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tion, and I think I may (ay for half a thoufand more, but many
g:lcca;;n: f?h:)(e who are reckoned for hereticks by Remanifts, but alfo gl);h :t
have been judged Catholicks have oppoled it in the {econd and thirq 5 5,y
whole Nations, Bmperors, Kings, and ftates have oppofed the dehniriun:
which the fo termed Generals Coungxls -approved l{y the I?oge have made, anci
many learned men have written ag,amﬂ ir, none diced for it in that time

1 iracles wrought to confirme ic.  Nor hath the queftioning of

meo?:{.élﬁooks of Scripture, ‘“hﬂ'lb)' foma hereticks or a few FagEhcrserT: ' %rd
while abated che credic of thofe porces anifboned in the Ghurches of Gy il
throughout the world.  So that if it were tlul::,t at we believed the Canop (asi v’wztw
know nothing but uncharitablenefle can make this Author queltion Whether iof’lﬁ
do) onely on that fcore (as we donot) yet we have far more abundant taditj, ! v

for it then is for the Churches imagined infaliibility. 2. L(ay the A"“bcma’n | ﬂﬂ
and definitions are neither form:_al nor \.'l'l‘tual proofs of an univer(y] t“’dirio’ f" y
or atteftation to the Churches infallibility. For, 1. p. 7. He Confeffeqp in Vﬁd’
the (econd and third ages were no councils, nor in the tenth, in which gy cmmn | “y
werfies of moment were decided, p. 2§, and therefore here this univerfy] tl'adi:i‘- ,v’:go"
on fails, 2. Thofe that were not approved by che Popes, but rejeéted by them: \ ud
and thofe which were not Occumenical have not ufed (uch Anatbemag’ and' “V"“\‘I"
yet H. T'. thinks not his infallibility proved thereby. 3. That they did well ‘ﬁ"tﬂo“l

in ufing (uch Anathema’s, or the Church in fubmicting to them may be dq

¢d. 4. But ifthatbeyeildea that they did well, yer [urely they did nol:brt-. "ﬁﬁlyﬂ
their Anathema’s to their decifions, becaufe they took themfelves to be infall'i:t f
ble either by their own authority or the Popes approbation yea it is certain th; ¥ o

Councils did fet to their Anathema’s, when they oppofed the Popes and danaC. W Wgﬁ\“

them, and defined themfelves above him.  And even the Council of Trent py i
their Anathema’s vo their definitions afore they were tendred to the Po eor Pi & : f;){a
the fourth had approved them : but they took it they might (et cheir Anazbc,:’ "m‘fi
to their definitions, becaufe they thought them right, “though not thr:mrél‘,e: b‘"i["f
infallible in them. And thus may any particular perfon pronounce Anathey, Mf”‘
as Panldid,Gal. 1. 8, 9. and yet not be thereby demonftrated infallib]e S > W
vain is this no better then blafphemous (peech of H. r. which will f“rthc.ra ; ‘rl ﬂx;
pear by examining what follows, PR ;ﬂ ¥
U

SECT. VIIIL

#
The objections of Proteftants againft the Churches infallibility ffom Fathers 4nq 3:1’”{‘1"
Councils are vindicated from the anfwers of H. T, 4

Fanckford condemned the fecond Nicene Council for giving foverai
b images, as you may fee in the Prefac€to the Garo%in blﬁl{m, ‘Kﬁ‘“’:anﬁr
Jecond Nicene Council allows no [uch bonour 2o images,. byt onely 4 Mut-m,c
* or honorary wor(bip, not true Latria (or foveraign bonour * which ir de ﬁnc,i"
be due to God onely, A@. x.7. The Carolin books are of no authority, tho
fay that Council was not approved by the Pope, which i falfe, and tbat’i: wq
beld at Conflantinople in Bytbinia, whercas ConRantinople i in LTJ,hraciiT

Licply,

He (aith, Objections from Fatbers and Councils vefolued. Ol The ot ’x/’
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T Repl , That honour to Images, which Papifts wi_ll not have to be tcru:xed
b I ‘La{‘:r};a or foveraign honour p)gopcr to God ; the Scriprure .makcs _(ovc:laxgn
+ honour to be given to God onely in a religious refpect 5 to wir, bowing °";]“

thebody to them, kiffing, burning incenfe, ofteringgifts, holding up the

hands, lifting up the eyes, praying to them, which the Scripture appropriates ;0-
God, and denies to images, Matthig4.10. Revel. 1910, 1 Kings19.1 f
'Exod, 10. 4, 5« Not doth the Scripture make fuch diftin&ion of Lat.rm‘ anl
Duliz, bur that it forbids fuch worfhip to be given to any image of an invifible
being, which fhews fubje&ion to them, or dependence on them 3 for fuch wor-
fhip s religious, and is an acknowledgement of a Deity in them. The Scri-
pture doth no where appropriare Latriam or the foveraign honour or worfhip due
to God onely to offering of (acrifice, but that italfo condemns as idolatrous .tl{e
other ats named, if they be not given to Magiftrates or fuperiors out of civil
relpects, but to Images, Angels, or Saints alive or decealed in a religious re-
fpect as (uperiors to us to whom we are fubje@ and on whom we depend for
help and fuccour, And thercfore this plaifter of H. T. is too narrow to cover
the foul ulcer that came from the falfe Synod called the (econd Nicene, For
What is that falutarion or honorary worfhip, H. T, faith the fecond (_:ounal of
Nice allows to Images ? Is it not bowing down to them, which Papifts them-

[elves call adoration,and difference from veneration, which confifts onely ina

decent ufage without defiling, defacing, or (uch ufage as thews hatred and con-

tempt of the thing or perfon reprefented, f{uchas is done to monuments or trea=

g fuce laid up to be kept, but not as things fet up higher then our felves to be wor=
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fhipped,for that is plain Idolatry,and the very fame with the Gentiles adoration
of their Idols ¢ now this did the fecond Nicene Council require to be given to
Images, ut erigerentur ¢o* adorarentur,&c. yea it Bellarm, lib, ». de Imagin.
Sanct. ¢, 21. fay true, that Council would have them adored not only by accident,
that is becaufe joyned with the thing adared, but alfo of themfclves as that, in
which is the reafon of veneration, nor oncly impraperly that is in the place of ano-
ther, o.a5that the proper term of the adoration fhould mor be the Image, but.
Chrift bimfelf, but properly fo a5 that the Tmage be bonoured ratione [uitpfius in
rvefpect of it felf, asbe explains bis diftingtions, ch. 20, And this adoration it
was conceived by Charles the Great, and the Synod of Francfurt that Nicene
Council intended to give te Images, and was refuted by the four books fet forth -
by Charles the Greats authority yet to be [een, and condemned by the authori-
ty of the Synod of Francfurty Anno794. at which were prefent the Popes
lfgat_s and did approve of the Synods determination, or diflembled the Popes: «
opinton. I findenot that the Carolin books {ay, that the {écond Nicenc Coun-
cil was not approved by the Pope ; if they did, and that they were deprived, it
makes . the more againft the infallibility of Councils approved by the Pope,
Which thole three hundred Fathers acknowledged not, who met at Erancfurs.
The miftake of the Country wherein Nice was, is not {uch, as Bellaymin or -
aronius conceiye derogates from the truth of the thing, teftified by (o many
authors of credit, all the ancient hiltorians neareft that time, befides Hincna-

| © 7 Agobardys, and after fome Englifh writers as Hoveden &e., Bellarmin him-
felf, Leadeconcil, auth.c. 7. confefleth it condemned the [cventh Synod : and

Plating in the life of Hadrian the firft {aithy that two worthy Bifhops Theophy=~ .
& .and Stephan beld & Synod inthe name of Hadrian of German -and. French
R 3 Bijbops
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3 1 which the Synody which-toe Greeks call the (eventh, wu aby
B;_Iﬂ;op;'maz;::b tgb. ;‘bc Lateran Council under lfop{‘ Leo the tenth Sgﬁ”?::f‘
de m‘cd:z Pope to be above a Conncil, and the Council of Conftance, Sof, A
fned a Cowncil to be aboves Pope. An(w.‘ Neither par was cver yer omme
by the Church for an Ocoumenical d.ccrcc or definition, and if i were, it wanld o
anfwered that the Latgran Council d_eﬁncj 0;'0‘}’ ; Pope 10 be above o Coungiy
saken without a Pope,or 00t approved e ) Lt e Cou_n;;t of Conftance onely .
defincd a Council approved by & Popetobea "’;"e @ Pope withour aCouncil, whicy,
definitions are noy contradictory, 1o e 5 7;" }t)o fo, b ne part of any thing g
bigger then another, and the whole bigger then both ;5 fo that ffom hence iy Cany

be inferred that cisher Coumcilerred i nor was cither decree approved by the
e i

Pope. this 1 t outfacing with fhifts the truth in things manif,
Treplys tl:“; c”;:?g’ ?;,{::1 He cn%mot deny . that thelc contraxgy dt:Enicﬁ i
all tha; :;,12 Councils which he himfelf, p. 33,36, terms general Councily, and
m;gcc? Popes prefident in both, and both he fets down in his Catqlogue made to
”:f:vc a fupccefﬁon in the Church of Rome, and yet hgrc_ .bc dcr}m their defing,
gions to be Ocuumenical, what is an Oecumenical definition if thatan Qegy,
menical Council be not # How isitan Qccumemcal dc_ﬁnmon when it de.
zermins againft Foba Hus, or againft Chrifts own exprefie command for com,
munion under on¢ kinde; and nor Occumenical, when it decrees the fupremp,
of the Council above the Pope ? 'l:hxs is meer jugling of bocws pocws, which
(hews that when it likes them the (.Qunal fhall be approved, ‘whcn not, re.
jeQed, and thereby take upon them to be above Pope and Council. But if thig
be the fafhion of their Councils who can tell when one decrec is contrary to
another if thefe were not 2 or who can rell when a decree is approved by a Po 2
3 neither of thefe were 2 where’s the agreement 2 where’s the infallibility the
{o vainly arrogate to their Church 7 Martin the fifth expreflely confirmed the
a@s of the Council of Conffance in the 45.S¢ffion, of which one was in the
fourch Seffion, that every one though of Papal dignity was bound to obey a geney..
al Councilin the things pertaining to faith. “That which Bellarm. [, 5, o
Concil. ast.c. 19. [aith chat be oncly approved fome things not others, becaufe pe
{aid, fic conciliariter faitais bL}t a fhifc s fo.r th.a: cxpn:{ﬁon is not fet down |
way of limitation and diftin&ion, but explication, noting thé reafon of appro-
ving all becaufe they were done conciliariters as the word fic thews, which jm.
plies his acknowledgment that they were all (o done, Befides he not exceptin
it expreffely could not be interpreted to except that from bis confirmation morg
then any thing elfe there a&ed, it might as well be {aid he excepted the decrce
about half communion; yea if he lm& excepted that decree of the Councilg e
ing above the Pope he had meerly deluded the Council, that decree being thejg
principal decree, and for which it was called, Add hereto that the words of pis
Bull thereupon do more fully manifeft that he did nor excepr it ; and the decree
of the Council of Bafil called after by vertuz of his Bull fhews, thar they up.
derftood it to confirm that decree proceeding againft Pope Eugenius  conforme
ably toit. And for the other Council that Pope Leothe tench did net confirm
tbe decree of the Popes being above a Council is contrary to Bellarmin, 3, de
Concil. aut, ¢, 18. whorecites the decree as a proof, and ¢. §. reckons it amon
the general Councils approved by the Pope, as appearsy faith be, in that be wye

pr fﬁdcn_;
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prefident inperfon, And for the other anfwer of H. T it is ridiculous, fitb K;":"
Councils words are expreffethat any perfon though of Papul.dzg.nny wqd. oo i
the general Council, and thedecree was miade of purpofc to jultifie thclf (a(l':)t i .
pucting down a Pope, And there was no queftion nor need be, Wh"t” pRAY
other when both joyn,but all the queftion is and fo the definition miif b{Lhc'm:&
ftrued, when they are fevered.  Yea it would be trifling to (ay the Pope Omld
* obey the Council, when the Pope concurred, for it’s alt one - as toay be fhou e
. abey himfelf 3 and to fay the Council is above the Pope when the Council an
Pope ate ope is frivolous, forin all fuch comparifons the words exprefie what
each is feverally as they fland in competition according to their feveral autho=
' 1ities; ‘and therefore the imilicude of H, T\ is frivolous as being not to the pur~
pofe.. Laftly; with what face can this man {ay. that neirber Council ery’d; when
Bellarmin (aith ¢. 7« that inthe Florentinand laft Lateran the Council of Con=
\ ftance was vejected in vefpogt of the firft Seffions, whercinis defined a Council to
be above a Pope ? {o thac all the wit of man is not able to avoid this obje&tion,
but that according to the fuppofitions of Popifh Dottors cither a geﬂml Coun-
cil approved by a Pope may erre in a point of faith, or elfe there 15 no errorin a
main point of their faith, when one general Council approved by a Pope con-
tradiftsa former general Council approved by a former Pope of greater freedeme
and celebrity by reafon of the Emperours prefence and for other caufes, which
was feconded by another Council not long after, as appears by the next objecti-
on, which is thus fec down by H.T.
L Ob. The Council of Bafil defined , that a Council was above a Peope.
* Anlw. The decrce was nor approved, nor any ather of shas Council, bur
4 onely fuch as.concerned Church bengfices.  See Eugenius with Terrecremara «
" halc. 100, : ;

. Lreply, I finde no fuch diftin&ion in Pope Nicolas the fifth his Bull, but
that it is confirmed altogether. Butit feems when it pleafcth thele men the
Council fhall be approved, when not reje@ted.  So that it is not either the cal-
ling of a Council by a Pope, or the univerfality of the Fachers, -or the approba~
tion of the Pope can confirm it, - if another Pope rejet it, which they will do
when iv’s againft their power and profit. And hereby is proved that Popes are
- vertiginous, that Popery is as mutable as the weathercock, that there is o little

fhew of agreement; unity and infallibility in Popes and Councils approved by
him, that (carce any ftates are more full of changes in matcers civil then they are
In matters Beclefiaftical and of faithymor in any part of the world smore difa-
greement then among Papifts. | , S

Farther Gith H. T, Ob. The Conncil of Ariminum; d;ﬁned Arianifm,
Anfw. It did not, and thar equivocal decree this was there made was never ap-
proved by the Pope; and the F athers themfelves (who were deluded by the Arians
with words'that bave 4 double fenfe when they perceived the [raud) lamented and '
enounced the fatt. v '

Yreply, H.T. hisown words confirm the obje&ion. For, 1. Ifthe Fa-
thets wei deluded by the Arians then they were notinfallible 5 and fo a general

Council approyed by the Pope may erte in a main point.of faith, - 2. If that
Council

did not define Arianifm, how were they deluded ?. wherein was the
fraud but in that the words being of double {enfe, yet indeed decreed Arian do-
@rine 2 what need they lament or renounce the fa& if ic were nokfo 7 r;vh?:

iy e ot
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doth'/!u[iin L. 3. contra Maximinum c. 14. oppole that council to thay of Nice
»

llege it for himfelf if icdid not decreeArianifm 2 ¢
B%ﬁl cited by BeHlarm. L. x. de concil. c. 6. rejedt it, anl:iYBdclld
the reprobate councils, if it were mot Arian 2 44 bk
it is related by Hierom in his cacal,, } at
hronicle, by Hillary fundry timgtsea:;‘

and Maximinus 3
» Ruffinus, Socratess
Larmin reckon it amon t
: Pope Liberius “did [ubfcribe to,
weiters  in Fortunatianus,; 10 his C

others, ilof Trent erred by addi
r b, ‘The council of Trenterred by adding to the ¢q

