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firy , thenno maa canknow that heis truly a Minilter of Chrift.
But the Confequent is falfe,-and intolerable ; thercfore fois the
Antecedenr. o : -

Se&. 5. The truth of the Minor is apparent thus, 1. [fwe
could not be fare that we are true Minilters, then no man could

with’ comfort feek the 'Minftry,, nor enter into upoa ir. For'

who can have encouragement to enter a ‘calling when be knows
not whether indeed he enter upon it or not ? and, whether
he engage not himfelf in acourfeof in , and be not guilty
as Uzza of medling with the Ark unlawfully > efpecially
in fo grest and tender a cafe where God is_fo exceeding
jealous. B oot
Se®.6. Ard 2. who cam go on in the Calling of the Mini-
ftry,and comfortably do the work, ‘and bear the burden,that
cannot know through ali his life | “or in any adminiftracion,
whether he be a Minifter or'a U'urper 2 What adamp muft it
“calt upon our“fpirits, in Prayer, Praife;, adminiftration of the
Eucharift and a!l_publick worfhip, ( which fhould be perform-
ed with the greatelt alicrity and delight ) when we remember
that we are uncertain whether God have fent us, or wherher
we are ufurpers, that muft one day hear , [ Who fim
you? Whence bad you your Power? and who required thisat your
Chaiiditpe oo 1ot SR Ba BT 2 W i oos
Se&. 7. And tlie ‘Confequence of the Msjor ( that we sre
all uncertain of our Call'and office, both Papilts and Prote-
ftants ) is moft clear (" in cafe of the Neceffity of fuch fuccefsive
Ordination ). For 1. Noman ever did, to'this day demomfirate
fnch 1 fucceflion . forthe Proof ofhis Miniftry. Norcanall
our importinity prevail with Papifts { Iralians or French ) o
give usfuch a proof. 2.1t is athing impoffible for any man
now alive, to prove the Regular Ordination of all his Prede-
ceffors, to*the Apofliles daies, yea nr any Ordination at all.
How can yon teM that he that ordained you, did not counter-
feit himfeif to be Ordained? Or at leaft that he was not of-
dained by an unordained man? or that his P;‘eicceﬂ'ors were
not fo ? It isa meer impoffibility for us to know any f“‘h_ thing;
wehave no Evidenceto proveit: : :
Se&.8. Obje®. But it is probable thosgh not certain : for
the (hnrch procoedeth by fuch Rules, Endmlqth the matter to é}
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fo Y1 ; il hey wonld
of Jo great weight , that there is po probability that they |
f{:ﬁérgan) to gagjor Paftors or Bifbops thar are nnordained, in [0

great acafe.

. . . % v 0
ednfw. 1. All this is 0 certainty : and therefore o

proof : and no fatisfa@ion to the mind ofa Minifter,in the rFO_’C?_‘
mentioned doubts. 2. Yea we have fo great reafon to be fufpi

ous in thecafe'that we cannot conclude thac we have fo mnch as
a probabily. Meve o

pSe&- 9».yFor, 1, We know that there is fo much felﬁfhnffs
and corruption in man as is like enough to drav_v them to decg’le -
Ordainers may be bribed to confecrate or ordain the uncapa; %
and the Ordained or Confecrated may be tempted to feek x;e
their incapacity ; and many may be drawn to pretend thatt ry
were Ordained or Confecrated when. it was no fuch matter.
And'fo there is not fo much a a Prebability,

Se. 10. 2, And we know thac there w!erq:fofib?any ht_ffﬁ?sf
abroad, and fill havebeen, ang {o.much fa®ion andSchim i

the Church ; that we cannor ‘be fure that thefe might not inter-
rupe the fucceffion, of that ¢

counterfeita Confecrarion or Ordipation when they had none,0r
none thar was regular, ;

Se&. 11. 3, And we know our felves that the thing hath been:

£oo u__fual. When I was young, I lived in a village that had
but about twenty houfes. - And among thele there were five
L went out into the Miniftr

Original we could not reach. Another was his fon,whofe felf Or-
dination was much fufpe®ed » :

! ~ have counterfeit Orders, when they
ﬁ;-d continued many years in he Miniftry. So thacthis is norare
thing,

Sed. 12, Among fo many.
fincethe A poltles da res, have
deceffors in the Mini

temptations that in fo many ages
¢ befallen {0 many men, as our pre:
Iy, .orthe Bithops predeceffors have been.

Tt were a wonder if all of them fhould fcape the friare: SO

that we have reafon to take it for o thing improbable, that. the:
fucceffion hath noy been interrupred.

o8 TR e Lot o ‘of the Church the
ed. 13 Andweknowtbacmfeveralagcs_o € Prelates:

hey drew not our predeceffors to:

Y- One wasan Old Reader whofe’
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Prelates and Prieflts bave been (o vile, thatin reafon we could ex-
pect no better from men fo vicious, then forgery and abufe; he
thatreads what 'Gildasand others fay of the Brictifh, and what
even Baronins, mueh more E/pencens, Cornelins Manf. and
others fay of the Romanifts ; yea he that knows but what
ftate the Bithops and Priefts have beenin and yet continue in,
in our own dayes, will never think itan improbable thing that
fome of our predeceffors fhould be guilty either of Simony or
other vice that made them uncapable , or fhould be meer ufur-
pers under the name of Bifhops and Minifters of Chrift.

