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^ A P P E N D I X . 

I cbnfcnt 
on; 

Ecting lately wi th a very 
worthy Brother, at 
fJaddon in the County of 
Nmkantfm i he did much 
importune me, to admit 
of a fliort difpute with him 
about the principle under 
coniideration i to whom 

and he laid down this Aflerti-



That Lapfig or? of tUnds^ Heb. 6 . a , 
is not a foundation Prtndfle , nor a 
ffAiiiCAl Duty, 

Againft which I laid down this Pofition: 

tAjipg on of Hands Heb. 6,. 2 . is a 
rtincifle oftheVoBmeofChrifi^ to 
tcpraUtfedh people > and a p^yt 
of the Fcttndatun there mintiontd: 

Which my Oppofite did wholly deny. 

I t was argued that I (hould be Opponent, 
whereupon 1 offered tliis Argument. 

Offonent* Ar^. i. 
The word Pnnctfles, Heb. 6. i . being of th^ 

plural number, is rcfcr'd to all thcfe partic^ ,̂ 
krs \ namely, Repentance , Faith ,• Baptifmg 
Laying on ot Hands, the Rehirreftion of the 
dead,and the Eternal judgement. _ 

Ergf^, Laying on of Hands, Hd\6, 2. is^ 
principle of the dodrinc.of Chrift. 
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I Refpondcnt. ' 
W 'TT- ^'^^^ toprovt it a Principle hythit 

Opponent^ 
; pofition is not the Text, therefore I 
may prove it by this Text. 

Refpondent. 
^ The 7 m ,„/b/fi& VK d'fer veill not prove 

J/<, ^Opponent, • 
' w/ I f any Scripture wi l l prove i t , i t is fuffici-
' l l / ' therefore anfwer to the Argument. 

Either diftinguifh, or deny the Antecedent or 
y ccnfcquence. 

Refpondent, 
I mil prove tkn Laying on of Handsy Heb.^. 

••̂  nQfomdmonprincipie^ thw, —. 

iff'*' * • f p ^ Oppnntnt, 
'F' f|i ^'"^j yc>̂ ^ would by no means he Opponent, 
101 when I defired you to make good your AlTcr^ 

M tion \ but complaiii'd, as i f l put you upon that 
which was not your part : Why then do you 

p' E 4 now 
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jiow rcfufe to anfwcr, and jput your felf int(j 
the place of the Opponent, which you know 
is contrary to rule, lith I am now to prove, 

Refpondent. 
mll^ I anfvcer hy denying the confeqtitnct, 

I defire to know whether you grant the 
Antecedent, for your denial of the Confe. 
guenĉ e only, fuppofeth that you grant the 
Antecedent. 

Refpondent. 
' t dogr4nt yoftr Anttcedent* 

Opponent. 
Then take notice that you grant the fij-a 

bmich of my Pofition, which you denied [/^ 
jn^Ty I deny it aW] for that the word p'lncipi^J 
Beb. 6,1, refer to all the particulars aforcfai^]' 
then to Laying on of Hands i, and fo the Con' 
fequence will follow. Thus ybu grant as miKh 
as I can defirc. 

Refpondent.. 
/ :riU prove >——— 
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opponent. 

Brother, you ought not to prove t i l l you be 
Opponent, this you know better than I do. 
Therefore either rccal your anfwer to the An­
tecedent, or confefs your errour in denying the 
firft branch of my pofition. 

Kefpondent. 
mil J foy ArgtmcmfAkty I grant errour in 

matter of form, , 
Opponent. ' • 

No Brother, your errour is anerrour ot 
judgement. Fir(t,t6 deny Laying on of Hands, 
Heb. 6.2. to be a principle of the Dodrme ot 
Chriit, and then to grant i t i n one ot thele 
you mult needs err in judgement. 

Hcve my Rejpndent was not mllingto achnorf-
ledgg r.n crrofir in judgement. And therefore ( 
i^ljo for divers aiher prcjfing ocr^'^fions that rv is to he 
ccfsfsderedy and the tith but Jhort ) I put a period 
to ihe difpme. 