Ye faith :g; ?;bdirl n]M s the third council of Carthage approved ZI?I,;
Scripture, An{w. ing Bavuch whom they compared with the P"ﬂpbc‘:

i ame books b{ g}lc";:cziig’bc was, and this twelve hundred years ago,
Hicrenys i’:_’ :hc council of T'rent did not erre, Pope Gregory the great did,
1 régi}’; denied the books of Maccabees to be canonical, L 19, Moral, ¢, ¥
Ptk the chird Synod of Carthage it was not an Occumenical Synod, ng;
35 over ballanced by the Synod of Laodicea before ity who omitted them, And
if the ancients termed the Apoc:rypl'\al bogks 'cant.)mc:_ql or dmr!e, they are to ™
undetftood according to Ruffinus his explication in his Expofition on the Creed,

and others, that they were canonical in a [ort a5 being vead in the Churches. p,

Whg

reafon of [ome hiftorics or moral [entences, but not [0 a8 that they were brougb: o

j ‘the authority of faith by them. ] g
”nzr.”;'. ,;'urthcr l’ai:’h.jr fob. ‘The Fathers evr’d {_ome inonething, fome in gy,
sher, Anlw, A part Igrant,all vogetber ([peaking of any onec age ) 1 deny 4n:t
they all {ubmirted o the Church and fodo likewife our Schoolmen, who di ol

by in opinion concerning School points undefined, not in faith, ;
Treply. 1. That the Fathers of fome ages did generally hold errors is ap.
parent in many particulars. Auguftinebeld iv an apoftolical tradition tha tEe
Sacrament of the Eucharif} was necef[ary for infunts, as appears £, 1. de pec. o
. 20 ¢ remiff. ¢. 24. and elfewhere, and Maldonat on Fobn 6. v. §3. faith thy, i:

was the opmion of Auguftin and Pope Innocent the firft, and that it prevaijey

inthe Church for fix bundred years, and yer the council of Trent, fef. 2x. ¢,
can, 4. (aith,- If any fay the communion of the Eucharift to be neceffary for tiy
tlc ones afore they come to years of difcretion, let him b."' Anathema, The ]i[;
might be [aid of fundry other po@ms, as that of the Millenary opinion, the fou]:
not feeing God till the day of judgement, ¢rc, 2. Thatall the Fathers did
not (ubmit to the Church of Rome, is manifelt by the Afian Bithops oppofition
to Victor about Eafter,to Stepben about rebaptization by Cyprian and others to
Boniface, Zoyimus and Celeftin about appeals from 4 fiica to Rome by Au”;im
Auguftinys and a whole council. 3. That the Schoolmen differ in points o
faith defined is manifeft in Perer Lumbard L. x. {ent. dift, 17, who held the hoy
Ghoft 10 be the charity whereby we love Gody and the diflent from him jq ih J
oint, the differences about the Popes authority above a council, POWer to af,t
Folve {ubjeéts from the oath of allegiance, certainty of faith conoérning a man-
own juftification, Gods prc.determination' of mans will, and many more c:
concroverted beeween Dominicans and Fefuits, Fanfenifts and Molinifts, 4. 1{“
fubmit not to the Pope; but fome appeal from him to a councily othersthy With-
ftanding in difputes and otherwile decline his [entence in their caufe, of which
the oppofition againft Pope Paul the fifth his interdiét by the republick of pe_
«mice about their power over Ecclefiafticks is a famous inftance, evident]

; ﬂlCWing
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fhewing that all that live in communion with the See of Rome acknow.
ledge not fuch a fupremacy and infallibility to it as themodern Fefuits alcribe
1o it, ' ‘ i
Yet again, faith H, T'. Qb. S§t. Augullin tells, St. Hi;rom_zbat he eftcems
none bur the writers of the Canonical-books tobave been infallible in all tb,ty
write, and nos to erre in any.ihing, Anlw. Neither do we, we cffeem bm”n'
writcrs of councils infallible in all they write, nor yet councils themfelves,but on-
by in the Occumenical decrees or definitions of faith. :
I reply, Augufbin Epift, 19. to Hierom doth not onely fay thus, I confG{:; 0
by charity, that I bave learned to give this reverence and bonour onely 1o 1l ofe
books of Scriptures, which are now called cangnical, that I do moft firmly believe
70 author of them to have erred any thing inwriting but he adds allo, Burl
{o read others, that bow mucl, focver they excelin holinefS and doctrine, I.do not
think it trye becaufe they bave (o thoughs, but becaufe they ould perfwade me
cither by thofe Canonical authors. or by probable reafon that it abbors not . fiom
that which 7 true, Which plainly (hews. 1, That ‘he counted only the.
weiters of Canonjeal Scriptures and thofle books infallible.‘ 2. That, the -
fentence of others however excellent in (anQity and doGtrine, is not tobe be-
lieved becaufe they (o thought. 3, That their fentence prevailed with him fo
A a5 1’s proof did perfwade. 4. That this proof muft be by the Canonical
Scriptures or probable reafon.
. H.T.adds. Ob. st. Auguftin Epilt. x12. [uys we are only bound to be-
Licve the Canonical Scriptures withous dubiration , but for other witneffes
or not belteve them according to the weight of their authority.

Anlw, He fpeaks in a particular cafe in which nothing bad been ;ieﬁnfd by
19¢ Church, namely whetber God could be fcen with corporal eyes® But the

decrees of general councils are of divine authorisy, as we have proved ; and there-

fore according 1o 1. Augultin so be believed without dubitation, :
. Treply, though he (peaks upon occafton of one particular cafe, yet the (pef’ch
. oniveial (bur for otber witnaffes or veftimonies (befides the Canonical
Scriptures ) by which any thing i perfwaded to be believed, it is Liwful for thee
2o belicue “or not to believe, s thou fhalt weigh how much moment thofe things
have or not have 1o beget faith : 7 There’s not a word of exception concerning
a thing defined by the Church 5 yea the opinion of Auguftinis full and plain
1n his fecond book of baptifm againft the Donatifts, ch. 3. totake away infaili-
ility from any Bifhops or councils Qecumenical, which I think fitto rranﬂ_atc
A0 f.he‘” how contrary it is to Austin to make any councils after the Apoftles in-
allible. 12750 kng s noty faith he, theholy Canonical Scripture ar well of the
QM as of the new Ueftament to be consained in iv’s certain Gounds, and that it
% [0 10 be preferved befare all the Liscr lessers of Bifbops that a man‘may not doubt.
or difpute of it at all, whether that which it # manifeft to be written init be
true or vight, but for the lesrers of Bifbops which bave been or are written after
e Canon confirmed, it i Lawofulthat they be reprebended, if perhaps in them any
tbfng have deviared Cor gone out of the way) fiom trusth,  both perhaps by the
wifer Wch of any man more skilful in that thing, and by the more grave au-
thority of othey Bifhops, and the prudence of the learned, and by councils, .And
 3hofe council, whick arebeld in fingle Regions or Provinces areto givephace
without ary windings to she anthorisy of more ull councils, which are gathered
§ (1
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122 i(tian world, and oft times thofe fgrm, f“g‘."lmuncih 5
ouy of the whole Cbﬂf:v 5eh by fome trial of things tbat_;g open ,:i ;f; b was i
be mended by lﬂ,{crz_d ye bid,without any {moke of (acrilegious p de [:Wtbom on
and known wand’: rofg G r{c ¢, wishout any contcntion of wan envy, With boly py i
0 5 W any S .
b e O Sl
ﬂ"yet orice more, fait.h H };cyg ‘wain ran about to feck couptal;;dﬁ;fic the Sicy;. |
of Africa) tellsthe Arxa;;’ all conncils. An(w, ch (ays b’ut% : ;m_,, tfor the :
jlos e Nl cnz ouncil of Nice, nor doubt we Prure buth | S}
fvbo had rejected :begcrzebfﬂ i‘n"‘”e above the definitions oj‘lli%;cnc;dl Coungif,,
in many rejﬁtj{: c:: g;f i;'}zazﬁbﬂity, yet thefe alfo are infa n poings o g
bigher degr : AL : ;
a"‘.t”: - thanafius fhews it was invain for Arigng .
fai fon of 4 : h not becaufe the council of |
Ire[l’!}':[t,?:ar;?e the Scripture was agalx‘rizsﬁr:c ::rnelé o dmoh ‘?{
cils #: hevrywo‘ ] Yy fhe . o
;31:2: wa’skagavlv?c[}i;ctrgg S:::iitpturei preheminence, which juftifics Pygre , ’cj
well to ackno

to fcek to |

ftangg
he Scriptures againft councils, - which do often [werve from the
i the
who ftick to

m 5"

. ec of infallibility (if there bo 4
$ ¢ them. As for the dcgne_c of i e v
St il whieh piop Lol vl oy, Tt oot

'€Es O > i ein o 1 ! i P
:;g;er negation of ll;lalzkicrniesf’satg ;?‘:ﬁ;kly ff-;ovcd, that none- 'that. loves h,s_ foy i /
it is o uncertain w 3d not try, what they hold, by tjht'!. Scl‘pt’ulcs Confclled[y
fhould rﬂl?l?l e"’ Aasn for the (peech of the council of Buafil there’s no
more 1ntaily .

¥ bein

eafon wh

1 4 y
ts or others fhould reft onit, when Ifap?ﬂ.s g\{n"lﬂﬁf{vcs, even H, T, .
p;ote&agssir and fays 7t was not approved n': ;/ ﬁ;fg’c
h r?%cncﬁéc;- and yct this man concludes wit : 10 Wp ¢
ﬁfc];rf)f a general council, as if it were certain, So ver
thor,

4
but fuch a5 conceyn #‘
habout the authq. 1! i
Uginous is this Ay | A
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Sanctity and Miracles prove not the

- Roman Church true.

The Roman Chutch is not demonftrated to be
thetrue Church by her Sanétity and Mira-
cles. ‘ e

SECT. 1.

The Texts brought by ¥1. T, to prove thas the truc Chureh is known by Sanitity
and Miracles ave fhewed to be impertinent.

H.T. proceeds thus, Article 6, Thetrue Church demonfFrated by ber Sanii-
%y and Miracles, Qur Tenct ¥, that the Roman Gatholick Church is known
and cvidently diftinguifhed from all- falfe Churchesimos onely. by the marks
and properties by us premifed, but alfo by her (anitity and power of doing Mi-
racles, and is proved thus, That # the_true Church and lawfull Spoufe of
Chrilt which 7 eminent for Sanétity of Difcipline, and Dogtrine, and for
Miracles, But the Roman Catholick-Chiirch and no other 7 eminent for
Sangtity of Difcipline and Doilrine, aud for Miracles ; therefore the Roman
Catholick Church and no other i the true Church and lawfill Sponfe of Chuift,
T_”‘ Major for Sanétity 4 proved by that Article o f the Apoftles Creed, I be-
licve the boly Catholick Church, us alfo by thefe Texts of boly Scripture 5
Chrifk gave bimfelf for ‘bis Church, cleanfing ber by the Laver of Watey

. (Bapti{m) in the Word , that be might prefent ber to himfelf a glorious
Church, not having fbot or wrinkle, but thar Jhe might be holy and nniposted,
Ephel.s.27. Thefe things ye were (fairh st. Paul) but ye are wafhed, bus ye
are fangtificd, but ye are jufbified in the Name of our Lord Jelus Chrifts
and the Spirit of our God, 3 Cor,6.10. A good Tree bringeth forth good
Fruit, by their Fyuir' ye fhall know them, §t.Matth.y.x7, 20, Strait # the

- Gare,and naveow is the 1¥ay which leadeth ro Life,¢gc. If thouwiltbe per-
feit, goand fcll alh thou baft, and give sto the poor, ¢°c. and come and follow

2 me
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me, St. Matthrg.21. There be Eunuchs who bave gelded themfelyes for ”,.
he

. Kingdom of Heaven, he that can take Let bimtake, St. Matth.16.32, .. -
your Prelases, and be fubjeét o them, &ré. Hebazag. * - Obey

Anfw. 1. He Syllogilm is not good, thewords [and no otk
g ing wanting in the Major I",'OPOGtion[, and, oltf,:!rxgybg- :
¢

utin, the Major is falle. That which is emi
sanétity of D{fcr;!:lmc and Doctrine, and b;n:;i,:;”m
and no Oll)bc"a is iif-‘ tr}uc H}lmcb and lawfull 5~P01‘féc:}
i -2 Church.may betrie and a lawtull Spoule of, Chrift wh "
Cb:’e/fx;incgflf:f miracles. Blfe it would'goill with all the Chu:chrg’{trwhxch il
:x;)dcs have cealeds and with the Church confifting of Fubn B,lp“,/tlnac::dh/li~
Dilciples. But as it is now exprefled by H. T... I grant the Major, thou?l his
cept the words of Chrift, Matth 7.17,20. the Texts are all impertine 88 ex-
Article of the Creed is not meant of the meer vifible church b{:: fThc
church which is alfo the invifible of the ele& petfons, nor is it m“’am fo the
nels of outward Difcipline and Do@rine, but of inward real holj of holg.
are Ephef.§.27. 1 Cor.6.10,31 yea the former is meanta-of (;i;;‘:fsi; and'fo
which is pecfect without [pot 0¥ wrinkle, when the Churchis prefented olinefs,
felf at his appearing, and the other of that fanctifying which is b 40 him-
God, and not onely by Baptifm. The *Texts Marth.p.13 ‘J #s by.the Spirit of
© l"lark 10.21, Heb. 13, 17. are not expreflions of Pfoi)cﬁ.ig? :NS;",”:! 3
marks of the church, but Precepts, and fignifi¢ what duty {ome T oifghh::e
- do. Now the doing of fome duties is not a mark of the 0
ing juftice, givin %ootheo or, relieving the Saints, (e“iﬂ;hir[cvl:’ [?s v, g, qo-
may bein Infidels 3 ‘and thofe duties’ which are inthe th ¢ have, which
fpecial dutics of fome, and therefore not marks which arcrccl;“ter Texts ara
church, but fuch as all members are not tied to, every mcmb%r (no(; the whole
is not togeld himf(elf, but hethat can takeit, nor tofellall (Papift a wl?man
Evangelical counfels of more perfection than is ordinary) nor :5 obse;n; elthefe
:lt;gr:l;’ereforc in (uch they are no parts of Sanéity, much lefs marks ofrea :ii.f:é

e ————————————

5:8:C T 3L

The Sanétity of men in former Ages proves not the boli
mancburcbf. f &4, f.wltnc]} of the prefens Rq.

Ut it is the Minor which is to be denicd Lof which H. {
B Now thas the Roman Catholick Church bftz’b aboun)c;;d WPiit.bT'arTh thus,
for;{) Samtfs in z;ll Ages (f v}ibzcb 1; a pregnant and convincing proof ';fbrougfbt
cond Propofition) s mansfefs oy vie Chronicles and Mart . our [e=
Chriftian #orld. riyrologics of the whote

. dAnfw. 1, Totalk of the Roman catholick church is :
cdhbefore. 2 It is fcarce good fenfe tofay, The Cbu‘rc; Eﬂ»ﬁ? (fco?:;; $ fhew-
when the ¢hurch is no other than the Saints or a company of Saints 3&&1::,

+ 30 Were

it
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i yielded that the Church did abound with ard bring forth Saints in all Agés,

¢yet this proves not the fan&icy. of the .church, but of thofe Saints init, nor
4 doth it at all prove the fan&ity of the Difcipline or Do&rine, butof the pet-
fons,much lefs the power of Miracles, the fan&ity of . the church,perfons being,

* often Saints, as Fobn Baptift, who have not power of doing Miracles; and un-

holy perfons have it fometimes, Matth.7.22,23. and if it did prove ﬂﬂ)"h_i”g
it.would prove the privilege of the: perfon, not the (andity of 'thﬁf church,
4. 'The fan&ity of the nowReman Church is not proved by the holinefsof per-

|  fons in former Ages, whereof miany never were of Rome, nor is it likely ever

heard of i, fome of them oppofed the Roman Church, and fome lived and died

8§ in a ftate of difclaiming of it, and fome kinde of excommunication from ir,
¢ .and had.they lived to(ed its pride and wickednels, as now it is, woull no doubt

d)'

i

o

i

have abhorred it with greateft detefation 3 much lefs is it proved by the holi-
nefs of ‘men dead one thoufand or fout hundred years, cfpecia:lly when th_e holl—
nefs of thole few is oblcured by the almofk univerfal ungodhnc_fs of their chxr:'f
Bithops (whom they account their vifible Heads; and eﬁlnu_al parts of their
Church) and Clergy and Laity in Rome it (clf for a thoufand years palf
Which hath been fo notorious, as almoft all their Hiftorians, and Prcachcr.s,
and Poets haye defcribed it (o, as that it may be conceived juftly, that Rome is

- and hath been a fink of all uncleannef(s's There areverily, (aith Bellarns, lib.g.

e notis Ecclef. cap.x3. inthe Catholick Church wery many evil perfons : and
fome of their'own Popes,as Adrian the fixth, have confefled by Cheregatus bis
Legate, that abominations were committed in that holy Sce, the infirmity paffed
from theHead to the Members,from the Popes o the inferiour Prelates,in (o much
that there baih been none that hathdone good,no not one. Innumerable have been
.the complaints made by all forts,and fometimes by the Princes of .the German
Empire of their Grievances by the Popes and Court of Rome. Nor do Tra=
vellers tell us of any Reformation confiderable fince the Trent Council ¢ theie
own Writers tell us, there is no Excommunication for the common vices, but
onely fome Penance,which cffe@s no changesin the apprehenfion of Sir Edwin
Sandys, if it were not for a little formal abftinence in Lent there would be an