Se®. 14. Argument 2. If uniaterrupted Regular Ordination
of all our Predeceflors be Neceflary to the Being of the Miniftry,
thencannoe Bifhop or Paftors whatfoever comfortably Ordain :
For who dare lay his hand on the bead of another , and pretend
to deliver him authority, in the rame of Chrift, that hath ne

affurance { nor probability neither ) that he hathany Commif-

fion from Chrift to do it 2 Bur the Confequent will be
difowned by thofe that difputeagainltus? therefore fo'thould
the Antécedent bealfo. .=~ 28
Sect. 15. Argument 3. If there be a Necefficy of an unin-
terrupred fucceflion of true Regular O:dinsation, then no man
can know of the Church that he 1s a member of, ot of any other
Church on earth, thaticis a true Church. ( By a Church I
- mean not a Community, but a Society: nota coempany of
pivate Ghriftians fiving together as Chriftians neighbours,but a
Politick Church confifting of Paftor and people affociated for
theufe of publick Ordinances and Communion therein:) Bucthe
confequent is falfe ; ——— e, ~ - piid
Se&. 16. The Major, or confequence is certain :_For_ no’'man
can koow chat the Church is a true Political Orgamzcd Church,

that knows not thac the Paflor of it is a true Minifter of Chrift. -

Becaufe the Paftor is an Effential confRitutive part of the -Ch““g
in this acceptation. AndIhave proved already thacthe le\“‘ 4
of the Miniftry cannot be known upon the Opponents terms. A8

for the Minor , 1 think almoft all Church members Wiﬂb grantit
me. For though they are ready enough to _zcc.ufcgof ;{:.3’%
- they all take their own Churches for true, and will be oftendec

~ with any that queftion or deny it. ¢ bea Neceflityof an unin-

Se&, 17. Argument 4. If ch:fzz : terrupred

i




—
|

€172)

errupted fucceflion of true Ordination, then cannot the
Church or any Chriftian in it, koow whether they have any
true Minifterial adminiftrations, whecher in Sacraments or other
O.dinavces. For he chat cannot know that he hach a Minifler,
cannot know that he hath the adminitration of 3 Minifter ) But
the confequent is untrue, and agiinft the comfort of all Chrifti-
ans , and the honour of €hrift, and is indecd the very do-
ctrine ofthe Infidels and Papiffs, that call themfelves Seekers
among ue,

ect. 18. Argument §, Ifthe Churches and each member of
them are bound to fubmit to the Minifiry of their Paftors
without knowing that they are regularly orduined, or that they
havean uninterrupeed fucceffion of fuch Ordination , thenare
they guoad Ecclefiam true Paftors to them and their adminiftra-
tions valid though without Ordination or fuch a fucceffion. But
the Antecedent istrue, and granted by all that now we have t0
deal with. Though they will not grant a kzows unordained man
is to be taken for a Minifter, or ene whofe fucceffion had 3

known intercifion ; Yer they will grant that if the Nullicy
b: :(mknoum, it freeth not the people from the obligation to sheir
Paltors.

Se. 19. Bellurmine (1ib3. de Eccli/e. 10.) was fo flalled
with thefe difficulriesthat he leavesir asa thing that we cannot

br refolved of ; that our Paftors haveindeed [ Potcftarem O7"
dinis ¢ Jarifdictionis ] that is  that they are trme Paftors. AD

he faich chat [ New habemns certitndinem nifi Moralem, guod
213 fint vere Erifcopi.”] But when he fhould prove it to us
that thereis a Moral Certainty heleavesusto feek and gives us
not fo much as a ground o conje@ure at any probability.

Sect.20. But he faith that we may know that ( fome Paftors
at leaft are true: or elfe God had ferfaken bis Church.] A-f7

But what the better sre we for this, if we know not, which
they arethat arethe tru

: ¢ Paftors, nor cannot poflibly come (0
know it ? :

Sect 21. But he faith that[ 9ye? Chrifti locum tenent, & g#od
debem

ebemus illss obedientiam’ may be known : and thereupon he faith
‘h“_ \Certe fumns certitudine infallibili quodiffi quos videmos fint
vers Epifeopi & Paffores noftriz Nam ad hoc nen requirisar, #ec fi I
des nec Charadler Ordinis, nec legitima Elettio, [ed folh18 1t

2F & \
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hubgf‘nmr protalibms ab Ecclefia. | From all this you may note .
1. That they are veri Epifcopi & Paftores noffri, that were pever
ordained,if they are but reputed fuch by the Church, 2. That
we may know this by infallible Certazaey, 3. And that we owe
them obedience as fuch. So thatas cothe Church they are
true Paftors without Ordination,and confequen !y to the Church
a fucceflion is unneceffary.

Sect 22. Yet of fuch Ulurpers be faith [ Eos guidem non cffe
in [everos Epifiopos, tamen denec pro talibis babeatur ab Ec-
clefis , deberi illis obedientiam , cam cenfcicntia etiam €rro.ea
obliget. ] So that they arenot weri Epifcopi in fe 3 and yet they
axe veri Epifcopi & Paflores noftri, it Bellarmine fay true;
And the words have fome truzhin them, underftood according
to the diffinction which I before gave, Chap. 1. $¢ét. 5,6. He
hath o fuch Callaswill fave himfelf from the penalty oi ufur-
pation (if be knowingly be an ufurper ) burbehach fucha Call
as fhall oblig: the Church to obey him as their Bifhop or
Paftor. :

Scct.23 But his realon{ Cum con[cicutia etiam erromea obliget]
is a deceir ; and neither the only, nor the chier reafon, nor any
reafon. Not the only nor chief reafon ; becaufe the obligation
arifeth from God, and that is the greaceft. Not any reafon ;
1. Becaufe indeed it s wot an Erroncons Confcience, that tells ma-
ny people thac their ufurping Bifhops or Paftors are to be obey-
ed astrue Minifters . Forasitis terminated on the Pafters act
or ftate, it is no act of ConfCienceat all, and therefore no er-
1’%{ of confcience. For confcienceis the knm;z)lcd_ge of our own
affiirs.  And as it is terminated on our oOWn, ury
them, it is not Erreneons; but right 5 Foritis the W‘“R"f.ng;
that for order fake we obey both Magiftrates and Paftors t aE
are fetled in P flion, ifchey rule us according tothe Laws ﬁ ,
Chrift ; at leaft, if we do not know the Nulhty of their call.
2.And its fal (e that an Erroncons Confcience bindeth that dlS, m:;kr_ecx
usa Duty ; Forat the fame inftantitss irfelfa fip an hc“:ror
bound to depofe ir, and change it and ren})ll“c,‘;l‘it Brlad

It doth but inzargle 2 manina Necefficy of finning ¢

by. Butitis Godonly thatcan make our daty, and caufe fuch
an obligation.