And becaufc I had many otlier things to fay, 
which time would not then permit to be fpo-
ken^ I w i l l now offer them to conlideration *5 
and that as for other caufes, fo chiefly for that 
I hope it may tend to the fatisfadtion of my ho­
noured Brother, and others that arc under the 
fifncmiftakc. 

Argu-
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Argument 2. 
Litj'ing on ef Uands^ Heb. 6.2. u a Principle 

afthe Oracles of Cjud, 
Ergo, Laying on of Htndsy Heh.6.2. 'is ^ 

Princij^'if of the dttlring of Chrifl* 

The Antecedent is manifcft, becaufe the 
fame particulars which is called the principles 
of ciirifts dodrine, Hel>.6. is called the prin­
ciples of the Oracles of God, Heh,^. i ' -which 
is evident", Becaufe as the principles p f Gods 
Oracles, Hel. 5.12. were the things which 
the Hebrew Cliurch ought not to have any 
need to be taught a^n ; fo the principles of 
fhedodrineof Chrift,^^^/'^<^.i,2.ar£ the things 
which (as a foundation) among them, ought 
not to need any laying again. 

Argument 3. 
Allthofef-tnietiiarsy tshich inUch* 6, 1^2. the 

Anofiie fmh he VPOHU intermit^ and fo go on to per^ 
{eHiin , are the Principles of the DuSlrine of 
Chri/t: 

But L^ylfig fin of Handsy Heb. 6.2. is one of 
the p^rtictti^rs] which the Apojile fmid , Hcb. 6. 
rhit he vfjuld intcriTjit. 
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Ergo, Laying on ofHitndsy Hcb. 6.2. U ^ 

Trihcijjlff oj the DMrine of Chrift. 

I take this Argument to be irrefragable, 
therefore I proceed to the fecond branch 
of the pohtion, which is i That laying 
on of Hands, fJel. 6.2. ought 'to be 
prad-ife4 by the people ot God. 

But firft I iiiuft explicate the worchrLaying^ 
on of Hands ^ which in the undcrlbnding ot 
any confidering mah, muft needs fignifie an 
Atiy and theicfore cannot be reiiramed to tlic 
paffive;, for as the fubjed: on whom Hands is 
laid, ispaliiveastothe Ad, Cbut not m faith) 
fo the party hnpoting of Hands is adivc And 
evident it is, that the word [_ Principle] Heb. 
6.1. refers to the All exprehly^ and to the.p^/-
fi'-^e implicitly, as any confidering man may un-
deritand : Whence I argue. 

Argument i . 
•Seeing the Lfi)ing on of Heb. 6. 2.-

^ it ^ a principle ( or DMrine of Chrijt (ifyo'^t 
ple'ife ) IS not.p'.jjive only, Lut dlite r.lj<. Ittmfi 
needs he pr.^ilfidj elthir by the [ervanu of 0r}j(-, 

thefervxnis rf SAthm '•, 
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Bm LAying on of H.mds, .Hch. 6, 2. at if ^ 

a principle of the do^lrine of Chrlji ^ is not to he 
p',>ctiled hy the fsrvants of SathAn : 

Ei'go, L tylfigotrof Handsj 4S it is a pri/jcU 
fleofthsdoilriafofChriJlj is tolcprJiilifed by the 
ferv..mtsof Chrif;. 

The Major is plain. The Minor furely will 
not be denied. Kor who will prefume to fay^ 
that the principles of Chrifts dodrine (as 
fuch) are to be pradifed by the fervants of 

\ Sii\m\. Seeinfi; i t is ChrilHans (noi the de^ 
z'iis 1^4ds) who ĉs they are once to lay it^ 
fo ixQ not to lay ag.fin the Foundation, 
for wicked men, they will perfccute the Saints 

• again and again , and fo Chnftians muft have 
the hands of wicked men laid on them again 
and again i and that when they are gone on 
to perfedion, as well as when they begin their 
profelfion, fo then this Laying on of Hands, 
fh'1. 6. being but once to be laid, cannot be 
that which the wicked do impoie j , fith it^ 
Certain as they do it otten, fo fureit is, they 
ought not to do it fo much as once.. 
gain, The Li)in',n)n of Hands hy the wickedy 

•ji '-.ecn^e the Saints, is the daSirine of the Devi! 
Ergo , noprincip-e of the D lirint of Chrifi^ 

, A\'t that I.-lying m of Hands mentioned-y Hcb. 
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jijji'' Argument 2. 
Laying on of Hn^. ' , Heb. 6.2. . msheU and 

j i frdlifedby the yimhive Charch ̂  as a principle 
\\f ^f0^ri(^--DoElrhe; 

Ergo, h uttght to he held and praWfed as a 
. principie of Chrijh DoBrine rtorv^ by the fabfe-

^ij' <Juent Churches. 