- univerfal Deluge of vicein Iraly; fo thar he who denieth the Roman Clergy
1jf and Church tobe amoft unholy and filthy People hath gotten a Whores fore-

hiead chat cannot blufh, There are fins among Proteftants, but I never yet met
\_luh Writer or Traveller , but would prefer London and other Proteftant

20 Towns as more free from impurity of body, blalphemy cruelty, treachery, in-

juftice, Atheifm, and (uch other fins as are not tobenamed, than Romie is,.
Where hath been permiffion of Whore-houfes for Mopey b&' the Pope, and the
- Whores and Baftards of Popesand Cardinals fo notorieufly domineer,
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SECT. IIL

e imagined bolinef of chdi&';)A“é; Witing SRl broves poy
the verity of the now Roman Churid. | :
; for their ¥lolinels, 8¢, Aupuftin
e let us fee whgtg‘i g-ngﬂ“:;g, when they were received i%w C::::‘r,lbb
P!?ows-wbo_co;}ilvcrd wrex. pag.100.) began 10 follow the trade of tl};—
vy, (faith Holling zcbacrr’z elves in continual prayer, fafting | watchiy ¢
Apoftles, chf?fi;;%u worldly things, and livingin all points according 'ga th
rmbgng.jggé.’bc} raught. 8¢, Francis, St, Bene, and,s*:..Domin,ick,-mefz
lgﬂ';’,":c,,; for (anctity of life, as the Magdeburgian Ccn'ngnjt{, confef, cons
‘;3 mcol-l 1.79. But I ever yet heard of any Proteftant Saints in ¢, World.!
. What a foolifh proof isthis o_E his Minor, that t.bc Rom
dnfrzfz‘;be\rkenziucnt forpﬁmc‘fi’)' of life, becaule Benedift and A"ﬁinthc
Monk a thouland years fince, Francis and Domt{lu‘f{ five llu:\dred years'agb
wwere [u.h in bis efteem,and hejhath heard of no Saints amongl :oteﬁants?As i
there might be no Saints in theGreek church,though he hcar-_of no Prote A
$aints, or as if the Gireck church now judged (ch.mnanc{( might not be a5
roved ot rather better to be eminent for fanétity of life for the
Chry[oftome, Bafil, Nagianzen, Gregory l}lyﬂcn, as th_c now Romzn,.
jputed holinels of Auflin, Bener, Francis, and Dominick. But might thers
not be Proteitant Saints which he hears not of 2 Proteftants are the fam
with Piimitive Chriftians in their Religion or Articles of FEaith and Worfh
and as fuch allthe holy Apoftles, Martyrs, Confcﬂ'ours, w.hxch have beep trué ]
Chriftians have been Proteftant Saints, as Proteﬁmg againft the Popifh cork
ruptions in Doétrine, Difcipline, and Wotthip 5 (o all lhc. holy men why have
protefted againtt themin all Ages have been P:otcﬂang Saints. Th?s Crprian
and Auguftin who protefted againft the Popes ulurpation about fecelving Ap-
peals from Affica ; Gregory the Grear who protefted againft the ururpation oF
the Title and Power of an um_vcr(al Bifhop, the Syx}od of Frankford which
protefted againit Image-worfhip were PL‘otcPfant Saints.  And for Waldgs
and the Waldenfcs that they were Pr,oteﬁ.ants 1s manifelt, and Saints 100, thgi;
own Works fhewed. (S¢e Morland’s Hiftory f-f the Evangelical Churches jp,
Picdmont) even Rainerius their Adverfary being Judge. “And for Wicklig,
Reginald Peacock, Robert Grofthead, Richardus Armachanys, and many more
their Lives were (o exemplary as fhamc_d their Adverfaries, and yet thg'y Were
Proteftants more or lefs 'againﬁ_ Popith Errours and Abufes,” Tt i¢ tru, o
‘Proteftants are not canom'zed Saints by Ifo_pes, who ufe tocanonize for Mo:
ney or other refpe&ts fome ignorant rurPﬂﬂmo“s erfons, or elfe a&ive Inftry.
ments for their party ¢ but the holinels of Prote hm.ts fince Luther began the
Reformation hath been [uch as hath canled even their Enemjes to alcribe much
-excellency to their eminent Leaders. Norwu_h{’tanding Bolfeck’s Lye (of
which the wiler Papifts are athamed) yet Florimungy,

ct F s Raymanduys, Papyriys
Mafjomins, and others, acknowledgeq Calvir 10 have been a man eminent fo,
ftriCtnes of life, and induftry in his paftoral work beyond any Papift they

could

an Chyyep

holinefs
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0 nels as the Popes and Fijer
. perfqns with the Errour of thofe times,
i naftical profeflion, and auftere Difcipline, which the Apoftle counts to be no

4‘ abhor them; and ro fear ¢}
.”;tw rom Chrift, by their (oce
gl Chriftian Religion into

out of the Writers of the Ry

v
)

_Arr.VL by Sanctity and Miracles. r3g
could name.  Melandthon is commended even by Papifts for his holy, peace~
~ able, and painfull converfation in the work of the Lord. The Livesof the
chief Reformers thewed them to be [uch as had the Spiric of God dwellingin
them, Hooper and Bradford in England, Patrick Hammilton and George Wi fe-
cart in Scorland were men of exemplary godlinef(s 3 that I name not late men,
fuch as Fobn Fx, Fobn Dod, Richard Grenham, and many more whofe Lives
and Works fhewed them to have been men of holy converfation, and of much
acquaintance with God, whom this Scribler and {uch like fuperftizious Papiftss
Who place holinefs in obfervance of humane inventions rather thanin G ods
commands, obeying the Pope rather than Chrift, and believing the lying Le-
gends of Friersbefore the true reports of godly Preachers of the Gofpel, ha-
ving prejudice again@ them, condemn as Hereticks. Yethet they that place ho-
< linefs in following the Rules of Chrift, and not humane traditions, do judge

4l them to have been holy and blefled men, fuch as have had not onely a form,but
@ 2lfo the power of godlinefs,  As for what H. T\, (aith out of Hollingfhead of
il Auftinand his followers,it {peaks only what they did at the beginning,but it is

) certain that Auftin did not fo perfevere, but that he fhewed much pride towards
theBritifh Bifhops,and fo much malice'to the Banchor Monks,men of mote re
puted holine(s than himfelf, that he was fufpe@ed at leaft to have been Inftiga-
tor of a cruel Maffacre of two thoufand ofPthem for not fubmitting to him,
and receiving the Roman Rires. And for his converting of England, though T
am willing to let him have his due commendation, yet neither is it true that
he converted all England, and thofe he did convert he did alfo pervers by his ob-
truding the Romifh Orders, which Chrift never appointed, whence a great De-

uge of Superftition fpread over Britain, and much difcord and milery followed
thereupon, as may be feen in the Writers of the Englifh Hiftories. As for Be-
i medist whq was before Auftin the Monk, and Francis and Dominick after, that
| which I finde in the Relation of their Liyes by Villegas, tranflated by Heig-
4m, gives me no {uch caufe as to judge them to havebeen men of fuch holi-

s bave judged them tobe, but at the beft deluded

in which holine(s was placed in mo-

becter than will- worfhip, Col.2.23. and their talk of their Miracles and Vifi-
Ons are no better than old wives tales, upon the report of which Popes as ignos
rant as themfelves, or otherwife corrupt, have canonized them for thejr own
€nds 5 and the preaching of Dominick was againft the truth profefléd by the
A!b’ge"f“, whom Ruinerius confefleth to hhave been men otherwile holy in
| :_[ufe and D;:&rine, but that they (pake againft the church of Rome, of whofe
‘ ldo!an-y:, pride, eruclty, avarice, uncleannefs of body, there is fomuch inall
Jithe Writers of thofe times as is fufficient to fhew, that thofe men had caufe to
1e yiclding fubje@ion to thm}, who had departed
ing up other Mediatours befides him,and changed pure -
a corrupt mixeure of Paganilm, Fudaifm, and Chrifii-
Mty : the fhedding of whofe Blood was in a great mealure caufed by Dori-
nick’s Sermons, why may be therefore judged a wicked Murderer rather than an
fi holy Saint. Thar which the century Writers fay of thefe men is but a Relation
manifts, that they were by them accounted emi-

% nene
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t for (an&ity according to the opinion. of thofe times : but thae th
mlr;re alcribed to them real holine(s I finde nor. : ¢y any

R Dy
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is not proved £o be the true Church by thebolnef8 of their Dy

|
The Roman Church e

Friney but the contrar

Adde bereunto what the Catbolick Church teaghe, 1h,

H. T. proc eeds thus, /

dments are poffible, nay, muft be kepe, fhe weaches the neGefiry o

comman R A2 . g
g;emrr'tian, Confeffion, aud Satisfaction, with many other practices of fel

20 Mo peaches obedicnce 10 Priesh and [biritual Paftours, in thixar 1o
' ‘11::‘;:51.% 1ju the fouband the goverrment of the Church s fhe teaches ml,‘cbgffl:
ing, prayer, and morsification s Jheexhorts to good works, voluntary Yol
. chaftity, and obedience.  The contrdry 10 all which Doffrines are taughy f
Proteftants and other Sectaries. : ¥

- : e Papifts teach not onely that the Commandments of ;
ol }p{oﬂrib ¢, and that they mu{t be kept (which Proteftants tcncGhoglFle
but they alfo teach, that in this life a perfon in the ftate of grace may Pfl'fc&ol
keep the whole Law of God, o as nat to fin, (except venially, which is wit]
them not a fin properly, asibeing befides, notagaintt the Law) and thereby pe

juftificd; and that many things, which are horrid evils, are venial fins, ang,

that a perfon may (atishic for them, by Works of Penance, which are for b

moft part eafie things, yea, they teach that a man may by his good works mer'c
of condignity (either by virtue of Gods promile, or the worth of rheworklt
erernal life , yea, that he may do Works of Supererogation, and meric g5

others, and that thereby is made up a Treaflury in the Church, which with thr
redundance of Chrifi’s {ufferings may by Indulgences be laid out for orpey .
for the relaxation of their punifhment in Purgatory. But this Do&iine P~S’
teftants abhors as being fo far from being holy, that they deteft it as anti—cval:~
gelical, proudly evacuating the grace of the Golpel, and they teach thae mo(i
blefled, holy, and precious Doétrine of the Gofpel, that the moft holy Meey
man is unable in this life, though regenerate according to the meafure of re.
newing grace, he hath to keep the Law of God perfettly, [0 asto fail in g
peint, or fo as to be juftified before God by pleading any Works of his own lia

fore, or after Regenerarion, or can merit of condignity in proper acception ang”

thing at Gods bands, much lefs eternal life, but all that are juftified are jufti

ed by faith in Chiift frcely by the grace of God through the Redemprion ib.zlzﬁ'-
#n Jelus Chrift, and that ererra!lifeisthe gift of God through Jefus Ch-'zf{
our Lord, and this we are fure as far exceeds in holinefs Popifly Duf’crineu

Chrift exceeds Mofes, the Gofpel the Law, the new covenant the old, p‘as
teltants teach the neceflity of contrition of {pirit for fin, and confeflion of ‘(?'
o God, and farisfaétion to men whom we have injured, if able ; but the nxer:

ceflicy of confeflion toa Priclt, and {uch power of abfolution and €njoyning
Pinance
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Penance, as Papifts afcribe to a Priefty and fuch fatisfa&tion to God fot fin, ag
they teach and pra&ife, we deny, as being injurious to the Blood of Chrift, an-
arrogant ufurpation of what Ciriﬂ never conferred; but a fruit of ignorance of
the nature of repentance, and of the myfery of the Gofpels anda meer Ene
gine to rob the people, and to hold them in flavifh fubjeGtion to their Priefls,
Wefay, that itis true felf-denial when Chrift requiresit, and cither the glory
. of God, the truth of Cbriff, and obedience to him mufk be forfaken, or ouc
goods, liberties and lives, than todeny our felves by not retaining them ¢ buc
that it is no' part of that fclf-denial which Cbriff requires;, nor any part of
Chriftian mortification for a man unneceffarily to leave his eftate and imploy-
ment, to whip him(elfy creep to a crofs, go on pilgtimage to Ferufalem, and
fuch other things as Chriff never réquired, butare meer {uperftition and hypo-
crifie. Proteftants teach obedience to [piritual Paftoursin things bclongin{g to
the foul, and the government of: the Cﬁurch, when they teach them to oblerve
what Chrift commanded s but theyjultly refufe to fubje& thieir confciences to
ch commands of Prelates and Pricfts as Chrift never appointed, but judge ic
neceflary $0. ftand. faft in she libertythey have by Chrift, and not be ensangled
withihe yoke of bondage, which Popes, and Prelates, and Priclts, under pre=
sence of the Church (of which they: are the leaft part): about diference of
Meats, Marriage, Holy-days, Temples, and fuch like things endeavour to im~
Pofe on their conlciences and pra&i(g, as being injurious to their Chriftian frec~

dome and an heavy burden, Protefants teach much fafting when God calls
for it in time of affli&ion, and for more advantage in prayer; buc they rejet
'~ Popith (et fafts, and their mock-fafts, in forbearing flefh of beafts; eggs, milk,

buter, yer cating and drinking other foody and drink perhaps more delicious
in fulnels, as a meer delufion. Proteflants teach  praying much i piric with

j . underftanding of what they ask with faith, and truft to be heard through the

Name of Chrift for fuch good things' as God hath promifed : but they deride
judtly Popifh praying in Latia by thofe who' underftand not what they fays
their faqug Ave Maries and the Creed for Prayers, their {uperftitious (aying
Prayers with Beads by taley theirtying themfelves to canonical hours, asmore
boly than other times, their Prayers for Soulsin Purgatory, whichisa meer
gment, ferving onely to affright filly people that they may draw money from
them for (aying Mafles, they deteft: thar moft abominable invocating 'of the
Virgin Mary, “wherein fhe is cxtolled as Authaiir o f Grace, Mother of Mercy,
aving authority over ot upon Chrift, with abundance of wicked Superfitions
which are ufed in Popith devotion to canonized Saints,  Crucifixes,’ a piece of
Bread, imagined Relicks of Saints. Proteftants prefs on men true mortificati=
on of thefins of the flefh ordeeds: of the body by the {piric working hatred of
the inward lufts, and forfaking the evil pra&ifes of them s but theyreje& the
foolith pra@tifes of Wwhipping them(elves, tearing the flefh with lying on Briars,
as they (ay Benedit did, tumbling in the Snow, as they (ay Francis of Affifium
did, Birding the body with Iron, and lying on the ground, as they fay Domi-
20k did, which neither fubdue luft; nor the Devils temptations; but are like the
- 3Asot Bedlams, and may be, and perhaps are done: out of vain-glory and
Proud gonceit of meriting by them. Proteffants exhort togood works, but de=
ny:the building. of Monafteries to be fuch, foridle Monks, thatin ftead of
working with their hands that they might give to him that needs eat the bread
T to
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3 to the necdy poor,under pretence of Praying, whick s
to the f}‘li,fwhg?ozfl?rg:tcﬁants teac{‘xl:ncn to be poor in (pirit, to bcagr paticntl!;
ool ke unGods providence allots itsbut the voluntary poverty of Monks ang
P')YEYEY:WhC:. e€tas being a curfe,orelle a meer hypocritical counterfeiring of Po-
Friers thh:yri ;Jhey enjoy greateft plenty, and live in fulnefs, as Monks ang Fiierg
verty, Whe 1(e a meer. madnefs,' as in Anchorites and Enmltl,.‘J. Pmtcltam,
ufually do, or&_ ca Murriage and finglelife,but they deteft Popifh yoys of Gin.
teach true chaftity ial s, and Nuns, as (uperftitious (nares, when few of the
giiclo BuEil F"rirzi;encc,and they abhor the terming of the u(¢ of th,
have the power olf: :gs unchalt and unholy,and moft of all the hellifh
riage-bed mpmc{‘ it to be better for Priefts to ufe Concubl.nes than Wives,ang
of thofe that t?;on and other unclean lufts when they forbxhd Martiage, and e
tolerate f?rn::aand deprive, and imprifon, and perfecute Pricts and Bifho ¢t
communllfzrc,ﬁams teach obedience to: Parents and Magiltrates, and o) that
ir. We ;in the Lord : but abhor the Vow of blinde obedience to Superiours
A uoimed by God, as flavifh,and oft-times mi(chievous and deftru@iye of°
?;:iﬁcaclz%},ry obedience due'to Parents, an&Qovernours, whom God hath efta.
blithed.  All which things being confidered,"we are fully affyred ¢

hat the pyq.,
teftants Do&rine in thefe things is moft holy; and the Popith impure, though

and holinefs,
$ more unhg.
which hard_
Y cat ag thCir

afore Chrifti.
e, though a moft wicked man by hitfelf,
or in a Council of his liking to fet down what is tobe held in poi

b nt of Faith,,
diffolve Leagues, and break QOaths upbrmdcd. by Amurath the great Turk to
Chriftians, to dilpenfe with inceftuous Marriages, deny Marriage to Priefts,
which Piusthe (econd a Pope thought fitter to be rtﬂf.\rcd, forbldding fome
Meats as unclean at fome times, the Cupat the Eucharift, and the Ordinar
reading of the Bible in their own Language to'the Lay: people, dire@ing men
to invocate Saints, teaching them ‘to afcribe: (alvation to their own Meris,
making the man of fin the Vicar of Cf{r{ﬂ, bcﬁ_d:s what {ome haye taughe
about depofing and deftroying Princes, giving ¢quivocating Anflwers to Magi-
Rrates upon Oath, exempting Pricfts from (ubjetion to Princes, allc wing the
breach of faith'to thofe they judge Hcreticks,making‘curﬁng Parents in pagfj.
‘on, and other horrid evils venial fins, allowing great cfimes upon the probabe
opinion of one Do&or, killinga man  to ‘vindicate honoar, and {uch othey
molt odious tefolutions of cafes of confcience of the late Jefuirs, which the
more fober and honeft Fanfenift in his late Book of the My|tery of -?‘f“i’ilmc
bath difcovered 5 in which there may be found fuch a Neft of mogy ftinking
Docttrines vented by Jeluics, 8 honeft moral Infidels by the light of nature dj
deteft, and from their Do&rines we may truly infer, that Rome a5 now it is, i
indeed the Mother of barlots, and abominations o f thecarth. On the othey fide
though Proteftants are not without Errours, yet in the main matrers, ffpecially’
in the Do&rines of the Gofpel, and holinefs and righteoulnefs of |ife their Dy.
&rine thines more bright than ever it did_ in any Church fince the Age follow.
ing the Apoftles unto this day.