Se&.24. From

en an upinter-

o5 Conceffions th
,‘he advcrfane; . copted

s S e

. of obeying .
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‘zopted fucceffion, or prefert true Ordination is not of Neceffi-
ty to the being of the Miniltry, Church or Ordinances qaodj
Ecclefiam « for the Churchis bound to obey the ufurpers, 3"_h
that aslongas they are taken for true Paftore, Which is as muc
as moft Churches will defire in the cafe.

Se&. 25. And the confequenceis eafily proved : For where
God obligeth his Churches o che obedience of Paftors (though
ufurpers ) and to the ufe of Ordinances and their Miniftration,
there will he blefs the Miniitry and thofe Ordinances ( to the
innocents, that are not guilty ofhis ufurpation) and that obey
God herein.  And confequently the Ordinances fhall not be
Nollicies to them,  God woulg never fet his fervants upon the
ufe of a means which is but a Nullity ; nor will he command
them to 2 duty , which he wi| blaft to them when he ha:h

one without their fanlt. Its none of the Churches fault
thac the Bithop or Pafior is an ufurper | whijle they cannot

flors were ufurpers
And ctherefore where God impo-

prefcribeth means, ( as Bupiiim,
Prayer , the Lords Supper | Church.Goverament , 4r. )
it is certain that he will not blag i, buc blefs it o (b obe
dieat, nor punith the Church fo for the fecrer fin ¢

not where nor when, p
thoufand years ago.

Se&t. 26. Argument 6, A orher a&ions ofufurp-riare not
Naullities to the innocent Church, fo neither s ther Ordina-
nation : and confequently,thofe that are Ordained by ufurpers,
may be true Minilters. If their Bapzizing_ Preaching, Praifes,

ofecration and adminiftrar;

Tation of the Eo-figrift binding and
\oofing, ‘be ot Nuffiies, ir foyjor s £0 harit,binding
- 2ccount, thar thejp

: Ws undenyabl, on the fame
Ordinations

1 I are not Nullities : and con-
cquently, that they are rrpe Minifters whom they ordain;and
fucceffion of a more

o regular Ordinarion is not of Neceflicy,to
the Minifiry, Chyrch Ak %

or Ordinances. : E
Sed. 27 Argument 7. If fich uninterrupted fucceffion be
not Necefary to be Knowm

¢ ‘ #, then is it not Neceffary to the
Being of the Miniftry or Vaiidey of Ordinancesadminiﬁrfd;
is not Neceffar o be kyows: there-

fore ————— 1}, Confequence of the M, jor is plain , Z{
et
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caufe the Being or Nullity of Office and adminiftrations, had'
never been treated off by God to men, nor had it been re-
vealed, or a thing regardable, but thar we may know it :
Nor dothit otherwife attain its ends. And chat it is not neceffary
to be known, I further prove.

Se&. 28. Ifthis fucceflion mult be known, then either to
the Paftor, or to the Church,or both : but none of thefes
therefore —— 1. If it muft be known only to the Paftor,
then itis notNeceffary as to the Church. And yeritis not
Neceffary to be known to the Paftor himfelf neither. For (as
is fhewed ) its impofiible for him to know it; fo much as by a

Moral Certainty. His Predec.f{ors and their Ordinatiors: -

were ftrange to him. 2. Not to the Church. For itis not:
pofiible for them to know it : Nor likely that they fhould
know as much as the true Ordinationof thzir prefen: Paltor
according to the Prelatical way, whenitis done {o fir out of’
¢ eheir fight.

" Se&.20: If the forefaid uninterrupted fuccefsion be necel~
fary to the being of our Minifiry, or Churchesor Ordinances,
then is it incumbent on all that will prove the truth:
of .their Miniftery , Churches or Ordinances , to prove
the faid foccefsion. But that is not true ; for thennoae (as:
is aforefaid ) could prove anyofthem. [Either it’is meet thac
we beable to Prove thetrath of our Miniltry Lhurches and ad-
miniftrations, ornot. Ifnot, then why do the adverfariescall
ustoic? Ifyea: thenno man among the Churchesin Earope’
( on their grounds ) hath any proof ;, and therefore muftnot
pretend to the Miniftry , Churches or Ordinances , but t;_e
maft all turn Seekers o day, and Infidels to-morrow, by this

device. :
Se&. 30. Argume ¢ Chri
Levities before the incarnation o : more chen fuch a: fuccel-

Nall, though they 'wanted as much or

;e e it is fo fll wich the
fion of right Ordination : therefore I ot fully manifeft

Gofpel Miniftery. The Antecedent I fhall ' :
neerg: to thé:ch{l;,@nly now obferve, that when ?é{atlh_ar was
putout by Solomon ; and when fuch as were not ‘ot theline, or

: : e Pri ut as polluted perfons from
Genealogie of the Priefts, were 1;” s 30, Euru i )

the Priclthood ( Nek.7.64, 65, yee

nt 8. The Miniﬁry of the Priefts and’j

ft,and in his time, was not
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)Irscllwere not any of their adminiftrations taken to have been
ull. :

Set.31. Argument 9. If the Miniftration or Governing
als of Ufwrpizg Princes may be Valid, and there need no proot
of an uninterrupeed faccefsion to prove the validity, thenis 1€ fo
alfoin the Minifiry : But the Antecedentis certair; therefore

- ere. The Validity of the confequerce from the parity of Realon
"I fhall manife®t anon.

