the See of:
Alexandria by his difciple Mark, thefe Sees he confider-
ed excluﬁvely as apoﬁohcal ;. butas Peter d1d not tranf-
fer to Evodxus, whom on his departure from Antzoch
he appomted to govern that See, nor to Mark, who by
kis appomtment governed the See of Alexandx ia, whilft
he himfelf gavernéd the Roman See, his own commiffi--
on of feedmg Chrift’s flock, in which thefe prelates,
and the people they govemed were mduded neither.
the See of Alexandria nor of Antioch was ever calledthe
principal  See, the fource of the png/fbaod this title was re. .
ferved for the Roman See, in which Peter clofed his
mortal career., Oﬁicxal authom) dcfcends to, thc fuc.

. ceffor

We are next favored with a long qnotataon, in whlcb
Gregory feverely cenfures John, patnarch of Conftanti-
nople, for affuming the tide of univer/al b/bm) foHowed
by an extraét from the’ pontifl’s letter to Eulogius, pa-
triarch of Alemndna, in which he refufeq that title of-
fered by the patrlarch and calls h1m his. brothcr '
afluming 1gnorance ‘could excite any emotxon but con-
tempt, the writer would e\',prefs his furprife at feeing fo
many quotatmns, m whxch the cx‘.xcxfe of the pomxf' 'f

cal
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gal authority is as manifeft as the fun at mid-day, offered
as arguments againft it. Gregory cenfurga the patri.
arch of Conftantinople in firong terms for affuming a
'jtltle, which did net belong to him in any fenfe ; 2 title
which he himfelf, and his predecc{forS; when offered in
the Counc1l of Chalcedon, ard in one fenfe, well
founded, did pot take, becanfe it might be underfiood
in the fenfe intended by this haughty prelate, to con-
fine the priefthood to one bnﬁmp in exclufion of all
others, a fenfein which the title did not belong to the
.‘patrmrch nor to the pontiff, nor to any other prelate
o carth “Thys Gregory begins his letter to that patri-
arch : “ you know what peace you found in the
»churches and I.do not know on what motive you pre-
tend to affume a new name capable of offending all your
bretnren, what aftonithes me is, that you defired to
-avbid the epifcopal dignity, and new you intend to em-
vpley it, as if you had fought it thriugh ambition. You
deciared yourfelf unworthy the. rame of bifhop, and now
you deﬁre to bear the name zlone. My predeceflor Pe-
}aglus wrote you a firong letter on the fub]e& he
gquathed - the a&ts of the Council, which you held in the
caufe of our brother the bithop Gregory, and forbid the
arch- deacon, hls nuncio, near the emperor, to affift at
mafs with you. Since I have been called to the go-
‘yernment of the church, I have diredted my nuncios to
fpeak to you, and 1 now order the deacon Sabinien.
Yet becaufe fores muft be lightly touched by the hand
before the i iron be. applied, I pray you, I conjureyou, I
requeft with all poﬁible mildnefs, that yoy will refift
thefe ﬂatterers, who give you a name full of extrava-
gance and pride. Do not you know that . the Council
of Chalcedon offered that honor to the bxfhops of Rome,
calhng them univerfal? Yet not one of them would re.
ceive it, left he fhould feem to attribute fo himfelf
alone the eprcopal dignity, and take it fromall his bre-
thren.”” . ,. . Lib.iv- Epis. 38. .
~in hla lettex to Sabm1cn, the nuncio, he informs hlliﬂ,
that
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that the patriarch had artfully engaged the empcrorm
write to hlmfelf to countenance that prelate s pretenﬁ
on: ‘“ he hopés,” fays he, “ to authorife his vain prct»n.
fion if [ liften to the emperor,: and if Ido, not to Jrritate,
the emperor agwmﬁ* me, but 1 walk in the firait path and
fear but God alone,”, Lib, iv. Ep 39 In his anfwer to,
the emperor he fays o thc conduét and primacy of the
wholé church -was glven to Peter, yet heis not called
univerfal apo/tle. Europelsowen vp to barbarians, thecxues
are deﬁmyed fortreffes ruined, provinges are, ravaged
the lands are wafle, idolators are mafters ofthe lives of:-
the faithful, and blfhopb, who ought to lament proftrate
in athes, feek new titles to content their vanity. Tsit my
particular caufe which I defend? Is it not the caufe of:
God and of the univerfal church ? We Lnow that mmy “
blfhops of Conﬁmtmople have been not only heretics
bur herefiar chs, as Ncﬁouus and Maccdomua, if there-
fore he, who fills that See, were -univerfal bifbop the
whole church wou}d fall with him.  For me, Lam the
ferva,nt of all bithops, whilit dley hve as bithops. . . “to.
oboy your orders [ have written to, him with mil dnefa
and humility, if he hears me, he {hall have in mc 2
‘brother entirely devoted, if not he Wl“ have for acivers
“fary him, Whowﬁ&s the proud, » iv. Ep. 32 \
This title which Grecrory*s predeceflors did not af
funie, though offered i in the Council of Chalcedon, he.
hxmfexf rqec’ted whem offcred by Eulogma, thc theﬂ‘
pa‘ riarch of Alexandria, the moﬁ learned and p;ous pre.
Jate of the day. From the extrad of a letter quoted by
the caftigator, p. 93, it appears that Euloc“ms thought,
" Gregory had given him an order in a foxm»r letter. It
muft have been a reque& which commg from his fupe-
rior, Eulogius confidered as an order. He therefom
acxnowlcdgbd Gregory’s {piritual jurifdiétion over the
See of alexandria, the fecond See, apatriarchal See of
‘the moft extenfive Jurlfdu‘hon, whillt Conﬁantmopk
was yet {ubject to'the metropolitan See of Heraclea.
“But Greaary fays thathe did nog command him,calls
* him
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“him in rank his brother, in manners his father.” What
‘hen ?, The modeﬁy which he recommended to others,hé
pra&xfed But will this caftigator pretend that Eulogms
did not think " Gregory his fuperior ? That he did not
think him fuperior to all other prelates when he called
him  univerfal pope ? Or will he pretend that the paf-
fage, 4s cited by himfelf, does not contain conclufive
evidence of Gregmy s univerfal Junfda&lon ? He favs to
Eulogluq : € nothing can redound to my loanaur, which conw‘
duces 1o the d ﬂonom‘ g’ my brethren. I place my honour in
maintaining them in theirs.”” Is not this the language of ; a
man vefted w1th aathonty to fupport all bithops in their
refpe&xve ranks? Is this caﬁxgatox fo pérverfely obAi-
mate or focrazy as to deny it.

“In imitation of other prophets in thefe reforming
hmes, who run without being fent, the catigator pro-.
nounces the immeédiate deftruétion of popery. A true
dlfc:plc of John Knox, hc exulungly defires the wri-
ter to caft his eyes on what is called the Chriftian world,
and obferve if the proteftant intereft or papal authority

. be in the moft declining condition, p. g4. 1hevwrxter
has to lament the deftrudtion of the human fpecies, in
many Catholic States, "effected by the late revolution in
Burope, confefledly the work of our lateft reformilis ;.
he has alfo to lament that this deftruétion was not con-
fined to Catholic Staes exclufively, fome Proteftant States
on the Continent fhared the fame fate. Thisis no {ub-
Jec’{ of exultation, if not to the emiffaries “of A‘mddon;
the enemy of man. If by the proteflant intere®t, the
cafligator undc:rﬂands the eftablifhed Churchof England,

the writer begq Jeave to inform him, that tlie Catholics of
the United Kingdom look with horrot and difmay on
the breaches, which are daily making i in that national
firufture by " the caftigator’s friends, esthufiafts and fa-
‘natics of different defcriptions, from whofe afceéndancy,
if once eftablifhed, catholics have every thing to fear
and nothing to expect. He has alfo to remark to him,.

that this fpmt of dxvmatxon, which the caﬁlgator has.
foolifhly>
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foohﬁily miftaken fof a fpitit of prophecy, i a lying fpx.

: -for the papal authority io fpirituals, the only dutho:
rlty which the popt of Divine right and inflittition poffef.
fes, 'was never mote extenfive, more umverfally acknow.
ledged,tior mote firmly éftabliflied,than on the prefentday, |
If the caftigator doks not know it, it i§ becaufe he Enows
nothing of .the prefent ‘ftate of the Chriftian world. If
he looks to the Eaft and Weft, to the Ncrth and South; -
he will fee to his great aftomifhiment, and no fmall
mortification, the kingdom of Jefds Chirift, that i the
cathiolic church, compofed of paftors in regular fuceefi.
on fince the apoﬁles days, and theii refpeétive portions
of the flock, ia fome countries in {plendout, ir others-
deprefled, but in all vations vifible, as it was from thé
commencement, literally verifying the promife of Jefus
Chrift, that he himfelf would be with the paftors of ki
church, teaching ail nations to the extremities of the
earth, and to the end of time, Matt. xxvil. 1¢. 29,
whillt ephemeral fedts, fuddenly emerging as if from the
regions of darknefs, pafs like a mieteor and then’ difap-
pear, or like flies, which buzz in the fun-fhine, fall, and
are heard of rio more. Some hundreds have already
pafied into oblivien, and if we may judge by analo gy the
fame fate awaits thiem all,

From his {pirit of divination, no doubt he has learn:
ed that St. John called the church of Rome;, founded“‘-_
by the apoftles Peter and. Paul, #nd then governed by
paftors of their immediate inftitution, Babylon. Men -
who judge by the rules of common fesife think that the
evangelxﬁ_ fpoke of the Roman empire, of which that
city was then the capital, and miftrefy of the civilized
world. ~ Againft this idolatrops city the apoftle denoun-
ced the Divine vengeance, and his prediction has been
literally vérified. Near the clofe of the fourth century;’
the Huns, the Vandals, the Goths, and other barbarians,
hac fucceflively ravaged the different provinces of thd:
empire, Germany, Gaul Spain, Italy and Africa. The
Lombards had: eftablithed themfelves in Italy, and the\

Goths
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Gothsin Spam "The foldlers of this laft nation, who
‘had ferved in the Roman armies, fufpetted of bemg
fecrctly in the intereft of Stilicon, after . his death
were harﬂlly treated in fome towns their wives and
cluldrem were put to death, and their pofleflions
confifcated contrary to the public faith which had been
pledged Enraged at this infrafion of a folemn treaty,
they united under Alaric, the moft powarful and war-
like of their chiefs, He condudted them to fhe gates of
'Rome It is faid of him by Socrates and Sozomen, that
on his Wny he had. faid; that it was not of his own
movement, but that fomething prefled "him and tor-
mented him faying : go and pillige' Rome. He be-
fieged the city fo clofely that both famine and pcfhlence
began their ravages. In that extlemxty the Heathen
'fenztors ghought it nece{ﬁry to facrifice on the capitol
and in the other. temples. The Tufcan (oothfayers
promlfed to chafe the barbarians with thunder and
hghtemng, but Vuolean had ceafed to forge the bolts,
and Jupiter’s’ thundel was heard no more:  His golden
\gobletq proved more effectual, Alaric agreed to raife
gthe ﬁegc on condition that the city would furnifh five
lhoufand pounds of gold thlrty thoufand pounds of fil-
‘ver, four thoufind tunicks of filk, three thoufand hides,
of a fcarlet die, and three thoufand pounds of pepper.
As the money was not in the treafury, the citizens.
‘Were taxed; the orpaments of the temples, and theidols
,of gold and filver were melted down to fupply the
deﬁcxency Zo 1mus, the heathen hiftorian, laments the
deftruction of the idols ; he complains that fince the idol
of the goddefs of virtue was melted down, virtue 1tfel£
‘wis exitinguifhed in the breafts of the Romans, The in-
telhgent reader need not be told that, the Heathens deifis _
¢d virtues as well as vices,  This was but the commence-
; entof that pum{hment which Divine ]uﬁlce had pre-
pared for that idolatrous city, in which temples were
erefted to prctendcd Gods, .more vicious than the in-

fatuated mortals who adored them, :
\ “Alaric
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- Alaric according to agreement drew off his. troops 3
but foon after, takmg offence at fome imprudent ex.
' preﬂicms nfj ivius, prefed of Italy, ina conference ‘with
him, he refumed the fiege,: obliged the Romans to declare
Attalus, one of his ereatures, €mperor, and in the courfé
of the fame year depdfed him. Not long after, whilff
treating with the emperor. Honorxua, Sarus,’ a barbarian
chieftain, allied to the Romans, furprifed fome of hiy
foldiers, and cut them to pieces. Alaric, full,of mdlg
nation, broke off the treaty, returned to Rome, recom-
menced the fiege, took the city by treachety on the’
s4th of Auguft, 410, in the 1164th year- of its. foundz
tion ; gave it up to pillage, yet, in refped to theapof-
tle Peter, he ordered the church called the Vatican'to-be
a place of refuge.- St. Jerom defcribes this tragical event
in his letter to Principia : ¢ a terrible report,” fays he,
*“ is come from the Weft that Rome was beﬁeged ; that
the fafety of the citizens was purchafed with gold ; that
fpoiled, they were againbefieged,andthat after having lo
~ their all, they loft their lives. Vmce fails ! ‘Sighs mterrupt
words { The city is taken, which teok the world, it’
" ‘perithed with hunger before it perithed. with the fword;
few were found to be taken ; the rage of hunger feized
on food, which is not to be named ; the mother did not
{pare the infant at her breaft,..... who can defcribe.
the ravages, the maffacres of that mght‘? Who can equal
his forrows with his tears ? lhe ancient city falls; the
ity which had reigned fo many yedrs ! Lifelefs bodies are
fcattered without number on the ways, and'the image
of.death in the houfes.”” ‘This tremendous pum{hment,
which St. John denounced againft idolators, who had -
~tinged the whole earth with the blood of Chriftians §
who had made the  moft firenuous and perfchung ex.
ertions, durmg four fuccedmg ages, - to exterminate
‘ hn{hamty, and which, when the meafure of their ini-
quity was full, - the Divine jufiice, dld inflidin the mott
terfible manner. The caftigator, in his new modelled
zeal, exults in the hope of fecing it renewed on Chrif-
tians
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tians.  The writer ventures to affure him that, hiowever
_,alarmmg this punifhment may appear, a punifhment in-
finitely greater, andiof’ greater duration, is referved for
, thefe, who'under the mafk of rehglous zeal, fill the tmnds
of the uninformed with rancorous pre_]udlces againft
their brethren. ¢ Six things. God hates, the {eventl
is the abomination 'of his foul,” that is, they who fow
‘difcord, amongﬂ: the breth!en, Pro. vi. '16. He may
exult with celtamty in the: hope of feeing this punifh-
ment inflicted in due time, and coufolc himfelf for his
former dlfappomtment

"~ This. anti-chrift of modern invention, which ex1ﬁs
‘But in the imagination. of fools and fanarics, has been
a neceffary inftrument in forming thar elaborate ftruc-
ture, which our firft reformifts raifed, and he is equally
‘neceflary to their fuccefflors for the: fuppost of its. totter-
ing remains : Voflius, a learnediand unprejudiced pro-,
teftant, who was in error but through the accident of
his birth, and whoin all his. writings had truth in view,

'dlfguﬁed at the violent declamations which inceflantly
affaulted his ears, from the different pulplts in Holland,

in which nothing was. heard but invedives againit the
pope, the anti-chbrift, the jfon of perdition, &c. and the
Romifh church, the Babylon, the great whore, as. the
caftigator modeftly tranflates, afked one- of the minifters,
why he did not chufe fome other fubject for the in-
firuction of the people, to which the minifter replied,

that if the people were not taughtto believe that the
pope is. antichrift, they would all turm papifls again,
The minifter’s opinion was better founded than Voffius
thought it: for ifitbe true, that the popeis not anti-
chril, it is therefore true, that' Luther and all his bro-
ther reformifts were impoftors, and their difciples and
fucceﬁ'ors arg. dupes, that theit new-fangled fyftem is
founded on manifeft impofture, in fuprmrt of which no.
dlfpaﬂ“onatc and difintereficd. man of common fenfe
would rifk his reputmon - much lefs his falvation, The

i
rc,ader is referrcd to Paﬁoums s I xﬁorv of the chri fian
c¢harch,
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chuich : in it he W1ll find the true chara@er of . the
anti-chrift defcribed by . the apoftlcs, as oppofite to thq
fancied anti-chrift of the epxcuvean monk, -and his afe

focxates, a3 the hcentloufuefs of their. pretended gofpel
is to the feverity of the gofpel of Jefus Chrife.’ Clofing
his pretended proofs againft the fupremacv, adduced
from Gregory’s Works, the caﬁlgator, Whofe memory
plays the truant at times, calls thid pontlff loarned and
Jsadicious, and almoﬁ in the fame fentence adds, _that like
_many other xgnora nt and well meaning perfons he happened
to ftumble on'truth. Thus this {cribbling caftigator,”

who never ftumbles on truth, with one ﬁroke of hlS '
pen, converts a lmrned and Judiclous man, into ‘an igno-

rant and well meamng man, Who happens to ftumble on

truth.

In his next chapter, p. 96, he introdyces the tempo-
ral authority claimed by fome popes. This part “of the,
fupremacy he fays is indireclly dewied by the writer; then
quotes from his Remarks, p. 72, a loncv paflage, i m
which it is afferted : “ that Mr. Burke has fhewn: m

“his Letter of Inftrulion that the pope does not poflefs- an
atom of civil authority, or temporal lunfdx&lon beyond
the territories which he governs as a temporal prince.
This he calls attempting ta deny it indirectly !, and in this
indired denial, his {pirit of div‘natlon difcovers an infinu.
ation that popes formelly madc no fuch claim.  If he
had not been mfatuated b) his lying fpirit, he, might
like other ignorant and well mecznzng men, fomez‘mzes /iumble

“on truth 5 he might have feen in the writer’s words, not
an mﬁnuatlon that fome popes did not claim a tcmporal
jurifdiétion, but the contrary infinuation, that they did.
If he had read the work which he pretends to refute,

~he would have found not an mﬁnuatlon, buta poﬁtlvc
aﬁemon that fome DOPC‘; d1d claim a temponalJurlfdlc’tb
| « fo truc it is that this power wbzcb fame popes pretented

s nﬂ" ime was never believed 1o exift”’ "but in their ambiti-

on,~—Revisw, ps 71, and a direé demal of any tem-

- porajgari(diction. whatever being vefted in the pope 25
firlt’
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ﬁrﬁ paﬁofiof'the church, a truth which he might have
Aeen- eftablithed in- Mr, B’s Letter of Inftruction, p.
22 .. .. 34, not by coarfe: invedtives, but by conclufive
‘reafoning.  His extra&t of hiftory fhewing that popes
. ;eﬁab_lifhed {fome kings, and dethroned others, only
“proves that popes were always thought fuperior toall -
“other prelates, and that at times extending this jurifdic-
tion, which they were known and univerfally acknow.
ledged to poflefs, beyond its due kimits, they made en.
“croachments, on thetemporal jurifdi@ion of princes, which
they pever, did of divine right poffefs ; but which they
might at any time obtain from the common confent cf
princes and people, in whom all temporal juri{di@tion
and civil-authority is originally vefted by the author of
fociety, and by whom it may be conferred on any pope,
‘princeor potentate. ! .
" In his great zeal to excite a horror of this bug-bear
popery, which’ haunts his difturbed..imagination on
thefe tedious hours from which curtaip lefures banifk
reft, he informs us that Alphonfus was raifed. to the dig-
nity of King in Portugal, in 1179, by the Roman
Pontiff Alexander IIl. the fame regal dignity was con.
ferred on Primiflaus, Duke of Bohemia, by Innocent
Il in 1204, and Johannius, duke of Bulgaria and Wal-
Jachia, was made king by the {ame pontiff in 1220, he
fays, that Stephen grand jucan of Servia, wascrowned
by the authority of Honorius 1II. that Boleflaus of Po- h
Jand was deprived of his regal dignity by the then pope,
~and Roger, count of Sicily, was made king of Sicily.
_If he had been diligent in his refearches he might have
found that Leo Il made Charlemain emperor in 8o1, ‘
and Zachary made Pepin his father king of the Franks
in 752,~See Review, p. 2. Itis true he tells us that he
can prefent'a Jift of one hundred princes, who have been
-excommunicated and depofed by popes, and double the
number- fni\‘ght' be colle@ted with very little labour, p,
109, he thus injudicioufly informs his readers that the

‘pope’s: fpiritual authority was well and univerfally ;i‘ca-
, i ‘ blithed
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blithedinthe chriftian world, fome centuries before Luther-
and hisbrother reformifts were- born, for this temporal au.
thority, which they unwarrantably affumed, could have

no other foundation or pretext but the- fpiritual autho..
rity with which they were in reality invefted : they abu.

fed this power: Some did' it is true, that only. proves.
the power to exift : forifit did not it could not be abu.

fed. ‘There have been fome writers. who maintained
the depofiag power. Yes, as a matter of opinion,

which no catholic ever was obliged to believe, which,
the whole fchool of French divines, truly catholic,
reprobate——See Review, p. 2, and which: was con.

fidered as anufurpation. In the firft inflance that of the
Emperor Henry IV, Otho Frifingenfis, a catholic prelate;

well affected to the See of Rome, fays: the empire was:
indignanc at thisnovelty, as no fuch fentence had ever
‘been publifhed againft an emperor of Rome,” vi. Epr.
C. 335

T%)S give his readers an idea of a popith excommuni-
cation he fills three pages with a fcurrilous fition, in
“which the coarfeft and moft cffenfive terms in  the
Englith language are introduced. He ther repeats,
with additional virulence, the hackneyed tales of Ray-
‘mond,of Thouloufe ;of the Albigenfes, &c. of the Coun-
‘cils of Conftance and Latran, all which the writer
has already difcufled in his différent replies to the Rev.
Mr. Cochran—=See them in the Review.

From his fpirit of divination he has learned, and con-
fidently afferts, that thefe wicked popes and papifts for
whom hehas the neweft modelled charity, have maf
facred fifty millions of people. *What a pity that this
venerable teacher of the neweft fchool, inflamed with
pious zeal againft thefe wicked papifts, had not lived in
the famed John Knox’s reforming days ; to the warlike
blafts of John’s trumpet, he would have added the deep,.
the fhrill, and terrific found of Ale@lo’s " born, and he
would have brought Yezabel, as that ruffian called the
queen, o the block in her own capital. Even George

] ‘Gordon’s
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Gordon’s days are paft ! The writer hag ‘already dif-

culed thefe pretended maflacres, the Gun Powder Plot,

&c in 'his Review, which this .caftigator pretends to
refute, though it appears'that he has niot read a line of it.
A refutation of all the calumnies which fill the century
writers’’ maffive volumes, and Bower’s leaden lives of
ipopes, ‘would be an endlefs and an ufelefs work, which
the writer will not undertake. He whifpers in thé caf-
tigator’s ear that there have been many bad popes, bad
‘bifhops,and priefts,inthe chrifiian church, and fome good
ones; and he adds, for this caftigator’s.confolation, that
-any conventicle in which there is neither pope nor bi-
thopis not a chriftian church. "Not to know this plain
fimple truth is intolerable ignorance, to know itand
‘conceal it from an uninformed well meaning people, is
{fomething worfe than ignorance.