SECT,

A=

DO&rine

w not the Scripture it have aifhew of wifdom
?c?exct::;ukg;’ that there is [carce a‘Cburch in thc'World that j
| t}:an the Roman in their maintaining the V\{orﬂnp of Images,
c¥\s the Fews from Chriftianity, in their adoration of the Bread the

Maker, which.moved Averroes a Mabometan to prefer Philofophers
ans, the infallible Power of the POI



file:///iells
file:///enift

Art. VL by Sanitiry ‘zmd Miracles, 139

LR Ry

The devotion of Romanifts fhews not the holinc8 of the Roman Church, it b=
\ ing for the moft pars will-worfhip and pharifaical by pocrific.

H., T', goeson thus, Her Churches are open and. Divine Seruice faid ot oncly
on all Sundays and Holy-days, but every day in the week, and tha the greateft
part an the forenoon. . There 3 fiue times more preaching and carechiyIngs
and sentimes mora fafting and praying in ibe Catholick Church than in the
Proscftant s, ber Sacraments are more, and more frequented, and in ftead of
:an innumerable multitude of religious men and women that arc in the Cathos
Lick Church, who have ficely for(aken all. things to  follow Chrift, and tosally
relinquifhed the riches, pleafures, and prefcrments of this life to ferve bim in
the remainder of their days in vows and_practifes of holy poverty, obedience,
and chaftity, Proteftants bave an innumerable company of Seitsand Seit-ma-
fters thag daily fpring out of their ftack, fuch as arc continually broaching new
Herefies, and almays at,defiance one with another,

Anfw THé Popifh devotion is [o far from proving the holinefs of the Romak
Church falfly and moft impudently termed the Catholick Church,

that it vather proves them a Synagogue of Satan than a Church of chrift.
Their Churches as they term them, ftand open, but that which is to be {een o
heard in them is moye like the Temples of; Pagan gods than Chrifiian Aflem-
blies, . In the primirive times Chriftians had no Images in their places of
meeting , bur Popifh Temples are full of Images and Pittures, and the fervice
to them like che Pagans to, their Idols, bowing down to them, butning Incenfe
before them, offering gifts to them, lifting up and adoring a piece of Bread,
with a great deal of omtward pomp of Lights, Garments, garnifhing of the
houfe, attendance of Officers, [uiting better to womanifh and childith per(ons
than holy‘f%ixitu'zil GChriftians., Their Mafs; which is that they gloty in, is no-
thing like the Infticution of Chrift, nort yled to that end for which he appoint-
ed his laft Supper to be continued, but @ meer fhew with many ridiculous ge-
ftures, motions,. actions, with Lamps burning in the day, Copes and Gar=
ments in imitation of theFfews,which make it unlike the primitive Gmplicity of
Chriftians, which was without them many hundreds of years, Their many
Holy-days were jultly heretofore { complained of as a great grievance to
people, and ic is a great happisie(s to befreed from themall, as begetting idle~
nefs, luxury, and penury, the Lord’s Day excepred, which is no where.among
them obferved as a. Day fet apart for God, and fpent in Prayer, Hearing,
Rending theWord of God to the edification of the people,and fuch otherDuties
°f4erigion as God hath prefcribed,but aftex fome time fpent in hearing Mafs,
and Even-fong, the reft of the day is (pent in feafting, (porting, and in many
Places in fuch worldly affaits, as fhew Jittle minding of God or any heavenly
affc@ions, Their Ghurches ate open in the week days upon an ignorant and
»fllpu‘x'liitious conceit, as if God would hear them there by reafon of the confe-
cration of the place, or the Relicks of fome Saint, or'fome other fond imagi-
nation which their Pricfts, or anceftours inftill into them, and thesefore they
: ) 1%t {ay
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¢ their Ave-Maries and Paterenofters by tale,without underflandin o
fay :h:xoen zthoc!; ;::"m {ay or do, or to God, but oblerving onely their geftyreg
a;tcn their manner, dtay out their time without learning any thing which ma
after ¢ them in Chriftan knowledge, but in cheir houfes in the mean tjme calo
;gq‘gr:;on God withunderftanding and feeling of their wants, the 'L‘ading of

holy Scriptutes is negle@ed, and many other Duties which fhoold be done’,

mitted, and which is worft of all much wantonnefs and other evils OcCafioneq
o )

d by the often repair of :
(if credible perfons fa{ '::;r)e ;,':‘:ailg;‘:g :’g f Ca:echiz?:xg a mf;r{;'; {'{: i:cu:
Churches. That there ﬁ’ aoe news to me, not do I think any London Merch:n
among Pf°“.°“’:;,so’:n:;: t%lvt”cd into Italy or Spain wi{l believe it, wh"t
or ot{‘::lg:c ;ncmnot {peak of mine own knowledge, as having not travelled jp, .
no:;l :)f ¢ Countreys 3 but what1 finde in Authours whom.l have greac caufe tq
:;olicve makes me, who have known Lon.on, Oxford, Br_xﬁ.ol, Worcefter, o, d
me)m P;r:s of England, and their Preaching and Catechizin >, Conceive, thg,
H. T. tells here a manifeft untruth, How_cver it is eafic to xfccrn. by feading
the Sermons and Catechilms of both, which are printed, that zh.exr Preachin
and catechizing, how often foever it be in refpeét of Gofpel doétrine; (piripy,
teuths and holy dire@ions comes as fhorr of the Englifh Proteftant Prcachcrs
Sermons and Ca:echizing as Lead or Drofs doth of Gold. When Dy,
eached at Black-Fricrs his Scrmon.s were of Popifh Penance, and {uch like
Epcrﬁitious points of Popery. TheHiftory of the Quarrels between Pope Py
the fifth and the Common-wealth of PVensce by Frier Panl tells us, that i wag
found in the Rules of the Jefuits when they were expelled out of Venice, thay
this was out of their Infiru&ions to ‘be very fpa_rinﬁ in preaching of the free
grace of God, and the relation of their Do&ines in che Book of the Myflery of
gefuisifm publithed by a Fanfenift, fhews whaz‘ kinde of Dorine the Jefujreq
now the popular Preachers inftill into the people of France. Their fafting anq
praying, if it be fuch as their Caluifts defcribe, is a nullity or a mockery, thay
which they call fafting being onely a change of food, fometimes fuch ag a
Glutron would choole to pleafe . his appetite, and dlfferr-il}g 2 Meal for fome
hours, which is no fafting, and their praying no afcending of the minde 1o God
- or making known sheir requefts to bim, but {aying words many of them !ha;
contain no Petitions, like Parrots without underftanding, and in a grear Part
calling upon decealed Saints and Angels. The multitude of their Sacramengy
thews the grofnefs of their ignorance and greatnels of their Superftition, Ma.
trimony being no Sacrament of the new Law given to Chriftrans for the fan<
&ifying of zﬁem, bt an Inftitution of God before the Fall of Adam, com.
mon to all mankinde for the lawfull propagating thereof, Un&ion being no or.
dinary Rite for fan&ification, buta fign of afpecial gift of healing, Penance
is no {pecial Sacrament, but the common Duty of all men, Auricular Cone
feflion is an unjuft ¥mpofition, Priefts authoritative judicial Abfolution is a
meer Delufion, Confirmation is either a fond imitation of the Apoftles a& iy
giving the holy Ghoft, or elfe is in its genuine ule an Appendix to Baptifm
Orders is a Rite proper to the Clergy, as itis termed. The Bucharift and pq-
Ptilm are indeed holy Ordinances of Chrif}, not to give grace by the work

done, but by the one to teftifie our profeflion, the other our remembrance of his
Death: neither name nor thing of $acrament, as Papilts define it is from

Scripture ;
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‘Sceiptuge, norisany thing almoft right in Papifts doftrinc or nfe of thefe
rites, but theirufe of them is almoft quite changed into another thing rhe'n :
what Chrift inftituted, and therefore the more they are frequencd, the lfle is
there of true Religion and the more of vain (uperftition. There’s tar better
adminifteation of the Lords Supper among the Proteftants, w"o ufeic after
Chrifts inftitution to remember his death : not as Papifts for a propitiatory
facrifice for quick and dead with addition of many hiftrionical mimical inven-
tions of men, and mangling it by thehalf in keeping the cup from the laity,
and making a private Ma(fe of a communion. Baptilm is better adminiftred
without addition of oil, cream, and [pittle, and Epbphatha, and [uch toyes as
Papilts ufe. Ordination is better uled by Proteftants who ordain Preachers
of the Gofpel, not facrificing Prielts, And yet in thefe and in other matters
fome things may be better’d, which through the grear aberration from the pri-
mitive inflitution remain yet to be amended.  As for che multitude of religious
men and women as he calls them, not only the relations of Proteftants, but al-
fo of Popifh writers give us caufe to think there’s little of religion or morality
in them excepr gluttony, idlenefle, whoredom, and other lewdnefs be religion.
The common proverb makes a Frieralyer.  If they freely forfake any thing it
isnotto follow Chrift, but Bennet, Francis, Dominick, Bruno, Ignatius and -
fuch like hypocrires, by following whom there is more reafon to judge they for--
fake Chrift, then by adhering to their rules toadhere to Chrift, there bein
none more malicious and bicter and cruel enemies to the fincere preaching an
profeflion of the Gofpel then Fricrs, Monks, Nunnes, and efpecially the dam~
ned crew of Fefuits, who have been within one hundred years and fomewhat
more authors of more bloody wares, maflacres, cruel perfecutions, trealons,
murthers and other hellifh villanies then ever fuch a number of men befides were
guilty of Gnce the world ftood. 1sany man of (ucha fotcifh (pirit as to believe
that thefc men have relinguifbed the riches, pleafures and preferments of this life
20 ferve Chrift the remainder of their lives, who knows what goodly ftructures
they live in, what full tables they have, what great revenues they are inriched
with ? will any man that views the very tuins of Abbys, Nunneries, Priories
and other houfes, which they termed religious here in England , that reads-
the catalogue of their revenues at the end of Speeds Chronicle judge thele re-
linquifhed the riches of this life? Are the Monaftery of St. Laurence in Caftile,
the Colledge of La Flechin France, with innumerable more in thofe countries,
and in Germany, Italy, &c. Cottages for poor Alme{men ? what an arranc:
gullery and cheat is this_of this frontleffe {cribler to perfwade Englifh people,
ihat their votaries have relinquifhed all riches when they poffeffe revenues in,
fome countries equal to Kings and Princes, fair Palaces, full tables, good.
cl}mhinﬁg, %rcat attendance, large commapd of tenants with furniture and pro-
vifion of all forts of things commodious for this lifein their convents 7. And
to {ay they (erve Chrift when all the world knows the Monks (erve none but
theic own bellies, and the Jefuits are true onone but the Catholick Bifhop:
and Catholick King, who may perhaps in time finde them  as pernicious to
Eh‘mﬁh{es asthey are to other Psinces and States, | what a monftrous fiction is
1t ? their vows and pradifes are not of true but counterfeit poyerty, and if it
were voluntary poverty indeed which they make fhew of, it would be the more
finful,God no where dire@ing men to calt away their cftates, but 1 ufe them.

T3 as
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13 tds, yea f0 work with their hands the thing that s good
;i ¢ 10 bim that needs, EPhcf.lg..l:.Sh.cynttD:vo ::]vic of a&'(

) . edience which t d pra&ife is ;
they [.ni%hr Eyqul::l:;o‘l:ll" G;Ic‘lh:nodb;tr Lord Jefus Chrift, it is.ng impious trl?i([):
then is duc + ‘obcuie'nce to any meer man as they do, and itis in the pracie
b3 v‘)‘m:ltll?ntly derogatory from: the obedience they owe to thofe whop,
very

as good ftew

> that i,
Yy
may have 1o g1V

Imes, whep

d
. A 7 or by it they exempe them(elves from the ¢ S
hath appomtsd :hc:r;zgcu:vrv:': orda)l'iﬁfd b\, God, ::md FOrehe mbg Pax't,bf}(::;
-ence due to Parctr\lr} ‘pe a meer ufurper, difobey (hex'r governors, wherehy they
they may ferve t ZFG d, Rom.13 1525 3,4. Their vow of fingle life, whic
incur damnar.lonis ungodly, tying them to chat, which is no any timeg §
he ealls Chag;'gt’,(‘crvcj“d thergfore expoleth them tofin, and deprives they, -
P Pc’er\rmclin:mce, to wit, marriage, which they make a Sacrament, and fay
V-GOds Fwaiﬁcation,and yet count itunholine(s for perfons nat prohibjed by
s fgr lar‘lw to ufe it, and chey fill the world with whoredom, adultery gng other
‘.Go :,-:Iuﬁs. Their {everal forts of votaries, what are they bur fevera] (c&ariesp
:\lzrnrc‘Prorcﬁams more divided then E:nfnczjmn;ar'lld Dom}:‘mcanx and Fefujp,
‘Secular Priefts and Regular in their opinicns and ru ;‘S: Wwhich make bittee and
eager contentions among them. - The different opin olm aniong Protcltancs ig
no more an argument againft them then againit the lawo Mdles, thar theps
‘were (e@s among the Jews of Scripturifts and Cabalifts, Pl}au&'es and §aq.
duces, or againft the Chriftian Religion, that there were Nicolairan

b JIANsy - Ging.
fticks and other {ccts among the primitive Chriftians. No marvail Proteftangg
differ confidering how much darknefle Popery brought into the world; ang

what fubrilty,and arts,and diligence Papifts ufe co further ouy diffe
all falfhood difguifing themfelves and creeping into Churches, putting ‘on ap
habit and vizour that they may corrupt the'( hurchgs and fcnttcr.thtm, as many
fad ftories fhew, particularly thac of the Romifh Emﬂfary.who‘fe.igncd himifelf
converted Jew and was baptized, that he might corrupt and du'/.xde the Chugepy
of the baptized. But were all (aid by H. T'. for the Papifts holinefle, tneit i
no more then what Pharifees did and might fay for themfclves, they Kept the
Sabbath and other Jewith feftivals 5 they went often to the Temple to pray,
they fafted ofcn, theyprayed-inthe Synagogues and ‘at the corners of he
ftreets, they (pared no coft nor pains to make profelytes, they gave almes fre..
quently; they paid tithes, they ob_(crved the traditions of the Elders, they képe
the law, enlarged their phylacteries, and yer were not the tyue church, bein
adverfaries to Chrift and his Apoftles.  And the (ame may we truely fay of
- Papifts notwithftinding all their pretended bolireffe, whichisno better then
phirifaical,much if not all of it being according to-the commands of men not
after the commands of Chrift, which are broken by them co keep their owgy o
ditions,that they are not the true church of Chiift but are enemics to it, hatjn
‘them that go about to difcover their errors and corruptions, ‘and endeavous i
reduce them to the doctrine and fervice of God according to the S¢; iptures, and
confequently may be judged in their devotion hypocrites,as Chyift cenfured ¢hye
Pharifees. The Proteftants:thew themlelves to be Chrifis truc Diiciples ang
Church, in their liberality tor the preaching the Golpel,and charirable ufes,of
which the Appendix to D 1¥iller’s Synopfi isa good proof & theis zeal fcrchrjﬁ
inreje@ing to the death;Popifh innovations, andkeeping clofe to Chrifs Da.