Se&.gz. Argument 10 If an uninterrupted Succefsion of
Canonical or tree Ordination be Necefliry to the Being of the
Church, Miniftry and Ordinances, then Rome and England have
loft their Miniftry, Churches, and Ordinances. ~ Butthe Con-

“ fequent willbe denyed by the adverfaries. therefore fo alfo muft
the Antecedent, if they regard their ﬁandfng,

Sect. 33. Though this be the Argument chat I have the great-
eft advantage o prefs theadverfary with, yet becaufe I bave
made it goud already in two or three other writings ('in my Key
for Cathol cks,ard my Safe Religion, end Chrift an Concord) !
I'hall fay bue little of it now.  Bue briefly chis may fuffice: 1
1. For the Church of Rome, if either Hercﬁv:y Infidelity, Sodo- 5
mie, Adultery, Murder, Simony, violent intrufion ignorance,
1mpiety, want of due ele@ion, or of ducconfecration. o plura-
lity of Popes at once, can prove an interruption of their fuccef-
fion, 1 have thewed them already where its proved ; Butifnone .
o*;ﬂs‘:gp;’(;"cgn weare {afe our felves. g ,

Bt e 9t Grotius (in Difeuf. edpolog. Rives. ) pleads

e e e

A e er C urclye:.]dn[w. 1. That is not proved,
eily afirmed. 2. Norwill it ferve the Papills turn, 1

that mult haveall Churcheshold fro R 7 fuccefsion
and Rome from none. o oni i he.r g s S-‘ : 1
»110t to be patche up from their fuccefsion- :

« De fuflot . - .
fore had thernfc]ves thzzverfal Headthip of the Pope ; and there-

; “HCIr interruptions in the former interrupti-
gg: cg;fg;:ﬂ ;ﬁf as{b’emg but her members: ) and therefore were
el che illécm' €'ves of repairing of her breaches, 2. The fuccef-
and men a¢ b agmmﬁre Popes ( fuchas depofed Engenins, &°¢- Y,
RO s cy,have continued the fucceflion: Andtte
Psthat were confecrated by power received from the ille-

- gitimate
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g timate Popes, were theonly perfons that were the repairersof
the breach.  And yet the Pope will hardly yield that he receis
veih his power from any ofthefe. 3 There havebeen-greater
defeédts inthe {uccelsion then this of Confecration, even of due
Ele¢tion, Capacity,yea of an office it felf which Chrift will own.
The Vicechrififhip of the Popeis no office of Chrifts planting.
Sect. 35. And 2 For the Englifh Prelates, as they are unable

to prove iheir uninterrupred fucceflion, fo the interruption is
preved, in that they derived and held their Power from the
Vicechrift of Rome, and chat qua ralis, for fo many ages. This
was their own profefsion : and all that they did was as his Mini-
fters by his Authority, which wasnone. . \

 Se&. 36. Obje. But this nulled not the true Authority which
1hey.reccived from tie Pope or Prelates as Prelates.  Anfw. The -
Pope was uncapable of giving them Authority (and whether the
Prelates as fuch were fo too,we fhall enquire anon. ) And though,.
} granc that (wherethe perfon was fic )there was yet a Miniftry
Valid to the Church(and perhaps t themfelves in the main)yet
that is becaufe Canonical Ordination is ot of Neceffity to the -
Being of the Miniftry; ( but by other means they might be then
Miaifters, though this corruption was conjuné, that they re-
ceived their Power imaginarily from Remg ) buc that the faid . -
Canonical fucceffion was interrupred, by this Papal tenure, and -
many a delinquency, is neverchelefs fure,and fufficient to inforce .~
the Argument as to them that now are our adverfaries. - But -
fo much (hal! fufficc for the Non-neceffity. of this fuccefionofa -
true and Regular Ordination. ... .

e
i
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CHAP. V,

——

Ordination by [uch as tb;}ingli/é Pre-
lates, not N eceffary to the Beingof
- the CM iniflry.

Have made this work unnecel-
fary by the two former Chap-
ters : For if no Ordination be of
Neceffity to the Being of the
Miniftry,nor an uninterrupte
Succeffion Neceffary , then
doubtlefs an Ordination by
S0 : thefe Prelates s» Specie is not
Tadd ary atprefent, or as to fucceflion, But yet ex abundats

N 2%

Se&. 2. Argament 1. Ad hominens ] may well argue from the
S;xllceﬁxon of the Englifh Prelates :hemf!lvcs ang their mo
fucc(e)lflis: adherents ; And their judgements were 1. Thar fuch
And folrotr;; as ahforefmd of right Ordination was not of Neceffity;
conflmtly dignge. T EAEmelkthe Papifs do conyoalf ¥
cheSef. 35 And 2. They maintained that the Proteftant Chur-
h SEORE had no Bifhops wereftrue Churches, and their Mini-
o true Minifters, and (o of their adminiftrations. This Was
b pmmon with them that I do.not think a diffenting vote can
¢ found, from the firft Reformation, tillabout the prepara-
tions for the Spanifh match or little before. ‘

Se&.4. 1 havein my Chriftian Concord cited at large the W?"ds ;

-of many and the places of the writings of more, as 1. Dr. Ficld,

2. Bifhop :‘{
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2. Bifhop Downam; 3. Bithop Fewel, 4.Saravia, 3. Bifhop
Alley, 6. Bifhop Pilkinton, 7.Bifhop Bridges, 8. Bithop Bil~
fon, 9. Alexander Nowel, 10.Grotins ( their friend then

11, Mr. Chyfenhal, 12. The Lord Digby, 13. Bithop Dave-
nant, 14. Bibop Prideanx , 15.Bithop Andrews, 16. Chil.
lingworth, 17. ( To whichInow add ) Bithop Bremball (of
Schiim) 18:Dr.Fern, 19. Dr.Steward ( inhisanfwer to Fous-
tains letter ( thefeofthe later, or prefentfort ) 20. And Bi-
thop U fher (whofe judgement of itis lately publithed by Dr.

Bernard athisown defire ) 21. And Mr, Mafori (ina Book of -

of purpole for juftification of the Reformed Churches ) hath
largely pieaded this caufe. 22. And Dr. Bernard faith that
Dr. Overall was judged not onlyto confent to that Book,bur

. to havea handin it. 23, And no wonder when even Bancrofs -

himfelf ("the violenteftof all the enemies of them called P urs-
tans inthofe times ) is{aid by Spotswood ( there recited by Dr,
Bernard ) tobe of the fame mind, and to give it as his judge-

‘ment, that the Scotch Minifters- ( then to be Confecrated Bi- -
fhops ) . were not to be reordained, becaufe the. Ordination of -

{

Presbyters was valid.