¢ Tt can be thewn, by moft authentic documents,” he
fays, p."/'rn,  that the affaffinations of princes, the
bloody maffacres, and the cruel perfecutions, which
grace the annals of modern Europe, either have been the
devices of popes, or received their approbation.” He
has not produced one of thefe authentic infiruments :
it would be a curious flate paper. Will he deign to tell
us, what pope fent Charles L to the block ? What pope
devifed the death of Mary, queen of Scots, of Lewis
X VI. of the duke d’Enghien ? Who advifed the cool dif-

paflienate murder of Beton, archbithop of St. Andrew’s, ~

primate of Scotland ! Somse pious reformifls, enflamed

with holy zeal, kindled by one of Knox’s memorable

blafts, entered the epifcopal palace, and, havix?g pre-
-vailed on that prelate;,[ by entreaties and prormf.cs, to
open the chamber door, in which he had bar.rlcaded
himfelf, they rufhed in—the fcene is thus defcx:xbed l?y’
one of themfelves: “‘they found him fitting in his chal'rq
he faid to them : I am a prieft, [ am a prieft, do not kill
me; John Lefley according to anciemt vows, (it fcl:'cms he
had fworn to do it) ftruck him firft, and gave him one

or two ftrokes, as did Peter Carmichael, but James Mel-

vin,
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Yin, a man of a mild dxfpoﬁtxon, and very mode&
thinking they  were Both ‘angry,. ﬁopped them faymg ,
this work and the judgment of God ought tobe done
with great gravity, then prefentmg the point’ of his
fword ‘to the cardinal, hc faid to him : repent of-your'
paﬁ wicked life. ... .. we ate fent by God for the pu.
nithment of it : forI proteft here in prefcnce ofmy
God, that néither hatred of your perfon, nor love of
your riches, nor fear of any evil, which you can do me
in particular, have engaged me, or engage me now, o,
ftrike you, but only becaufe you have been, and  you:
are yet, an obflinate eriemy to Jefus Lhrlﬁ and hls gof-
pel, (that is Knox’s new gofpcl) then he thruft his fword
two or three times through his- body”—'—See Hift! of
Scot. Ref London, 1644, 72, .{uppofed to be writ:
ten by ]ohn Knox. himielf,  Never was lepentanccv
preached in this form before ; nor murder committed’
with fuch meeknels and modefty. Such were the dif=
ciples of John Knox, whofe fpirit feems 1ev1ved in thxs:
Edinburgh caftigator.

In one of thefe fan@ified b/a/i: which that noted. re.
formift Riled an Admonition to the Nobles and People of Srat/-
landy {peakmg of the nexghbounng country, he fays
“ I will boldly affure it, that the Gentlemen, the Go-
vernors, the ]udgev and the People ofEnglaud ought
not only to relit ‘Mary their Queen, #hat neww 7ezabel¢
as foon as {he- began to extinguith the gofpel, butalfo:to:
put her to death wnh all her priclts, and all thofe whe
epter into ber views.” Thus this new modelled apoﬁle,
of true Mahometan breed, conﬁgnb to- the thades, in
bulk, both princes and people,. /mdifcrlmmately, aH
who oppofe, what he calls, the gofpel Thefe are au.
thenuc documents whtch fhew how truly Erafmus faid :

“ this new srofpd makes men furpafa themfcwcs in w1ck
ednefs.”

- However, the ca&xgator s invectives againfl popcs are:
derived. from a higher fource: Luther, the great pa-

‘march of xcformmg memory, in one.of t!lefeihcfeb,
pubhﬂled
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publithed in 1540, fays : the pope is. a forcerer (Joup
garou). poffefled by an evil fp‘irh. All towns and cities
~ought to collect in troops againft him, it is not neceflary
to wait thc’ authority.o’f Judges or Council agﬁﬁnﬁ him,
nor to pay any attention to the Judge, who'would for-
bid himto be killed; -'If the judge or the peafants are
 themfelves {i[:led in the tumult by the people, who
purfuc this Imonfter, it is what théy deferve, there.is
o injury done them. We are not to enquire if the
pope is fupportéd by princes, by kings, or by emperors
themfelves ¢ hé who fights under a robber is fallen from
military command, as well as from falvation.” If there
be truth in hiftory thefe documents are authéntic, it is
therefore true, that the apoftles of the reformation in
Germany and Scotland, taught tebellion, é\;thorifed .
murders, maffacres, affaffinations of princes, &c. with
‘which, this caftigator, with true pharafaical confidence
tharges popes ; nor does he confine the charge to popes
alone; he charitably extends it to all popith magif-
trates : ¢ what ¢lfe, ¢ fays he, *° are magiftrates un-
‘der the influence of the Romith religion but the creatures
of the pepe ?”"—p. 11t. The Pharifees in their ac-
cufation againft Paul, Adts xxiv, g, fay ¢ ¢ we found.
this man peftilential, moving fedition amengft all the-
Jews” .ooul o L
“Were the Lords and Commons in Edward TiL. days,
who paffed the famous Ratufes of premunire and provi-
fors, creatures of the pope ? They were papilts 25 well ag.
their fellow'fubjects. Were the Lordsand Commens,
‘who depofed Richard IL. creatures of the pope ! They
alfo were papifts, yet one of the articles of impeachment.
againft Richard, thews to convifion that they were ot
creatures of the pope. The article isthus conceived
“ though the Crown of England, and 2ll the rights of
’ihe,CrOWn; and ‘the Kingdom itfelf, hath been in ail,
paft titne (o free that the fupreme pontiff (Dominus fun-
‘mus Pontifex) or any other perfon without the k'ngdot,
ought ‘not to interfere with the fame (/e intro mi ‘feregfef
B o -, éifdam )
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&fdom) the 'fild king, for thc f’crengthenmg; of hxs eith
neots {fatutes, did fupplicate the: pope to contirm the ads
pafled in the laft Parh:iment » {o true it is'that England,
whilft a Catholic State, never beheved the pope ‘to pollefs
‘“any tempora Jurifdl&lon mthm the realm. Thefe Lords
and Commons fo holtile 'to the pope 5 prefevﬁr)ns were
'the men, who -a’ few years after the depofition ‘of
‘Richard, in the days of Heorv V, pafled the {angulnary ]
Taws whxch candemned the Lollirds to the ftake.
The writer is willing to admit that fome popes have -
‘been as fanguinary as ]ohn Knox himfelf, evenas Cal
vip, his mafter, who reh;rxouﬂy roafted Michael Servetus
for prefummg to take the fcriptures alone for his rule
- of f2ith, a doctrine which he had learned fr' m. Calvin,
'He is allo willing to admit that fome papilt! have beends
meek 2t ci madef}. affiflins as James Melvin. Does it follows
that muider, rehellion or affaflination,is duthorifedby any
tenet of catholic doétrine, or any maxim of its morality?
The ‘contrary bas been fhewn to conviéion in Mr; B's.
reply to Paleologus’s third letter, to which the readeris
réferred—See Rcwew p. 55 : -
Sqme popes have beet fulpected, perhaps not withott”
ftrong reafons of bemg ad dicted to avarice, to ambition,
[Pniuahty and mtemperance What then ? Are thefe
vices authorifed or converted into virtues? No. Itis
the glory of the catholic do@trine, to condemn every
poflible vice, and enforce every poflible virtue ; it knows
na diftinéiion of’per'fo‘hs in’ the feverity of its 1ﬁ0ral't'y :
it condémns vice in the prince as in the peafant ;5 in'the
pope and b!ﬂ rop asin the foldier or the failor. The min
who dees not know this, doesnot know it. The man
who koows it, and Unblufbmg!y affirms: the contrary,
does not Lnow the truth. 1t .is not in the catholic
church-that we learn toelieve thalt vice divefts the civil
magifirate or the fpiritual fuperior of that autherity with
Whlch he is legdlly invefted. This is ene of thefe new
fangied doctrines invented by Wiclef, taught by Jobn

’Hufb and by Luther, taught and reduced to practice by
Johu
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Jobn Knox and his reforming. roﬁ?m gues, a, dn&rine
anathematxfed by the' Councd 3O rm&mce, and »y
catholics ; condemned by the apotioiical writings, sub-‘
verfive of order and fubordination, and deﬁru & of
fociety—See Review, p. 55.

- After filling fome pages with garbléd. extradts fromy
the Councxls of Lateran and Conflance, which have
been aluldv adduced by P=zliologus in his letters, and
dlfcuﬁld by Mr. B.in his rephcs-—-uee Review, The caf—
tigator Lom!udes that there 18 no depe ndance to be
placed on popith oaths of allegiance, p--120.  Thismo-
deft affertion he pretends to ﬂl"“./ by a paf"aae fromFaf- -
chemus, of whom this writer kpows jothxn W he-
ther the paflage be gcmnnc or fiftitious, it is ufelefs to en-
quire. It contains the opinion of an ignorant individual,
which from the obfwuty of the anthor,or the turbuience
of the times, has perhaps emaped cenfure. - Does this
caftigator know that catholics do not permit loquacious
‘demagogucs to f{ubflitute the ravings of their 1magmat1-
on to the fettled docirines of the church ? This is a pri-
vilege which they have long fince refligned to enthufiac
-ramblers in the regions of fancy, which they now cor-
firm to the caftigator, to Sandiman, to falvation Mur-
‘Tay, Jemima Wilkinfon, aund Co.

He tells us that Pafchenius fuid the papifts were not
obhged to pay allegiance to king James L. becoufe the
pope had declared the oath unjuft. Ifhe had told us
‘that, papiﬁs in England did not obferve their oath of
allegiarice to their prince, we fhould conclude net that
the vath was unjuft, bug that they were guilty of per-
jury, who. tranfgreﬂd it however, ng James, who
” thought him{elf happy in e{capm@ the plots of reformifts
in Scotland, brought nofuch accufation agamﬁhis catho-
lic fubJe&s in England, After the pretended Gun Powder
Plot, the machiavelian artifice of which was foon difco-
vered by the mer and is now well kno‘wn to every man
Tofmformatzou in E.ng and, mhm proclamation of the 7m
of Novembcr; 1603, Jamesfﬂs 1 we are by good ¢ expe-

ILC; e
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rience fo well perfuadcd of the loyalty of divers fubje&s ,
of the Romifth religion, that they do abhor this
deteftable confpiracy as ourfelf .. ...”—See Review,
p- 78 »
Will this Edinburgh caftigator condefcend to tell us
what pope declared null and void the oath of allegiance,
which his anceftors had fworn to Mary their queen,
whofe title to the Scottith throne was hever doubted ¥
Were they papifis, who dethroned her ? Were they pa-
pifts, who perfecuted her with relentlefs fury, until the
died on the fcaffold ? Were they papifis, who regardlefs.
of their oath of allegiance, and of every other tie, even .
of common decency, brought her grand-fon, the unfor-
tunate Charles, to the block? Was it not pope Knox,
from whom this caftigator dates his pedigree,- who
taught the holy duty of perjury and infurre@ion in de-
fence of his new gofpel, “though Jefus Chrift, the author
of the gofpel,had firictly enjoined obedience to a heathen
ewperor, and bis apoftles had as firiétly enJomed the
fame obedience to themoft ferocious of all heathen princes,
and the moftfurious perfecutor of the gofpel,Nero? Is the .
man fo crazy as to deny what the world knows ? With
what unbluthing effrontery then does he impute to usa
dolrine, which we deteft, and which it is known to
the world that his anceltors taught and adled on ?

In the next page, after having compofed a creed for
us, of fuch matcrlals as could have been gleaned, gar-
bled and fathioned by Ulyricus and his afociates, the caf-
igator, modeftly enough, fays that : * by this view of
Romifh ‘principles he would not bethought to charge
the papifls of Nova-Scotia with difloyaity.” They chank
him ; but hold ! They muft not be profufe in their gra-
mude his confcience is tender, his chamy exceflive,
he corredis the excefs by a certain refiriflion : ¢ but un-
til the church of Rome come forward coliecively, and
abjure her former opinions [this will not happen] their
Joyalty is at war with,the principles of theirreligion{with -
the religion wmch the caftigator lends them] and the

Legiflature
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Legiflature can only confider them as Samfon at the -

mill-fiones.”  [this caftigator hates perfecution]. The
writer begs leave to inform him that the opinions of in.
- dividuals compofe no part of the dofirines of the church
of Rome ; that the doftrine of that church is fetiled
;andinvariablyindepen'dant‘ on opinions. 4s hehas a‘lr’eady _
given the anfwer of fix foreign catholic uin‘iverﬁties, in

which the creed compofed for our uic by ine caftigator, .

and his friends, and thefe pretended Romifh principles

which they have gleaned, are unequivacaliy cindemn.-
‘ed, the writer 'does not think it recefliry to repeat
“what he has already faid on the fubj-&, kuwever, there
‘js a part of the anfwer of Alcala fo iy applicable t9
this Edinburgh caftigator, that the writer begs leave to

iﬂfel’t i,_'t@ . . ‘ .
o Anfwer to the Third Queftion :

. ¢ 8o perfuaded is the univerfity thata do&rine which
would exempt catholics from keeping faith with here-
tics, or other perfons, diffenting from them in religious
matters, fo far from being an article of the catholic faith,
is entirely repugnant to its tenew, that fhe could not
have believed it poflible there fhould exift any perfons,
who would dare to impute to catholics any thing o ini-
quitous, had fhe not learned from the facred feriptures,
that the fame Pharifees, who had heard the Lord openly
,Command’ing to /'givé to “ Cafar the things that are
Cafar’s,” afterwards laid this very crime to his charge :
¢ wwe have found this man perverting our nalt/fmz, and forbid-
ding to “give tribute to Calar ;> but the Devil, who moved
their t.o'n'gu,es‘ to utter {fuch falfehoods, has never defift-
ed from pefizéljting others in like manner .

" What " if the univerfity had heard this Edinburgh caf-
tigator inflated  with pious zeal, emitting from his hal-
lowed throat this oracle : * the Romifb church opens the
gates of Heaven 1o thieyes, robbers, murder ers, and ﬁ"”s‘:’" s of
h/l{d‘ejcript'iam, who would only embrue their /mn_a’.s zntl?e
bloosd of @ beretic,” p. 114 They would have faid th}a;t
" Co ‘ ‘ 7 the
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‘the toaniac had fuperfeded the "Pytheniffla*  of - Delpho,
and was agitated by the fame fpmt The erter howe..
ver diffents : he does not even think him a fortune teller,
though he acknowledges his great powers of divination; 5
thanks to that fpirit, which aflifts him, whether it be
the fpirit of the delphic Bythonifla, of the witch of En.
dor, or of Saul, heleaves that to the univerfity to de..
cide.

In Catholic States, thieves, robbers and murderers are:
dlfnwﬁ"e from thur labours in’ this hfe, ds.in England
) by the finither of the law. ‘

He would advife the caﬁlgatnr to read fome: treatife
on morality, though it were but a paraphrafeon, the al.
coran. He may perchance learn a truth of which } ne
fecms extremely ignorant, that is, atrocious facts are
not proved by bold affertions, with theiv ufual accom:
paniments, petulance and cffrontery. ~Theft only expofe
the weaknefs of the head, or the malignity of the heart,
which are not uafrequently combined.

This caftigator exprefies great mdlgnat:on at Mr., B's
want of candour in refufing to acknowledge that tobreak
faith with heretics- has been a_loug time a maxim be.
licved and pradifed by the church of Rome. It feems
Mr. B. inflru&ing - the catholic mlﬁionames of Nova: -
Scotia, did not thmk proper to adopt this new modelled -
' do&rme compofed by the caftigator and co. for their |
ufe.” He even condemned it exprefily, as a doGrine
which no man of common. fenfe, or common honefty;
ever believed. It was cruel in him to deprive-the cal-
tigator of a favorite topic, on” which he mightexercife
1715 talent of railing againft the perﬁdy of papifts. . He
complains that the phrafe which Mr. B. ignorantly or
cunningly produce, does not exhibit the do@rine of the

church of Rome in its true colours. He muft, he fays,
be

. NOTE OF THE EDITOR.

* The Pythoniffa was the prveﬁefs of Apollo, who prophe{nd in'the tem-
rle atDc}pho" t to deliver her or wcleq, fhe placed herfelf on a {tool, co-
vered wirl the fiiin of thesfirpent Pythos, worked here!® tawo a fort of
treczy, {pcmm llm and breken ioun S foh horrible convulfions.
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‘be an ignorant prieft, who doés not know that the

-

phrafe ufed by tlie church is not : “non eft habenda
fides,” but “ non eft fervanda fides hereticis.” It feems

‘Mr. B. did not know it. ‘He hid net the good forture
“to confult the -caftigator’s repertory, or his fpirit of di-

vination. He may think Mr, B’s. ignorance excufable,
when he finds that not one catholic univerfity in Europe
knew it, the writer moft certdinly does not know it, and

-after the folemn declaration of the univerfities of Paris, |
‘of Dovay, of Louvain, of Alcala, Salamanca and Valladolid,
‘which ‘this caftigator might have féen in the “work
‘whiich hepretends to refute, that no fuch doctrineis or
jéver was taught in ‘the church, he muft fay that to im-
‘pute fuch a do@rine to the church is not the effelt of

‘fheer ignorance, but impudent impofiure. /

He cites an epiftle of Martin V. to the duke of Lithu-
‘ania, faying : that he fins “mortally. if he. keeps faith
‘Wwith heretics, The original perhaps may be found in

“Edinburgh, it is not amongft that pontiff’s authentic pa-

pers. If it had been authentic, of which there is noap-

_pearance, it would only thew that the pope in a private

letter, like other "po’liticians, obferved a maxim, which
in hLis official capacity, as Head of the Church, he had

folémnly condemned. In his Bull, approved by the

‘Couticil of Couftance, we find this quettion propofed
to perfons fufpedted of herefy @ ¢ whether he does

“not think that all willful perjury cognmitted upon any

‘much, he has only to remar

catholic communion. If he bc;_
"¢s he may find amongft propofiti

occafion whatfoever, for the prefervation of one’s life,
or another man’s, or even for 'the fake of faith, be 2
mortal fin.”—S8ee Review, p. 69. . \ |
If the ‘p‘éxﬁag’es, which he cites from two or three ob-
fcure guthors, be genuine, which this writer do.ubts very
e k that fuch works if known
to the proper judges would be condemned, and the
authors obliged to' retratt, or be I‘CU’C{lChC.d frmg th;
diligent in his refearch-
ons extracted from tlie
- works
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works of catholic writers, and jur;idically c0ndcmned"
materials to form as great a variety of creeds as are'to
be found amongﬁ: all the difzordant religious focxenes of
the United Kingdom, Quefnel alone will furnifh him
with one huhdred, in which there is juft as much truth
asin this caftigator’ sinvedives.

In vindication of thefe authors, Whom the writer does
not know, and of whom in all appearancc this Edin:
burgh caftigator knows as little, it muft be faid that'a
man, who w1th unbluthing confidence and a fteeled con
{cience, falfifies the feriprures, fubfhtutmg eidslon to ezleon,
that is, idal to image, a man, who notorioufly garbles the
works of the Fathers which are to be found inall li
brarics, has not been fcrupuloufly fparing of works'of
fuch obfcurlty, as to make it doubtful if they exift at all,

The reader is informed that the anfwers of the uni
verfities wére given at the defire of thit great Statef.
man Mr. Pitt, andare cited in the Hiftory of the Peusl
Laws, by Henry Parsell, Efq. p. 148.. .and in the ap-
perdix to Sir J. C. Hippifley’s Obfervations, p- 76 botli -
Members of the Imperial Parliament:

To the deﬁlaratxon of the univerfities the writer fub:
joins a declaration  of grearer weight if poflible, that 13,
the declaration of Pius VI of venerable memory,in 4

Letter to the Roman kath()hc Blfhops of- Ireland. --The
Letrer Hm p- 7. ‘ "

“ The Homan Catholw Au,hbl[hops of Ileland at
their mecting in Dublin, in 1791, addrefled 2 letter to
the Pope, wherein they deferibed the mtfreprefema-'
tions that had been recently pubh{hed ‘of their confe-

cration oath, and the great mjury to the: Cathohc body;
arifing from them....:.

¢ After due deliberation at Rome, the Congl egatxon of
Cardinals’ appointed to fuperintend the ecclefiaftical  af-
fairs of thefe kxngdomu, returned an anfwer (of which
the following is an eXtra&) by the authonty and ~coln-
tand of hlb Holifiefs :

13 Moﬁ
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i Maﬂ Ligfirious dnd moft Re'ver?tnd Lords, and .,

45 Brothers*,

“« We percelve from your late letter, the great unea-
finefs you labour under fince the publication of a pam.
phiet, entitled, The prefent flate of the Church of Ireland,
—from which our detractors have taken: occafion to re-
pew the old calumny againft the Catholic Religion with

“increafed acrimony ; namely, thet this religion is by no

_means compatible , with thefafety of kings and repudlics ; be=
caufe, as they fay, the Roman Pontiff being the father and
mafter of all Catbolics, and inwifted with fuch great authority,
that be can free the lubfects of atner kingdoms frem their fide-
lzty ‘and oaths of allegiance to kings and princes ; he hasit
in his power, they contend, to caufe difturbances and
injure the public trauquhty of king loms, with eafe.

We wonder that you could be uneafy at thefe com-

plaints, efpecially after . your moft excellent brother and

apoftolical fellow-labourer, the Archbithop of Cathel 1,
and other firenuous defenders of the rights of the Holy
Sec; had evidently refuted, and exp‘amed away thefe
flanderous reproaches, in their celebrated writings.”—!n
this controverfy 2 moft accurate diferimiration fhould
be made between the genuine rxghts of the Apoﬁohcal
See, and thofe that are imputed to it by innovators of

this age for the purpofé of calumniating. ~ The See of Romé
never taught, that faith is not 1o be kept with the heterodss :~—
‘that an oath to kings feparated from the Catholic Communion,
can be_violated —that it is lawful for the Bifbop of Rometo
invade: their temporal rights and deminions.  We teo confider
an attempt - or defign agamjf the life of Kings and Princes
‘even under the prez‘ext of re/zgzm, as an HORRID aad DE-
/TESTABLE CRIME.”

“¢ His Holinefs, Pius VI, has not, however, dzﬁegardpd

vour

#"T'he original Latin will be fourd in o'vpo{'re colpmosin Dr. T’ oy’z
Paftoral[nﬂru&wu, 17¢3.~—(Coghlan, D ltrcgt}
4+ Dr. James Buder, -

W
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your requefts;and therefore, morder to effe&ually remevg
every occafion of caviland-calumny, which, asyou, write,
fome borrow from the words in the form of eath of obe:
dience to the Apsftolical See, that Bi{hops are required
to take at their confecration.—7 will profecutz* and' oppofe
beretics, §c. to'the utmoft of my pewer ; which wordsare
malicioufly interpreted as the fignal of war againit heres. .
tics, authonﬁn@; perfecution ‘and affault againft them, as
enemiies ; whereas the purfuit and appofition to here-
tics, ‘which the Bifhops undertake, are to be underfiood
as refernng to their folicitude and efforts in. convmcm‘g
’heretxcs of their errors, and procuring their reconcilia.
tion with the Catholic Church : his Holinefs has gracic
oufly condefcended to fubftitute in place of the ancient;
form of oath, that one which was publicly repeated b
the Archbithop of Mobilmw, to the great fatisfaction of
all the Court of Peterfburgh, in prefence of the Eme
prefs ; and which we tranfnit to you in this letter.
 In reality, who is there that does not know what

the Roman Church, the mother and miftrefs of all.
others, preaches, teaches, and ‘commands, on the duty
of obedience from fubjects to earthly pewers ?