&rine
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&cine and appointments, whercby they are proved to be the true Church of
Chrift,and.if fome of them go further than others in reforming, and fo are di-
vided, it is the (ame which happened to Chriftians even in Romeit felf, Rom.14.
2,5. about Meats and Days, yet cach of them fincerely fecking the truth are
received of the Lord, whilelt Papifts are rejected, who obftinately peifift in
their Erroursand abufes,« of which they are admonifhed, cafting Gods word
behinde their back, and hasing to be reformed, Pfal.so.x7,

SECT. VI
The power of working miracles i no cereain mark of the true Church,

" H. T. adds, The Major as to the.pswer of'miraclcx # proved by thefe promifcs
- of Chrift." Hevhat believeth inme, the works that I do be [hall do and greaser,
8t. John 14. 10, Thofe thas believe in me thefe figns [ball follow, inmy name
they [bhall caft our devils, they fhalllay bands npon the fick and they Shall Le
whole, §t. Mark, 16, 17.

An(w, I Deny that the truth of the Church or perfons that do miracles is

] proved from thefe texts, though the miracles done in Chrifts name

. prove the truth of Chrifts being the Son of God and his do&rin. = For the po-
- wer of miracles is not given by God to prove the perfons tobe true believers,
but the thing they affert and would confirm by them to be true. Tt is crue that
thele promiles are made to believers, yet not to all believers, nor at all times 3
and itis true alfo, that fome whom Chyift will not own, will have to allege that
in Chrifts name they have caft out devils and donc many wondrous works, Mat.
7.22, that the man of finy 2 Thel, 2. 9. fhould come after the working of Sa-
tan with all power and fignes and lying wonders, that the Magicians of Egype
did by their enchantments (undry things like thofe miracles which Mofes did,
Exod.7.and 8. that the beaft with two horns like & lamb, and who fhould fpeak
@ a dragon [hould do great wonders, (o as to make fire tocome down out of bea-
en on carth in the fiabe of men, Revel. 13. 13. that our Lord Chrift foretold,
Matth, 2.4, 24. that there [hould  arife falfe Chrifts and falfe Prophets, and
Joould fhew great figns and wonders, in fo much, that if it were poffible they
Jhould deceive the very elect, and therefore God premonifhed his people, Deut.
13352, 3. thatifa Prophet fhould doa fign' or a wonder, and foretel a thing to
come,and it come to paffe, if it were to draw them away to another God shey [hould
not beanken to him, it being onely a rempration whereby the Lord would prove
them, whether they love the Lord with all their bears, Out of which infer,
L. That{uch miracles as Chrift did were fo many and fo great, as that they
manifeftly proved him and his do&rine tobe of God. 2, "That the miracles
Which befievers did in his name did alfo prove the fame, 3. That miracles
id not always,pmvev the holinefs of the perfons doing thém, = 4 * That confe-
Quently 5 company of perfons which may do.true miraclesin Chyifts name

,2;’); e be no Church of Chrift: there were fome that “caft out devils in

{/I name who followed not Chrift, Luk 9.49. §. That acompany of
Berlons may be the Church of Chrift who do no mivacles, Fobn did 20 mg‘ﬁh”
. i
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y ¥ hrift him(elf at fome time was reftrained from dojng s
7 "ctl‘g. ‘%jt‘tb:[;a SB and the Difciples were defe@ive therein, Luk, o, 4%:‘2?
23 Tt,m hese are fome wonders which are lying wonders. 7 Thac “thefe e
; (c; like true miracles, ' that they are very qplt t‘9 deceive a g:ﬁ: Part of mep
g Tt Lmd i s b L8 2 T et
de? frqm liemtg E?idl:f; :z;ttu: 'fI:JllOW them that make fhew of them if they tengq
thefe miracles dcr :h'aW us away from (?ods c_xprc[f: comrqands and trygh T
to Idolatryyan t'ocure Out of all whichT infer, that without €Xamingpjo,
vealed in the Scrip o S'Cf;pturc we are not meerly upon the pretence of itacly
of the dottrine b)'bt true teachers and true Churches, (excepe they fhould p, p
to judge men f:o ucc nft, open, as Chrift and his A.poﬁ_les were, for I coune th::
manys grcan; ”5’1”‘ lib, 4. de notis Ecclef. ¢. 14, impious that before the appro
fpecch % he Church it #s not certain with the certainty of faith whethey any mi.
bamrll’ 0{ :u‘ which if true till the Chutch approved them there had peer i
.rn‘tl:;nc: of faith that Chrifts ot his Apoftles miracles were true) and therefore
“ :xct;racle! are not afufficient note of a true Church.

heretq
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SECT. VII

i i be sruth of their Church, nor the ms
e Popifh presended miracles prove not ¢ s 4
ﬂ fa{’;c‘: related by fome of the Fathers.

} . T. taking his Major, as to the power of miracles, (ufficiently proved

‘Bu::::d:‘thus. grbc Mirlmr # provcdpby thefe enfuing lgndeniabley ? tﬁimogg
Firft, Proteftants and other Scitarics presend thas - miracles bave ceafed cvep
fince Chrift and his Apofties time, becaufe they and their Seftmaflers bave
never yet been able 1o do any , a [urc conviffion thas they want thie,
mark, ' :

Anfw. 1. T)Roteftants do not pretend thar all working of miracles i cealed
P fince the Apoftles time, but {uch frequent working of miracleg
as was in_the Apoftles time. 2. That they d_o' not for Ehe realon which this
‘author allegeth fay fo, but becanfe the truth is (0, and if they have not beey
able to do any, no more have the Papifts; if they could they would do them ¢y
-convince the SeQaries (as he terms us) fith figns are not for zqu to believe, by,
for them thas believe not, x Cor. 14.22. And therefore if Papifts could do 4y,
miracles, {ucely they would do them opcni(y to convince the hereticks who dep
‘their Popes and Churches infallibility, of which {urely we are all fuch infide]g
as that without miracles done by Popes and the Preachers of his vicarfhip wa
fhall never be brought to believe it. But they choofe rather to chear foolifl
Tapifts with. counterfeit tricks, as of the boy of Bilfon, Garnets ftray and {uch
like devices, then to let any underftanding Proteftants have any fight of them,
who would dilcover their knavery, 3 _
ButH, T. tellsus, Secondly, biftories Cas wekl of enemies g friends baye
recorded many famous miracles in all ages wronght by the Catbolitk Ghurch, The
Magdeburgian Centurifts, although Proteftanss ( fuch i evidénce and force o

lrmb)
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truh) have recorded many great miracles done by Catholicks in tbcf’ 13.c.0f
cvery century for “one thoufand three bundyed years together: after ‘;’”’g/t- dt”-
Francis of AfiGium fifreen dayes beforé bis death bad wounds fiefby blee t?g
i bis bands, feer and fide, (uch a5 Cbrift bad on the Crof$, and this by miracle,
Mat. Paris p. 319. One Paul Form having floln two confecrared hofts oufda)fd
Church fold one of them to the Fews, who out of malice and contempt [kab 1”5
[ying ; If thou be the God of Chriftians manifeft thy (clf, whereupen book
1(Jued out of the hoft, for which fait thirty cight of them were burnt ar Knobloc

in Brandenburg, and all the reft of the Fews were banifhed our of thar Mar=
Quifate. This i recorded by Pontianus in his fifth book of memorable things,
and by John Mandevil 2 Protefant in bis book de locis communibus p. 87. 4

alfo by Ofander Epiff, 4 16, p. 28. ; ;

~ Anfw. 1. The Magdeburgian Centusifts have indeed in their (everal cen -
turies one chaprer of maryellous things, but many of them are l'.uch ag were
wrought immediarely by divine providence and are liable to various conftru-
Gions, few of them, done by men in teftimony of the truth of any religion,
doftrine oy Church, and fewer yet of any certain credit. 2. There’s no re}a-
tion of any of them that are (aid to be done as wrought by the Catholick
Church, either Roman or properly fo called, however there be fome related as
. done by perfons of the Catholick Church, who are more juftly to be accounted
Proteftants in refpect of the do@rine they taughe then Papifts, whom they
falfly call Catholicks. 3. Itis not denied that Socrares I. 7 hift. ¢, 17. men-

\ tionsa miracle of Paula Novatian Bithop, and Auguftin, trait. 13. on Fobn,

and de unit. Ecclef. ¢, 16. denies not, that the Donatifts alleged miracles, and
he calls them by contempt Mirabiliarios, and judged thac the Church was to
be judged by Scripture and the miracles by the Ghugch, as Belarm, confeffeth
denotts Eocl, l. 4. ¢.14. 4. Thofe chat are {aid to be done by pecfons of the
Catholick Church for the firft five hundred years, were not done by petlons
that held the now Romith do&rine or in confirmation of it or the verity of the
now Roman Church. 5. Allthe reftin all the ages following are of none or
very (mall credit. Gregory the great is himfelf judged by Romanifts to have
been too credulous of tales, thofe Dialogues which are (aid to be his (in which
are related fome of the miracles which the Papifts rely on) being either none
of his or fhewing too much credulity in him : the reft of the miracles in the
legends are (o ridiculous fopperies, as even dilcreet Papifts themfelves haye dif-
credited.  Dr. Rainold Conf. with Hars ch. 8, divif, 2. allegeth Canus as in
gencral excepring againft the reports of miracles even by grave, ancient, learned
holy Fathers, loc. rveol, 1, 1 1. ¢. 6. and particularly againt Gregories Dia-
logues, and Bedes biflory, and the very Portefe as having unceruiu,fgorged, falfe
and frivolous things in them about Fraricis and Dominick, and he thews that
Po&:e Gelufius and a council of (eventy Bifhops with him condemn.d many
falle Rorics which were rehearfed in the Roman Portefles, if Efbencaus Comment,
iR 2 Epift ad Tim, ¢, 4. digreff. 21. be to be believed, The two pretended
miracles which this Author hath chofen for inftance have nothing like divine

miracles or tryth, The miracles of Chrift and his Apoftles were (uch as were

d°',‘° openly in the fight of all fo as they could not be denied, but.eyen adver-
faries confeffed them, thefle were things only in private, o as that there might be
ome device ufed 1o delude the fight, or might be fancied to be fo by fome

A" doating
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1 4

. mi the illufion of Satan, which is not
doating Pﬂrfon:f, grir;\:;l’,]?el‘tnb,c %t);cn: g PR et e
to have been u{;. by feemine wonders, apparltwns,'w.flons, prophecies
dayes OFd“}E::v(;yﬂlyipof Saints, efpecially of the Vxx‘gx[l Il‘x/f'u;}yidth
promutd. ayer for the dead, worfhip of reliques, by w 1; olatry ang fa.
P“’%?‘.ory’g E:’:y:morl;g Chriftians about and after the time of the fecony
perftition gr

improbapy
in thoﬁ:
3 Sl‘ltan
¢ opinion of

I ds of Francis fhon| <"
lelihood that the wounds o rances fhould ap-

is there any likeli p
Synod, Norist

in which time he was likely covered, and o
cat fifteen dayes afore dca'[h[’)od)' being naked they might have been Mfiora ot
after his death, in ‘f'h'd}h::dea:h more convenient for the fmpofture,
fible;' were not the tgm; Z;h‘: ocher: tale,’ What likeliood i there' thaep may
the Like fay belrf's“ﬁfcoto feale two picces of bread; or little wafef cakes, op thae
mo"ld'ﬁcm?‘;cb:)} one, or do fuchan a& before witmefles, which would brip,
a Fewihon im ? the thing [eems more likely to have been a devifed rq]
i [he thin tale to
Afu oo [o:ilr]tl;Thc Fews, as%r was in thole dayes ufual fora Pretence'tg gop
PR it had been done tothe Templars. ~ Sure there was no juftice ro
i g?a?('is ?:ir’hc for the fa& of oné, muich 16(\:6‘ to'baniflr all fews thence,
burr thicty eig e «to Paul Form'? eithet it was therefore a
And why was nothing done toé el AT m&et
darig i fthole in Sir FohnMandevils tra 3,01 elle adevice to fp
§o Rtk (:ﬁf ?h: Jews, that they might prey on th_cir Bo0ds. 6, Were it
ug]r:gde :%ailc is not ) ‘that there was truth ‘in thefe relations, yet'the moft thy,
ye:\ bee cg]le&cd is, that God would vindicate' Francis from forme i) OPinians
g: repores of him, not that -he might be exrolled, as.qutw'.s Turfelin in his
bl-:f;?hemous Epigram did, as if he were comparable with'Chrift, or'that eithey
¢ fuprerhacy or the order of Friets, or the verity of thie do&trine of tha
;Qh:mr_:ipghufch tl:eryl, much [eflé the teuth of the prefent Roman Chucch fhould
Be confirmed. Nor; ‘if the other ac'ciderfxt wc;eb%-cuc, .do_rhx: fgllowr; that Gog
1 ini X ation, Ut the verjry of
would thereby confirm the opinion of tranfu antiatio; the verity o
‘Cohl-ilis btingyrhe Son of 'God, and we may more fuftly anfiver concerning je
! [ cerning’ the mivacle of the: Novatian Rifho » that' 7
thea'Bellarmin ‘doth con % N t ‘
was done ynot 1o confirm the Novatian {aith, but Catholick baprifm, (o' ¢fe other
was done, not'to confirm the Popifh opinion of tran{ubftar

Itiation, bye the
Chriftian do&rine of the man Chrift’ his being the Son of God.,

H.T. adds, norwith{tanding’ this cqnfcﬁzon.oj‘ adycrfaries, I will {llﬁmdd
fome Bathers, of whofe relations of mxr.acles itis not worth Whlle.“)'COnﬁdqr
whether they were true of not, there being notone of them  that proves thyy
pointy that the Church which wants miracles is not the true Chureh, “of thag
the prcfent Roman do@rine or Church are'the trie d_ocrr.me ar Church, Thae
which Cyprian and Optatwus relate, if crue, did only vmd‘ncatc the L
from contempt, that of Gregory Tbm.lmzturgm, whether it were foor onelya pe-
port (of which good men were ('om'enmcs too credalous) it PIOVEs not the tryefy
of the Roman Churchy but l‘IEhCl‘,lf:l_ﬂ)',Olfth.‘. Greek Church thgh owned nog
the Popes [upremacy, nor theis doctr'mcs in rha_t age. Muchlefs ig that which
he brings out of ' Chry[éftom concerning the reliques of Babylus for his

.

i
Ang

che r L Purpofe,
fith it is exprefly [aid to have proved againft infidels thac ¢ brift was the son 4
1855 which no more proves the

nor fo much a5 of the'
12 his bro-
ther

God, and the Idols of the Gentiles were vain thi
truth of the Rymn ‘then of the Proteftant Churches,