Se&. 5. Thefe Novel Prelatical petfonsthen, that fo far dif~
fent frrom the whole ftream of the Ancient Bithops and their ad- -

herents,have lictle reafon to expec that we fhould regard their

jadgement above the judgement of the Ecglith Clergy, and the -
judgement of all the Reformed Churches.lf they cangive us fuch
Reafons as thould conquer our modeftie,and perfwade ustocon-

demn the judgement of the Plelates and Clergy of England,8call
d adhereto a few new men -

he face of theirownopini=
hen we difcern chem: But. .

other Churches of the Proteitants,an
_ of yefterday that dare fcarcel: opent
ons: -we fhall bow to their Reafons whe: L
they muft.not expe& that their Authority fhall fo far prevail.”

Se®. 6. 'And indeed I think the moft

nation Null ? and by what Scripture:

it? The task lieth onthem to prove this
be Regarded in their reproaches of the
And they are not-of fuch exce
to divulge their accafations, b
have expected more then one vokt:_tszom-ﬁ

- i

of this caufe is carried oo

’ ark : hey written to prove our Ordi= -
in the dark : What Books bave they s spdo e

Nullicy, if they would
Chur},ches»of Chrift, - .
{five Modelty; and backwardnefs- .
ut fure we might by this:ume.:

hem, to have proved
e uss
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us, No Minifters and Churchess if they counld have done it.
And till they do it ; their whiperings are not to be credited.
~Se@. 7. Argument 2. Ifthat forc of Prelacy that was exer-
cifedin England was not neceflary it felf, yea if it were fin-
full,and tended to the fubverfion or exceeding burt of the Chur-
ches; theais there no Neceffity of Ordinacionby fucha Pre-
lacy. = But the Antecedent is true: therefore fo is the confe-
quent.  The Antecedent hath been proved at large inthe fore:
going Difputagion.  Sucha Prelacy as confiftech in che under-
taking of animpofsible task,even for one man to be the onlyGo-
vernour of all the foulsin many hundred Parifhes, exercifing'ic
alfo by Lay men , and in the needful parts, not exercifing itall
all; a Prelacy not chofen by the Presbyters whom they Go-
vern ; yea fulpending or degrading ehe Presbyters of all’rhofi_
wurches, as to the governing part of their office, and guilty ©

the relt of the evils before mentioned , is not only it felf unne-
ceflary, but finful,and a difeafe of the Church which all good
men fhould do the beft they c¢an to cure. And thereforethe
effes of this difeafe can be no more Neceffary to our Miniftry,
then the burning of a feaver, or fwelling of a Tympany, is ne-
ceffary to the body. .

Se&. 8. No Bifhops are Neceffary but fuch as werein Scri~ |
ture times - But there were rione fuch as the late Englifh Bifhops | ;
In Scripturctimes : Therefore the Englifh Bifhops are not ne- |

|

ccHary. Hethat denyeth the Major,muft go further in denying
the fufficiency of Scripture,thenl find thePapifts ordinarily to do:
For they will be loth to affirm that any officeis of Neceffity t©©
the Being of the Church or of Presbyters,chat is not to be found
inScripture,or that was not thenin Being : Therefore o far we
are fecure, :

Se®. 0. And for the Minor, I prove it thus. If the Englifh
Bifhops were neither fuch asthe unfixed General Minifters,nor
fuchas the fixed Bifhops of particular Churches, then were
they not fuch as werein Scripture times. But they were neither
fuch as theunfixed Gereral Minifters, nor fuch as the fixed Bt-
fhops of particular Churches : therefore, efc. :

Se&. 10. Befides thefe two fortsof Minifters, there are no
more in the New Teftament. ( And thefe are diverfified but by
- the exercife of their office, fo far as they were ordinary b{i{:r‘;

. R S, e, B
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fters to continue. ) Theunfixed Minifters ( whether Apoftles,
Evangelifts or Prophets ) were fuch as had no fpecial charge of
any one Church as their Diocefs, but were to do their belt for
the Church in general, and follow the dire&ion and call of the
Holy Ghoft for the exercifing of their Miniftry. But its known
to allthat our Engsith Bifhops were not fuch. They were no
ambulatory itinerant Preachers : they went not about to plant
Churches, and contizm and direct fuch as they bad planted:: but
were fixed to aCty, and had every one their Diocefs, which
was their proper charge ( but Oh bow they difcharged their un-
dertaking!) = . o]

Se@. 11, Obje&. ~The Apoftles might agree among them
felves to divide their Provinces, and did accordingly, James being
Bifhop of Jerulalem, Peter of Rome, ¢ic. Anfw. No doubt but
common_ reafon would teach them when they were fent to
preach the Gofpel to allthe world , to difperfe themfelves, and
not be preaching allin a place,to the difadvantage of their work:
But 1.1Its one thingto travail feveral ways, and fo divide them-
felyes as itinerants 5 and another thing to divide the Churches
among them, as their feveral Diocefles to whichthey fhould be
fixed: Which they neverdid, for oughtis proved. 2. And

_its one thing prudently to difperfe themfelves for their
labour , and another thing to claim a fpecial power. over
a Circiait or Diocefs as their charge , excludinga like charge’
and power of others. So farasany man, Apoftle or other, was
the Father of fouls by their converfion, they owned him a fpe-
cial honour and love , whichthe Apoftles themielves did fome-
times claim : But this wasnothing toa peculiar Diocefs ot Pro-
vince. Forin the fame City (as fersfalem ) fome might be
converted by one Apoltle, and fome by another. Andif a Pres-
‘byter convert them, I think the adverfaries will not ,thergfore
make them his Diocefs, not give him therean Epilcopal Powclr,
much lefs above Apoftles in that place. Nor was this the Rule