Ĵfj The Antecedent is proved above, therefore 
y. the confequence is indubitable j which yet 1 
^/i' may demonlirate thus. 
If'': 

!̂ Argument 3. 
None of the fnnciples of Chrifls DcBrine 

,j]3|̂  C Vfhich rrere praUicd ) are aibolijhed, no more taeH 
'^(i thofe which are not pra^icaU 
ij(f Ergo, Laying on of Hands as a pr^flicd frin-
t|ii'' cipUi Heb. 6. 2. ought noa> to be prdVfed by the 
iilil'' fervantsof Chrifi, 

The Antecedent cannot be denied, without 
manifeft danger to all the principles of Chriils 
Dodrrine ^ for i f one be abolifhed, then why 
not the reft? So then the confequence rouH: 
not be denied. 

The third branch , of my pofition proved. 
Vi-/. ihat the Laying on of Handy, Heb.6.2.. 
w a pm of the foundation there mfimioned. 



But firft, for explication of the word [ Potan^. 
Amon '] it is to be conhdered That when if 
is applied to Chriftianity , or ihe Church of 
God \ I t may .be confidered firlt origiually^and 
in-the main, and fo Chrilt our Lord is only the 
foLindat'on. Or {econdly,demonih-atively ,or i ^ 
the mean j and fo his dodrine may be faid to 
be the foundation,by an ufual manner of fpccch^ 
when the thing containing or holding fortij 
is taken for the thing contained or held forth. 
For, whatsoever Chrilt is in himlelf, certain it 
is he is hoc a foundation fO 'L'.?; But as he 
is held forth in his dodrine, Heb. 6. i , ^^ ^.^ 
Hence I argue. 

Argument I . ; 
The rcorti Fonndacivn , Heb. I . ctntiot he 

referU to Chrifl^ M the fopindmon of his Chnrck 
orlgindly, or in the nuln^ or in the highefi o* 
f^o/f fMhiime confideratioK. 

Ergo, J he iv^rd [ Fomdatin'] if referU to 
the dcttrine of Chrift ^ in the firfi , or m^ff ^^^^ 
demon/hatiou i to ivit , the firfi rudiments ^ 
friHcifles of Religion , even fttch ui Babes in Chrifi 
w^y l^ftjw then:* 

The Antecedent is true, othcrwifc what 
(hall v/e think oi'Paal. Would he not teach the 

Chri, 



(^3) 
Chriftians concerning tHe knowledge of Cluii? 
i l l the more fublime points of Chriflianity j 
Surely he profeffes to do this, at the time he 
wrote to them i and indeed , how elfe could 
he lead them on to perfedion > Hel. 5. i j .and 

3. So that our confequence is very ratio-
nal. 

Argument 2* 
The word Fcmdaiitrty Heb. 6. i . if ccrrpre-

henfive of all thefe pardcfflitrs, tovtit, Fai.h, A'c 
ftntance, ^ c . 

Ergo, the vcord Fokndation, Heb. 6. i, is com^ 
frehenjive of Laying on of Hands, Hcb. 6, 2, at 

as any of the reji. 

That the Antecedent is true, may in part 
be perceived by the Searchers themfelves For 
they were more rational than to deny, the 
word Foundation-1© be meant, of this or that 
particular^ only •, and ^rftnt it to be meant 

ur ^-^^^ J^^ereforc they would have mae 
of the faidpmiculars to be iinderdood by , or 
comprehended in the word Fonndaiion, but re-
Itrain it only to Chrifl j which yet is contrary 
to their own opinion, fith they ha%̂^ lince 
granted, Layi^j^ on of H.mds, Hcb. 6.2, fa lea 
pm of tts Fo:inda;i,n, 