Greek Churches who hold the fame. That of Ambrofe concerniy
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ther Satyrus proves not tranfubftantiation, but rather the contrary, Gith Satyras
adored not the Eucharift, when he kepe it, and that he did keep him _from
drowning was but a conjecture, nor is it proved that God by thac accident
approved his (uperftition, though he might reward his faith and love, of which
that was a fign. What Auguftin L. 22, de ciwit, Deic. 8. writes of things
done in his time are not undoubted, fith fome of them are related upon the re-
port of one or more not very judicious, who migh enlarge things beyond truth,
efpecially when the cuftome was of reading the relations to the people, and they
were prefled in confcience to divulge them, as there Auguftin faith was done by
him, and it feemed fo much for advantage of Chriftian Religion; (ome of
them might be by medicines working beyond expectation though attributed, as
the fafhion is, to that which was laft ufed 3 fome of them perhaps fell outac~
cording to the courfe of (uch difeafes, as are faid to be cured 3 that of the heal-
ing of two Cappadocians hath too much fulpicion of counterfeiting, snd Au-
guftin himfelf,though he relates fomethings of his own knowledge, yer makes
none of them like -the miracles of Chrilt and his Apoftles, which were more
frequent and open and manifeft in the prefence of the adverfaries, as the raifing
of Lazarus and many more wese, and therefore he allegeth them for the ftopping
of their mouths, who called for miracles, - rather then for any evident proof of
teligion, uling this very preface in the beginning of the Chaprer, 15y, fay theys
arc not thofe miracles now done which ye {ay bave been done 2 1 may . fay iml_ccd
shey were weceJary before the world foould believe for this thaz the world might
belicve.  Whofvever as yet (ceks after prodigics, that be may. belicve, % him-
felf agreat prodigy, who the world believing, believesnot. . But whatever he
to bethought of the relations of Auguftinin that place, certain it is that Au-
guftin, ch. g, 10. ufechthem not to give teftimony tothe confirmation either
of the truth of the Roman Church or any of their doctrines, not for the wor-
fhipping of Stephen the Martyr, or any other of the Saints; but only to prove
the refurrection of Ghrift,  towhich they in their death gave teftimony, and
therefore are all impertinent to the purpole of H. T\ to prove the verity of the
Roman Church by them.! i) Tapaii

SECT. VIIL

The objeclions againft the proof of the werity of the Roman Church from the po=
5 wer.of miracles are not folved by B, T, . ; P M

But H. T, takes on him to anfwer objections thus. . 0b, Miracles have ceafed
cver fince Chrift and bis dpoftles.  Anlw. Toucomsradict the plain promifes -
of Chrift made vo bis Church without limisasion, a5 alfo. the biftorics gnd re-
cords of all Chriftendom, 1 :

I Reply, 1, The objection is not as H. I\ frameth ity but that (o frequent

and manifeft working of miracles as was in the days of Chrift and his A=~
Poities,and which may be a note of the trues Church or dotctrine without: con=
onancy to the Scriprure hath ceafed, and therefore by this mark of it felf the

Roman Chugch is not provad to be the true Church, '~ 2, The contradictary to,
2

this
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fts promifes or the Churches records VI,

promifes, Fobn 14. x0. Murk, 16, 17, 31¢ indefinite in refpecy 019;:“(!. The
ons a

this is not proved by Chri
copofition s true in a contingent matge,. .

r:j therefore thefe promiles n%ay bcmr:-tu(cl’ xf_veriﬁ[:.d
herein the Apoftics lived, and Con{c()“"me be..
d that there muft be a power of wol_k‘iucmly by
clesin the Churchin every age. 2. Thit they cannot be undcrﬁoodm Mirg.
after the Apoftles unto this day 13 manifelt, becaul they are nog n‘ot *0Y age
age after that, For however (nmfg_mn'acles have been done, yet 2 any
then Chrift did, which is promifed, Fobn 14. 1o, nor was the not.g"t'ate,-
sew tongues which is promifed Mark. 16.17. inany age, bye tg}m;.u”g wWith
the Apoftleslived. 3. Thele promifes are as much made o p, {.’“ n whicy,
Churches as the Roman, but now they grant thert’s no powcrcolévers. in othe
any other Church, and therefore they muft yield to underftand | racleg ; ;
fuch a limitation as may make the Propofition true, though th e Wor S w'm
of Miraclés in the Roman Church. 4. There’s no promgi( e no po b
Miracles to confirm the truth of the Roman Chuich, no cf of the Owe;vcr
but the Chriftiun faith, and therefore none of the M’ lr Odmy o l'f’OiOf
thole promiles prove the truth: of the now Roman Ctilla‘-: i) virtye b
onely the true faith, which is believed by Protcft arch or Doy, bof
as well as Papifts. As for the Records, there i o Delievetheie
certainty after the Apottles days, and Po;;ifh w are very few of them of =
that not onely in their Legends, but allo in th T I themfelves do con;jny
A i e their Liturgics, fabuloyg th'crs’
avd ety rare, and dré hnfic ¥ deon{h-a:eart?, altogether now ceafeq o ingg
‘its no' contradi&ing Chrifi’s promiles , or a:yvcrgl;{,;fl{'“? r:jrerem :Chi;"ecl’ie

om. €Cords of Chriftey.

H.T. adds. Obje&. Sign ; ; i
Belicvers, thercfore tllzc] are n%wl::nift’fé%f“ Kcr:if &rven o nbelieyey s
;u;:y mucz conlﬁr:z the immediate care and providcnxigoébg e ""':fl”'z;y:;

excellently de i 7 el

tbcymorc i g pitym.onﬂmw bis omnipotence, and there be many di: ;:lz’; gl::;;‘g,
I teply, that T'ongues are for a f; i %

faying, 1 Cur.x4.zz.g not for&bcmf;%;,ttlowzl’;ﬁm #at believe wo, 1 the Apoft]
of other Miracles 5 and therefore is this i [T{c; and there is the fame o5 res
g;lii;?:s to prove the truth of Cbriﬁianlsl)j:&gnl:rg:d fbyhPro;eﬁamg, [h;to:;

ies are unneceffary. Now the Aniwer r ot the Chriftian Ch
when he tells us that th ¢ Anlwer of H. T, is quite f; urch
that Signs and Mimclchraer:c‘::Ffede% for other ends. Agd )’etr (i):l}sdl]le Sl
dence of God over-bis Chingh; fith Cood Sonhﬁrm tb.l-' immediate care and‘” true,
“Reacberiy. ot Ghriftian Princes (ks hisoE by his ordinary provifion A l;‘wn
s Chiurefizaod by his daily Whsks o6 i immediate care angd providen" er of
g?vcmli]nghthl:: Vx1orld demonftrates his ommn?;:)(:?nzfe i Su[? »2nd other :z;;v;;'
ns hath he fhewed (o much his i i ! nor by hisMj

C_Eur_ch et iating a0l prOte&inlgn:)Tii]:te care and providenc;azlyf: a:-d
u?f,';‘,’,",% ztllz]m;, into his' Church. And icis tr\nl:(‘ asxh?ts CErc of unbelieverrs l:l :
Bing if he . er cv;;z:;;; ;a;f;ctp;;!, _:;_nd }f dGod did fe,e it gootd 2ch“::l?4?‘7,dif-bc.

gift of doing Mi blef
g Miracles to convert {g“;ndiar;‘i

Mogrs 3

time, and an indefinite p
but of fome at fome times, an
ljevers onely, and of the time w
the promifes it cannot be prove
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" Moors, Tartars, to the faith of Chriff, and we wifh it were truc which the Je-
+fuits boalt of Francis Xavicr his Miracles in the Ealt Tndics, though Fran-
cifous avidtoria releét.s. Sefl.a. and Fofephus Acofta lib.4. de Indormfz faluve
¢ap.4 12, Blab out that which gives uscaule to think that the Relations are
but feigned things tending to magnific the Pope and the Jefuits, there being no
fuch evidence of thofe things from any perfons. of credit, who have traded or
travelled into thofe parts. But be they what they will, ic is certain God never
intended Miracles to prove the Popes Supremacy or the vesity of the Roman
Church, but the Chruftian faith, and therefore till both or either of thembe
proved from Scripture, if we be disbelievers we muft be disbelievers ftill;
knowing this, that if there fhould be never o great Mitacles in fhew done by
Popes or Friers, yet we are bound not to believe them without proof of their
Dodtring from Scripture, and that if any though an Angel fiom Heaven preach
any other Gofpel than thas which i written, be 3 to be beld accurfed, Gal.x.8,9.
And that Miracles are not neceffary for proving our calling while we preach the
Scripture.doGrine, as Bellarmine {cribles lib.g. de notis Ecclef. cap,14, But
on the other fide, if Dapifts do not ftick oncly to Scripture, nor will be tri=
ed by it, it is neceffary they fhould produce Miracles of their Popes and Pre-
lates to verifie their claim or new Gofpel, of which they are altogether deftitute,
and have nothing to allege but a company of Fables concerning fome foolifh
Friers, (uchas Francis, Dominick, ¢°c. upon the report of filly fuperititions
Women and doting companions of them, or fome jugling tricks in corners
done by cheating Dricfts and Jeluits, which ferve for no other purpole but to
prove the Priefts to be Knaves, and their Popifh Profelytes that believe them to
be fools. And we have caufe to prefs them as in the next Objcétion, Why do noz
then your Pricfts do Miracles ? we would be glad to fee fome of their doing,
“Towhich H. T'. faith, Anfw, Becaufc of your incredulity as our Saviouy
told the Jews, §t. Matth.17.19  Yet they do many in Gods appointed time and
place (as the Records of the Church will teftific) though mot to favisfic your
[infull curiofity, See ¥rancis a San&ta Clara inbis Paralipomena, who recounts
many great and evident Miracles. reply, if our incredulity be the onely rea=
fon of their not doing them among us, yet me thinks they fhould do them in
Ttaly and Spain where men have faith in them : But exceptof a few tales of
Philip Nerius, Ignatius Loyala, Francifct Terefa, Ifidore of Madrid an Huf-
bandman, and fome other late canonized Saints long after their death{worn by
fome admirers of them, or credulous receivers of reports concerning things of
them not openly done and commonly known as the Mivacles of b/t and his
Apoftles were, T hear of none, The Paralipomena of Francifeus a Sanéfa Clara
or Davenport, who endeavoured to reconcile the nine and thirty Articles of
the Church of England with the Dotrine of the Church of Rome, that is,
Light with Darknefs, a little afore thefe Wars, T never faw, nor doT expet to
ﬂﬂdg any thing from fuch a man but fraud and falfbood, who bad the faee to
endéavour ro draw the Articles purpofely framed againft the Popith Do@rine
to a fenfe conGiftent wich ir, \What Fuftus Lipfius writof the Miracles done by
t_he Tdol at Halles, and Zichem, Turfelinof the Chapel at Lauretto, and fuch
ike Relations, there is no man that heeds the Scripture will give any credit to
thetps but take ther either as fi&ions or illufions of Satan to confirm men in

the idolatrous Waorthip of the Virgin Mary, and to promote the Priefts gain,
Vi3 which,
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which is a geeat part of the Roman Religion. But the freque
Papiftsin t%is kinde, as of ‘the Blood ot Chrift at the Abb?: optl_}ﬂg?ﬁaresof
Boxley Abby, and the holy Maid of Kent, related by Speed in his cbr’am‘mtt =
Henry the esghthy at Orlcans by Gry Friers related by Sleidan, oy lc'bc &
at Bruxels velated by Meteran, Lib.xo. hift [Belg, that of the Boy of -Bz_ .9,
near Wolverbampton in stafford-fhire which isrelated in a Book of " thae {l_]an
and petfons yet alive can teftific of the Prielts deceit in it, with mag thin
ive juft caule todifcredic all fuch Narrations as meer j"gli“gtricksy tore,
Eavc the Legends of Saintss which this man calls the Recordsof ’bC.Cb 4
any betcer credit with the more ingenuous of their own Church, of ]l]trcb
though fome mince the matter, call}ng them Pious Frauds, as if Diet w 10
be upheld by Lyes, yet Ludovicus Vives freely cenfured thofe that made tml
have bad a Brafen forchead, and thofe thay believed them a Leaden pe,
therefore it is the more neceffary for their Priefts to let us fee thej 44
not to. [atisfie our curiofity, but our confciences, if they will herr
verted from disbelief in their Lord God the Pope, (asin the C:amaweu
is termed ) there being nothing in the Scripture to prove the Roma 02: Zl[;aw he
verity ot infallibility, or the Popes Supremacy, as will appear b 7 Churcheg
the {eventh Article, to which I now mﬁcn, which is intj Pr t by examinin
premacy afferted. iruled, The Popes e
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The P0pes Supremacy is an Inno-
vation,

The Pope or Bifhop of Rome’s Supremacy or

Head(hip of the whole Church of God is
not proved by H. 7.

RSEEY . -

S B Be ke

Neither is it proved mor probable tha: Pever was Bifhop of Rome, o that he was
to have 4 Succeffour.

Qur Tenet, fuith H. T. dstba the Pope or Bifhop of Rome i the true Succe four
of 8%, Peter and Heéad of ithe whote Church of God, which hath in part beem
proved already by aur Catalogue of chief Paftours (who were all Popes of
Rome) and by the Councils of all Ages, approved by shem, and owning thens,
for fuch, and. is yet, farther proved vy,

Anfw, Hat Peter was Pope of Rome hath been (aid,. bug never yet:
l proved but by the tradition of the Ancients, who might be

as ealily deceived in that as they were about Cbrifi’s age, the

keeping of Egfter, and many other things. Thofe very men

~ whorelate Peter’s firting at Rome ,as Bifhop do not agree

abour bis imrmiediate Succcllour§ whether'Linys; or Clemens, or Cletus,as H, T,
confeflech here pag. 52 And therelation it felf is fo inconfiftent with that
Which Pyl (aith, that by confent be and Deter agreed that Péterﬂmuldgo to the
SWsy and bad she Goipel of the Circumcifion committed 10 bim, his not faluting
Peter in hig Epiftie to the Romans, his being av Ameioch, and according to
Like ;and Py in otherplaces folong a time. 2s they mention in the A¢fs of
the Apofbles, any the Epiftle to the Galatiats, makes it altogether improbable
that he thould be Bithop at Rome {uch a time as they fay ke was, and be putto

death
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death in Nerd's time as the tradition infifted on bears in hand ) II.

agreeable to Peier's Office appointed by €brift to beas a fixed I;aﬂour i p stk
n One
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And if he were (ectled in any place it is more probable it was ag gy
P.ul mentions him to have been, than at Reme, nor of his trap(] Ntiogh,
his Seat from Antioch to Rome is there any proof,but what is by fuc‘h t a:;.of‘ of
as in this and other things appears to be vcx({ uncertain and unlikely YZ“ Ition,
yielded that Peter was Bifhop or chief Paftour, how will it be pro.\redttzerei‘
was to have a Succefour 2 Paub itis-certain was ae Rome, and did wj e
was there, undoubtedly cxccutc‘the Office of a Paftour, yer Popes J”c
challenge chemfelves to be Paul’s but Peter’s Succellours, however (f, 0 ng
Pauls Sword in their Arms with Perer’s Keys, and in their Writin :[- €Y put
Church of Rome was founded by Peter and Paul, and ule Pauls B 13y the
Peser’s in their Sentences. Nor can indeed in any true (enfe -qx]ume With
Rome be termed Peter’s Succeflour, Forif he be his Succeffoury he ¢ Pope
four in his Work or in his Power. The Work of the Apoﬁle,p 15 Succef.
preaching the Golpel to found Churches to Chrift, and to that end v‘:fcr Was by
feveral places s _bu.t the Pope of Rome fucgceds not in this, he neithaes 0 gota
and down unle(s in a pompous Proceflion, or to a worle end noy s up
eth the Gofpel, nor founds any Churches thereby, nor doth thi?xk itlhl?reach‘
nels, but to ftay at Rome, and there to live in pomp, and wealth is bufj.
and to lord it tyrannounfly over the Flock of God. 1’\lor ishe$ » and Juyy, L
power. Peter had power to give the Holy Ghoft, Adts 8 °t0“{°{‘;;‘50u: in hig
and Sapphira dead, Aéts g, But the Pope cannot do thefle thin € ANanig
Government of the whole Church. For this Peter onely h dgs. Nor in the
other Apoftles, but together with the reft, NN oncly had not, nor abays
power any fuch vifible Monarchy as the PoPo: :lv:is Peter's or the Apoftles
trom all Churches, to appoint Legates to hear Tone nEQ KeselNe ADPealy
Tih dbeani . artics in all controyey:

» tabean infallible Judge of (uch controverﬁpes an infallibl fies of
of the Scriptures, determining what is Herefie, and :vhat of :‘F i tf Expounder
neral Councils, crowning Emperours , depofing Pri aith, calling go_
Oaths, Marri : > depoling DPrinces , dilpenfing ‘wj

s iages of perfons in near degrees, otherwil hibited. 5. ith
Laws about Fafting, and many other :hings’which Gcogro Eblred, impofe
Such an Headfhip of the whole Church as the Pope claims nIEZ:: appoinced,
Nor is any fuch thing proved or {o much as offer’d to be proved b; :;.v;f h;d

+ his

Place.
where

- Caralogue, which how infufficient it is hath b ;
his Arguments here. ™ cen alread fhewed. 1 goon g
P T, T
SERC T i,

From being the Foundation, Matth 16.18. and feed;
] ] A0, cdi
John 21.15,16,17. ncither Peter’s nor Popfcs S:p?gre:)};jcysi’:c;f;fdc;hrm’
ved,

The firft Argument, faith H. T. i this, The foundati
firmitude and. ftability before the refd of tfbe bu.;;:l?:ngi:’;”‘szfcbcmincnceo
;::'d the sbcpbcrfl # Head of bis Flock, and above his Shee h’éoundcdo,, ir,
ﬂw:‘crt after Chrift himfelf was the Foundation of the wbolcpc.b “; 8%, Peter

of the whole Flock : therefore St Petec next after Chr“ii’z 5 ;nd Pa-
24 pre.

bfminmce
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" beminence over the whole Church, and was Head of the whole Flock, and
above all the other Shecp, of which number were the reft of the Apofiles.