iocefles bounded by, as now they arctaken. |
tthlc?&‘. Iﬂz.e. C&l:i;l gf) we find i¥1 Scripture the .leaﬂ mnmgtl-
on that the Apoftics were fixed Diocefan Bifhops £ HE
much to the contrary. 1. In that it was not dcofﬂ ent
with the General charge, and work that Chrift had laid upon
them to go into all tbe world - and preach the Gofpgl to
2 = Aa3 every
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‘every creaturer How would this ftand wich fixing ina peculiar -
Diocels ? : : :
fed.13. And 2. Wefind them anfwering their Commxfﬁ.or‘1 'v
in their praltice, going zbroad and preaching and planting
Churches, and fometimes vifiting them in their paﬁ‘agc,l?utgm
- fetling on them as their Diocefles ; but going further, if thiy :
bad'opporcunity, to do the like for othe_r places. Yfﬂ th ¥
planted Bifhopsin the feveral Cities and Churches whicht éy
had gathered to Chrift. Though Paul ftaid three years at A
Phefus and other adjacent parts of e4fia, yet did .“0;1 ad
that abode prove it his peculiar Diocefs : (" And yes its arc'
*0 find again fo lorg an abode.of Panl or any Apoftle in r_ond’;
place. )Eiders thar were Bithops we find at Ephefns, Acts i 4
fomefay Timothy was their Bithop, and fome fay }l‘obn,uheﬁgz‘:“
ftle wastheir Bifhop= butits clear thatit was no peculiar tDi
ocefs of Panl. ’ ;
Se®. 14. And 3. Wefill find that there were mom,;hcn_‘of??ﬁ
of thefe general itinerant Minifters in g Piace, ‘orat ﬁle‘?ﬂ."h?:.
N0 one excluded others from having eqnal power with him in :

1s Province, where ever he came. Barnabas, Silas, Titns; TH " -

. "2
mothens, Epaphroditas, and many more were fellow-labol{ﬂ“d
with Pas/ 1n the fame Diocels or. Province, and notasfixed

Ig!Op! or Presbyters under him , but as General Minifters 85 -

Wellas he.  We never read that he faid to any of the falfe
Apoftles that Toughe his contempr [ This is my Diocefs,what:
1ave you to do to play the Bifhop in another mans Diocefs ?]
Much lefs did he ever plea

or any Apoftolical Minifter :

Nor that Jame, pleaded any fuch
Prerogativeat Zerufulem. . : . ;

Sect. 15, And therefore though we reverence Enfebins m‘i “ .
attellus of fome Apoftles Diocefles,we take

other Ancients , th

them not as infafiibje reporters , and have reafon in thefc
points partly to deny them credit from the word of God. The :
Charches shat were planted by any Apoftle, or where an ApO- -
file was longeft refident, were like enough to reckon the feries ot
!heirAPaﬂors from him : For the founder ofa Church isa Pafto

ofit, thonghnot a fixed Paftor, . taking it as his peculiar cbarges - ]

but delivering it into the hands of fuch: And in this.fence W€

¢ Breacreafonto underftand the Cataloguen of she Angiests

d futh a Power, againft Peser, Barnabhs -

X

i
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" and their affirmations that Apoftles were Bifhops of the Chus-
- ches.  For Paftors they were: but fo that they had no peculi-
ar Dioce(s, but ftill went on in planting and gathering and con.
firming Churches: Whereas the Bifhops that were fetled by them
( and are faid to fucceed them had) their fingle Churches which
were their peculiar charge; They bad butonefuch charge or
Church,when the Apoftles that lead in the Catalogues had ma ny;
& yet none fo as to be limited to them. And why have we not the
Diocels of Panland $obn,and CMathew and T himas,and the reft
ofthe twelve,mentioned, as well of Perer and Fames? Or if Panl
had any. it feems he was compartner with Peser in the fame City
( contrary to the Canons that requireth that there be but one
‘Bifhopina City.) : ' :

“Se&. 16. Its clear thenthat the Englith Bifhops were not
" fuch Apoftolical unfixed Bifhops as the itinerantsof cthe firft age
were. And yet if they were, 1fhall fhew in the next Argument
thatics nothing to their advantage; becaufe Archbifhops are
nothing to our queftion.  And that they were not fuch asthe
fixed Bifhops of Scripture times,I am next to prove.

Se&@. 17. The fixed Bifhops in the Scripture times had buta
fingle Congregation , or particular Church for their Paftoral
Charge: But our Englifh Bifhops had many (if not many
hundred ) fuch Churches for their charge therefore our Englifh
Bifhope were not of the fame fort with thofein Scripture. The
Major I have proved in the former Difputation. The Mi-
por needs no proof, as being known to all that know Ex-

gland. : i Sl
Se&. 18. And 2.The ﬁy Bifhops in the Scripture times :
“no Presbyters, atleaft, of other particular Churches under
them, ( They Governed not any Presbyters that had other
affociated Congregations for publick Worfhip. ) But the En-

lifh Bifhops had the Presbyters of other Churches under them -
(g perhaps ol;hundrcds: ) therefore they are not fuch as th:
Scripture Bifhops were.  There is much difference between
‘Governour of People,and a Governour of Paftors; fp:ﬁfcolpgx
aregis, & Epifcepus Epifcoporsm,snot2ll one.None ‘:) u; . aliE s
‘Cyprian in Concil. Carthagin. calllsth énmdfegh‘ orfpghesscri;x:uic

' Epifcopornm, No fixed bl

ek e e ors, as leaft, of other Churches.

t'rrlnes were the Paltors of Paft: Set.
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Sedt. 1o. ThisIfuppofeimay take s granted defudlo from
the Reverend Divine whom 1 have cited in the foregoing Difpu-
ction, that faich ( Amasrar. in Arrov1., ) that [ Althonghthis
Title of WscoCorcor Elders have been alfo extended to a fecond or-
der inthe Churchy and vor i only in ufe for them, under the name
«f Presbyters, yetin the Scripturestimes it belonged principally, if
wot alone 10 Bifhop: 5 thire being no Evidence that any of that fecon
Crder were then inflituted | though foon after  before the Writing
of lgnatius Epiftles there were fuch inflitated in all Churches |50
thathe granteth that de fai0 there were then o Presbyrers but .
Bifhops,and that they were ot infti-used : and therefore Bifhops
had no fuch Presbyters to Govern ; nor any Churchesbuta
fingle Congregation : For one Bifhop could guide but one Con-
pation at once in publick wortfhip ; and there could be no Wor-
thipping Congregacions( in the fence thar now we fpeakof, with-

out fomePresbyrer to guide them in performance of the worfhip.
Se&. 26. Sofaich

: the fame Learned man, Differtat.. 4. de E-
péfcop. page 208, 209. [ sy q#ibas plures abfy; dubio Epifcopi -
fuere, nulliq; adhuc qgues bodie dicimus Presbyrers | And chere-
fore he alfo concludech that the Churches were then Goverch
by Bifthops affifted by Deacons without Presbyrers, inftancing