““ At the very commencement of the yet mfant
Church, blefled Peter, Prince of the Apofiles, inftructs
ing the faithful, exhorted them in thefe:words :—Be ye.
Subjell to every human creature for God’s fake, whether it be
10 the king as excelling. or to governors as fent by bim, jfor the
punifbment of evi. doers, and far the praije of the good ;jfor
Jo is the will of God, that by doing well you may filence the
ignorance of foolifb men. Lhe Catholic Church being diL
redted by thefe precepts, the moft renowned chau‘pmnk

# No one word in the LEngli fhflanguage correfponds exaltly with Prze
SEQUAR, as ufed hure.  Ablira@edly it certaialy cannot be confidered 4y
fgn fying prrstcuTION. To make it bear this conftrudtion, it mult bg*
uaited with fome word of hoftile meaning, as Perfequi bello, gladis; &,
—one may evea {iy perfequi beneficio :—at any vate 1t ls_]uﬂ to adrait that
conftrudtion which the See of Rome idfelf NOW gives it-—it matters .00
whether it were ever dxffcr.ntly conflrued. (dee Ainfaorth’s Dt’“anary )
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of  the Chriftian name replied. to the Gentiles when rag.

ing”a‘gainﬁ them, as enemies.of the é‘nipire, with furi.

ous hatred ; 2we are confrantly praying, (Tertullian in Apo-

loget. chap.‘ Xxx.) that all :he emperovs may enjoy long life,

quiet government, a-loyul houlehold, @ brave army, a foithful

Jenate, anhoneft people and general tranquility. The Bithops

of Rome, {ucceflors of Peter, have not geafed” to inculcate

this. doctrine, efpecially to miflionaries, left any ill-will

fhould be excited againft the profeffors of the- catholic:
faith, in the-minds of thofe who are enemies of the Chrifs

tian name. We pafs over the illuftrieus proofs of this

fact preferved in the records of ancient Romar Pontiffs ;

of which yourfelves are not ignorant. We think proper,

notwith{tanding, to remind vou of a late admonition of-
the moft wife Pope Benediét XIV. who in his regulations-
for the Englith miffions, which are likewife applicable.
to vou, {peaks thus :—The Ficars. Apoftolic are to take di-

ligent.care that. the miffionariss. behave on all occafions with-
integrity and decorum, and thus become gocd modeis: to

others ; and particularly that they be always ready &1 cele-

brate the jacred rffices, to communicate: proper i1 firultions ¢o

the people, and 10 comfart the. fick- with their affyftance ;

that- they by all. means vois public affembiies of vile meny

and taverns. . .. . - The Vicars themfelves are pariici -

lariy charged to punifb ii fach mannsr as they can, but fe-

vérely. all thoft who do nut [peakof the public guvernment:
apith.re/peli.’”

- ¢ England herfelf can, witnefs the deep-roo ed ,im-_
preflions. fuch admonitions have made on the minds of
Catholics. It is well known, that in the late war. which
had extended. to. the greater part of America, when
moft flourithing provinces, inhabited; almoft, by perfions
I}:piirated,,ﬁrmﬁ the Catholic Church, had rennunced the-
government of the King of Great-Britain ; the province
of Canada alone, filled as it isalmoft withinnumerable
Catholics, although artfully. tempted, and-not Yfft"f""‘“
getfub ef the old: French. government, ‘remained moft
faithfulin irs allegiance to Englandi. Do you, mo‘(i e’
cellent Prelates,. converfe frequently on thei@"Ef?“F‘ngs ;

‘ ‘ often.
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oftén remind your fuffragan Prelates of them : whep
preaching to your poeple, exhort them again ard again
to bonour all men, to love the brotherbood, to fear God,
go_’ bonour the king. 7 '

«¢ Thofe duties ofa Chriftian are to be cherifhed in
every kingdom and fiate, but particularly in your own,
of Great-Britain and. Ireland, where, from the benevo.
lence of a moft -wife King, and other moft excellent
rulers of thofe kingdoms towards Catholics, no- cruel
and grievous burden is impofed : and Catholies them.
felves experience 2 mild and gentle government. - If you.
purfue this line of condu@ unanimouily; if youa&tin -
the fpirit ofcharity; if, while youdirectthe people of the -
Lord you have nothing in view but thefalvation of {ouls,
adverfaries will be athamed (we repeat it) to caluminaté,,
and willfreelyacknowledge that the Catholic Faithisof hea.
venly defcent, and calculated not only to procure a blet
fed life, but likewife, as St. Auguftin oferves in his 138th
letter, addrefled to Mareellinus, to promote the moft lafl.
ing peace of this earthly city; inafmuch as it is the fafet
prop and thield of kingdoms,. . Let thofe who fay (the

~words are thofe of the Holy Do&or) that the dorinesf
Chrift is boflile to the Republic, pal'oduce'an army affuc‘l}--
Joldiers as the do&trine - of Chrift bas reguired 5 let them .
Jurnifb fuch iubabitarts of provinces, fuch bufbands, fuch
wives, fuch parents, fuck chisdren, fuch mafiers, fuch fer-
vants, fuch kings, fuch ju'ges, finally Jueb payers of debls.
and colleGors of the revenue, as the doitrine of Chrifen-
Joins s and then they may dave to affert that it is inimical o
dbe vepublic: vather let them not befitate to acknowledge,
 thatit is, when pratiifed, of greas advantage to the repubiic,
The fame holy Doéor, and all the other thhers‘nﬂh‘c’
Church, with one voice, moft clearly demontftrate. by
dnvincible arguments, that the whole of this falutary
~doClrine cannot exift with permanent confiftency and
ftability ; or flourifh except in the catholic fociety;
.which is {pread and preferved all over the world by com-
~ munion with tlie See of Rame as a facred bond of union,
.divinely conne@ing both. From our very high efteem
ana
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and affe@ion for you, we earneftly with that the great
God may very long preferve you fafe. Farewcll
~ Rome, 23 June, 1791,
As your Lordfhip’s moft aﬁe&mnate bro her
L. CARDINAL ANTONELLI, E’rcfec’r
A. ARCHBISHOP OF ADEN, bccretary

Szr 7 C. HIPPISLET ¢ Remark.

“ I have here recited an extra& of confiderable- i‘ength
from this doeumerit, becaufe the Honourable Member
“has ‘himfelf alluded to a part of it, where he obferves an
alteration of the Pontifical Oath made at the inftance
of the Emprefs of Ruffia. I could with a reference may
‘be made to the original Latin, which will be found in
Dr. Troy’s work ; from whlch this tranﬂatmn is alfo
feleted —The Pontifical Refcript for the alteration of
the. Pontifical Oath to be taken by the Irifh Cathohc
Prelates is as tollows ;o .

 FROM AN AUDIENCE HAD .OF HIS HOLINESS ON THE
QTH DAY OF JUNE, 1791.*

. ¢ The Archbifhops metropolitans of the kingdom of
Jreland reprefented to his Holinefs, that from the igno—,
rance or malice .of fome perfons, certain expreflions in
the form of the Oath, prefcnbed by the Roman Ritual
to be taken by Bxﬂmps at their confecration, and by
.Archblfhops on receiving the Pall, have been mifrepre-
fented ; which has added new perplexities to thofe
which they daily experience in a kingdom where the
catholic faith is not the religion of the ftate : wherefore
they, humbly: rcqueﬁed if it thould appear expedient to
his Holinefs, that he would vouchfafe to apply a remedyby
ffomc a& of his apoﬁolxcal vigilance. His Holinefs, on thlb

report being made to him by me the underwritten,all cir-
_cumftances

% Vide Dr. Troy’s Paltoral Addrefs, 1793
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cumftances of the cafe maturely. confidered, was gracioufs
ly pleafed to grant, that the Bifhops of the kingdom of
Ireland, at their confecration, and the Archbifhops.on,
receiving the. Pall, may ule the fame form of oath, which, .
was taken by the Archbithop.of Mbvhilow*, in the empire.
of the Mufcovites, by permiffion of his fa.i_d,lein’cfs,;
and which, is as follows ¢
I N. N &c. (asin the Roman Pontifical to the clapfe—.
Al Heresics, Schifmatics, and Rebels, cgainft-our. faid:
Lord, and bis fucceffors afor<fsid, I will to the utioft of
my power, profecute and gppofet——which is entirely omit..
ted: )afterwardsthe words —the Cardinal Prefectof the Satred;
Corgregation for propagating the Fuith, are fubftituted inftead.
of the Cardinal Proponent in the Congregation of the Sacred
Council. 'The form concludes with thele words : [will;
objerve all and everyone of thefe things the more inviolably,
as I am firmly convinced thai there is nothing contained in.
them, which can be cantrary to the fidelity I owe to the.
moft ferene King of Great-Britain and Ireland, and to bis.
Sucee[fors to the throne. 5o belp me God and. thefe bily-
Gofpels of Ged. Thus I promife, and engage. -
Dated at Rome, in the houfe of the {aid Sacred Congre..
gation the 23d Day of June, 1791. ‘
L. CarpiNvarn ANToONELLL, Prefe&.
A. ArcHplsHOP ADANLN, Secretary,*

Sir §. C. Hiprister’s Remark.

The learned Member will obferve that his confirudti-
on of the words * Hegreticos persequar et impugnabos” 18
very widely at variance with that which is inculcated by
Rome herfelf.—~=I fhould not have been fatisfied that-
the popular fenfe imputed to thofe words, was difclaim-.
cd by the Cathalics of this kingdom, if the See of Rome
had held the contrary; but I muftown. that I am, in

' ' this.”

* Mqhil@w was erefted iate.“an ar’cﬁbiﬂmp‘ric, with a chapter, by the
Pope Pius VI. The frft Arxchbifhop Staniflaus Sicftrzencewes, was aps

pointed in a confiftory at Rome, 2 tft December, 1783, and is fill living:
¥ Bifhiop of Cloyre’s tranflation,
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“¥his inftafice, perfe‘&ly fatisfied with the declaration of

Rome itfelf, as | read it, thus filemnly made, and as'[
know from the moft authentic collateral authorities,
that' notwithftanding the perfecuting fpirit avowed by
fome individual writers, and manifefted alfo by fome in.
dividual Pontiffs, that fuch a fpirit is not confiftent

“with the recognifed do@rines of the See of Rome.”

_ Though all fuppofitions againft the declarations of the
Roman Pontiff and the catholic univerfitics are vain, the
writer offers an argument of more impofing authority,
‘capable of reducing to filence, a man fteeled againft con-
viction, if deep rooted prejudice, combined with intereft,
could be filent, thatis, the Catholics of the United King-
dom, rather than take an oath, inconfiftent with the

' principles which they profefs, have during the fpace of

one hundred years fubmitted to all thepenalties and dif-

bilities of a fyftem of penal laws, the moft infulting and

oppreffive that human imagination has yet fuggefted ;

“laws, which that celebrated Statefman Edmund Burke

called ferseious 5 1aws of which the Catholics of Ireland in
their: petition to Parlidment for a mitgation fay : « for
Dear one hundred years we, our fathers and grand-
fathers have groaned under 2 code of laws (in fome parts
_already purged from the Ratutes) the Jike of which,
no<age, no nation, no climate ever faw.”—8ee Parnell,
P 134, - ) .

In the fame petition they fay : * with regard to our
~civil principles, we are unalterably, deeply and zzaloui-
ly, attached to his Majefty’s perfon and government . . .
with regard to the conftitution of the Church, weare,
indeed, inviolably attached to our own, firfl, becaufe
we believe it to be true j and next becaufe, beyond be-
liet,  we know ‘that its principles are ;alculate?i.to mjke
us, and have made us, good men and good citizens”—
ibidem. . ' .
" Neverwas teftimony more public, more authentic,
more honerable! Ihe teftimony of four millions ! The
'teﬁi‘mbnj;fa‘f men incapable of ‘compromifing with con-

3

fcience !
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~fcience! The teftimony -of: mnn, who knew the phnm
ples of their religion, who believed them true, and who
beyond ‘belief, knew them to be found and good! If
they had been as condefcending as Charas; . whofe: coms |
p.anfance in profefling a faith, which he did not believe
‘true, in compliance with the injunétions of the Inquifi.
tion, this caftigator laments, they would, like him, have
filenced confcience, and by an oath have freed themfelves
from all difabilities. It is therefore thanifeft as the
fun at mid-day that what they difclaim they do not
believe.

Before the writer proceeds to dlfcufl the Tdi inburgh
caftigator’s effurts to perplex the truch of the perpetual
vifibility of Chrifi’s church, agd his artful endeavours
to mvolve in-obfeurity a truth, . which extorts the affent
of the vunbiafled underflanding, he finds it neceffary to
inform the unpréjudiced reader that there is no article
of do@ring, {o univerfally mifunderftood by diffenters

" of different - defcriptions as the pope’s primacy or fupre:-
macy as it is called. It Is almoft invariably mifrepre. .
fented, fome through ignorance, others through artifice;
many through a dceply rooted prejudice, which affumes
the appearance, 1f not the reality of the moft virulent
rancour, flate it entirely different from what i is in re-
ality, they perfuade themfelves that this hideous form,
which it ‘takes in their cancered imagination, is fomes
thing real ; hence thefe furious declamations and fenfelef
invectives againft all popes mdxfc'nmmately If‘in‘the
annals of ages it appears, that at any time, or inany
country, ahu pope’s injuntions were not implicitly obey-
ed, though in a thoufand inflances it appears thathis
pnmacy was univerfally acknowledged, this f)htaly s
{tance of non compliance is feized with avidity,-as if fuf:
ficient to confound a truth, ‘which the hiftory of all
Chmcbes, and the unanimous confent of Chriftians ate
teft.” If thefe men would filence p;ejudlce and ~on 2
fubject fo interofting to- the 'peace, of the Chriftian
Church, taking regfun for their guide, confult hiftory

with,
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'fvvitliiaview to trath,they would find this ﬁon‘-édtnpiianéé
with the pope’s injun&ions, did not proceed from any"
Qppoﬁti\ﬂn‘ to his primacy, of which there was not the
fhadow of 2 doubt, but from an idea of his interference
on that particular eceafion béihg an ihfringement of the
rights of patriarchs, of metropolitans, or national fy-
nods, which were fecured to them by ecclefiaftical rules
and canons, thefe rights the popes themfelves poffefled
“and exerciied within certain limits; but if on any oca
‘cafion they extended thefe  rights beyond. their hmits
they were, {ure of meeting oppnfition 3 hence we find
that Cyprian confidering the queftion of rebaptifation as
a matter of ecclefraltical difcipline, over which the Afri-
‘can prelates in their national fynods exercifed an uncon-
trouled jurifdi@ion, refufed to accede to Stephen’s deci.
,{fion, and refifted even his threats, becaufe he th_ough’t it
an encroachment on the rights of the national church of
Africa, though no man had a more profound refpeét fox
the Apoftolicil See of Rome, as every man muft fee whq
reads his works. He calls it the See of Peter, the principal
Gburch, the fource of facerdstal unity, &c. In Jike manner
the Afiatic bithops, with Polyerates, of Ephefus, at their
‘head, confidering thecélebrationof Eafteronany particular:
dajl,a,sa matter of‘mere‘ eccleﬁaﬁicé} difgipline,_with‘in ;hc
j‘uri»fdiétion of their national fynod; notWithﬁan_dihg the
‘remonftances of pope Victor, and his threats of ex-
communication for difobedience, perfifiedin celebrating
ihe Eafter on_ the 14th day of the moon with'the Jews;
yet that thefe prelates never doubred the primacy of the
pope is clear from the letier written by Polycrates in
‘their name and addrefled to that pontiff. ¢ We celebrate
the Eafter inbio}ab‘ly,”'fays "Polycrates.“withoutadding or
diminifhing;” he thep enumerates many holy bithops and
thartyrs who celebrated the Eafter iu the fame manner,
amongfl them he names St. john‘,' the eyangehﬁ, agd
St. Philip; an apoftle, with his two daughtcr‘s nuns, or, as
‘he calls them; '-w'rgz'm', [it feems tl}iS ngm{cnﬂc_.;l m;ﬂ_xtz%nr _
‘on, which the -caftigator hates, was zmhonged by the
- XL N } apf;}:‘;issl'
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apoftles] fo“owmg their example he was not alatmed st
the pope s menace s * for me,” fays he, © who have-
lived fixty-five yearsin the Lord, who Have commum.‘.
cated with all the brethren in the wor]d who haveread
the whole feripture, I am not troubled at what is pro.

pofed to ter rify us : Tknow that they, who were greater.
than ], faid it is more neceflary to obey God than men.”

« g might,” continues Polycrates,  name the blfhops

who are prefent;, whom I affembled at your requetft, if

I named them you would fee their great multitude, and -
knowing my littlenefs they have all notwithftanding

approved my letter,”—=Fuf. L. v, cap. 24. Is not this

the language of a man, who writes to his fupérior?"
. Who afligns the realons why he does not comply with his
injunétions ? It is rcm:urkable that, in thefe dlfputes,

Stephen and ViGtor were corred, and their decifions weré

founded ; Cyprian and Polycrates were deceived, and

their oppoﬁtlon produdtive of bad con[equences, as isim:

variably the cafe when lawful'authority is refifted.

The declaration of the French Clergy affords 1rreﬁﬁl~ .
ble evidence that oppofition to the pepe’s interference on .
certain occafions may be withodt prejudice of his fupre-
macy. In the third article of that declaration they fay :
“§ the w;eraﬁe of the Ecclefiaftical Power is to be regulated by
the canons”  'Thefe articles have been firenuoufly fup-
ported by Boffuetin bis defence of the declaration of the

~French Clergyy yet no man ever fufpeted Boffuet of
being difaffected to the papal fupremacy in its true fenfe :
few men have demonfirated with more force or eﬁicacy
the divine original of this fupremacy, andits mdlfpenfa-
ble neccﬂity for the fupport of order, unammlty and uni-
cnin’ the Chriftian church.” It is almoft 4n intuitive
~ truth that withouc one fupermtendmg power there can
be no union or unavizmty it bifhops were all indepéns
dent we fhould have as many fedts and fchifms as there
are bifhops of difcordant views; and the Chriftian
church would refemble thof jarring fedts, which are dis
vided and {u.bdmdcd nto as man) feparite focieties a8
there
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there are leaders, who lend their ;opinions, and form
parties, there being no general {uperintendant, in whom
the authority of the whole is concentrated, and who in
the. exercife’ of that authority, to filence clamours, to.
prevent diflentions and. difputes, and to confine the
reftlefs and turbulent within due bounds, is fﬁpportcd.
by the whole. This is a truth fo irrefiltible that the
moft learned proteftants admic it. * Melinéhon, wha
firft afflumed the name, in his anfwer to Billicanius fays :
“ we agree that the government of bithops in different
churches and the Prefidency. of the Bifbop.of Rome over
them is a legal form : for the pope’s {fupremacy would
tend much to preferve amonglt different pations the
* unity of dotrine, {o that were other points. agreed on
the popes fupremacy might be. eafily allowed.” And,
Grotius, a maan. célebnated/ih the republic of letters, in
bis difcuffion of Rivett’s Apology, gives it as his opini-
on, that Proteftants will never be united with each other..
until they. are fo with thofe, who adhere to the See of
Rome, without which he fays no common agreement
ur government can be expected. o
Fhe ancients had a juft notion both of the papal and
patriarghal authority,the patriarchal aswell as t.he xpfét«rq-
politan juri{diction they knew te be of ecclefiaftical right,
e,_{tabliﬂgéd either by immemoprial cuﬁom, as was that of-_
"Alexandria,and Antioch, or by decrees of General Coun-
cils as was.that of Conftantinople. That they thougift
the 'pa‘t‘_r_ianchak jurifdi&ion'variable‘, thc, I}if-’cory of this
latter See ﬁbrds -ample proof : it was originally fuffra-
an to Heraclea ; in complaifance to the emperor, who
had fixed his chief refidence in that city, it was clcYated
to the rank of metropolitan ; in the fecond Council of
Conftantineple, at which none of the Weftern prelates
.affifted, the bithop of that city ebtaingd the prerogative
of honour after the bifhop of Rome, becaufe, fa,l,c.l the
prelates, Conftantinople is 2 New: Rome—Canon il Be

this obtained a precedence over the ancient patriarchj
o D1 - . A . 1
of Alexandria and Antioch ;- ~a‘nd, finally in the Counc@ ;