-~ Anfw. THc Headfhip and paftoral power which H. T'. would prove to be due

to the Pope is not a guidance onely by teaching, but a prncely
dominion, (o as thatall may appeal to him, none from him, his fentence muft
be obeyed by allunder pain of damnation in matters of faith, and muft be
judged infallible, and ’tis likely he holds with Bellarmine, lib.4. de Rom. pon.
cap.s. tharif the Pope fhould erre by commanding vices, or forbidding viriuess
the Church fhould be bound to belicue ices to be good and virsues vo be cvil, un-
Lefs it would fin againft confcience; and if he diffenc herein from Bellarmine,
yet in the Canon Law diftinf.40. fuch an abfolute dominion is given him,
that theugh he fhould draw innumerable fouls with bim toHell,no man muft (ay to
bim, Why doft thoufo ? and fome Flatterers of the Pope have given him alf

. power in Hoauen and Earth, yea, and more than Chrift had, in Purgatory alfo,

allowing no Appeal from the Pope to God, as having onc Confiftory with God,
calling him our Lord God the Pope ; nor did T ever read or hear that any Pope
hath by any Cenfure cotreGed fuch blafphemous Ticles, but they havye by theit
commands contrary to Gods, difpenfing with his Laws, depofing Emperours,
and innumerable other pra&ifes fhewed that they owned (uch power as theits.
Now fure this power was never given to Peter, nor any fuch like power under
the term of & Foundation, which is for the ruine, not for the eftablifhing of the
Church, nor under the charge of feeding, efpecially of anothers Sheep, of
whom he is no Owner or Lord. Is this tofeed Chri/t’s Sheep, todo what he
will with them, appoint what Penance he will, puc what Laws he pleafe on the
Sheep, to excommunicate, deprive of Civil and Ecclefiaftical Dignity and
Office at pleafure ? fuch a Supremacy is indeed fo like that which Paul foretold
concerning the man of fin, 2 ‘Thell.2.4. that be oppofesh and exalteth himfelf
above all that is called God, or thai i worfbipped : fothar be a5 God fisteth in the
Temple of God, fhewing bimfelf thas beis God ;5 thae till I meet with fome
more likely than the Popes to be. there meant, I fhall take it be a part of .my
Creed, thatthe Pope of Rome is the very Man of fin there meant. And for
this H. T. who gives fuch a {upreme Headfhip to Perer and the Pope over the
other Apoftles, {0 as to make him a Shepherd, to rule, excommunicate, deprive,
Fobn, Fames, Paul,as his Sheep, it is fo monitrouly falle an Affertion as none
but he that hath {old himfelf to teach Lyes would ever affert it. As for his
Syllogi(m it is moft grofly naught, as having four terms acleaft. The term
Lbath a preheminence of firmitude and [Rability before the reft of sbe building
wbzcbq founded on it] being different from this in the Conclufion, [had a
prebeminence over the wholg Church] and fo likewife are thele [the Foundation]
and [the Foundation of the whole Church]and therefore the Major thould have
bfeﬂ [the Foundation of 1he whole Church hath & prebeminence over the whole
“Ghurchy the Minor thus, [Peter next after Chrilt # the Foundation of the
whole Church] and the Conclufion thus, [Peter next after Chrift had a prehe-
minence over the whole Church? ot eife thus, [The K oundation hath a prehemi-
nenceof firmisude gnd [tazility before the whole Church. But Perer next after
Chrift is the Foundation, therefore Peter bad @ preheminence of firmitude an

fabiliry beforc the whole. Church] now neither of thefe Conclufions had b:;n
’ X ~ i . 4
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it to be proved, but might have been geanted, and the Affertio

::::f And iﬁx the other Metaphor the Syllogifm l}@.th the fame faule, n{:\gf.
in the Major it is [Head of his quc/{- and above bis Sheep in the Minor it i
puflour of the whole F lockJand in the Conclulion not[ Head of bi Flock ang

above bis Sheep but [Head of the -wlgolc Flocky and above all the otpey Sheep
and there is added too thistail of which there is no offer of proof fof Wbivi
number were the reft of the Apofties.]Now to dl'[C(')VCl‘ befides the fallacy in the
form the deceit in the matrer of this Argumentit is to be confidered, 1. That
the Metaphor of ¢ Foundarion doth not ac all import Rule or Govemmcnt’
Bt in;hgation and fupport, and theref?re is un_ﬁt to prove that Ruleang
- of Government which H. /¥, denve; fromit. 2. That he that
s od is Head or Lord of his own Sheep; but a Shepherd is not Iord W
ShfPh:rf anothers Sheep of which he is no Owner 3 and therefore though he h
the “10 nd feed them, yet heis not to rule them after his own will, by, the
to ru :r: nor is he to take the profit of theSheep,but the Owner is to haye it,the
g,‘;’;i,eré is not to look;but for his pay and encouragement according to the will
or contrad of the Owner. Now the Flock of Chrift were none of Peter’s §hee \
sor weve all the Sheep of Chrift univerfally taken tobe fed by Pezer, for they
he fhould feed, that is, rule himfelf, who was one of the Flack, and {0 excome
municate himfelf, ablolve himfelf 3 and fith the Pope hath Peter’s power, if fie
be one of the Sheep of Cbrift, by this Doétrine he is to rule, that is, to €Xcom..

unicate, abfolve, and deprive himfelf. And for the other Metaphor of
?oundati;n it hath the like abfurdity : For if Peter bethe Foundation of th:
whole Church, ‘and the term [Foundation] imports the ruling of the whole

urch, Peter, whois a pact of the Church, is the Foundation of ki
S& ;rhe Pope of himfelf, fnd fith he is the Vicar of Ghriff, he'is in &g;ffl.&
_ Chrift to him(elf, and (o hath prehemmencc.ovcr himfelf; and the Pope in like
mannersyea,unlelsthey deny the blefled Virginaary to have been one of Chrift’s
Sheep, they muft afferc Peter, and after him the Pope to have been the Foundg,
tion and Shepheid of the blefled Virgin Mary, to have had a power to rule, ey..
commnnicate and abfolve her, The truth is this, the prefling of g Mefapho:
beyond that for what it is ufed flrawcth with it many abfurdities 3 ang there.
fore the Metaphiors of Foundation and Building, Skepherd and Sheep can infe
no more than that ufe of thefe which the Authour of the Speech intendeq b
them, which what it is will be confidered by examining the Texts brough for
proof, And for the Arguments, if they did conclude the thing in queftion
they fhould be thus framed, or to this purpole. He that #s the Foundation P
Builder of the whole Church of Chrift, ’JME Jupreme unerring dominion gy tule
of the whole Church of Chrift.  Bur fuch was Peter, and by con tquence ghe
Pope of Rome. "Ergo. Again, He that s to feed all the Sheep of Chyiy batk
dominion or tule as aforefaid. But that was Peter; and confequently the Pope p
Rome#stodo. Ergo. Inboth T fhould deny the Major underftood of the
under Foundation, Builder, and Shepherd, though it fhould be yielded by cop..
ceffion of an impoffibility, yet he fhould not have fuch a {upreme unerr
Rule chereby : and I deny the Minor alfo, and in both as they ftand or ﬂmuﬁ
ftand, there are many Propofitions in thefeand his forms expreffed or implied
which are apparently falle:  As, 1. That every Foundation of the Chyper

i h
hath preheminence of firmitude aboye every Building founded on it, Tl;,r:rz

Were

=y

==

D
“%_‘g

%ﬁ

ﬂl. e




~  hangs,and yer how loo

Ant VIL  The Popes Supremacy an Innovation, 55

were fome as firm in the Faith as the: Apoftles, and of 'the Apo@les fome as
firm or more firm than Peter. 2, That every Foundation ot Builder of the
Church hath rule over it 3. That the Mstaphor of a Foundation or Builder
do note Rule or Dominion. ~ 4. That as applied to Peter, they note in him
{upreme unerring Rule or Dominion.  §. That he thatis a Shtherd is _He:_xd
of his Flock, 6. That heis abave his Flock. 7. That the pecfon that is bid
tofeed Chries Sheep is bid to feed,the whole Flock of ¢hrift univerfally taken.
8., Thatthe charge of feeding themis as much, as have (i upreme dominion, be

' @ vifible Monarch ovee them. 9, That the Bifhop of Rome is Peter’s Succef~
four in that charge aud power which Chrift committed to him over his whole
Church, 10, ‘That what is (aid of Peter in this point is true of every Bi-
fhop of Rome be he never {o unlearned and vicious. All which I have diftin&-
ly noted, that it may appear upon how many (uppofitions the Popes Supremacy
Fec, and empty of proof from Scripture or Reafon the

Difputes of Papifts are about this which is with them a fundamental point
of their Religion, in fo much that were it not for the heavy cutle, that is"bcfal—
len Papifts, that fith they receive noe the love of the truth, that they might be
{aved, they fhould believe Lyes, that they might be damned, 2. Thef].2.10,11,12.
it could net be that underftanding perfons among them fhould ever affent to

the claimed Supremacy of the Pope over the whole Church upon thefc Rea=
ons.

Bue let us view what is (aid here. The Major % proved, becaufe the Founda-
tion fupporteth the veft of the Building (we are’ buils on the Foundation of the
Aposlles and Prophets; Jefus Chyift. bimfelf being the chicf Cornerffone,
Epbef.2.20.) and the Shepherd bath a power to govern his whole F lock,

Anfw. The Argument framed hence muit be this, That which [upporteth
the Building bath a preheminence of firmitude and ftability before the reft of
the Building which 4 founded on it, But fo doth every Foundation. Ergo,
But the Major is not true of perfonal Metaphorical Foundations, of which we
now fpeak, not of material proper Foundations, A man may be a Foundation
of a Commen-wealth, amf fupport it by his wi(dom, and example, and autho-
tity,and yet not have a preheminence of fismitude and ftability abovethatCom-
mon-wealth founded on him or it 5 and (o in the founding of the Church, a
man that founds it may fall away, and yet the Church ftand firm. Neither is
the Minor true of every perfonal meraphorical Foundation, he may be [aid ta

¢ a Foundation, that is, begin: a Church or Common-wealth who doth not
after fupportit. The Text Epbef.2.20. proves neither of the Propofitionsy nox

0 Lknow tg what purpofe it is produced, exqept to prove Peicr to have been a
Foundation s But then i proves not. Peteralone, but thereft of the Apoftles
and Prophets to have been Foundations, and fo proves. no preheminence to
Peter aboye them, which, is the Adflertion of this Authour, But.tomeijtis
doubtfull whether the Apoftles are termed Foundations, 1, Becaufe this
~feems tobe appropriated to Chrift, 1 Cor.3.x1, . 2, Becauleicis not faid, Te
are built on the F oundations, but the Foundasion, and therefore feems to haye
3 ;,hls fenfe, yeare buile on that Foundation which the Apoftles and Prophers
;V? lal_da not, which they are, and fo the genitives are of the efficient, not of
the “bb)‘&: and the Foundation muft be that Do&rine or truth chey declared,
of which Chiit, that is, the Do&rig{. cr Faith of Chrift is the chicf Corncr=

2
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is this againft that which is Revel.zx.14. that the names , th
e, Not&::g;‘e ;%?:?cn inthe twelve Foundanom.of the Wyl o_[ zb{ e ¢
i L For that may be [aid, becaufe they were chief workmen jn the [ay._
fj""f;-dfﬂ'poundatiﬂnx as Paul faich of him(elf, x Cor.3,x0. according to pjg
ing ©

: ¢s are written in their work, not e
e s . e s
they were themfe VC-'EC by them entrance was in the Old Teftament, they bcing
twelve gates, becaf“ he people of Ifracl. Yet if they be faid to be Founy i
prime beginners o nt dations as the Prophets were, to wit, bytpe{r Preachipg
ons, they were Fou Foundations prove their Ru‘lc or Doml_mon any meye
nor doth thcxrhl;ilsﬂbgﬁns Foundations 3 and certainly Peter is here made
than the I’roxzl tion than thereft. The other proot feems tobe this, fpe thay
more a Fox;zl f:c d and govern bis whole Flock s Head of bis Flock, ang aboye
hath power But every Shepherd bash fuch fuch power.  Ergo, . The Majoy g 4
bis Stﬂﬁi Parifh-pricft hath power to feed and govern his whole Eloc)
:llfidc'h a King may be a part, and yet he is not Head of the King, nor aboye
him in dignity or authority, nor perhaps in knowledge. And the Jjke may
be faid of his Phyfician,

SBECT“TIL.

Text Matthi16.18, proves not any Rule or Dominion in Perer gye the
i ;pa[ﬂc.r, but a promifé of [becial (uccefs in bis preaching.

. adds, The Minor % proved, Thou art Deter, and _upon this R
H'bZilz my Cburch, St Mattha6.18. (the whole was bujly op him.)
. e-Argument (eems to be this. He who d the Reck on which (
.dnfw Tl:voﬁd %uild bis Church be was next afzer_ Chrift the Foundation 3
the whole Church.” Bur Peter was the Rock on which Chrify would buily pi,
Church. Evgo. In which there are thefe- things fuppofed .y, That the
term [[Rock] is asmuchas a Foundan?n, and (ot isnot the ab['o_lute qualiry
of firmnefs onely, but allo the relative ule.of a ftorie or 4 rock in bUilding,
which is imported by it, 2. That the term [R'ock] notes Perer’s perfoy.
3+ "That it notes Peter’s perfonalone. 4. That it notes Pereys perfon ag .
ing a Rock 0 as no other, but Cbhriff, was a Rock as he was.  §. Thapyp A
Building upon this Rock notes Peter's perfon in refpe& of his fingu]ap Rule
not given to other” Apoftles. 6. That he was the Foundation ney, afrer
Chrifg . 7. That the Church comprehends the militant Church vifible
8.JThat it notes the whole Church of Chriff even the Apoftles themfelyes, cach
ofl thele is to be examined. y. The term
tranflatced [Rock or ffone] X deny not to denote not fo mu
Propetty of fability , as the relative ule of a foundation
2. ‘Though fome of the Ancicents make Chriff the Rock, other
of Chrift, or the faith in him, which Perer had prefefled, yet