1n the cafe of the Church of fernfalem, Ait. 6. and alledgingthe -
wWords of Cley,.

o o . Roman. Kozd guices 1y mnas Knaouwrss woble
sevoy ‘mr 4Wg;{_a‘.;'_a’u1~c,jv,' &5 7T o6 #y dliggoyes, ¢5c. (HOW
Grotiss was coafident that Clemseny was againft cheir Epifcopacy, .
I fhewed beforc)To;be fame purpofe he citeth the wordsof Cle-
mens Alexandrinns in E #fe DO

ehs A b.0f fohn the Apottic,concluding E%

55 ;‘«atza-canﬂa; Guare fine Presbytggormm mentio,nf iutervenientes
E Ptft‘opu.Didmni immediate ad;‘i‘%;;r, q;;iﬂ [ctlicet in ﬁﬂg'”l"-",
Macedonie civirar ibas guamvis Epif. opns effet mondum Presbyters
C@ﬂnu?t funt;Diagoyi, tantum ¢os Umipscisy ;,b,iq,é’pi/'capif adjnn-
&{:]Dzjfermt.‘; €4p-10.8¢it.19,20,21. Soalfo cap.11.8cft. 2.6
alibi paffim. s ’ ‘

Sect. 21. Objed.. By though. de fa&o there were no Bifbops:
r;flmg Prf:byter:, tbm, #oy r_n/ing any more then 4 ﬁng le WorJbip-
ping. Chaurch, yetit wasthe Intentson of the A poftles that they Joould -
afterwards enlarge their Dioce[s,and take the care of many Ch#r-
t/:le.f’ and thas the)' Jhonld ordain thar Jore. of /; “6]"& £ 'wé] A
st were not infitued in Seripiwre-times. Anfw. Do:you pr o“{,:

SEE R
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‘the fecret Intention of theApoftles to be for fuch a Mutation an i
then we (hall be fatisfied in that. But till then it is enough to us
that we have the fame Government that de faifo was fet up by
the Apoftles, andexercifedin Scripture times. And that its
granted usthat the office wasnot then infituted which we de-
ny  ‘Foritis the office of fuch fubje& Presbyters having so
Power of Ordination that we deny.

Se®. 22. Obje®. Bas though in Scripture times there -

were #o- Bifhops over many Churches and Presbyters, yet there
were Archbifbops that were over many.  Anfw. Becaufe this

ob{e&ion contains their firength | I fhall anfwer itthe more

fully.  And 1. If there wereno fubje& Presbyters in thofe
times, then Archbifhops .could rule none. But there were
none fuch, asis granted: therefore, e5-c. And what proof is
there of Archbifhops then?

Se®. 23. Their firft proof is from the Apoftles : But they
will never prove that they were fixed Bifhops or Archbifhops.
1 have proved the contrary before. But fuch an itinerant Epif-
‘copacy as the Apoftles had (laying by their extraordinaries) for
my part I think fhould be continued to the world and tothe
Church (of which after. ) 8

Another of their proofs is from Timothy and Titns |,
who, thy fay, were Archbifhops. But there is full evidence
that Timotby and Titns were not fixed Bifhops or Archbifhops,
but Itinerant Evangelifts, that did as the Apoftles did, cven
plantand fettle Churches, and then gofurther,and do the like.
Seeand confider but the proofs of this in Prins unbifhoping
of Timorby aud Titus. Such Planters and Itinerants were P}"
tempore the Bifhopsof every Church where they came, ( yetfo
as another might the next weck be Bifhop of the fame Church,
and another the next week after him, yea three or four or
more at once, as they fhould comeinto the place ) And there-
fore many Churches as well as Ephe/us and Creet its like might
have began their Cartalogne with Zimothy and Titus:. and “33!;
ny aone befides Rome might bave begun their Caralogue wit
Peter and Paunl.

i, Etsca. 24. Another of cheir proofs is of the Angels of the feven
Churches which they fay were Archbifhops. But bow do they

proveit? Becaule thofe C;hurchcé ol;' fome of them were plar;cd-
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edin chief Cities, and thereforethe Bifhops were Metropolitans: -

But how prove they the confequence? By their ftrong imagi-
nation and affirmatidn. . The Orders of the Empire had not then

fuch conne&ion and proportion, and correfpondency withthe-

Qrders of the Church. Let them give us any Valid proof that
the Biftho

Bithops of other Cities und
and we fhall thank them for
famprion muf not go for pro

Anshymins, ( Whether the bounds of their Epifcopal J “"’dl&l:
on fhould change s the Emperours changed the State of th'ePros
vinces?) Lecthem prove chat thefe Afian Angels had the B 'ng_
of other Churches, and the Churches themfelves under their j
risdi®ion, and then they have donefomething,
Se&: 25 . Butifthere wer

litans neer thefe times; it cannot be proved to be any more ;l;c:
an honorary Primacy : tobe £ Pifcopns prime [edss-, but nO
Governour ofthe reft.