\
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of (‘ha!cedon, Anatolius, the then bifhnp, an artful and
intriguing prelate, by the influence of the Court, ob. 7
tained a confirmation of this' rank of precedence after
the bithop of Rome, together with an extenfive jurif.
dicion, and fimilar privileges within his new jurifdiétion
to thefe which the Roman pcmtlff exercifed: within the
patriarchate of Rome. The twenty- e.ghth canon I,
thus concelved P the Fathers had reafon to grant to
the See of old ane its prwxleges, becaufe 1t was the
ruling city, and through the fame motive the l_v,f) Fa.
thers have ]udged that the new Rome ((‘nn : which is
honored wuh the cmpue and the fenate fhould have the'*
fame advantages in the ecclefiaftical order and be thé
fecond after it.”” “The Fathers then fpecify the prm]e
ges which they confer “on the See of (‘onﬁantmoplc
“ fo that,” continues the canon, the melroPnlxtans of
the dlﬁmc’}s of Puntux of lhrace, and of Afla onlv,
and the btfhops of thefe dmcef 8, whlch are z,mrmgﬁ the :
Barbanm% be ordamed by the See of CnnﬂantmopleA
Itis well underftood that each metropohtan of thefe -
difiriéts will ordain the blfhops of his Province w1th‘
his comprovincial hnfhops accmdmg to the canons’”
Though this canon did not abndgc in any fcpfe the
pope’s foverelgn _]unfdlc’hon, nor mterferc at all wxbh
his authority as chief.paftor of the church yct Leo the
Great quafhed the canon for two reafons : firft, becaule
it fallely . aﬁlrtcd that pr1v1leges were granted by the
Fathers to the Roman See becaufe it was. the 1mperlal
cxty, which was a mamfeﬁ; falfehood : for the authomy
of the Roman pontiff as chief paftor of the church was~
derived from St. Peter, and was of diviné mﬁltutlon,»ﬂ
and, the prlvﬂeges, which he exercifed as Patriarch of
the Weft were founded on immemorial cuftom, as 'were
thofe of the patriarchs of Alexandrm and Antioch ; 3 and
fewndly, becaufe it amhonfed an ufurpatmn of the an-.
cient rights of the patriarchs of Aiemndna and Antioch,
wu,ch had been’ ccnﬁrm;:a to them by the Council of
Nxce, in the 4th canon, ef which this canon of Chaleer
don/
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~gdon'was a notorious infraction. I the jurifdition of
“the See of Rome had 'been o.f’e‘ccleﬁaﬁical‘rl;ght or inlti-
. tution, nothing could prevent Anatolius, fuf)ported by
the whole weight of the Imperial Court, from obtaining
for his Sce of Conflantinople, arank of precedence be
-fore that See, as he did before the Sees of Alexandria
and Antioch. The jurifdiction which Anatolius obtain-
ed in the diftri@s (pecified in. the canon did not abridge
the pope’s patriarchal jurifdi@ion: it never extended to
them difiri@s ; nor did he at any time interfere with the
‘rights of the Eaflern patriarchs in ‘fupﬁrintending the
eleGtions, and canonical inftitutions of the prelates fub-
je& to their Sees ; or in other prints of church difcipline, -
‘over which they exercifed their patriarchal jurifdi@ion
controled by the canons alone, the obfervance of which
was enforced by the pope’s authority as fucceflor to
'Peter, and chief paftor ef Chrift’s fock. Hence Gregory
" the Great, in the letter o Eulogivs, injudicionfly cited
by‘thé céﬁigatof, fays: * nothing can redound to my
honour, which conduces to the dithonour of my bre-
thren: [ place my honour in maintaining them in-
theirs.¥  And, in a letter to John, bithop of Syracufe,
‘ﬁaeaking of thebifthop nf‘CQnﬁa’ntipop‘le, who had aﬁ"umeq ’v
“the title of univer/al bifbop, as if he were the oaly bifhop,
and all other prelates his vicars, Gregory fays: ©“ as to
. his faying that he is fubjeét to the Apoftolical See, if any
~fault be tound ‘in bithops, I do not know what bifhop -
isnot fubje@t toit; but if no fault require its intcrfe.r-&
ence, fhey are all eqsual ac;ording to the rule of nhurp’ih-
-éy.”-—-L-.' Vil Ep. 05, ‘Eleqry, j\_vhn never m;{Tcd an
opportunity of deprefling papal authority, l‘f?mﬁll"ks on
sthis paffage : ¢ thefe words of St. Gregory indicate in
a precife manner, the limits ofthe} power of the Head of
the Ghurch : as long as bithops do their duty, he treats -
them . as his' equals, but heis the fuRenor of th¢m all
‘when there is a queftion of correftion.”—L. xxxv.
" Afier difcharging a certdin portion of feetid bile, Wlth
which this Edinburgh caftigator feems to. be gi‘ﬁiglry
‘ over-
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‘over-charged, in &enouncmg maledi@tions agamﬁ the.
Beaft of Babylon, and. foretelling the eternal di ﬂblutum of
the Romifh Church immediately 1mpend1ng, whethef to .
§ill his pamphlet, or to furprife the good wives.with his
great, erudition, he gives us all the notes of the: cathohc.
church, as taken from Bellarmine. Quere——-Has he ever:
read a line in the works of that controvertift > Docs he
rightly underftand the lapguage in. which they are writ. ,_
ten! Would he condefcend to obligé us with a refutation,
of Bellarmine®s reafoning on the fubjeét? Hig Labor, by
gpns. -He has done itin a fummary way—Dby faying no- -
thing. Paﬂing from Bellarmine, he recites. this, paffige.”
from the writer’s remarks : “ He, the writery ‘does not -
enquire whether the Church. of Chrift be the Roman,
Church or. the Englith Church, or 2 Church, of any:.
other denomination : fuch, an enquiry is ufelefs ¢ for if
it be incontrovertibly true, that the Church of Chrift is.
and was perpetyally vifible fince the publication of the.
new law on the day of Pentecolt ; all the different focie-
tics, which have fince been formed, all. the churches,
whofe commencement is fixed by catholics, to a later.
date, and admitted by the members, of thefe churches. to,
have commenced at that time, in their prefent. form, are’
manifeftly no parts nor-partions of the one Churchof!
Chrift, at all times, and without ceflation vifible.”” . To,
this he replies, that no proteftant church; which proceeds.
on feriptural principles, acknowledges: a commencement:
at a later date than the days of the apof}les,” 151 " His,
fpirit’ of - divinatipn forgot to remind him that the firfk
Proteftant Church, of which the world knows any, thing,,
acknowledged it, if we may believe Luther himfelf arid
his panegyrifts. This patriarch of reforming memory
fays that in his firlt effay, and- to.de him juftice, it was.
a mafter-piece, “ he was all alone,”? primo folu: eram”
I alone,” fays he, “ rolled the ftone. ~-Tom. ii. Fol. 63.
1 was alone in danger, forGken by all, affified by none.™
This firft proteftant church gommenced in, him, and not
‘ befare him ; for he had not one. afiiftant.  His. teftimo-
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ny, however ftrong, is confirmed by his ableft panegyrifts,
Doétor Tillotfen, in his 4gth fermon, fays: ““in the be-.
‘ginning of the reformation, when popery had overrun
‘thefe weftern parts, and fubdued her enemies on every fide,
and Antichrift (the Pope) fat fecurely in the guiet pof-
“feffion of his Kingdom,;Luther arofe,a bold, rough man,
but a_fit wedge to cleave afunder fo hard and knotty a
block, appearing fioutly againft the grofs errors of the
‘Church of Rome, and for a long time flood alone.” And
Jewell aflures us, that ¢ The truth was unknown at the
time, and unheard of, when Martin Luther firlt camé to
the knowledge of the gofpel ”—Ap. B.iv. Ch. 4. And
Perkins, the cclebrated Profeffor of Cambridge goes fur-
“ther, he fays: that *° Before Luther, for many hundreds
_of years fuch an -univerfal apoftacy overfpread the whole
world, that the Proteflant Church was mot wifible any
where,” Per.on the Creed, p. 400. As achurch ofany
~ kind, whether true or falfe, is, and muft of all neceflity
be, ‘compofed of men, women and children, by whatever
bond they are united ; at leaflt ip this fublurary world
of ours there is noinvifible church : for there are no’
invifible men, women or children to compofe it. The
man who refifts this truth is not found in head, or
heis horribly depraved in heart. It is therefore irrefiftibly
true that the firft proteftant church commenced in Luther,
and, if we believe his greateft admirers and moft zealous
difciples, on whom a double portion of his fpirit defcend-
&d, the century writers of Magdeburgh, to whofe re-
{earches our Edinburgh caftigator is indebted for all t,he‘i:e
garb}éd' extraéts with which he has ﬁl‘le\d a volume, it
eridéd with him : for they fay in their prefaceto ?he
fecond century: ¢ the greatelt variations in do&rine
and chan,;r,es feem to impend ; thus the fins of men de-
{ferve, which are growing every day more atrocious,
(Erafmus thought fo too) the times, of the Germanic
prophet Martin Luther, by whofe.vo‘lce ‘Va“nd miniftry thc
light of the gofpel was recalled, as if from the Egyptian

darknefs, almoft correfponded with the age of 'th'c All?"ﬂ
’ ' ' : ‘ tles 3
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{tles ; but now fince his death; we have entered as 1%
were into another age of the gofpel, in which- fo many
religious frenzies, fanuf:cz/'me begin to fpnng up and
gradually to reign  and i rheir preﬁlce to the sth
Cen. after lamentmg that many of luther dn&rmes
were already forgotten, they fay : ‘f the truth “that was
brought to'view “has already perifbed, and that fuddenly
philolophy, popery, and other fedts,” far and wide, oc.
cupy the firft chair in the temple of God.” We have it
then from Luther and his friends, that the ﬁr& proteﬂan’c‘
church commenced in him ; he was fhe foundauom
frone on which the edifice was rzufed and /Je/x'oad a long
z‘mze alone 5 and we have it fvom his d1fc1ples that it ended.
with him : the foundation’ was rotten, and’ the fuper.
,ﬁru&ure tumde into ruins, and that fudde’n/v they fay,
““ ¢t id repente.””  Calvin,, EIN boafied father of another
grand divilion of the reformed churches; fays, that hlS’
divifion began wich him@lf: “ we have, been forced,”
fays he, Ep 14° “ to renovngce the comfnunion- of the
whole world.”  This has been invariably and univerfil
ly acke owledg:d by proteﬁants of every defcnpnon.
Lhn]mﬂ"worth _affigns the reafon, * becaufe,” fays bey
“ Safe Way, Chov. T they were convinced by all manner
of eviderce, as {cripture, reafon. and | aquuty. that all
the mfb/e churehes in the world had degencnted fromy the
purity of the co«pel ? We muft, then, c»onc}ude that
thefe {irft proteftant churches did not~a& on f(,nprumi'
principles 3 does this lalt charch , fathior.ed ly our Edin.
bui‘gh caxhgatm P We mammm Mays hie, that-we have
only re-aflunmed ouroriginal form aftel having been, trans-
f02’;.“:’(j1 ito 1he iniage of the Begft. Fhis his new Church,
‘therefore, had been, during a lapfe of centurxcs., in the
image of the beaff, and then refumed its. ongmal form,
Tothis the writer repheb, that if this fancied exiftence.ofa
Chorch in the image of the Bﬂamhad been real, itwas not
the church of Chrift, nor any pmnon or mtegrant part
of the church of Chrift © for Chrift is head of bis
Church ; ; he rea“ms his church by the mxm"try of his,
' apofties,
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%i:p(sﬁles, and their fucceffors, and it is animated by his
*:fp‘irit : to pretend that Chriftis head of a church in the
image of the bealt is the moft atrocious blafphemy.
Hence it follows that befides this church in the image of
the beaft, on which this caftigatd:’s difordered brain has
beftowed an imaginary ekiftence, there muft have been
fome other church, of which Chrilt is; and was the head,
if it be true that his church was perperually vifible. He
has not deigned to tell us in what form the protefiant
churches exiffed in the apofllles’ days ; or when they
ceafed to exift in that form and were ;t'ratlsform‘ed into
the image of the bedlt. Thefe are abfrufe queftions. The
“truth is, we do not %now in what form they éxift on
this prefent day @ we know they aré numerous, uncon-
nedted, difcordant in their principles of faith, and
church difcipline, agrecing in n‘othin_g but  their
iﬁi{agreemsnt and oppolition to what they call po-
‘pery; we know from better authority than. this caftl
gator, that in the apoftles days there was, but ore
church profefling the fame faith ** una ﬁde;,i’ one faith,
'participa{ing the fame facraments : ¢ unum bapti mg” one
baptifim, ~Eph. iv. United under the fame chief paftor
Peter, who was.commiflioned by Chrift to feed his flock,
—Joha xxi. We know that this one church was a vi{ible
focicty compofed not of fouls or angels, or other in-
vifiblz beings, but of mortals liks ourfelves, fo perfe..&ly‘
“anited in the profeflion of the fame faith, participation of
thefameé facraments,and obedience to thefuine chief pz%ftor',
that the"apoﬁle Paul, fays : it was one body ** unun "corpm’,’
dnimated with one and the fame {pirit—"*¢ unus fpiritus.”’
Eph. iv. Does this caltigator pretend that the numerous,
or rather innumerable churches, which call themfelves
proteftant, are fo 1);;‘fec't1y united 'as.to‘ ﬂm?q' one cem
pact body, animated by one and the i;%mfz fpn:xt ? Ir. fo,
why thefe difputes,diffentions and vatiations “11(19&”““"_
- which commenced with the reformation and are’ every
day increafing ? If not, the proteftant churches have not

. r sy i he 3 ‘ d:‘ 'S
re-affumed the form of the church in the apoftles I;t
) Y “
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But perhaps the calligator, confines the re-afflumption of
the form of the apoftolical church to that particular pro.
teftant church, of which he is himf{elf chief paftor. There
are —many, who pretend an equal right, and with
equal jullice, all thefe he muft exclude on the plmap]e of
. felf defence, and at the fame time he excludes himfelf
from the promifes of Abraham, and from the inberitance
promifed to that patriarch, who is, if we “believe’ §t.-
Paul, the father of all, who believe in Jefus Chrxﬁ
Rom. iv. 16. “ Inthy feed fhallall the nations of'the
earth be bleffed,” Gen. xxvi, 4. St. Paul fws, that’ thas
promife was made to Jefus Chrift, that in him and by»
him all nations of the earth fhould be blefied.—Gal. iij,
16.  The church of Jefus Chriftis therefore, the church
" of ail nations and of all ages, for no reafon can be aﬁigned
why it fhould be confined to one age in preference to
others, more particularly as the angel Gabriel, announe-
ing his incarnation faid, “ Of his kingdom there will be
no end. ”——Lu;m, i, 33, 'The church of this reverend\
and caulgarmv p"—LPor is fo far from “being the church of
all nations, thatitis not the church of afiy nation at all,
and it is fo veryfar from being the church of all ages.‘
_that he himflf fays, it was the image of the Beaft for
many ages. The moft idle conceit, and ridiculous fub:
tertuge whzch the writer remembers to have feen. In its
prefent form, it is as oppofite to the church founded by.-
the apoflles as darknefs is to light': for in the apoftolical
church the paftors were conftituted by Jefus Chrift him-
{elf, the great thepherd, as St Paul called him.—Heb.
xii, 20. lmmediately, astheapofile Peter and his fel-
low. apoflles, or mcumc]y by their miniftry as Paul and
Bamaby —A&s ®ii, 2..... As they were mimﬂermg
to the Lord and fufing * néfleuontin.” '1he Holy Ghott
Aaid: fegregate for me Barnaby and Payl, for the wo;k to
““which Thave called them ; ; then faffing and praying, and
impofing hands on them, they difmiffed them *¢ (thxs
7‘0”f€’”f€a[”l‘€fﬂ/ﬁm Wh»f‘l the cn.&m;ator hates, was in
uie in the wpoﬂohfal church,) and {o on in {ucceflion as’
Timothy
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TFimothy and Titus ordained by Paul-—1 Tim. iv, 14
¢ Do not neglect the grace which is in you, which was
given to you, by prophefy with the impofirion of hands of
the priefthood,and 2d Tim. i. 6.  For which. reafon
I'remind you to rekindle the grace of God which is in
you, by the impolition of my hands.” This.impofition
of hands, which. we catholics call the facrament of or-
,delrs, conferred a permanent grace : for the apoftle fays:
% It was in him from the time that he had conferred the
pricfthood on him, by the impofition of his ‘hands, and
this fame grate was conferred on others by the apoftles’
difciples”—Titus i,v. ** For this reafonl left you in
Crete, that yop might correét defefts, and conftitute
Priefls in each city, according to the orders which I have
given you.” In tghis new modelled Church over whicl,
this caftigator [?_re_ﬁ_des? Chrift does not conflitute paftors,
cither immediately by himfelf, or mediately by the mi-
niftry of his apoftles, or their fucceffors in office ; but the
people elect, conflitute and appoint their paftors accor.
ding to their own views, literally verifying that prophecy
of 8t. Paul, 2d Tim.iv, 2 : “ There will be a time when
they willnot bear found dodtrine, but,according to their
‘fenfual defires, they will colle@ teachers for thémfelves,
with itching ears.” 'This is the firfk, and 2 ftriking dif-
ference it is, between this new modelled churph, and the
Church of Chrift in che apoftles’ days; the fecond is not
lefs remarkable: in the apoftolical church there was but
one faith-—“‘zmaﬁde&”-—-‘vEphh iv, and that one faith de-
}iv\emd,’ to the faithful by their paftors: The faith an’c
délivered to the faints”—Jude 3. “Have the form of
{otind words, which you beard from me in faith and charity,
‘which is in Chrift Jefus”—ed Tim. i, 13. In the next
chapter the. apolle fays to Timqt?y ¢ "fhefcl tbmgs
Wh:ich,yoq have heard from ITX‘C,‘VVHI‘} many witnefles,
the fame commend to faithful men, Who Wi!l be c:}pdble
of te‘a;chéng/ch@ljs?’;_‘-ii‘,v 2. Inthis n;w-mo‘c}el!cd cpurch
there age as maoy faiths. as faces, or fancies—to fpeak
correltly there isno faith at all, but as many opinions a$
S T there
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;here are md.vlduaxa capableof formmg an opmmn. Thig
isa dired and inevitable confequence. of that fundnmental
‘prmcxple, that every man mufl take the fcnptures for a,"
fole rule of faith; he muft therefore on prmmp]e fith his
faith from the fcrlptures bf his own indufiry, in other
words, he muft form his opinions, independenily, on thz,t'
fenfe of the {grlptme which prefents itfelf ‘to his view,
This.is neither lefs nor more than his puvate oplmon .
the man is deftitute of common fenfe who denies it. To
pnfs unnotxced an intuitive truth, that a great majont}
ofprote[hn*s are mcapible ofdeducm(* any opinion atall
from the {criptures; and muft, contrary to pjmc'ple, bor..
TOW fmm their teachers,or fremothers whochufe to lend
them ; 5 ofthefe it istrue ‘that’ they have nelther falth nor,
opinion ; it is, therefore, mamfeﬁly true, that thxs new
modelled Church has rot re-aflumed the form of the
apoftolical church ; and if it be true, as the ca{’ucrator fayq
and this the writer is wmmg to admlt that it was in the
image of the Beaﬁ, it yet contmues in the 1mage of the:
Beafl. !
" The form, fay plnlofophers, is that which limits the "
matter, and dlf’cmgmfhes the fubjett ef which it is the
form : henc\, the form of the apoﬁohcal church confifts.
in thefe charaé’cerlﬁxca, which limit that focxety called the
church, and dlﬁmgm{h it from every other {ociety. Thefe
have been defined by thc mfmred writers with great precx-
fion : they profefled one and the famc faith received from
paftors inflituted by Chrift hlmfclf ‘either, xmmedlately »
or mediately by their mlmﬁry ; they paztlcxpated in the
fame facraments ; they were united as one body, ammated‘
‘thh the fame {pirit under the fame vnﬁble hcad Eph iv.’
nourifhed by one and thefame fmnmal fnod * G1i éis artos
én Joma i polloi efmen Gigar panes ek tou énos ariau melec/oomen.;
So thexe 1s one bread, (the eucharift) we who are many,
one body : for we all p'ntake of this one bread. » *—1ftCor.
x, 17, Of thefe chara&teriftics not one is to be found -
in this neweft modelled church of the deburgh cz{‘uga-
fior, as the writer lias already ﬂhWﬂ.

Afccr
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After } navmg, with unuofyal conﬁdence, aﬁ'encd thag
this his neweft mode]led church had re-affumed its origi.
nal form, an expreflion, whleh he does not un(’eaﬂand
\wthout offering a fyllable in juftification of the affertion,
“hut as we ﬂmmmm,” the caﬁxgator fays, * the church
of Rome isan anti-chriltian church, ecaule it h1s not
fubfifted in its prefent form fince the apoflles* days.”
"This he. pretends to prove, notby argument, but by a
rhapfodmﬂ enumeration of popes, cardinals, archblihop<,
and mopks of different orders, which enable him to £ll
a page.  If the man knew the force of the term Jorm,
or if he knew any thmg of the charac:”tenﬁlea, which
con‘htute the form of a church, he'would not be tempted
even by‘vamty to expofe his ignarance to fuch contempt :
is it not aftonithing that a2 wan, who knf)ws nothidg of
the art of reafomng‘. thould prefume to write ona
ful & of deep refearch, with which he is totally unac-
quamted He might with equal propriety; rather w1th ,
riot lefs abfurdltv pretend that the form of a kmgdom
is changed by the eftablifhment of different corporations,
whlch have bye laws for the regulation of their own focie-
tles but he is told that thefe focieties of civil inflitu-
non, however different their relative duties, have no-
thmg to- do with the form of the kingdom ; in l]ke
manner. he is told, that thefe d1ﬂ‘erent rauks and orders
of eccleﬁa{hcal mﬂ;ztutlon bave nothmg; to, do with "the .
form. of the church, = They all profefs the fame faith ;
rhey parucxpate the fame facramente, and are united
under the fame vnﬁble head Peter’s fucceﬁor, as the
prlmmve chrx{hans were under Peter himfelf.. His ip-
Ve&wes reach the apoﬁleb them{}*lves : for they had
renounced ev\,ry thmgm tlus world to follow' Chrift, if
we believe Peter —Matt. xix. Fege nos re/xguxmu: omnia,
*and their 1mmedlate dxfc;pies followed the example.—
A&s iv.  That the Voluntary poverty, obedience, and
cha(’uty, promifed by all the religous orders,  have been
recommended, though not flricly enjomed by Chrift
himfelf has been thewn to demonﬁratlon-—fec Revxew,\ ,
P
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p-156-..... The obfervance of thefe virtues, if we
believe the caftigator, has depopulated the earth, “The
Saviour has therefore injudicioufly recommended them.
The caftigator’s invectives aré not confined to the apof:
tles ; the Saviour comes in for a thare, 'What a firange
antlpathy he repeatedly exprefles againft that anthuated
virtue called chaftity. There are, 1t common, fame. telk
truth, as many daughters of diffipation "in Lor\;ion angd;
Edinburgh, as there are nuns in Vienna, Rome, Paris,
Madrid, Naples, and the other capitals of all.the catholic
fates in Europe. In thefe capitals there. are-daughters,
of diffipation oo, yes, and many; but they do.not alrm,
this cafligating paftor’s humanlty his inveétives. do. not
_extend to them : tbey donot depopulate thc’wf)rld they
‘are pioully engaged in what he calls. the paffor’s. firkt
great dury,'that i¢, the propagation of the human fpecies.
Raynal thought fo too, and fo does that foul fiend who.
wanders 1n thc unwatered places. feekmg reft an.d ﬁnumg
none.—Matt. xii. 43. -