0ck will ¥
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 “tion of his Name [Thou 2 Pater] and the allufion to that Name in the choice:

of theword [srizpa, ot Cephas in Syriack] 1 denynot that by [this Rock o
ftone] is meant Peter’s perfon; nor thirdly, that it notes his perfon alone, nor
fourthly, that it notes Peter’s perfon in a fingular manner; (0as that there is

omething peculiar to Peter intimated thereby, - But Ideny, 1. Thatit.
Rotes- Perer’s (ingular Rule or Dominjon ‘not given to other, Apoftles.
‘2. 'That he was fo a Foundation next after Chriff asthat the other Apoftles
were laid on him as a {tone (upporting them, as isthe conceit of {omeof the
Romaniffs. 3. Thatthe term [Church] notes the vifible Church as vifible
4. That it notes the whole vifible Church univerfally. taken. And each of
thefe I prove thus,

x. If the term [Rock or Stone note Peter’s perfon asbecoming a Founda~
tion or Foundation-ftone by fuch anva& as notes not any Rule or Dominiony
and wascommon to other Apoftles with Perer, thenit doth not note Perer’s.
fingular Rule or Dominion not given to other Apoftles: butthe term [Rock
Ot Stome’) notes Perer’s perfon, as becoming a Foundation or Foundation-
floneby fuch an.a& as notes not any Rule or Dominion, and was common to
other Apoftles with Perer. Ergo.  The Major is of it felf evident. ~The
Minor is thus proved. That a& whereby Perer’s perfon became a Foundation
or Foundation-ftone was Chrift’s building his Church on him. Bu that a&
notes not any Rule or Dominion, and was common to other Apoftles with Pe~
ter. - Eygo, ‘The Major is of it felf evident. “The Minor is proved thus.
"Thea& whereby Chrift built his Church on Peter was Peter’s preaching of
the (ame Do&rine which he profeffed. But that a& notes not any Rule or Do~
minion, and was common to other Apoftles with Peter.: Ergo, Theddinoy
T'take for granted : Papifts do not afcribe Rule”or Dominion to Friers that
greach, and other Apoftles preached Chrift as well as Perer. Now that Chriffs

uilded his Churchon Peter by his preaching is proved thus, That a& by
Which and no other the Church of Chrift is (aid to be built,is that a& whereby:
Chrift buile his Church on Peter, But it is the preaching of the Do&rine
that Petcr profefled and no other' a& by which the Church of Chrift is faid to
be built, © “The Major is evident of it felf, TheMinorisproved, 1. By
thole places which Ipeak of building the Church, they ftill import teaching
Not rule, as appears by an indu&tion, 4&s 9.35. Rom 15.20. 1 Cor.8.1;104
@’ 10:23. (2 14417, Gab2a8. 1 Thefl. §. 1x. 1. Pet. 2. §. and the com«
Pound Verb ufed Aéfs 20.30. 1 Cor.3.10,12. Ephef.2.20,22. Colz. 7. Fude 20+
and the Noun Rom.14.19. ¢2° 152+ 1 C0r.3.9. ¢ 14.3,5:82+ 2 COr10.8:
@ 1279. 9 13.10, Ephef.g.1 2,16,29, do all thew that the Building of the
Chucch or Saints is by inftru&@ion, not by rule, the woik being lometimes mu-
tual, as 1 Theff.g.11. Ephef.4.10.Fude 20. and fomctimes the matter by which
the building is, being for informing and teaching, as Epbef.4.29. and fome-
Himes: the Builders are termed Teachers, as Epbef 411,12, and that Texw
phefi22q, (which H.T. allegeth) the Building being by Prophets as well:
“S'A“ oftles can be underftood 6f no other Building than by teaching, there-.
ore fo allo muft be underftood Marh.16.18.
tbi:' It s further proved from 1 Cor.3.30, ‘wheee the Apoltle tells the Corin-
4 ns, that @ a wifc Mafter-builder be bad laid the Foyndation, and that:
oundation whichhe lajd was Jelus Chritt verf,xx, and verf.s. he fhews ht;)W-'
X.3 that.
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; wit, in that be was a Minijler by.wbang with Apollos the Co
rh“b‘zfz’sc:f:d, and that thereby they were/God"s Building,and God's Hushang, )
o to wit, by bis planting, Apollos watering, and G"d,‘ increafe, vey ol
z‘t:ic':g‘cﬂ“ be referred to no ather adts but teaching or preaching of the faith of

rinthj,

i : t counts himfel a Mafter-builder, that butlr not op Peter’
Cbﬂf’s;,f;:h::: ‘nf;"f,d‘m, Rom.15:20. and his edifying is there the cff ::

q:mdd ‘ éli{inz or Preaching the Gofpel, and confequently the buildig of
:]tl)se Eéﬂ:‘ Lﬁch, Musth,16,18. muft be interpreted to be by preaching tp
Gofpel. ed by thole places which make the Foundation of ,

g ;‘l.d'Ic lsf;'t:cx;ﬁeflg?é‘;ring fuC!'l as are ch.6.:.- 1Cor 311, ROM.IS.:::

Bui cleﬂ t follows, that the building of the Church is by Dodrine, and Mayp,
"6h‘ln muft be underftoed of it,not of Rule or Dominion, Yea, the Coyyy.
::il of Trent it felf, Scff.3. terms the Creed the firm and onely Foundatiop, .
gainft which the Gates of Hell fhall not prevail 3 and thereby intimages 'he
Foundation, Matth.16.x8, to be chief points of Chriftian Do@rine,

4. Bythe appofitene(s of the Phrafe ta fignifie planting and Increaging of
knowledge and trengthening by teaching, not impofing commands by way of
Ruleor Empire. No whereis a Prince faid to edific, ‘but Prophets, Apoftle,
and other “[eachers 5 nor is Excommunication , Ordination » callin
Councils, and fuch a&@s as thew Dominion termed Edification, but teachip
and reproving, 2 Cor.x3.10. therefore (uch princely power as the Popes clajm
cannot be meant by building Chrift’s Church, Matth.16.18. i

5. ‘The lame may.be proved from the matter of the Promife, Matth.y 6.18,
which is not of what power Chrift would give to-Perer, but of what Chrift
would do by him, and confequently cannor be underfiogd of fupreme power,
but of ingular work.

6. Theend of the power, which the Pope claims, is for thee
himfelf, and his vifible Monarchy, but the thing promifed Marth 16,18, iy
riot the advancement of Petery but the ufe of him for fertin up his Chugcl,
“The Popes power is i (as all experieice witneffeth) for the eltruion of the
‘Church, not for edification 3 and therefore is not meant Mattha6a g,

* If any fay, How then hath Peter fomething fingular afcribed to hip, »
anfwer, in that he did firft begin to lay the Foundation of the Churches aftey
Chrifs Alcenfion by his preaching, as Afsa. ¢ 3¢’ 4,0 10, appeays .
and feems to be obferved by Peter, as the accomplifhment of Chrifi’s Promife,

&5 15.7. whoufed Percr at the firft more eminently than any othet, thoughy

afterwards he cliofe Paut, who did Labour. more abundantly than the reff
15§.10. s :

3 X.Gor,
2, The fecond thing thas Petér was not (o a Foundation next afrercbriﬂﬁs

that the other Apoftles were laid on him, asa ftone ( orting them, is

1. From Epbe/. S.zo, where the building of the (;hprrch iis;faid to bengz;;:
Foundation of the Apoftles and Prophers, Jefus Chrift bimfelf being 1pe chicf
Corner-ftone, inwhom the whole Building compagtd vogether groweth to 4 boly
Temple inthe Lord ; therefore the Apofties and Prophets have equal place in
the Building, andicis Chriff; and not Perer, inwhom all the Building 3 firly
framed together, 3, From Revela1.y 4. where the 14l of the City of new
Ferufalem ig faid to lave twebve Foundations, and not one fingular one fup-
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porting thereft, but the Foundations are as many as the Apoftles, nonc of
whom is the Foundation of the reft, ; bl

3.That the term[ Church]4t,16,18.notes not the vifible Qhun:h as viible,
is proved, 1. Inthatitis termed Chrift’s Church, but.the vifible as ynﬁbl_e is
fiot termed Chrifi’s Church, but as it is inyifible by faith and Chrift’s SdP““‘
dwellinginit, 2. In that Chrift promiled, that the Giafes of Hell fhautd not
prevail againft it. But they have and do prevail againft the vifible Chutch as
vifible, many vifible Churches have been corrupted and perith. i

4. That' [my Church, Marth.16.18.7 is not the whole Church univerfally
takenis proved in that 1, Then the whole Church uniyerfally taken fhould
be built Ey or on Peter, but that cannot be true, fith a great part of the Church
fpecially of the Gentiles was buile by Paul, and he denies he built on anothers
Foundation, Rom.1§,20, 1 Cor.3.10. 2. Then Peter fhould be b}ul: on
him(elf; fith Peter was part of the univerfal Church, and the Virgin Mary
thould be built on Perer, which are abfurd, ) F

Which things being evinced ic appears, 1. That this wasa Prgmxfc to the
ﬁn&ular perfon of Peter of a fingular fuccefs of his preaching which no other
bad, and (o belongs notto any Succeffour. 2, That itis nota Promile of
Goverament and Jusitdi@ion, (in which H. T, placeth Peter’s Headfhip,
pag.y5.) for that Chrift exprefly forbade, but of fingular bonour ro Peter in
his happy fucce(s in preaching the Gofpel, recompenfing his readinels toac-
knowledge Chrift. And this Chrift had ellewhere promiled, Luke §.10, under
the Promife of being 2 Fifber of mon. Now this is nothing to the Dominion
claimed by the Pope. As for being 4 Rack on which the Church of Chrift
might be builr ; we wonld moft gladly it were true, thav the ope were fuch,
we fhould then honour him and kils his Toc: but as he is and hath been for
many hundreds of years, he is to be judged the Butcher who hath flain the
Saints of God, and a tyrannical Ant#shrift domineering over the Church of
Chrift,

T marvel that H. T. {sithinothing here of the Keys of she Kingdom of Hea~
wen, which the Pope is painted with, as baving them in bis hands, and by
which he was wont to claim his power. But perhaps he findes it too thort for
the proof of that peerlels power which the Pope claims, fith even in the Coun-
cil of Tvent and the Roman Catachifns in handlipg the Priefts and Bifhops
power of Abfolution, the Keys arein their hands, and fo itis no more than

others have befide the Pope ; . therefore I need not infift on that here, fith H. T's.
hath thought it to omit it.

-
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John 21.,16,19,18, proves not Peter’s Supremacy over the whole Chureh.

Butheadds, And for ¢ Reward of Peser's ]{ic{ial dilcgtion (for he loved
)

Chuift more than all the reft of the Apoftles) be faid to bim, F ced my Lambs,

Feed my Lambs, Feed my Sheep, 8+, John 25.37,k8, (a Commiffion to feed
P i i et Pk (LI
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3 Argument feems to be this, He to whom, as 2 Reward o f bis
Aan'ch{iil di;‘c&ion, by which be loved Ghwift more than all the yep of t;;
Apofles, Chrift (aid, Feed my Lambs, Feed my Lambs, Fecd my she S

i i d all without ;

_ and thereby gave him a CommifJion to fee exception wy
?;};oz'r‘«?f tbe whole F}go%k. But this was Peter.  Ergo, Hcr; four thin;;
T {uppoled, whereof not oneis truc. X That Péter loved Chrify more thay
Zzze tb};};cﬂ ;f the Apoftles. For neither were all the reft of the Apoftles there,

3 he did love Chrift more than they did, but
nor doth Chrift or lglc:gfgz}f oither have this {enfe, Loveft thou me mm-gz‘}‘;lx

puts a queftion, W ore than they love me 2 . And this probably w
shag loveﬁ»ti,:xcd': l:irr(:;fm his former forward Profeflion, and lhamelel daesniP:]t
10 h}‘;a;o Cﬂ;‘lﬁﬁ made Petex a Head, or gave bim a (upreme Dominion undgy the
::rm of Feeding, But, I. The words are aoiuarre and Booxe § Now
Bhowo G nifies not to rule, buc'onc!y to proyxde pafture, or to cate, ag Totpad.
Poyres a%fo doth, Fude 12. being intranfitive : both of them where th, 2k
njoyned to Apofties, Biﬂ10p§, or Presby‘tefs, note teachx_ng, not imPOﬁng
TLawson perfons, excommunicating, depriving, and {uch h}:e :f&s, as Dopes
claim as belonging to them as Paftours, as may appear by viewing the placeg
Ephef 4.11,12,13,14:15,16. X Pet.§.1,2:3. Afls 20.28,29,30,31.Mark 6.3,
3 Pei.z.z5. and therefore it it prove Supgemacy of Power, Juriiion, ap d
Government in Peter, it proves cvery. Bifhop, and Presbyter to be alfo 4 {u-
preme Head, and Governour over the Ghurch of God. 2. That Perep 4
no fuch Headfhip of ‘Government, and Juri(di&ion given him in thofe worqy
fohn 21.17,18. is proved by the defcription of the perfons to whom thefe ags
of feeding were todone, théy are the little 1.ambs and Sheep of Chrift, o
‘Goats, now to the Lanibs and Sheep of Chrift no a& of lordly rule, fuch g
impofing Laws, excommunicating, depriving, or the like a&s, in which the
‘Poperplaceth his power of. Junfdx&for'\ coulq be lawfully done, nor did Peter
any fuch aéts : but tcachmg_ them, being guides to them, dire&ing, exhortin
and comforting them, (which the Pope regards not todo) were to be done ca
vhem. ‘Wherefore it is plain, “that lordly rule was not appointed by Chrift, bue
fatherly care and tendernefs in that inju{x&ion, and tha.t which Chrift enjoyned
in his Commiffion to Peter is that which the Pope neither regards to do,” o,
thinks it his work, but another chings ro‘wir, princely dominion, which ¢y
forbade. 3. Thethird thing fuppofled is, that becaule the termsare indeg_

nite, [y Lambs,my Sheep] therefore he meant all his Lambs and Sheep, eyep, -

the whole Catholick Church 3 which if true, then it is falle which Paul {aith

Gal.ag. thattbe Gofpel of the uncircumcifion was committed to him, gy tbz'
Gofpelof the circumcifiou unto Peter, and werf.g. Fames,and Cephas, and Fobn

did fin againft Chrift’s command in giving to Paul end Barnabas rpe rigb;
bandsof fellow|hip, thar Paul énd Barnabas fbould go to the Heatben,and James.
Cephas, and John tothe Circumcifion, and Paul did ill to ftyle himfel¢ :}7:
Teacher of the Gensiles, x Tim,2.6, apd he fhould have boafted in anpthe,
mans line or rule, 3 Cor.vo.15. fith all places bad been within Peter’s line
‘orrule, and he'did illto (ay, Rom.x§.x 5. that the grace of Godwas giveny,
bim that he [hould be the Minifter of Jelus Chrilt to the Genriles, and never

mention Peter’s Supremacy, no aot iq tha:'very Epiftle which he wrote to the
Church of Rome fo much as once naming him, who was (if Papifts fay true)

the
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the Univer(al Bifhop and Bifhop of Rome,and (ate there at that time, when he
wrote that Epiftle : nor doth Paul {aluce him, whea he falutes many ?f lels
note. As for that which H.T', infers froi the not exeraptingof @nfs therefore be
comprebends all the Sheepand Lambs of Chrift, it is very frivolous, Foran
indcfinite term is not all one with an univerfal, unle(s the matter [0 requie ic,
but in fuch kinde of fpeeche; as thefe it notes onely indefinice particulars, as
Gal.a.xo, they agreed shat we fhould remember tbe poor, that is, fo many as we
could 5 and when Chrift bids, Marth.10.8. Heal the fick, flfﬂ"f”_ ’F_’C bepersy
vaifeehe dead 5 it is meant wichour exceeption of any, yet notan injunétion _
to heal every individual, or to raile every dead perfon, but fuchas there was oc-
cafion of healing and railing. And when Mark 16.15. the Apofties are bid to
preach the Gofpel 1o cuery creture 5 the Command is copreach toany one with-
out excepiion, yet not to every individual, which had been i mpnﬁ%blcs fo here
Peter is bid to tecd any indefinitely, yet notall univerfally 5 which had been
an impoffible task, - 4. Lt is fuppofed that Fobn 21.16,17.. was 8 Commiflion
coaferring power, authorisy, rule, and thas ever the very Apoftles themfetves,
and thar o5 a privilege conferred on Peter for bis [Pecial dilecion of Qllr{(t-
Whereas the thing ehjoyned him is work requiring skill and care, not dignity
Or authority of empire, and hath nothing in it of jurifdiction, asa Judge or
ommander, but of faithfulnefs and diligence as a fervant and guide. And in
this che Apoftles were equal to him. H.T. himfelf confefleth here; pag.97.
The Apoftles were equal in their calling 1o the Apofilefhip; to which this of
feeding the Sheep of Chrift belonged 3 and therefore Peter reckons him[elf
but z fellow Elder,and requires, other Elders to feed as well as himfelf, x Ijet.
§.1,2.¢9° Afts 20.28.the Elders of Ephefus are appointed awospeivery xxanzicy
%%, to feed the Church of God, (which is as large an cxppreflion as is Fobn

g 21.16,17. and therefore doth infer as much Headfhip in themas in Peser)

And Paut counted him(elf nos behinde the very chicfeft Apoftles, 2 Cor.x2.11,
and Peter added to bim nothing, Galia.6. and therefore Paul derived nothing
- from him, but was equal tohim. . And to' bid Peter to feed the Apoftles had
" been to bid him feed the Shepherds, The Do&rine of the Gofpel is not term=
ed the Do&rine of Perer, but of the Apoftles in common, Afs2.41. even
when Peter had converted perfons, and they were together, nor did they go
to preach with Peter as their Shepherd, or by his dire@ion, but by agreement,
Gal.a.g. yea, they (ent Peter to Samaria, Afks 8.14. nor was this work of
Feeding, Fobn 21.16,17. a privilege conferred on Peter for his (pecial dilection,
but a task enjoyned to him becaule of his more open denial, three times
charged on him, as he thrice denjed Chrift, and ufed as a Ray of Perer’s
“;"tﬂkmf‘, rather than a mark of his worthinefs, much lefs a proof of his Su-
emacy.
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