How eife could Cypriantruly fay (ever’
folongafter ) as s be

: fore alledged, that none of them wasa
Bifhop of Bifh

: Ops, nor impofed on others, but all were lefc‘

free to their own confciences as being accountable ozjly to GO:i

Se@. 26. Yea the Reverend Author above mentioned fhﬂh :
( Differtas. de Epifcop. 4. cap. 10. Sest. 9, 10, ¢ alibi ) 12
there were in thofe times more Bithops then one ina CitYs
tb‘ough notin xua

oft.  Sothata City bad oft then more Churches thenone,an
th_ofc Churches had their feveral

ifhops was the Governour oft

he other , or his Congtegatioﬂi
much lefs

of the remoter Chitrches and Bifhops of ‘other Gitie<. -
And chist

ey thick to have been the cafe of Peser-and Pl 3¢
Rome, yea and of their im

mediate fuccefors there. And foin
Othel'aPllCts ( Lege Differs. 5¢,1.)
Se

SR 27. Whenthe great Gregory Thanmaturgs was made
Bithop of Nesce

and whe st A
wefind not that he had fo muchas a Presbyrer under him. cenr—
#he bad, its not likely thar M ufomins, his firft and chief en
tainer,

P g

SRS

p.of aMetropolis had then ( in Scriprure times )h' t}:‘
er him, as the Governor of the =
fuch unexpected light. But pre”
ofs,  They were much later nmej
that afforded occafion for fuch contentions as that of Bafi/and:

e any preheminence of Metropoli--

Ecclefia ant Ca'n.  And the like bathGrotins

Bifhops 1 and neither of thefe

farea,he bad bur [evinteen Chriftians in bis C it.z ; :
n he had increafed them by excraordinary fuceeffes, 5¢¢

would have been made but his Deacon, and bethe ﬁiﬂf
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"man 2o accompany bim and comfort him in his retirement in the

perfecution, and that no Presbyter fhould be mentioned : which

‘fhews that Bithops then were fuch as they were inScripture-times
‘(atleaft in moft places ) and bad not many Churches ich their
Presbyters fubje& to them,as Diocefan Bithops have. And when
Comana, a fmall place not far offhim, received the faith, Gregory
“Ordained Alex.ander(the Colliar )their Bifhop,over another fin-
gle Congregation,and did not keep them under his own Paftoral

charge and Government : Vid. Greg.Nyfen in vita Fhaumat. )

Sect. 28. But becaufe that our D.oceian Bifhops arefuch as
the Archbifhops that firft affumed the Government of many
‘Charches,and becauf¢ we fhall hardly drive nany from their pre-
fumption,that ZTimothy and Tirus were Archbifhops(befides the
Apottles, ) TThall now let that fuppofition ftand; and make it
my next Argnmeut that, _

(Argument3.) Ordination by Archbifhops is not necef-
fary to the Being of Miniftersor Churches.  Our Englith Bi-
fhops were indeed Archbifhops: therefore Ordinationby them
is not Neceffary ]I isnot the Name, but the office that is

pleaded Neceffary.
Se&.29. Andfor the Major,I think it will not b¢ denyed. All

that I have to do with,ProeRants and Papifts, do grant the Va-
lidity of ‘Ordination by Bifheps. And for the Minor , it is eafily
proved. TheBifhopsthat are the Governours of many Chur-
ches and their Bifhops,are Archbithops. The Bifhops of England
were the Governoursof many Churches with their Bifhops:
therefore they were Archbifhops, The Major will be.g;anz%d.
And for the Minor I proveit by parts: 1, That they wc;‘\c (d );'
undertaking ) the Governours of many Churches.” 2. Ando

many B:thops. B30 : b
Sed. 30. ze thatisthe Governour over many Congregatsons

of Chriftians affociasedfor the publick worfbip g “”450({3],0[:::: :

der their Proper Pafors, is the GO
: Enelifth Bifhops <
nour of many Churches. But {uch were ourc%né% ﬁf:‘;) e ‘nguc

therefore, cc. That fuch Societies as are her trae
Churches, is a tratch fo clear, that no encmy of th:((gh:g:gc;:
isable to gainfay with any fhew of Scripture or red And > That
ing fuch Churchesasare defcribcc: in th:v ?ltlif‘a?::;“(- S =t pifls
ini ¢ true Paftors, if any ’ :
;.ourijgxﬁcrﬂl@_ ke, e ‘ and

munion and E dification, #

Arg. 3.
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and Separatifisdo ) I fhall have occafion to fay more to them>
anon. : : ;

Se&. 31. Argument 4. If Ordination by fuchas the Englifh
Bifhops be of Neceffity to the Miniftry and C burches, then:
was there no true Miniftry and Churches in the Scripture
times, nor in many years after: Bucthe confequent is falfe;
therefore fo is the Antecedent. Thereafon of the Confequence 15:
becaufe there were no fach Bifhops in thofe times; and this is al-
ready provgd,they being ncither the Itinerant Apoftolical fort of
Bifhops, nor the fixed Paftors of particular. Churches ; befides-
which there were no other. g

Sect.32. Argument 5. If Ordination by fuch asthe Englifh
Prelates be Neceffary to the Being ofthe Miniftry and Churches,
then none of the Proteftants that have not fuch Prelates(whichis
almoft all) are true Churches or have true Minifters : But !_h?*
Coofequentisfalfe : therefore fo isthe Antecedent. OfthisI
fhall fay more anon.

Se&.33.Ifnone of the Proteftants Churches that havenot fuch
Bifhops are true Churches, and have nota true Miniftry, then.
neither Roman,G reeR, Armenian, A& thiopian,¢5c. or almoft any-
through the world are true Churches : For they are-defeive1n
fome greater mateers, and chargeable with greater errors then:
thefe.But the Con‘equent is falfe,therefore {0 is the Aptecedent--

Hethat denyeth all thefe to betrue Churches,denyeth the Ca--
tholick Church : And he that denyeth the Catholick Church, is-
next tothe denying of Chrift.

.Se.34. Having thus proved that there is no neceffity of Or-
dination by fuch asthe Englith Prelates, 1 have withall proved
that men are not therefore ever the lefs Minifters, becaufe they

} : heref : :
Ii\ve not their Ordination nor our Churches orOrdinances ever:
the more to be difowned.

Se®. 35, Yet where there is no other Ordination to be had, it.
may be a duty to fubmir

; O theirs : Not as they are Epifcopi ¢x-
ortes (as even Grosing calls them)or of this fpecses;but as they are

Paftors of the Church, notwithftanding fuch fuperfuities-and
ulurpations. ; :

Sect. 36, It is not the duty therefore, but the fin, of any aa:
that was Ordained by fuch Prelatesto a lawful office, to difclaim.
a0d renounce that Ordination ( as fome do. ) For icis no €¥ery,

N ~ irregularisy;

. -
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