In his next chapter, he pretends to  examine the in.
dcfutnbxhty of the church, that is the pcrpetual and un-
mtcrrupted exiftence WhIC‘l it has always enJovcd “and:
will continue to poffefs tilt the end of time, Of this
dotrine, he fays, p. 130, proteftants are - as ftrenuous
{upporters as the Romifth church, but they will notads
mit the canfaquence which the writer has deduced. The
caftigater, is not the firft whom irrefiltible evxdem:c has,
forced to thife his ground ; but his evil genius has led.
himtoa pofition the moft unhucky, that ever entered:
man’s iinagination, that is, to tha image of the beaft, this.
is his laft refuge, in it' he makes a ftand. The confe:’
quence which the writer deduced, and Which{hg NOW, Té-.
peats, —-that if it be true, and true it is, if the fcrip- /
‘tares be not falle, that the chuxbh has. always: exifted,
~and will contihue to exift, unyil the end of time, it muft
aly ways: exilt in the fameform for it is the form, which
Jimits, Wh:{LL defines, wlwch con{’cltutes and dl{hnguxﬂlesa
(if then the form fmfes 10 exift, the church muft of alt

neceflity
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‘neceﬁ‘xty ceafe to exift : for no body can exift, whether
natural. or woral, ‘without its con{htutnt attributes 3
thus, for inftance, 1f the materials which compofe a ﬂnp
be employed in the conftrudtion of a houfe, the materials
<ontinue to exift, but not the fhip ; or'ifa State changes
1ts form of Governient, and from a monarchy becomes
4 republic, it is not~the monarchy which continues to
exift under a republican form : for the - one form ex-
«cludes the other, but the monarchy has ceafed to exift,
and the republic has fucceeded it ; in Jike manner if the
church fhould change its original form, and affume the
form of the Beaft ; it is not the church which would
continue to exifl under the form of the Beaft ; but the
church would have abfolutely ceafed to exift, and the
Tynagogue of Satan would have fucceeted, in which
this Edinburgh caftigator has, with great truth and pro-
priety, found his new modelled church. ’
Admitting that the” many paflages adduced by the
writer in his remarks, p. r16......1In fupborr of the
uninterrupeced exiftence of the church, are of irrefiftible
authority, the caftigator fele@s one, which by the bye
was incidental, though not lefs mortifying, to the, ipirit
ofmnovatlon ;. on it he declaims with great vehemence :
It is thus conceived and exprefled by thc prophet Ifaiah +
* every weapon which is  formed agamﬂ thee (thc
church) fhall mifs, and every tongue, which riles in
judgment againft thee, thou fhalt condemn. Yo div. 17
The writer’s reafoning on the paffage, the caﬂxgmtor
tranfcrlbes, and however irkfomé to hm1felf and un-
pleafant to this caftigator, he again rcpeatc it : ¢ .If the
firlt reformer had weighed well theforce of this promhe,
he would have feen that, as he himfelf did not compofe
the churchy to which the promife was made, his oppofi-
tion to her eﬁabl;fh»d do&rine, p]aced him evxdentl}
among& thele tongues, which rife up in judgment . a-
~gainft her, and. that of courfe {he would condemn him.
This reafoning is applicable to every innovator, who has
formed a party fince the_ apoftles’ ‘days. “The argument
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s mfolub]c if the ekamxnant ‘will admit that the prormf.:
was made to the cathohc church's if*he-denies it lét hing’
aflign fome other church vifible fifice the apoftles dwys,
withoutintetruption orintérmiffion:” Tothis the caftiga:-
torreplies : * though the church OFanehas condemr‘ed
and laid ler murdeérous fangs as oftéd as fhc could upos
thofe who differ with her in fentiment, it is no evidence
that fhe is the chtirch of the Princecf Pefice,”” p. 134
This is railing not reafoning : for whether the church
of Rome be the church of the ' Prince of Peace oi” not,
it is hot the  lefs true, that’ ] fus' Chrift bad then of
eartha church, which @id . noc confift of Luther alore,
he therefore was incoatr c-verubl]r one of thefe meti, wha
rofe up in jadgment againft it, and it-condemned him;
according to thepromde The I'idlCU,]OUo fubterfuge of
an invifible church is no evafion ; for Iurher was hot
a member of an invifible church, if fuch a phantofn could
exilt ; he was vifible and tangible like other men. " The
caiumtm as a fubftitute for argument, fills two pages
wnh invedtives againit papiils 3 their doc’hmes and un-
meaning ' ceremonies inflame his bile beyond its’ ufual |
pitch, his mdlgnatxon agamﬁ ‘the Romifh'church: knows
no Lounds, by it millions of his anceftors have been
perfecuted to dcath. Full of the delphic fﬁfixit he _pro.
phefies 1 * We view the operations of God as haftening
the approach of that per iod, when the friends of Chrift
ihall join in halleluiahs, .on beholding t~1e mokc of her.
torinent afcending up for ever and ever,” p. 1335, But
as thefe inveltives and oracles have no more reference
to0 the writer’s argument, than to’ the ebbmtr and ﬂow-»
ing of the tide, they Icavc it infolubleas Ehey found it;
in full force againft the firft reformer, and of equal forcé
armmﬁ this cattigator, and if he pretends to thelter hima:
felf in an invifible church, the wrltex will appeal to hig
care fpofd the partner of his paﬂoral cares. and (he will
attet that the caﬂlg)atox is: vxhblc :md tangible llkC‘hlS
neighbours.
~In bis next. edition wxll hc condefzend to fnform us
whcrc
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\t_(‘) death concealed themfelves : it muft have been in the
regions of the moon, cr the Mand of Uispig - .in Scotland
' there was {carcely one million, and they were all papiﬂsv9
- when James V. in 1540, ordered four epicurean monks,
who, to gratify the cravings of the bé“}ﬂ bad renounced
glxe?r frocks and vows, to be arrefted, and, without con-
fulting the Pope or any other prelate, ordered them fot
‘&xecution as difturbers of the public tranquility ; fome
other &po_ﬁate Monks of the fame ftamp were difpofed
_ofinthe lameway ; when Jobn Knox began to {found
the horn of difcord there was fome blood fpilled on .
both fides, that was not an uncommon thing in Scotland
if their l}iﬁ\orians‘tcll truth ; however the' Menks, who
had rénounced their frocks, being the more nutherous, -
and the more ‘damor‘ous, and having inflamed the
minds of the people with virulent invectives, and cilum-
pious inifreprefentations, of the faith and morality of
stheir brethren, who perfifted in the obfervance of their
vows, foon formed a flrong and infuriate party;and
with their afliflance pulled down both church and ftate,
deftroyed all reli gious houfes, and pious inftitutions, ex-
pelled the queen and hér moft fiithful fubjedts, perfe-
cuted, and yet continue to perfecute with um‘clenring
fury, all who refufe to adopt their new opinions. This
Ediuburgh cattigator, fo converfant in the hiftory of the
primitive church, ought 10 kuow fomething of the hif-
ftory of his own country, o
- Heisata lofs. he fuys, p. 136, to know what the
writer calls the fir/# reformers. By the firft reformers, the
writer means ** the firft inventors, the firft founders, the.
Birft authors of what they call a Reformation, or what
‘i‘t‘;his qaﬁf’gafof calls re-affuming an'criginal form :-for to re-
‘affume an original form, is neither lefs nor more than to
“effect a Retormation ; and where there is a reformation,
there muft be a reformer : for there is no r_'e!atim‘a
‘Without a fubje& , in which the relaticn is founded, as

N

there can be no child without a father., The firkt in.
Z Venor,

‘where thefe millions of hig anceftors who were perfecuted



ventor, the firft founder, the firft author of the prétd.
ﬂmt teformation was Martin Luther, a. Saxon monk, if
we believe him{elf, though Zumghus had the pr e[umptx.
on to claim that honour”—I{ee Remarks. “‘There have
been,” he fiys, “ at all times men Wwho teftified  againft
papal ufurpations, and other p: Mutions of the church of
Rome,” p 136 True, ther¢ have been men, who abufed
the Pope, from N!col‘u, of infamous memory, who abuls
ed Sr. Perer, down to this cafligaror, who abufes all. hig
fucceflirs s but thefe men. were not proteflants: fot
Luther did not find orie proteflant in the world when hg
commenced the reformarion ; he hxm elf was an arrant
papift. ard faid. ‘mafs rehmouﬂy for many a year; and all‘
his difciples were p’lplﬂb wlie rénounced the faith in
which they were baptifed, and in which théy lived until-
that unlucky period 1o embrace his teformation, hor did
thefe failets agaii ft the pipe forin a vifible fuciety, pefe
petually e\ﬂﬁm;1 pro! eﬂmp* the fame faith, and united
under the fame héead: on the contrary, their ferms of
communlon were contradiétory : what one feé believed
was anathetnatifed by another: thys; for inflance, the
$ettorians believed that in Jefus Chrift there are iwd.
perfonsas well 2s two natures, the Lutychxans believed.
but one nituie and one perfon ; the Pel agiaiis believed
~man, by his free will, unafliied by vame grace, capable
of fulfillirg the w hn]e law, the Calvinifts, ¢n the con-
trary, affert that free wiltis extind, and afcribe the whole
~of man’s falvation to grace alone, The Pelaglans make
-the foldier fight without arims, and the Calvinifls make
‘the arms ﬁght without thé foldier they all tnite m
abufing the pope, atid that church, which i$ now vilibl e,
was at all times vifible; and will .contihue vxﬁb}e, thae
:rhuaf!,, of which all the members, 1hough difperfed
over the world, ‘protefs the fame faith, participate the
ﬁm ficraments, and are united undet the fime heid,
whil Hmndruiu of thefe Jarring {e€ts have -difappeared,

and are {usceeded | by others, wbuh after making a little
nuifle in the world, difappear in turn, to make way for
othets,



195

mhers who, to.the end of time, will verify that predidti- 7
on of 8t. Paul; 1ft Cor. xi, 192  there muft be feds
amonvﬂ you, that they who are approved may be pub-
‘lmly k.nown, as in arebellion, faithful fubjec’is adhere
to tH’éir prince, and thus atteft their loyalty, whilft the
difaffe@ted unite with the leader or leaders of the re.
bellion ; foin all thefe commotions, which herefy has
‘gaufed at different timeg; true chriftians have perfevered
with. unfhaken Conﬁancy in the faith of their anceftors,
whilft reftlefs fpirits, attraéted by novelty, and deceived
by the fpirit of #lufion, formed fe@ts under their diffre
ent leaders. Our anceftors, fays the caftigaror, always
declared their- doétrine founded upon the {criptures.
Trae, {0 did all the different fec’t_s,, ‘wheo have disfigured
»ﬁ‘fie face of chriftianity 3 they have always endeaviured
to diftort fome pafluge of {cripture to. cauntepance their
abfurd fables ; but catholics have uniformly fhewn that
thete fables have oo foundation in fcripture at all; that
the fenfe which they pretend to affix to the fcrxpturcs,
in order to countenance their opinions, is not 'the genu-
ine fenfe, the fenfcintended by the infpired writers.
To Juﬁzfy the feparation of thereformed churches from
the church of Rome, he cites' fome paflages from St.
Ber nard and other utnohc writers, who declaimed ve-
‘'h=tnentl ¥ 2gainft the immorality © £ many of the clerg gy
“That there were many of the cle‘gy corrupt and im-
‘moral no man doubts ; but thefe writers did not fay
’tl hat the faith of the church was corisupt, or that its dif-
’czpimu had any tendency to encourage immorality, on
the contrary, thefe clergymen were impious becaufe they
did not  helieve the doterines of chriftianity then taught,
and they were corrupt and immoril, becaufe they dxd
‘not obferve the d:fcxpime of the chmrr*n. However, of
all thefe impious, corrupt and immoral clergymen, Lu-
~ther $ reformatlon puwed the churchi ¢ they were the
ﬁxﬁ to embrace it ; the moft zealous to fupportit ; of
the r old concubines dwy made new wives ; picked up

@l the daumxters of diflipation, who di ifhonoured fome
convents,
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convents, made them the. partners of theirpaftoral cafes;
for thefe were the firft pex{’n.rr of all the reformed‘
chunches Thefe : a:‘e the men who the cai‘u;sator calls
hisanceftors.

The image of the Seaft, and this invifible church, com:
pofed not of fairies, or other imaginary phantoms, but,
of mmtals, with their flefh and bones about them, ‘ar¢.
not quite fatisfa@ory to our caftigator : he fpeaks, of
Hu‘ﬁtes, of Wiclefites, of Waldenies, &c. but theHuﬁite&
were not his anceftors in any fenfe : they were -a Bo-
llen.lan banditti, not proteftants, and if they had been
proteﬁants they were not before }nhn Hufs, who began .
to reform in 1409, the fame is true of the Wiclefiteg :
they were not proteftants, nor had they any exiftence
before John Wiclef begin to dogmatize in or near the
year 1365, 'The Waidenfes were nothing lefs than pro-
teftants, and they commenced with Peter V\Taldo about
“the year 1136. The evangtlical poverty, on- which they
refted all hopes of falvation, and from which they ob-
tzined the appellanon ofpoar men ofLyom, was not ofLu—
ther’s tafte, though he had promifed it in his ear! y days
he dld not the lﬁfo renounce it, together with the- anti.
quated virtues of obcdtence and chaﬂlty and the un-‘
‘profitable aufterities of falting,, praying, &c. This caf-
tigator therefore mult ﬁnd his anceftors elfewhere ;'
however ﬁmnge it may appear, he finds fome of - them
a.monq"t ‘us papifls, If by anceftors he means the., per-
fons, from whom he is Imealiy defcended, they, as We]las
the anceltors of all his countrymen, were mmfputably‘
‘papifts from the year 565, when the Pidsin the northof
Scotland were coriverted to chnﬁlamty , by the miniftry
«of Colemkill and his affiftants, monks of the old fchool.
The fouthern Pifts had been converted by the labours
~of $t. Ninian in or about the year 426.—Bede L. iii, cap,
4. During a fpace of nine hundred and feventy-five
years. until the year 1540, when. the four apoftate friars,
whc\m }Hmeq Vth ordered to be arre(‘tcd began t()Juﬁlry
,uheu apoftacy by declaiming againit monaﬁm vows, and

their
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gheir pmﬂxmte &nfmhty, by crying down all aufterities
as plelefs and unprofitable’; bue if by his anceftors he
mean proteftants, the writer' fays, No. In the whole.
range of the chriftian’ world, there was not one ‘pro-
teftant when Luther begm to preach.  Of this truth
Luth\.r is himfelf the voucher, and if he did not atteft
u the truth is not the lefs mamfcﬁ for though thers
have been at all fimes many corrupt .md immoral men,
and many good and pious men, who inveighed moft
bitterly againft corruption and immorality ; yet there
never was, and there is not yet, a man within the pale
of the chriftian church wha does not pvofeis the ‘faith,,
whloh is taught in it, and fubmichis private opinions to
ts folemn decifions, fach a’ maun is not, nor can he be, a
proteﬁant : ‘ ‘

To juftify thefe his proteftant anceflors, whom his
fpiriv of divination difcovers where no proteftant  did
‘ever exift, he fays, p. 141, ““ evén allowing the Romilh
church to be the church of Chrift, which has holinefs as
a charadterifiic, proteftants may Rill have good reafon to
charsze her with iuperﬂxtmn and 1dolat1y Beit{u {
We papx(’ta, hough rank 1do]axors, may yet be holy !
Holy idolatry is a new combination of ideas : it refembles
a geofmetrical figure called a fguare circle, the only pro-
perty of whlch, as yet lgnown to geo\metrvcmm, 15, ‘the
impoflibility of conceiving or deferibing it.  Our' Edin-
burgh ca[‘no'atm“ in imitation of the Valentinians, the
Mamcheafxs, the Arians, Bunomians, &c. who fom‘
ﬁpaﬂ‘wes n fcnptme to authorife al} the extravagant fa.
bles with which they peflered the world, finds a paﬂage to
reconcile holinefs with idolatry. . ¢ Ivael,” fuys he, p.
142, * appears to have been gmlt‘y of fome fuperditions
kxdo!atry; and yet God acknowledged their relation to
him as a church.” My people, fays he, afk counfel of
thexr ftocks .. ... they ﬂu,mucb upon the tops of. moun-
tains and bum incenfe upon the hills.—Hos. iv, 12. He
‘dld npt think proper toinfert the whole pamg/‘: the

lntermpdm:.e words, to which he has fubfiituted poipts,
were
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were ant to. his purpnfe : they fhew: mat, it Gad ey
Eaowledged them for his people, they did not acknow,
ledge him for their'God, the intermediate words are :
¢ the fpirit of fornication has deceived them, ‘and they
have fornicated from their God.” ~What, does the idiot
p-etend that God acknowledged profeffgzd 1dolators for
his church !  God, hefays, called them his people. T rue,
what then 7 Does he know any people, who are not.
‘Gout’s creauncs? when did he ceafe to be’ the God of
the whole earth ? But God did not call them a hnly
people ; nor did God fay that they had any rclatmn to
him as members of his church,  This is the.. ca{hgatnr’
‘wild, conjecture, which he modeftly enough gives. for
authentic foripture.  This is nota bad {pecimen of the
proots adduced from feriprure in fupport of every fable,
which is obtruded on thecredulity of the_uniaformed
mulritude. Thefe men, of whom the prophet fpeaks,
were {o far from being holy, tharthey were a moft uny,
fan&@ified people : for the prophet charges. them. not only"
with idolatry, but with almoft every other atrocity.
which degrades human nature 5 they were of the jewnhr
race it is true, but not of the Jewifh church ; they had
renounced it, and were then of the fvnapmue of Satap,
whofe chief refidence was in Bethel, or, as_the plophet
called it in derifion, Bethaven, that is, the houfe of ini-
quity. ~There were many members’ of the true church
difperfed amongft the ten tribes, which from. the, timg
of {chifm cffected by Jeroboam’s impious policy, were.
called Ifracl or Ephraim ; but they did not communicate
with the idolators in their idolatrous Wor{‘up, either ia
Bethel, where they facrificed to. Jeroboam’s calves, or on
_thc tops of the mountains, where they facrificed to other
idols ¢ they communicated with. the trus church i6 . Je-
rufalem, where vitims were offered, and mcenﬁ, burn.
ed. to the true' God in the temple, accordmgﬂto the law,
of Moles, by the high prieft, the defcendant of Aarony
whofe umxru at authority was ac&nowledged by all the
members of the true church. It is fud of .Lobias,
' L ou when,
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% when 3l went to the golden' calves, which TJeroboatn,

king of lfrael, bad mwade, he alone avoided the com.

munion of them all ; but-he went to Jerufalem to the

temple of the Lord, and there he adored the Lord God

of ltrael, offering faithfully his firfl truits and tithes,”

Tob:i, 5. In the chapter cited by the cafligator, Juda,

in'which tribe the true faith, as well as all the rites and

ceremonies, by which ail the members of the.true church

Were united. under the reprefentitivé of Aaron, con-

tinued after the fchift is clearly diftinguithed from Ifra-

el the idolatrous Conveunticle ¢ ¢ if thou Hrael be guil-

ty of fornication (idolatry)let not. Juda fin. do not go

“into Gilgal, and do not afcend to Bethhaven.”—16. "

. To this embarraffing queftion : ** if the church be

the affembly of faints, why do you (eparate yourfelves

from it,” the caftigator replies : ¢ Let him (this writer)

bethink himf{elf whether protefiants feparated themfelves,
or were unjuftly caft out by the Romifh Vc_hur\ch..,
When our anceftors difcovered the abominations, that

were practifed under the mafk of religion ocught they

‘to have quicted their confcienices with the confideration:
that it was the church who did them.” p. 142.

This inconfiderare reply conviéts them nf unwarrantas
ble fchifm, for.it admits that the - Romifth church, as he
calls it, was at that point of time the affembly of faints ;
it was therefore the church to which the promifes
‘weré made, fo cléarly expreflive of its perpgtual and une

“interrupted continuation until the end of time, that the
. caftigator - himfelf fays, *¢ proteftants are -as firenuous
fupporters of this doétrine, as the Romifh church;” it
‘was the church, of which Chrift was the head, which 'he‘
“teaches by his minifters ; which he preferves as the ap-
ple of his éye,fays the caftigator, p. 133. In 2 word, 1t
“was.that one church of Chrift promifed by the prcphets,
,,foﬁnded by the. apolfiles, governed by their fucc'eﬁorst, of
which the angel Gabriel faid = of it there will E.JC no
end.”—Luke i, Either it cealed to exift at that point of
sime, or it continues to exift. | If it ceafed.to exift, %hc
- ' prowmifes



200

pmmlfes were falfe, and chnﬁmmty an _ illufion. 'If it
continues to exift, it muft continue .in the fame form.
This truth has been alreac vy fhewn to conw&um, and
is a (elfcvxdcm truth : for the fame church can ¢
more exift dnder 2a different forin, than a man can emfh
under the form of an afe, or a monarchy under the, form
of a republic. "This is a direc proof, ‘which requires
more_fophiftical powers than this Edinburgh caftigatet,
atfifted by lns fpiriv of divination, poflcffes to elude. To
feparate from the church, to which the promifes were
made, and which in virtue of thele promfes muft enjny
an uninterrupted exiftence until the con‘fummatxon of
time, is {0 manifefily a {chifm that the man-is dlvcﬁed
of common fenfe, who denies it
Whether thefe his anceftors were un_guﬂc]j caft out of
the Romifh church, as the caftigator {ays, or fcpalatcd
themfelves from it, as the.chriftian world knows, he ady
anits that they were in it: for if they were Dot in it
the inftant before -the fepaaatlon they could nenher be,
caft out of it, nor feparate themfelves from it.. He thus'
‘xcknowledges that thele anceflors, whom he fought 2,
qmonglt the Huﬁztes, Wiclefites, &e. were umwmary
not one of them was in the Romith church at that time. '
And whether the abominatdons with which he- chargcs !
'»the Romifh church, be real or pretended, he. admlts that
the was the church of Chrift : “* ought they (his anceft
Ofs) to' have quicted their confciences ‘with the confi-
deration that it was the church who' di d them P e iy
therefore true, that they were feparated from theé church
wf Chrift, and confequently -from Chrift lnmfelf wlio
is head of his church, and teaches his church, by thc‘
sminiftry of its paftors in regular fucceflion- from . the
poﬂles accordmg to his promxfe —Matt. ult. And it
is equally true, that the church of Chrl“t did not begin
with them :. it was in exiftence fiftcen. centuries before, -
nor was it, condnucd in them, for thiey had no’ predecef
fors, and without predeceflor there is no fucceﬂion or
mnfmmt:on. “Thefe are intuitive truths which bcar
‘ne
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fio reply. Hc?weve;‘\ numerous the partifans or difci-
ples of thefe his anceftors, who were unjuflly, as he fays,
cafl out of the Romith church, may be on the prefent
day, it is not difﬁ‘cult to affign the time when they cons
filted of pumber. one. Luther pofitively afferts it : « 4f
Jirf I was alone,” primo Solus eram.” " His panégy.rift
Tiilotfon aflures it 2 be flood a long time dlone”” The
dgy,v___\t.hq:hour,_e,i'cq the inﬁé.nt_ before lie bégan to dog-
inatile, the church exifting without interruption was
in,'bcing. All evafions are vain, fubterfuges ridiculous :
wild and extravagant declamations againft real or ima.
ginary abufes, virulent invedives againft fictitious or
cxifting  abominations may divert the uninformed from
the true _Hﬁat\c of the queftion, or enflame the enthufi.
aftic ; but they cannot convert truth into falfehood,
nor ean they transform 4n impofior into an apoftle,-
‘Though many well-meaning mien have been mifled, fe-
duced by the idle tales of reformation, it is ot the
lefs true that their tedchers have been of the number of
thefe men, whom the apoftle jude gra;ﬁhically@efcriﬁes :
“ but you my beloved temember the words, which
were fpoken by the- apofiles of our Lord Jefus. Chrift :
for they -have faid to you that in the latter time there
will be impoftors, who will follow their fenfual defires-
Hull of impiety ; thefe are they who feparate themfelues,”
Jude'v, 18, 19, This apofile, \avppe_aling to the authority
of his fellow . apoftles, defignates with the moft accurate
‘precifion the characteriftic of all impoftors v *¢ 2oy are,”
fgys He “ the perfons whd /E;éqr'éié themfelves.”’ -For as ali
,,t'hciap:bﬂlesfhad heard Jefus Chrift declare that be\wmﬁ.ﬂ_d
" be with them until the "end of time; Matt. vlt; they-
rightly concluded that the fucceflion of paftors and teachs
érs,commenced in them, muft continue until the end of
time, hence 4 feparation from that fucceflion, they taught
the faithful to confider asconvincing evidence of im-
pofture, and it is, in truth, the moft plaig.arxd fimple ve-
_medy againft fchifm and berefy, that wifdom can pre-
fcribe. 'O the fame principle St, Paul, fpeaking of the
S " Aa Izader
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the leader of 2 party, ‘whotn he emphatically cailsaberé‘a
tic : for his difciples, thiough deceived by him, are not;
properly {peaking, diftinguithed by | that epithet, fays, that
he is condemned by his own Judgment “autokatakritos ¥
why fo ? Becaufe as ke appeirs at thehieadof 4 party,
and cannot name his predcceﬁor, ‘he pubhc)y dec]afes
himfelf in innovator, rarks himfelf amongi’c thofe, who
feparate’ themfelves, outoi ef n 0 apodigrizentes eaw‘au.r,
thefe are they wha feparaz’e themfelves, Jude 1q. His appeal
to the fcriptures is vain ; his pretence of re-aﬁhmxnv the
pmmltxve form of" the charch, or of remﬁatmv the
church in its primitive purity is an illitfion : if he caiihot
name his predecefior, he unequivocally feparates hlmfelf
from the <hurch then in being: St. Jude calis him  ai
impoﬁor, St. Paul calls him a bereizc Jelf-condemned;  Hi
appeal to the feriptures is his condeémnation : all impof-
tors have appealed to the {criptures : it is the laft refource -
~of impofture : in the feripture there are many paffages
of ambiguous fignification’; impofture ‘eafily finds oné
or more to countenance the opinion, which it mtends
to difleminate in order to form a party, then gives its
deluded followers the fenfe 'which it lends to the infpired
writers for authentic fciipt‘urcs, This artifice of impofs
ture was in full force in the apoftles’ days, and has con-
tinued down to the prefent day : St. Peter fays that the
writings of St. Paul, in which there are fome things not’
eafily u,ndeiﬁood “ dufnoeta,” were diftorted by the ui.
learned and the uuf:ttled to their own perdition, whiltt
St ‘Panl was et living, and thefe infatuated men: did
not confine t]nm{ehes to dr,ﬁmt and pervert ‘the ert-
ings of St Panl : for Peter fays  that- they dlﬁoited
hc other fcriptures alfo, Pet. 2. iil.v16. The precauunn,‘
which the apoftles: preferibed againft this artifice of ifn=
“pofture was fimple and effectual 1 “ but you my beloved.
remember the words which were fpoken by the apoﬁdcs
‘ofoux Lord Jefus Chrift : for they have faid to you, that
in the latter time there will be impo “Aors, who wilt- fol-
tow. Lhcxr femual defrcc, e Ez)/lbumza:,” full of nnpxefy
' inegje
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thefe are they, who feparate tbemﬁlva;,——“}’ude 10. By this
fimple  rule, all impoftars have been ~deteded and
confounded from Nicolas, one' of the. deacons, and Si-
mon, the magician, who ﬁ.parated themfelves from the
church in the apoftles days, down to ]ohn Knox, of
tlumpatmg memory. However a 6@ ‘might have in.
creafcd in the courfe of time, or whatever leno*th of time -
1; mlght ‘have continued, there was a. time, and this
tinre was not forgotten, when it confifted. of the leader,
and the few,. who adopted his opinions : thus for in-
ﬁa.nce, though the Arians had rapidly. fpread their opini-
Ons over many pronces in the Eaft and the Weft, and
‘had numbered many prmcesand prelatw:s in their com-
munion, yet there-was a time when the c& confifted of
Arius himfelf, the founder, and the few who adopted his
opinions ; when Alexander, ‘patriarch of Alexandria,

told Eufebius, of Nicomedia, that he thought the whole
church confined within his own perfon, .and two or three
more - of bis fattion—FEpi, 1 & 2, ant. Cop ‘Nic. 3
when “the fow feduced by that. arch xmpoﬁor were
known by their names ; feven or eight. deacons, and
three or.four bithops, who were immediately ana.
ibematlfed by their patriarch. at. the. head of. one
hundred bithops of Lybla, and again more folemn-
ly by the council of Nice. What. the pamal ch
faid at that time the catholic. church | repeats: ¢ we
know but one catholic and apoftolical church, which
‘cannot be deftroyed by the - united efforts. of the world
gombmed againft it, and- bcfore it all herefies muft fall.”—

Lplf 2..ad om, Eplf, Fhe fame is true of the Neftorians ;
though their opinions {pread ke wild fire through the
ca& anda vait extents of .country is yet infefted with their
errors, yet there was atime, when the fe@ was compofed
of Neftorius himfelf, and one man, whom he éngaged
to preach in his. cathedral of Conﬁantmopae where the
people heard him with horror ; a time when' Dalmatius
{aid to the emperor : ¢* will you lilten to one impious

man rathe(than to ﬂx thoufand bn‘hop” P’——Ap. Da;
a
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ad Theoi Thus without farthel difcuffion, all rm.,l
poﬁures are detected, the founder of the fed ceales to
belleve the faith, which he himfelf prafeﬁ'ed to believe,
- the faith in which he was baptifed, fcparates h;mfelf .
and by the very fa& condqmns hlmfelf See Tcrtulhan s‘
teafonmg on the fubjeét.~Remarks, p. 141,

The Caﬁxgator, ‘whofe conftience feenis to be of an ac.
commodatmg texture, if we may Judge ‘from the
fpecu‘nen before us ¢ it permits him' to falfify ‘the ferip.
tures ; to garble the fathers 5 to afperfe the memory of
the dead, of whom he’ knows nothmg, in order to brmg
an odium on " the llvmg, to whom ‘he" mﬁdlouﬂy 1m.
putes doctrines which they deteft ; thmks that his an.
eftors. ouglit not to quiet their confc1ences feemg the
‘dbominations which the church did, p. 142." If they
a‘hemfelves were not guilty of thefe abominations, the
writer féés no reafon for that pretended anxiety of con.
fciénce : monfirous érimes are daily committed for wh:ch
the gmlt v are perfonally accountable, not the innocent ;
the ¢rimes and excefles of many ‘miniftérs of the ]ewﬁh
church were publicand atrogious'in Jeremnh s days;
he mvexghed moft bitterly - agam{’c ‘the crlmes of th¢
princes, the priefts and the people ; but ‘he did not fe-
parate himfelf from' the communion of the church : he
communicated with - them "very ‘priefts, whom - he cen-
fured in the tcmple, aiﬁﬁed at theif facrificés' ard publxc'
offices, endeavoured to reclaim them, but dxd not pre-
fume to reform the faith of theit church or witlid raw-
himfelf from the temporal Junfdlc’hon of the prince, or
-the {piritual authont) of the high prleﬁ The. prophet‘

~$amuel did not feparate himfelf from the communion of
Heli’s two fons, who miniftered in the temple: ‘under’
their father, ‘though theu‘ condu& in the miniftry was’
notorioufly fcandalous 3 nor dxd ‘he prefume to changc
the arder of t! he priefthood on'that:account : for we find
Achias brother to Achitob, fon to Phineas one of thefe
wicked priefls, high prieft in Saul’s days.—1ft Sam. xiv.
2. The rmmi‘tcm ‘of the templc were: corruptqn ‘Herod’s

days,
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q{jgys},'yetz.thq 'Iéa:pti-f:t’s father did not feparate himfelf
;f_}'(;)m\ their communion, on the contrary he miniftered
??'/,lth thcmg nox;@ngi the venerable Simeon withdraw
himfelf from thie temple i he was there when the virein
came to prefent her fon according to the law, and the
prophetels Anna danghter to Phanuel did not depart
»from' the te\mple; fe'rying ‘Gf’d night and day, with
fafting and prayer in a Rate of widowhood from her
early days, Luke ii, 26, that is, ferving God by all thefe.
unprofitable auflerities, and nonfenfical rites which Luther
and his " affociates renounced, and which this caftigator
‘hdtes, asdo all the fons of Epicurus. - C
'5"’If"i‘xjal’l"y, the Saviour himfelf, though he feverely cen-
fured the dogtors of the law; the Scribes and Pharifees,
continued to communicate with them in the temple, un-
til the' clofe of his mortal life. ‘He acknowledged that the
fource of true r@ligion was in Jerufalem ; that the true
faith was there, not elfewhere ; though the {chifin of Sa-
maria had commenced immediately after the death of
Solomon, and had continued under different princes du-
*ring a fpace of one thoufand years, the Saviour did not
‘thelefs condemn it: in his aniwer to the Samaritan wo-
“man hé faid ;' you (the Samaritans} adore what you
do not know ; we (the Jews) adore what we know, fe-
- ¢aufe falvation is Srom the Fews,” John iv, 22. ¢ And
when he healed the lepers he fent the Samaritan to the
priefis in Jerufalem, as well as the Jews,” Luke xvii, 14.
" This delicacy of confcience, which would not permit
the caftigator’s anceftors to continue in the chrurch of
Rome, though confefledly the true church at the time,
feems to be of a fading nature: it was difcoloured
_when Luther, offended at the 6pprﬁ)ﬁ\‘tion of the Zuingli-
ans to his do@rine of the real prefence, beftowed on
them with 2 liberality bordering on profufion thefe fa-
“vourite epithets” which he had in referve for the pope,
Aiich as damned fellows who dragged others to bell ; fenfelefs
fél/awr, ‘warthlefs damned mifereants for whom {t was 1ot
lawful -to pray; encircling the Zuinglians with dfz;].ls‘
within
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wlﬂhm and Wlthout above and below, behind and be.,
forc, to the rlght and the left, 'T. 2. f. 305. The Zumg-

lians, in retuyn called;«hlm new Pape, new Am‘zcbr:ﬁ, they .

pubhfhed a, work yet extant Whlch they entitled : ﬂéamﬁ.;

t/:e vgin. and /canda!aus cqlummes of Luther. In it they fay

that people mu& be as fenfelefs_as he,. to bear his extra-,
vagance, that he dl[honoured hls old age, made hlmfelf;
cnntempnble by hm v10]ence, rbat he’ ought tg be:

aﬂmmed to fill his book with fo many offenﬁve exprefli-

ons, and fo_many devils, In truth he has left us fome

anecdotes whlch mtxmarﬂ that he was extremely famlhat

with the fpirit of dax%nefs he fays : ¢ b;heve me IE
know thc devil well, yea very well,” Fom. 2. Ed. Jena,

fol. 9. In awvepiftle to the Ele@or of Saxony ‘he fays ;

% the devil fometlmes dances through my brain fo that;
I can neither write nor read,” Tom. 5 P- 485 In_‘
anc)ther place he fays “ fometxm@s he walks with me in,
the bed chamber, when I am with men he does, not ert‘

me, but when he finds me alone he teaches me mapners,”™

Col. men. f. 275. “ I have,” fays he, “ elfewhere, 2.
couple of wonderful dewls by whom I am diligently and}
ateentively watched : they are not. vulgar, but greati
demons, yea amongft the devils they, are great, do&ors,_

in theology,” ibid, f. 2 31.  If we believe him this Hpirit,

of darknefs flept with him more clofely and more frea;‘
quently than his wife Catharine Boree, « Dmbalm multe,

Jrequentius- et proprius mibi accubare _/o/et quam mea Catha-

rina,” ibid. f. 219. The d1fc1ples of Zumghus were.,
therefore juftified in faymg that he ought to be afhamed,
of ﬁlhng his works with fo many dev ils. Luther s deli- -
cacy of con{clcnce muft ‘have been fomethmg more than,,
faded when he ‘and his friends and fellow reformers
P/Jilzp Melanéon, Martin Bucer, . ﬁm’/oonv Corvin, Adam,
Fobn Lcmnrfue, _‘}’u/}m Winferte and Dmu I\Jc’/am‘ear3 autha-
rifed the Landgrave of Hefle to cohablt with his two;

wives at thefame time-~See Review p13t.

We cannot'but adeire the tendcmefa of thefe: men ’s.

-cnfmenre which w ognd not permit them to' conuvuc
in
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in the Romith church feeing the abominations, which
they faw 5 of thefe, however, the greatek would have
efcaped Luther’s notice, if that fpirit ‘of darknefs, with
‘whomn he was fo well acquainted, had not informed him.
"—See his conference with the fiend, Review, p. 130.
= Zuipglius too _fuffcred great anguiﬂx of mind whilft
he contiaued parifh prieft of Notre Dame des Hermites,
in the canton of Zurich ; but the Reformation baving
fél'iCVCd him from: unprofitable aufterities, nonfenfical rites,
-and all religious refiraints, which the fimplicity of the
apoftles, and, their immediate fucceflors, thought necef-
fary for the fan&ification of the minifters of the church ;
’g.nd the rich young widow having cheered 'his fpirits, .
depreffed by thefe abominations, his apxiety fubfided ;
fils confcience was dilated ; he could then join in com-
miunion with Hercules, Thefeus, Numi, and all the gods
and heroes of fable.—See Review, p. 132. The writer
is left to conjeture, Whether this Edinburgh caftigator
dates his pedigree from: Luther or Zuinglius ; but as
he-calls himfelf a proteftant, and fays that his anceftors
" were éalt out of the Romifh church, he muft of all necefli-
ty date from either the ome or the other : for it \is in-.
coritrovertibly true, that they have been the firft foun-
‘ders of the two grand divifions of the Reformation ;

,énd‘,hbwevc‘r numerous or difcordant the fub-divifions,
they muft all date from this fixed point.

- This boafted tendernefs of confcience, 1s well defcribed
by ‘Erafmius, a cofemporary writer, who was in the con-
fidénce of the party, though he did not think v‘p\ro}pér' to
“Unite ‘with them. ¢ What fort of an evangelical race 18
this ?7 faid he, ¢ never was any thing f:en morc licen-
tious, more fedifious, or lefs evangelical tha{n’thefe pre-
‘tended "Gofpellers, ‘they retrench vigils and o.ﬁif:es- 95,
'ﬂight‘ and day ;. becaufe they are, fay they, E.hanfaical.
fuperftitions ; but they ought to rep{lace them w1t.h fo.me-.
thing better. They ought not to become Epicurians
to avoid. Judaifin, they eradicate inftead ?’f, weeding 3

' they fet fire to the houf¢ inftead of {weeping it. Luxury,
- ' : : debauchery,
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éebauchery, adultery are multlphed more than evcr;
thereis no rule, no d1fc1p1me, the pc0ple mdocﬂe, difo.
/bedlem: havmg rqc&ed the yoke of their fuperiors, w]]l
beheve no body ; in this confufed llcenuou{nefs Luther
will foon have to regret what he called' the tyranny of -
bithops. »

He reproached them witch the malice of Capifen, the

malignant flander of Farel and Oecolampadtm, at whofe
table he lxved and whofe arrop;ancc he nclther cnuld
bear nor fupprefs, he reproached, them‘ with the vio.
Ience onumglmu and Luther, who f@mctlmes aﬁ'eded
the air of an apofile, and 1mmedxate!y after defcended

- to the lowefl buﬁ'uonﬂ-ry 3 thie others, whom he knew-
were not better, L. #xxi. Thefe men {o confcxentmus
ought not to quiet their confciences feemg the %bomi.
nations of the Romith church, {o they ditmiffed her”
from their communion ! Half a doZen pmﬂlgate and
perjured monks difmiffed from thexr communion  more
than ~one hundred mlillons othn&nans, who acknnw-
ledged the fpiritual _]unfdxc"hon of the See of Rome ! Yes,
juftas the fhip difmifles the fhvre, of as the bucket of
water dlfmlﬂls the river.

His anceftors, the caffigator fays, only umtated the
condud of the firft difcip'es of Chriit, who were aft
out of the Jewilh fynagogue. Is it mot ﬁra’xge that
his fpirit. of divination fhould pafi wnnoticed fome
hundreds of fe@s, which have fhared the fame, fate,
and fix on one which has nothing in common with:
his anceftors? The firft difeiples of Chn.ﬁ did" not
pretend to teform the Jewnfh Church ; they did not
charge the Priefts with teaching érrors in faith : on the
contrary from the faith of that church founded on the
prophecies, for the authenticity of. whwh that Church‘
anfwered, they fhewed that the rites and ceremonies of
the mofai¢c law, were ‘temporary, and muft have an end.
St. Paul, in his- prﬁle to the Hebrews,-vii and vm, mvm- ‘
¢ibly demon(irates that the Jewith Priefthood muft be:

cransferted, 'and confequently that the Jéwith Law muft
ceafe
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ceafe : becaufe all its facraments, facrifices, rites and
ceremonies, of which the Priefts. were the minifters, muft.
';c(;afe with their miniftry. . Did his anceftors fhew by
any document whattoever that the Priefthosd of the new
Law wias to be transferred ? "That all its rites and cere-
monies were to ceafe with ‘its minifiry ? Does the Pro.
phecy of Jeremiah, on_which St. Paul refted an irre.
fitible proof that a new covenant would fucceed the old,
fay that this new covenant would ‘itfelf be Tucceeded by
:another? What Prophet or aApoftlé has predicted a
ceflation of the Law of Grace? ' A tranflation of the
Priefthood ? A fuppreffion “of its rites and céreronies?
His anceftors, therefore, did not imitaté the difciples of
Chrift : for if they withdrew their obedience from the
Jewith priefthood, it was becaufe its authority was
transferred and their obedience with it ; but his an-
ceflors withdrew their obedience from a priefthood,
which was not then, nor ever will be transferred. This
thay be a fubjed of meditation for this Edinburgh caf-
tigator in his ferious momsents. : ' ,

~* This, though an eféntial differedce between his aa.
ceftors and the dilciples ot Chrift, is 'not the only one:
the firft paftors of the Chriftian church were not priefts
of the Jewith church, they derived no fpiritdal powers
or authiority whatever from it; nor were they fent by
‘their Divine Mafter to reform the fynagogue : they
“were fent by him, not to reforma church which no
longer exifted, but to form a church, in che formation
of which he himfelf promifed to aflift, againft which
he faid that the powers of darknefs would never pi'e_vzfil 3
a church which has enjoyed and will continue to enjoy
an -uninterrupted exilence until the end of time, {o
fays thé caftigator. To form this church he ordered
them to teach and baptife ; their authority therefore
‘to teach and baptife was not derived from'the Jewifh
priefthcod, nor from the Jewith people, nor from any
other civil .or ecclefiaftical power on earth, 1t wascon-
ferred by hm in whom allffpiritual autherity rcﬁdcs:‘_as
SR Bb. in



210

in its fource ; by Jefus Chrift the High Prieft, whe
was inftituted by an oath, as St. Paul fays, Heb. vii,
viii, the Great Shepherd of the flock, and through them
it defcends to their {ucceffors in office, and will conti.
nue without interruption until the end of time—Ano:
ther fubject of mieditation for this caftigating paﬁo‘l",
His anceftors were priefls of the Chriftian church; or.
dained in it according to the rites of primitive inftitu-
tion, were baptifed in it, had promifed obedien‘ce:tp:
it, derived fronmr it all authority to teach and-baptife;
they withdrew their promifed obedience; fzparated
themfelves fromir ; literally verified the prediction of
St. Judeand hisfellow apoftles, faying : “ in the latter
time there will be impoftors : thefe are they who fepa:
rate themfelves.” This is a fecond and firiking differ-
ence between his anceftors and the di'fcip!cls\ of Jefus
“Chritt. ' o o
There is another difference, which may have efcaped
the notice of this paftor, whofe chief care is_the pro.
pagation of the human {pecies : the firft -difciples re:
nounced all things to follow Jefus Chrift : * beheld,
faid Peter, we have forfaken all things,” Matt. xix.
They literally reduced to pradtife that advice, which the-
Saviour gave the young man, ibid. < if you defire to be
perfedt, go, fell all your pofleflions and give to the poor;
" and you will have a treafure in Heaven, and come and
follow me.” It does not appear that che Saviour direct:
ed him to go and take a wife ; or to retain a certain
portion of his poffeflions for the fupport of a Wife and
family ; he was therefore clearly of opinion, that perfeci-
on was attainable, without the pradtice of thatnew
modelled virtue, which confifts in pr'opagziting.thc'hu-
man {pecies. ‘ T
.T he caftigator’s Yenerable aneeftors infiracted by that
.,fpxrit, of which this venerable paftor inherits 2 double.
QorFion, difcovered that the apoftles were dupes ; that the
Saviour himf{elf was either deceived, ora deceiver; that
te have forfaken all things to follow Chrift was an abomi
7 nation';
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sation ; and that perfeltion was not attainable without
the pradtife of that virtue, for which antiquity knew no
name. Thus enlightened they publicly refumed:all thefe
gp_od-thfngs, which they had folemnly renounced.

~ Finally, the difciples, did not enrich themfelves by
the_plundgr of the Jewifh fynagogues ; they did not ap-
propriate to themfelves, to their wives or their daugh-
ters, the ornaments of idols ;. they did. not tempt the
avarice of princes by the pillage of'temples ; nor en-
courage their fenfuality by authorifing polygamy contra.
ry to the injunction of their Bivine Mafter ; that the
,'?._nce{_tors ot this caftigator have plundered convents,
monafteries, and churches, that they and their difciples
have enriclied themfelves with the funds, which the picty
of our anceftors had devoted to the fupport of religious
¢ommunities is a fact, which the world knows ;. a fact
attefied by the truly wenersble ruins of thefe ancient
monuments of true piety. The writer is at a lofs-to dif-
cover any one frait of refemblance hetween the beafied
anceftors of this caltigator and the immediate difciples of,
Jefus Chrift. ’ ‘ : -

" In his next page he reafons with Bellarmine, who fays,
that_the true chuzch only {ubfifts where there is an union
of the members. with the head : he concludes from this
that the church is annihilated by the demife of the pope,
Bellarmine would reply that without{one bond of union
‘there is no fociety. at all ; that a moral body poflefled of.
inherent powers to conftitute a prefident is not affected -
by the death or phyfical defiruction. of fuch prefident
but if the body itfelf be deflitute of fuch a power then it
ceafes to be a moral body, it ceafes to exifl : fora moral
body can no more exift without a moral head, or an in-
herent power of conftituting fuch head, than_':l' natural
body can esift without a natural head. Bellarmine would
'tell him that there is this difference between a natural
and.a moral body ; that in the natural body the phyi:-
cal deftruction of the head, deftroys the individual, be-

caufe there is no inherent power in the matural body to
T ’ reinflate
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‘ rcmﬁzxte the head, whereas the phyfical deftruétion ¢ 01
any member, does not deftroy the moral body whilft itg
inherent power of reinftating that” meﬂbcr contmues
entire, and hence he would, conclude, that i the new mG-
-delled fyftem of this caftigator, there can be. nothing like
a chriftian church ; why fo? Bec‘aufe therc is' no bond of
union, thercns no anefazm,eochm% fm mahls own npmmn
-there is no preﬁdent velted with {pmual aurhonty nor
any inherent power of conftituting him, for they: nelther
'lndlvndually, nor collectively poﬁ 1% any fplrltual autho.
ity ; that muft of all neceffity defcend from Jefus Chrift,
through his - apoﬁ.les and their fucceilors in office s for
though all civil power be originaily vefled in fociety by,
its author aalndlfpeniably necefliry for its fupport, and,
may of courfe be conferred by the pegple on their firlt
maglﬁrate, and his minifers, becaufe in that quahty
they are the creatures of the people, yet the people can
confer no autharity ‘whatfoever on }efus’ ‘hrift, or hxs
minifters : for they are not the creafures “of the penple :
- Jefus Chritt is in h\mfelf and by himfelf Sovereign. of
his ngdom s the people who compofe his Kingdom are,:
chofen by him; he isnot appomted or conﬂltuted Ixmg
by them ; they ‘confer no. powers on him'; all’ powers
necc{fary tfor the government of his kmgdom, that is,
his churchgyare veﬁed in him, and muft be derived’ frnm
him, the people neither appoint nor conftitute his, mml-
fiers : for they are not the- creatures of the ‘people, a

he himfelf is not the creature of the pcope ; his mi-
nifters ' therefore muﬁ be qppmnted by himfelf, ‘muft
receive all™ powers, of teachmrr and fcedmg his flock,
from himfelf ; and this power, originally conferred by’
‘him on the firft paftors of his flock, muft be continued
in their fucceffors  appointed. accordmg to his inftitution,
whilft his fock continues to exift in this fublunary world, -
that is, until time {haﬂ be no morc, hence it follows that |
all teachers and paﬁon felf con{htuted though admltted
by the people, or elefted and conftituted by the people,
~apay-bethe mimﬂzers of thc people, but thcy are nof, nor
can
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,gan they be, the minifters “of jsfus Chrl& they bave,
not, nor can they have, any fpiritual powers or authori.
ty what{oever in the Spiritual Kingdom of Jefus Chrift,

,'for this fimple but irrefiftible reafm which the writer

vonce more repeats, becaufe the people have conren% no

power:: on Jefus Chrift, nor can they on hl:: mmlﬂers 3
‘]efu“ Chrift receives no laws from his people; they muft
receive laws from him, and thefe laws muft be taught
and cnforccd not by their minifters, but by his. Againf
-this reafomng all declamation is vain : it precludes cva-
fion, the undexﬁandmg mufi be horribly perverted
whzch refiifes its »affent, This is the reply which Bel-
larmine would make, and though it may not be fatis-

‘ fa&ory to preachmg weavers, and tailors, and tinkers,
&c. 'who obtrude their nonfenft on a credvlous popu-
[nce, itis not the lefs folid, the kfs founded in truth,
and tommon fenfe. -

In the next paragraph he aflks where was the church be-
{ore the council of Trent? To which the wrifer rephes
lt was ‘then where it is now, the church of all nations, it
is not gncum{cnbed by ge(,graphlcal dimenfions, nor
limited by ages, It does not re[emble thofe ephemeral
feéts, whlch occaﬁonally appear, and are corfined to
certain dxﬁm&s, of which the world never hears. Is the
man fu unaccountably lgnorant as pot to know, what
every proteﬁam fchool boy know that the Council of
“Trent {o far from maklng any alteratmn in the ancient
faith ‘or form "of the "Church ‘confirmed them by
its decifions: and anathematxfed the errors and pa-
radnxes of Luther -and his rctormmg a{Tocmtes, as
their anceftors in the Council of Nice - condemmned
“tlxe errors of Arius, as in the Council of Ephefus
they condcmned the errors of Neflorius, and in the
Councﬂ of, Chalcedon the dreams of Eutyches, thus have
the ravmga of all Reformu’ta been condemned by the
‘pa{tors of Chuﬁ’s Church llterally ver&fymg the pro.
fphecy of Ifiias : £ every tongue which rifes in judg-

‘fent againft thee thou fHalt condemn.” .
0
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Fo his query, if Leo the Great was. for. receiving the,
gucharift only io ‘onekind ?. The writer rephes ; that.
in Leo’s days, and befbrc th°m, the eucharlﬁ was. r‘.celved
indifferently under one, or both kinds by the . fzuthful
that then as well asnowthe cucharift was received, under
both kinds by the officiating minifter. Of this, truth
the plﬂhge, which Tlyricus garbled from Leo’s fourth
fermon on the Lent, (to which this caligator fcems to.
allude, though he does not cite it, unwilling. pcrhaps to,
inform his dxfcxphes that this unproﬁtab,e auflerity was ob-
ferved in the primitive church) is fufficient. evidence :.init-
that venerable pnnnﬂ’dlre&s the peoplc to obferve thofe,
wha, never received the cup. ‘The Mamcheans, who -
had fled from Carthage whea taken by th¢ Vandals ia
439, took refuge in Rome ; to evade the fovemy of the.
imperial laws, they concealed’ their impiety, feigned:
thamfelves Catholics, with them received the communi-
on -in the churches, but never under - the ngCles of.
wine : becapfe they thought wine the gall of the dragon,.
crea*ad by ¢he devil ; if it had not been cu‘h)fnary to.
make the commumon under the. fpecies of bread alone,
the pope’s diredtion would have been ufelefs - they would. -
have been deteCed on their firft appearance at the holy.
table, maay of them were by this precaution dete&ed
and confefled in prefcnce of the moft illuftrious fenators,
fome horrible i naptetxeo and abf)mm.mons —Lea Ep: 15,
ad Tur. The fame order was renewed.by Gclaﬁus in:
496 for the {ame reafon ; but whm the Mamcheanq ceafed
to infeft the churches, thefe ordcrs bﬂcame ufelefq and
ceafed by difufe, gunemlly all laws occafioned by circum: -
siances ceafe to oblige, when the- c1rcumﬁmc\.q, on whlch
they are founded, caafe to exifl. \

(An irrefiftible proof of this truth, is takan frem the
ancient practice of the .Greck church :-in that church
during the whole Lent, the facrifice wag. oifeled but on
Saturdaysand Sundays, on thefe days the eucharilt was
referved under the {pecies of bread alone, and recexved
under that {p»cws folely ;he othPr daya “of the week.

' This
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‘AT his they called prejandified. The fame cuftom was al.
ways obferv.ed, and’ continues yet in the Latin Church, -
on GO.OCI Friday. The cultom of the Grecks is tmenti- -
oned in the Council of Laodicea, can. 49, and by thé
Council of Trull, can. 52. The cuftom of the Latin
church is _‘r_nentioﬂ'ed' by Innocent ift, Epis- 1. cup. 4.
?lie‘ writer adds one proof more, which bears no reply :
the eucharift in the primitive church was given o the
:Tfa_.i_thfu]', that when through the violence of perfecution
they could not meet in their oratories, they might make
the cominunion at home ; but under the fyecies of wine
it was never given but from the chalice by the prieft or
iis ‘deacon, this is attefted by all ecclefiaftical hiftory,
even Kemnitz admits it, but ridiculoudly endeavours to
elude the force of truth, by faying that they whore-
ceived the communiop under the fpecies of bread at
home, received it under the {pecies of wine in the church.
This ‘attempt at evafion, if true, would only prove that
‘the communion was made¢ indifferently under the {pe-
" ¢ies uf wine, as under the fpecies of bréad : for it could
not be the fame communion that was made one day i
“thé church and fome days after at home.
" Qur caftigator continues his queries : would Gregory
“the Great fupport the worfhip of imagés ? Never was
man fo unlucky in his feleftion of Fathers for the con-
demnation’ of popery : there are no monuments more
‘authentic than thefe which attelt Gregory’s veneration, .
for the fiints, their relicks, and their images ; when he
fent Auftin, the monk, to England to attempt the con-
-verfion of our idolatrous anceftors, he gave him many
rich veftments, veflels and relicks. - "The original iaven-
story - madcvé by Thomas of Elenham in the reign of Henry
V. 1s faid to he preferved in the Harleian library,—f{e€
Butler in the lifé of Gregory ; ‘he fent to “Theodolinda, .
‘queen of the Lombards, a particle of the holy crofs to be
.worn about the neck of her infant fon.” In his let.ter" td
‘that princefs, dated -in Janulry, 6os, Scventh Indif'tton,
‘he fays : ¢ I fend to the prince Adeodalde; your lon,fa
ST : ’ : crofs
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crofs, withfome of the wood of the true crofs, and i gofpei
"in a Pelﬁm box ; he fcnt to the emprefs Co“ﬁaqtmaa
weil, in Latin cal led !zrmzdeu}z, which had touched thc
bodies of the apo{tles, faymg, that mlracles had been
wrought by fuch relicks—L. 1v, Lplf 4. At Cagliari,
awealthy jew had embraced the chriftian religion, but
1Pta1mng fomethmg of the Jew he {eized the fvnaoovuq
placed in it an nmage of the Vlrgm Mary and a Crofs.
On. complamt of the' Jews, Gregory ordered the fyna.,
gogue to be reftored. havmg prevxouﬂy removed . the
image and crofs wttb a'ue veneration : ¢ fzzblam exma’e qui
par eft wneranone zmagma ét cruce”’—L. 9, Epl ‘6. Secun-
dius, a man of remarkable piety, g;od fathler to the young
prince Adeodaldc prayed Gregory to fend him fome de:
vout pictures ; in his anfwer Gregory fays : “ we have
fent you twocloths comammg the picure of God' our
Saviour, and of Mary the holy mother of God, and of
the blefled apoftles Peter and Paul, and one crofs, and for
a benediction a key which has been applied to the" moﬁ
holy body of St. Peter, prince of the apoﬂles, that you
may remain defended from the enemy.” Thefe words
are cited by Paul, the deacon, and by Adrian 1, in his let-
ter to Charlemagne. When Serenus, blfhop of Marfmlles,
had breken certain facred 1mages vihich. perfona lately:
converted from idolatry, in his diocefs, adored as they
, dld their idols,” Gregory commended -the zeal of,
the bifhop in fupprefing that monﬁr’ous abufe ; bt
reprimanded him for br eaking the imdges.—Lib. i, E PAf
13. He frequently cenfured the 1mp1ety of paying dn
ldoiarrous worthip to images ; an 1mpxety, which catlio-
lics have always condemned ; hence in his letter to Se-.
cundmu,b he fays: ¢ Iknow that you - do not afk’the’
image of the Saviour to worﬂnp it as a2 God ; but that,
in remembrance of the Son of God, you may be mﬁamed
with his love. —Lib. 7, Ep 530
From thefe paifawes, in,which Gregory cenfured the
idolatrous worthip of images, this ,,aftlgator pretends to
conclude that he condemned that rehgxous refpe® and’
vcneratlon, .
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j‘vbn‘zf’:rlatiop, which he himfelf paid to the images of thé
baviour,'and of his efect.  This, in imitation of his ahs
‘teftors, who, in the face of truth and conviétion, taught
their infatuated followers to believe that there is no dif:
ference, or diftinétion, between that reverence and vene-
ration, V'Vhicl_%' t“he,; C‘ath_oiiq church pays to the ahgels
and faints, and the divine honour, and {overeign
homage, which is die to the Almighty God alone,
whofe creatures they are, this caftigator artfully endea-
vours to continue the delufion, : |

. His next query is, if pope Gelaliis was 4 defender of
Lt,ran.fublﬁimtiation ? To which the writer replies that, that |
venerable. pontiff- believed and profeffed the doctrine
taught in, and by thie cathelic church, which was that of
tranfubftantiation in Lis time, beforé his time, and after
it, a8 he cites no paffage from this pope, the writer pre-
fumes that héalludes to a paflage garbled by Kemnitz
from a writer of the fame name, whom he ignorantly
confounds with that pontiff. This Gelafius, let him bé
who ﬁe will is perfectly orthodox : in his book of the
two naturss in Chrift, lie reafons on the eucharift as
Théodoret did, whofe reafoning on the fubjeét has been
-difcufled, Review pi 2108 o ‘

- Hislaft query were Cyprian, Auftin, the council of
Chalcedoh, and the African bifhops for appeals to Rome
“and fubmiffion to the pope’s jurildiction? Has been al-
‘ready difcufled in all its parts, they have been all f}‘x_cvyn :
to be perfedly fubmiffive to the pope’s {piritual jurifdic-
tion ; whatever they might have thought of appeals i
peifonal caufes, which were frequently abufive, they ne-
ver doubted the fupremacy of Peter and his fucceflors in
office. From thefe his queries, in fupport of which he
has not offered even the thadow of -proof, the caftigator
afks: What right we have to appropriate indefectibility
to thé Romifh church? To which the writer replies ¢
Becaufe the Romifh church, as he calls her, that is, the
hchnr'ch in communion with the See of Rome, "acknO'W"
Jedging the fpiritualjurifdi{f(tjon of the Roman POB“{?;
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is now; what the always Was, and - ever will be, that
“gne, holy, catholic and apoftolical church, to whlch the. pro.
mifes were made{o clearly exp“‘f’ﬁ've of her indefedibili.
¢y, that this caﬁxgator fays,’p. 133. “-protedants are as.
firenuous fuppnrtels of this d«)&rlnc as the Rom;fh
- church,” and from this dodrine he concludes as he did
before, that an) church, the commencement of whichis
fixed afany time fince the apoftles’ days, is mot : the
Church of Chrnﬁ becaufe it manifeftly is ‘not that
church to which the _promife of mdefe&lblluy wag
In hzs néxt’ chapter, p. 144, the cﬁﬁigator fays, the
doctrine of perperual vifibility proves at leaft as much fot
. proteftants as for the Romith Church. It his fpirit of di.
vination can difcover, and will condefcend to inform us,
in what country there was a focicty of proteftants per-
~ petually vifible fince the apoftles days ; in what See there
__has been a fucceflion of pmreﬁant bithops, in what city;
town, village or hamlet, there has been a 1ucceﬂ“on of
proteftant minifters of any defcription or denomination
perpetually vifible fince the apoftles time, this affertion
however wild and paradoxical will be admltted The
Romifh Church thews a fociety perpetually vifible, an
uninterrupted fucceffion of bithops i the fame See firice
the apoltles days{ thethews that thefe her blfhops in re-
gular fucceffion were in communion with the® bithops of
“other Sees; that the bithops of other Sees from their :
communion wiith the See of Rome, fhewed that they -
- themfelves were rightful paftors, true members of the
Catholic !church, profelling the true faith; a3 Ireneus’
of Lyons, Auflin of Hippo, Optatus of Milevium, &c.-
This they thew with fuch itrefiftible evidence that Pro-
 teftants are forced*to admit it : Dod&or Reynolds, in his .
Conferencewith Huf, p- 442, fays : *“that the fucceflion
of the Roman b\fhopb wasa proof of the true faith in the
time of Auftin, . Optatus, Tertullian, &c.” Dr. Thorn-
dyke, fpeaking of the Councils in the Eaft, fays v .of
thef\. Councils how many can be called gemml by num:
ber
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ber of: the prefent‘ votes ? Their authority then, muft
arife fl‘Om thﬁll“. ad»’miﬂioh by - the Weftern Churches ;
and thisadmiffion what elfe can'it be afcribed to, but the.
authority of the Church of Rome eminently involved.
above all the Churches of the "Weflt in the fammoning of
them and by coniequence of  their decrees 2. And in the
troubles between the Eaft and the Wel, though the
Weftern Churches have adted by their reprefentatives in
great Councils ; yet on other .occafions, they feem to
have referred themfelves to that.church, refolving tore- -
gulate. themfelves by it whereby it appears that ,z‘lye,Wef:
tern Churches went always with that of Rome, which necel-
farily argties a ﬁ.ngular _pre-eminence in it,”’~~See Epi-
logue Book iii, ch. 20, p. 179. = Whether this union of
all the Weftern Churches with the church of Rome, ar-
"gués a pre-eminence or not, it proves beyond. a contra-
- diftion that the Church, of Rome was always vifible 3.
that.all the churches. in the Weﬂ were of its communi-
on, confequently that before the Retormation there was
00 Proteftant. Church in the Weft': perhaps the cafli-
gator’s. fpirit of divination ma:y difcover fome latent
' Protéftant Church in the Eaft, which has hitherto efcap-
“ed the world’s obfgrvation. ' B
- Of the many pailsges in feripture. promifing the un-
interrupted exiftence of Chrift’s church adduced by this
writer, in his remarks, p. 110, the Caftigator makes an
‘aukward attempt to wreft one to his purpofe. It is fromi
Ifai:h i, “ And jt thall come to.pafs in the Iaft days
‘tha!’;,.th.e mountain  of the Lord’s Houfe fhall b efta-
,Bliﬁled."im the top of the mourtains, and {hall be exalted
.above .the. hills.”> Thefe words, if ‘webbeiieve him,
arenot applicable to every ftate of the church. Th.c
church, in his opinion, has different ftates, from his
words we mufl conclude that one ffate of the church fs
vifibls, -to which the promiles 2pply 3 the other ,ﬁ'ate 18
ifnvi'ﬁbl'é,“ to which the promifes are not applicable
common fenfe would tell -him' that ene ftate is real,

which the prophet announces ; the Othéf ;magmar}ﬁ- o}f
R i o whlch



220

whlch the pr0phet knew nothmc he aﬂs.s if thc doc,
irine of vxﬁbxhty applles to the days of EhJah ¢ To thls
‘the writer rephes that. the doérine of vxﬁblhty does apg.'
ply to the days of Ehjah and to every ﬁage of th¢
Jewifh church from its firft “eftablithment - to its fina]
ceflation, but the paifage Whlch the cwﬁxgator aulgwardly
endeayours to fit to his purpofc, does noét apply ‘to thc
days of Elljah or to any ‘other ftags “of - the Jewifh
church atail. *The paffage is fo clearly underftaod of
the chriftian church: that ignorance itfelf cap. hardly
~miftake it, and in it the prophet apnouric-s not only
the vifibility, but the catholicity of the ¢t wh hc!hus
continues; ** gna all nations fhall Slow s i See e,
marks p. 110.% ¢ . his {pirit-of ¢ivinaiicn findin g fome
difficulty in, applymg this fentence to the jemu, churfh
witely fupprefled it. " Do@or Southwell, whofe’ memory
was never afperfed with a diflant fufpicion of popery,.
fays, in his expofitory note on this chapter: by the laf
daysis mieant the time of the gofpel difpenfazion,’ thouch
this paffage be not apph_cgble to'the ILWlﬂl Lhu,.rch it 15
‘not the lefs truclvthat that church was from its firft efta:
“blithment " to its final ceflation vifible without interrupy
tion, and under thexmmedlate prote&ion and upremit.
tmgwgllance of divine prov:dence ‘This - the mfpued
writers atteft in language which is not to be ' mifunder.
itood }e'semmh one of their Iateﬁ and greate&prophets,
fays: xi, 6, 7. “and. Jehovah, faid to me : prochim
all thefz words in the cities of Juda, and in ths ﬁreets
of Jerufalem, faying’; hear ye the words of thls covensy
ant, and da them for protefting, { have protefied to your
fathers on the daj when Lbrought them up from the land of
]Jg)pt and to tbepreﬁexzt day, rifing early and prote{‘emg,
faying hear my voicé 3. the voice of inftrudtion by | ‘God’s
minifters was tlerefore mceﬁ’antlj heard by the Jews,
and this inftruétion was not given by invifible mlmﬁerq
.ortoan invilible people, «The Jewifh ‘church’ was in.
ftructed by the prophetsand the priefts with- unremlttmg
- atteation : ¢ from the thirteenth year of Jofiah, fon of
Amon,.
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Amon, king of Juda, and to this day, this the twenty

third year, the word of Jehovah was on me, and I have

fpoken to you rifing early and {peaking, and ye have not
-hearkened; and Jehovah fent to youall his fefvantq,the
prophets, rifing earlyand fending, and youdid not hearken

nor did you incline your ear to hear”’—Jer. xxv, 3, 4.
"This prophet pathetically defcribes the vigilance of Divine

Providence, and the ynwearied attention of himfelf, and

all the proptets, bis predeceflors, to the inftru®ion .of
.the Jews. Though the miffion ¢f the prophets may ap.
“pear extraordinary, yet it continued. without intermifii.
.en, until after the return from the Babylonian captivity
the {cripture {peaks-of them as forming a corps, a focie.

ty§ it {peaks of their habitations, of their children -

f‘ and the fons of the prophets, who were. at Jericho,

rame to Elitha, and faid to him, knoweft thou that Jeho-
"y_ah,’ Will take away thy Lord from thy head this day.”
=-2d Kings, ii, 5. This Lord, of whom the fons of the
‘prophets at Jericho {poke, was Elijab, in whofe days, if
we believe the caftigator, the Jewifh: church was invifi-
ble :" an invifible church, in which that great prophet
;')'rppbef_‘ied;: and inftructed. the people ! An invifible
‘church, in which the fcriptures and the law of Mofes
‘were explained in the public fchools even in . Jericho !
For by the fons of the prophets are underftood, fays Dr.
‘Southwell, the young men who ftudied under the aged
ones, the church "was therefore perfedtly’ vifible, even
in ifr‘aeL amonglt the fchifmatical tribes, and notwitk-
flanding the number of prophets maflacred by Jezabel,
even the impious idolator Achab knew where a prophet
of the true God was to .bé:'found : when . Jehofaphat,
'kirzg of Juda, dcﬁfgd thata prophet of the true Qod
mi‘g"ht“b‘a‘ confulted on the war with Syria, Achab replied:
% there is yet one man, Michaiah the fon of Imlab, by
whom we may inquire from Jehovah, but 1 hate him ;
for‘ht): prophefies no good for me, but evil.”’—ift Kings,
zjixiif,rg. Though the church fhould have been abfolutes
Iyextinét; and theextraordinary minifiry of the proph?[tz
o . WILL
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with the ¢rdinary. mmx{’zry of the priefts and- Lev1tes,

abohﬂzcd which did rmt “happen, in the ten trlbes dlf

tmgulﬂled by the name of Ifrael, the church Was never
more vifible than'it was at that time in’ Jerufalem and.

“in rthe whole kingdom of Judah under. the good kmg

Jchofaphatn ' )

I cimes of the greate{’c affliGtion. under Achaz, Ifaias,
preached and prophefied ; in that time of deepcft diftrefs

before the capivity, Jeremiah preached, nor did he ceafe

to inltruct afrer the deftru@tion of the city, until he.
ccafed to live dunnpr the mpﬂvxty Ezekicl and Da,meﬂ

inftruted the people, and aftev it Nehermias, Efdrab, &e.
Independcnt on the ex tramdmary mtmﬁr) of the ‘pro-.

phets the ordmar} ‘miniftry of theps iefthood, commenced

in Aaron, never ceafed until the final ceffation - of  the.

Jewifh c hurch ; ; ofthis truth the ﬁ:rlptme affords’ the

moft convincing evidence. The prophet Ezekiel clearly,
dx{fmguﬁea )rwﬂ,s, who had fwerved from their duty,

from the venerable paQQJ&; who Lad been atall - times,

faithful to their m'm{lry : ¢ hut the LCVltCa, who went far

from me, when Ifvael ftrayed, when they ﬁmved 1"mm‘
me after their idols, they fhall bear their iniquity /...,
.they fhall not zpproach me to do the office ofprxeﬁ for,

me. ... but the pncﬂ% the Levites, the fonsof. Sadoc,
who prcf,rveﬂ the mir nﬁrv afber fhomrau eth mybmam/}
mikadfhi, of my fanc’luan‘y wnen the fons of Ifrael ﬁrayed ‘

from me they (hall APPIO’ICU to »u€ to mim{rcr fome; '
they {hall ftand before -me to of"cr to me the fat° and
tl}ebood faith the LordJ chovah. They 'ﬂlall come’
into.my fanctuary, they fhall approach’ to. my table to.
miniffer ro me, and tbcy {hall preferve my m'rhﬂ:ly,
Ezekiel, xliv, 10, We know that Sadoc.” was hlgh
prieft in Solomon’s days, and God “attefts by hlb pro-_
phet that his deftendants did not firfay . nor fwerve‘
from. their duty, and that they ihou‘d continte in their.
mmnzry to ferve him. The covenant of the’ prlcﬂhood
with Phineas fon to Fleazar, fon to’ Aaron, was'not difs.
comwxcd u'ml. the vmcﬁhood Wwas trmsfeued : ¢ the

Lord
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Lord faid to Mofes, Phineas fon of Fleazar, fon to Aarén
the prieft, has averted my wrath from the Children of
%‘Hra;l .« v+ . wherefore, fay : behold I give him my co- -
‘venant of peace and it thall be 70 bim and 10 bis Jeed cfter
him the covenunt of an everlafling. pricfibood, hecaufe that
‘he was_zealous for his God and made an ztonement for
‘the Child‘ren of ifrael,”—Num. xxv, 12, 13. That this
‘priefthood, in virtue of the coverant, did continue
without interruption until the fival ceflation of the Mo.
faic difpentation we know from St. Paul : in his epifile
‘to the Hebrews the apoftle thews the total ceffation of
‘the Mofaic liw from the charge of the priefthood ; the
priefthood therefore muft have continued uatil the final
‘ceffation of the Jewifh church : for ifit had ceafed at
any time before, the law would have ceafed with it.
The initiating ceremony of circumcifion, and the other
Mofaic ceremornies are not faid to have ceafed atany
timg : the pious Jew could always find a winifter of the
Jewith: church to-perform all che rites 2nd ceremonies,
which the law required of him. FEven during the cap-
tivity their prophets and priells inftructed ; and foreli-
gioufly attentive were they to the Divine inflitution,
which confined the priefthood to the family of Aaron,
that-the priefts, the fons Habalah, who had aflumed the
rame of Barzallai, from their mother, unzbletoprove
their genealogy from the authentic regifter, were exclu-
ded from the miniftry, Nehemiah, vii, 630 The paflage
‘which lie cites from 2d Chronicles, xv, 3, appiies not to
‘the Jewith church, which was never without ‘a teaching
prieft of the delcendants of Aaron, but to the Jewith
people in their prefent flate, who have been fince the cef- -
fation of the Mofzic difpenfation without prophet or
prieft, and will continue in the fame flate until the
Sulnefs of the Gentiles be come in, Rom. xi. 25. o

" The caftizator’s fpirit of divination, like that {pirit of
illafion, which blinds the Jews, difcovers in the pro-
phet’s words, not the predidion of a. future event b‘ft,
the relationof a paft calamity ; he fits the pafiage to hfs

‘ i ’ Co R ‘ purpsie

&
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'purpofe by fub{htutmg his own words' to thefe of thé-
‘p; ophet : Ifrael were without ~ the' true God, and
without a teichihg prlc{t “and withour the Iaw » fo fays
the cafugatnr The prophet fays s e ’vq/om!m rabzm 1€I/
rael *lels. Elshei emeth welelo Coben ‘morch oulels thorab,™
“ many days to lfrael, to no God of truth to no
teachmg prlef’c tono law.” That thisis 4 pt‘edlc’hon of a
future event is manifeft from what the prophet adds::
¢ inthem times no peace to tlhie man going out, or to-
the man coming in, but many térrors over all’ the inha-
‘bitants of the whoxc éarth.””  Thefe words have a cleat”
feference to the confummation. ; It is tl'us deferxbed by
~4ll the prophets who fpaaﬁz of that event. .

It is therefore unqueﬁiombly frue - that thie Jewifh
church in its deepeft =fli%tiou and greateﬁ obturity
was perfectly vifible, and it miniftry without interrupti-
on { if this be true of the Mofaic difpenfation, which was
fmm ité confti*ution, terminable, the ceflation of which

~ had been fo r'cmdtealy annouhnced by’ the prophets, how
inuch more certain is it of the Chriftiad. church, which:
isfrom its coaftitution maermxﬂ:;lbleP The caﬂlgator
afks : if the Romifh church was™ 4s vifible: during thc
~ten perfeeutionsas at the Council 'of Conftance !~ Hé
thus inadvertently informs his readers, that the Romith -
church, as he calls it, is that church which was founded
by the pof‘les whxch was perfecuted by~ the Ner()s,
“thi Domitiens, &c. in the faith of which all the martyrs
| fpilieﬁ their blood. It is therefore the church to which
* the promifes were made; that church againft which the
- gates of hell will not pxevall he did not advert to théfe
confequences. To his query, the ~writer replies’ Yes.,
The perfecutions prove it : they were not. exercifed ‘on
an invifible church : the perfecutors knew where to find.
the moft diftinguifhed paftors ; they were the firft objedls
of perfecuting rage, 2nd it was not confined to them.
"The church was never . more confplcuous than.when its
faith was profefled by its minifters and their - difciples in-
the face of the-world, in the prefence of perfecuting em-
‘ perors,
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emperors their officers and executionérs, What could i
dute t_hen}an tothink the church invifible at fuch a time ?
It was this fame Romith chiurch invifible; as lie dreims,
during the ten perfecutions, which was perfe@ly vifible in
the council of ‘Conftance in 1414. He admits therefore
that lE had enjoy’pd until that period ad uninterrupted.
kexiftence ; but it was not miore vifible in the council of
Conftance in 1414, than it was in the Council of Trent,
1545 ; por was it more vifible then, than itis nowin
t80o9. It is therefore, and caftigator injudicioﬁﬂy ace
knowledges it, the only church, which has enjoyed an
tininterrupted exiftence fince the apoltles’ days; if it be
not the church of Chrift, the redeenier never had a church
on earth, and chriftianity is but an illufion.

Both Proteftants arid catholics hie believes, maintaig
that the appearance of antichrift is connedted with a ge-
‘neral apeftacy.. The writér does not inquire what pro.
‘teftants maintdin, but cdtholics ‘mdintain no fuch
‘doctring, catholics do not confound dodrines-and o
pinions, the terms aré not fynonymous in their lin.
‘guage: it is the opinion of fome catholics that imme-
‘diately previous to, or on the appearance of antichrift,
there will be a great apoftacy, that all the wicked will
publicly difclaim the faith of Jefus Chrift, and unite with
that impoftor. They found their opinion on the words of
8t. Paul, 2 Thef if. He fays thdt the day of the Lord will
not come until there be-a revolt, and the fon of perditicn

be revealed ; others with equal, if not greater reafon,

think the defe@ion, foretold by the apoftle, a revolt of
the dependant provinces againft the Roman empire, of
‘which -St, Paul, fpeaks covertly to avoid giving offence to
the then mafters of the world, who believed their em-
pire eternal 3 and many think that St. Paul, ufed the ab-

ftradt term apytaty to figoify antichrift the great apoffaie,

a mode of fpeaking in common ufe with facred and
prophane writers. - Thus Roboam isi cgnﬂ(ed not-a fool,
burthé folly of . the nation, Eccl. xlvii. 273 but what-
ever their opinions may be with refpet. to this predic-

Dd - tion,
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tion, no catholic ever, believed that this laft apoftacy
¢ould in.any fenfe affedt the v1ﬁbxhty or ‘the ftability of
the church is it an invifible church that antlchrlﬁ will
perfecute with fach- relentlefs fury? Was it an invifiblé
church that Paul himfelf perfecuted !  Is'it an-invifible
¢hurch to which the Jews will be converted by the’
preaching of the two witpefles ?  If the church of ]efus
Chrift be extinét on the la®* day in what church will the
angels find his eleft,;"whom they "wil Il €olle@ from f.hc
four winds at the found of the- tiwmpet =—Matt. xxiv,
3t In what church will they be found who overcomé
the beaft, and bis i image; and the number of his name ?
Apo. xv, 2. Isit in an invifible ehurch, by invifible mini-
fers that the faith will be announuzd baptlfm and - the
eucharift adminiftered ? Theferites will continue- ‘untl
the confumimnation, or Chrift and his apo{’dc have deceiv:
edus: The faviour faid to his apoﬁlf‘s going make dif
ciples of all nations, baptlﬁﬁg them in the name of ‘the
Father; and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoft," teaching
them to keep all thms(b whatfoever, which T have coms
manded you i and’ behold 1 am’ awith you all days until
the confummation of the world.—=Matt. xxiv. With this
exprefs promife of the Saviour to be with his minifters
“teaching and baptifing until time fhall be no more, the
evangelift clofes his hitt ory and St. Paul, in térms equal-
Iy expreiﬁve, {ays that by the eucharift the death-of the
Lord will be anncunced until he comes at ‘the end of
time to judge the world ; the faith eannot be -announe:
cd, nor thefe rites admml&med by invifible minifters; in
an invifible church. The fupDoﬁtlon isfo extravagant,
fo offenfive to common fenfe, that it is' matter of {urprife
that any man, however infatuated by error or- blmded
by prejudice, can prevail-on himfzlf to believe, it: -

This caftigator, whofe liberality knows no- bourids,
lends his wordsto the 1nfp1rcd writers, and ‘his, opinion
to the Redeemer. Chrift, to .enforce the neceﬁity of
inceflant prayer, one of thefe unprofitable auflerities, from
which the reforma.tlon relieved its miniflers, fays of 2
wickcd'
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‘wicked judge, that though he neither feared God; nor.
regarded man, yet to free‘himfe-lf‘from}the importunity
of a, widow, he reolved to avenge her of her adverfary.
7I,ukle xvill.  Heé then afks : “ Will not God avenge:
hxs elect, who cry unto him night and day, though he,
bear long with them #°. To this queftion he himfelf re-
plies : *“ I 2y unta you that he will avenge them fpeedi-
ly” "He'then atks another queftion : ** Neverthelefs,
when the Son of Man cometh will he find faith on
carth 7 He afks the opinion of his difciples, who made .
no reply 3 nor did.he himfelf : he did not fay there will,
or there will not. Wi could imagine, if the caftiga.
tor’s fpirit.of divindtion had not.difcovered it, that the.
Saviour intended to reply : there will be no faith on.
earth, but forgat it, or the evangelilt forgot to infert it 2,
However, without confulting this f{pirit of divination,
-we find a fufficient reply to this queftion-in more paffa.
‘ges than one. ~ The ele@, whom the anzels will 'colie;’t,
at the found of the trumpet from the four winds, that
i3, from all parts of the earth, will they have no faith 2-
Thefe fnyr.iads, who will overcome the beaft, his image,-
“and the number of his name, will they have ne- faith
Is it pot of his_laft coming the Saviour ,fpfiaks‘-ém,Luke.
Xxi, 2.1 ““then will.they fee the Son of Man coming.
‘q:rl a cloud with. power and great glory ! To :‘whom. ‘
does he fay : *“. when you fee thefe things begir}nlng to.
come 0" pafs, then rife up, lift up your heads, for your.
iﬁédemp_.ijibn is near ?*. Will thefe have no faith ?. The:
myftery of the cucharift; by, which the death of tlee Lord.
will be announced pntil he comes—2 Cor. will it ceafe
before he.comes ? O will it be adminiftered by invifible
fzﬁini{’ceré,to an invifible people in an. invifible ‘fhufd‘ %
It'is irkfome to_be obliged terefute fuch nonfenfe. How-
ever, in vindication of this caftigator, it muft be adflllt7.
ted, " that he has faithfully - tranfcribed all the ’rea(on.s,f
which his ancef ofs", the prime veformers, and their
panégyrifts, have offered _to juftily cheir fclzparation ; he
has only forgatten to inform his readers that they have
been



2@8.\

been refuted an hundred tlmes before he was bom .Thig
inceffant - repetition of . the fame hackneyed arguments
~ @rgues an mfuperable obﬁmacy accompamed by a bar,
rennefs of invention, which excites both cmtempt and
difguft. He garbles an extra® from Ockbam and,
Panormiton, which ferve tofill his pamphlet, the extradty
‘only fhew that the writers were ignorant or inaccurate:
as their authority is of po welght, the writer does nog
inquire whether the paflages adduced be genume or ot 3
he is not dif] pofed to juftify the miftakes or inaccuracies of
all catholic writers, they have the modefty, to fubmxt
their opinions to the' _]udgment of thelr fuper:ors_ lfthxs
caﬂ:gator withes to ob'age the pubhc ‘with propoﬁtmns
extradted from the writings of catholxcs and condemncd
he may find whcrewuh to fill a foho volume.
In his next chapter he admits that the church of Chrift
is catholic or univerfal ; but he thinks this chara@eritic .
does not belong to the Romifh church, - He docs pot
{eem inclined to dxfpute the umverfalxty of time. The
f2& is mdlfputable that the Romifh church did com-:
mence in the apoftle’s days, and contmues yet, is afalt
of fuch unqueﬁxonable notoriety, that the. man. Would be
thought fit for bedlam, who would venture to difpute-it.
He has not told us.when this laft and beft reformed
church, of whxcb he i is himfelf exther the founder, or the
mmnﬁer commenced ; nor has he told us in' what part.
of the world it lay concealed either vifible or mvtﬁblc, "
even fince Luther’s reformation ; before that ' period; if
he pretends that i it had an exiftence at all, not one pros
teftant of common information will believe hlm. If the:
church of Chrift be catholic, the church of whxch he “is
" minifter is not the chugch of Chrift. The antecedcnt he
has admitted ; to deny the confequem argues fﬂmethmg
~worfe than ignorance. I"hough he does not difpute the
vniverfal ity of time, he thinks the umvcrlahty of place'
may afford a fubterfuge : * Have,” fays he, p. 148, “hes
. tenets been propagand in every nation on earth ¥’ -Per-
b:ps the authority of St. Paul may fatisfy him : ¢ Firft

then,

AY



220

then, fays.the apofile, writing to this Romifh Church, I

thank my God for you all ; becaufe your faith, é piftis imén,

is annoynced in the whole world.—Rom. i. 8. The

Romifh church was therefore catholic in the apoftle’s

days, will the caftigator inform us when it ceafed to be

catholic #* What nation is there, in which her tenets have

not been preached ? If there be any fuch, which the

writer very much doubts, her faith will yet be -propaga-

ged there : the confummation of the world is the limit

preferibed by the faviour to the propagation of the faith

of his church, fee remarksp. 135...... the writer’s

reafoning on the fubject is refuted by filence, it feems

that this caftigator?s fpirit of divination could difcover

no evafion. It is true he fays, becauie the man muft fay

'{o\mething, that 3 little reflection would have fhewn this

writer that many of the paflages by which he attempts,

to illufirate this point are applicable only to thefe days

when ¢ the whole earth: will be filled with the glory of the

Lord.” Thereare bdarys therefore in his cpinien in which

the earth is not filled with the glory of the Lord, bow
fadly the imge.}s were deceived whom lfaias heard crying

out ingeflantly * the whole earth is full of the glory of

the Lord.”-—Ifaias vi. 3. And David was not lefs

miftaken when he faid : ¢ the Heavens announce the

:glory -of the Lord, and the firmament declares the work
.of his hands.—Pf. xix. 1. )

- Qur caftigator begins this chapter by faying ¢ pro-
teftants, as well as papifts, are periuaded thit the church
of Chrift is catholic or univerfal ;” and ends it by faying
“ that this univerfality can be no charaeriftic of  the
church of Chrift in her prefent fituation.” From thefe
two propofitions, contradicting each the other, a'nd ad-
%anced almofl in the fame breath, we conclude W,l,th_ un-
erring certainty that confitency is no qhat:gé’q:ﬂﬁxc of
tbls caftigator. - A man reduced to fuch ﬁr;uts is an ol?-
j'e& of pity, he felt the “impoflibility of- applymg__fhls
univerfality to his new modelled church, and wifely

¢oncluded that though proteftants do believe the Fhurch*
' ’ C ' - univerfal,
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vniverfal, univerfality'is neta chara&enﬁxc of the church
of Chrift. . Thus, though he calls himfelf a protefiant,
he new. models the proteftant creed, and. fits: it tp his
own conventicle. He will fcarcely venture to deny that
the clmrcn of Chrifi was believed to be cathohc or” uni-
verfal in the firft ages of chn{’cmmty, that catholicity or..
univerfality was ther. thought to be a charafterxﬁxc of:
Chrift’s church;, thxs is' one of thefe notes.- of Chriflt’s.
church, which is exprefsly marked in all the profefﬁons
of faith, which we have upon record. Will-he then con.-
defcend to inform us if the Romifh church be not ca.
tholic'or univer{al, what oth%r church is, or ever was F
“When wag it that the Romxﬁl church arrogated to her-v
felf the title_of catholic, and protefiants began to diffin. 9
guith Romanifts from others by calling - them catholics 7
Can his fpirit of divination. difcover the time. when™ we.
who call aurfeives catholics were called proteftants, or!
were diftinguithed: by any other name 2 And they who
eall themfelves how proteftants, were call -d catholics and;,.
were diftinguithed from us by that Llppsllatlop 2.In what,
time, by whot means, by what magic has this change.
been cffcdted P Though  thefe embarraﬂing‘ quc;tmns
admit no ILOLBUOH, the writer propofes one extremes
ly fimple: Has this caftigator ever in his ferious. mo=
ments prevailed on himfelf to. believe thar, that-little,
conventicle, of which he is a.pafior, whether by the
‘eleftion of the people nominated, or inflituted by fome
eeremony, of which the Wuter knows nothmg, 'is. the:
church of Jefus Chrift, founded by -the ap()ﬁles, to,
which the Promlfeq were made ! Has it ¢roffed:his. ima.
gination even in his dreams; “that all’ the ele&. of. Jatus:
Chrift have b°en fmctlﬁed within the pale of his little
eonventicle 7 Has this immenfe crowd, of whom St
john fpeaks, Rev. vii, g, been fandijfied in the commu-
nion of his new little church ? Does it embrace all . na-
‘tions, tribes, peoples and tongaes ! Thus the apofile
deferibes * the ele@ : *“ I faw and  behold a. great
erowd whom neene could number, of all ~mations and.
' tribes,
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Lamb.” - What does the caftigator thmk of this paf.
fﬂge ? Is it in the charch of Jefus Chrift that- all thefz
‘millions of millions are fandtified orisitnot? If it be,
‘which even prefumpuon will not.venture to deny, the
church of Jefus Chrift is therefore the church of all na.
‘tions, of all tribesand tongues, it is confequently univerfal,
The Caﬁwator may not believe it ; and as it is abfolute-
‘ly lmpoﬂxble that this multitude w1thout number {hould
be fan&ified and petfcc‘ted in any church, which is not
univerfal both-in time and place, lxcnée follows another
-confequence of the moft fericus import te this caltigator,
Vand his deluded friends, that is, that his new modelled
mrch in which 21l nations and tongues are not tound,
:s not the’ Church of Jefus Chrift. o
- From the catholicity of the church, which the caftiga-
tor admits in one pageand denies in the next, he Daf&s
0 the doétrive of infallibility. This dotrine the writer
tad {hewn to be a neceffary confequenv of the churches’
indefec’txblhty, of which proteftants are as ftrenuons fup-
porters as the Romifh church, fays our caftigator p. 133,
for if it be true that the exiftence of the church cannue
be interrupted, it is thercfore true that fhe cannot teach
falfe doctrine, for if the be fuppofed to teach falfe doc-
wipe atany time, fhe at. that time {is not the Houfe of
God, the Pillar and Ground of Truth, as St. Paul fays,
'ad. Tim. iii. 15, but the plllar and ground of falfehood,
the thercfore at that rime is- rot the church of Jefus
“Chrift, but the fynogogue of Satan, her exiftence is in-
terrupted, and’mﬁcad of being indefectible, {he has
failed, and the- -gates of Hell have prevalled aframft her,
notwithftanding the promife of Jefus Chrift. Hence it-
s mmmxeP ‘to the nu,anc:fL capacity that. her indefedtibiitty
fonce eﬁab ithed, her mfa]hbxlzty follows indifputably.
The. caﬁ:gator does not even attempt to invalidate the
Aerter 5 1eafomno~ on -this fubject ; of that he felc the.
lmpoﬂnblhty, but to divert the attention of bis readers,

and fill. his pamphlet with [ymething, he tranferibes
- - fome
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fome frigments f;;'om the Couincils of Conftdtice and Bi:
fil, in which the authority of ch® Council is declared
fuperiof to that of the Pope; and their deécifions of ins
fallible -duthority ; and ‘in oppofition to thefe ke cites
fome garbled pafliges from Catholic writers, wlhid think
the pontifical adthority {uperior to that of any Council
not duthorifed by the pope; fragments from the Al
coran would  hive been as ajuch ro the purpofe.:-for ™
whether the decifion of a Coudncil affzmibied by the papil
authority and continued in oppofition to hi$ injunétic
ons, be of infallible authority. as the prelates in Bafil
pretended, or'nor, as many believe; and whethier the
_pontifical approbation be neceffary to authorife the de.’
crees of Councils or not, it is not the lefs certain, nor
the lefs univerfally and invariably. believed. by all Ca
tholics, that the dodtrinal decifions of the psfors of thé
_church, united with their head, s of infallible authority,
and on this truth there is not,nor ever was,a fhadowof .
diverfity of opinion amongll Catholics, as the writer had
affertedin his Remarks, For if it be true,as fome pretend,
that the decifion of 2 Council of Bﬁﬂiops, whether aus
thorifed by the pope or not, be of infallible suthority,
itis not the lefs true that their decifion authorifed by
the puntiff’s judgment is infallible ; and if it be true, as.
others fay, that a doctrinal decifion of the pope accom-
panied by the conditions, which they require, be infal-.
lible, it is at leatt equally truz, and <more certain, that.
this decifion authorifed by the judgment of thé\Coun'cilf
is infallible.  Ou this d:.@rine there is no difagreement,
no variation, This then is the term of cormmunion
_tha:c dofrire which is ‘believed by all Catholics, in-all’
places, and at all times ; a do&rine fo confiftent with
the plan of Chriftianity, that Proteftants have admitted
ir : the learned D-é&or Bull, in his defence of the faith
of the Council of Nice, fays: “in that council.a prin-
cipal article of the chriflian religion was in dilpute, if in’
.2 queflion of that importance it be imagined that all the
paftors of the church could fall into’ error, and deccive
sl
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all the faithful, how can the word of Jefus Chrift bs
defended, who promifed to his apoftles, and to their
Jucceflors, t6 be always with them ? The promife would
hot be true': ‘becaule the apoftles were not tolive a long
time, were it not that their fucceffors were. comprifed
in'the perfons of the apoftles thémfelves. Bull. Def. fid.
proem. N. 2,p. 2. Yo prove that this was the doc-
trine then tavght in the church, thls learned prOteﬁant :
tltes a paflage from the hiftorian * Socrates, L. vi, C. g,

“ though the fathers of that council wete finfple and not
yery learned, they could not fall into error becaufe thcy
_Werc enlightened by the light of the Holy Ghoft,” " this
is the doctrine of Doétor Bull the doérine which is na.
‘turally imprefled on the mind by the promife of Jefus
-Chrift, to-be always with the paftors of his church, teich-
ing and baptifing, and alfo to fend the Holy Ghoft' to
teach themall wuth.~—John xvi, 13. Thisin the moft
limited fenfe muﬁ be uqder&oad of all truth neceflary
to {alvation. :

.Ourcaftigator after having filled a couplc of pages
w1th thefe extnc’ts, which whetnel genuine or not the
erte)r believes hit to have faithfully tranferibed. from
his repertory, becaufe he has feen them more than once
before, inquires, with that politenefs which is peculiar to
himfelf, ~how the ﬁ'npl'c 'faithful may know whether
Popes or Councils ave the greateit liars, p.151.* To this
the writer replies, that his better half and his favourite
mald may learn from him, with as much ~ fe and cer-
‘tainty, as he himfelf has learned from his familiar {pirit,
which exhibits a ftrong refemblance to that of the
delphic Pythoneffa. The writer inflerts 4 fappofed
dialogue between the miftrefs and the maid conlequent
to one of the caftigator’s le¢tures.
~J.-Lord ‘miftrels | What a wonderful man is mafter? .
To.be fure thefe wicked popes and popifh b1fhop;, are
all liars,  Mafter fays fo.. :

‘M. Ay! ay! Jane! My good man ianow.; that : my:
good man reads the bible. .

Ee Iy
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The bible, miltrefs! Does the bible fay th&!;

!thefe wicked ‘popes and bifhops are lars?

‘M. * Ay lay! ! Jane‘ The bible fays that the Phanfceg;
 were liars, to be fure the pepes and bifhops are thc Pha
rlfees Do not you know that ?

J.  To'be fure miftrefs! They: are the Pharifees:
mafter fays fo. Blefs the man of God! He fays that]
know every thing in the bible, to be. fure miftrefs knows
- évery thing that mafter knows 3 but 1 did not think that
"1 knew every thmg in the bxble myfclf unni mafier told

me fo.

- M. Ay ! ay! Jane ! you mu{’c believe nothmg but
“what is in the bible. ‘

J. To be fure mnﬂrefs, I muft beheve nothmg but

“what mafter tells ine. Does not the bible fay that ? Blefs

/ ﬁngs on the good book, which tells mafter that T know

~ every thing init} that I underftand it better than all

thefe wicked popes,aind pOplﬂl bithops, who pretcnd that

I do notunderftand it. Is it not that great book with .

the fine pictures ? How edifying to fee that fine young

- man and that pretty young woman naked under the

tree ? But miftrefs, are not images idols? Matfter fays-fo.

" This dialogue, which, though fuppofed, is ‘ot the. lefs
patural, fenfibly expofes the artifice of this caftigatot and
his fellow reformifts, who under preterice of recalling the

people from fuppofed errors taught by their, lawful paﬁ_