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thorities, the liber:di:{v of many noble and wealthy
converts had enriched the Rowman church, iis mnlois-
ters, and particularly its hishops, to an extent which
indicates the zeal, rather than the prudence of the
donurs, and excited as has been said, (54,) the cupidi-
ty ot the heathen emperors,

Even previous to the events of the fourth century,
the splendour and opulence of the church over which
he presided, and the importance naturally anached to
the capital, had, it cannul be denicd, given to the Ro-
mn bishop a weight and authority, superior to thuse
Jpossessed Uy any other prelate.

‘The arrangements ot Constantine, whose policy it
was to intreduce a perfectconlurmity between church
and state, confirmed what prejudice {md begun,

69. Theabsence of patriarchs umted the western
churches under the Pope, as their head: m the con-
tests in which they were engiged wilithe castern
Churisuans, they regarded his tiumph as their own;
and never reflected, that the power which they so 1ea-
dily conceded to the pontifis, nught be employed tor
their own degradauon,

70. The superiurity of the Papal see, which supe-
riority had, durning many ages,been accounted for and
justified, hy “the imporance of the city,” “the d crees
of councils,” and *the 1mperial rescripts,” was, by the
ingemious ambition of sueceeding pontsfls, toundel
upon the authority of our Lurd and s Apostles;
while donations of territory which no <ophistry could
deduce from the words of the New Testament, were
supported Ly the evidence of furged documents.

The aggrandizement of their see hecame in time
the supreme object of anxiety to the Roman bishops;
in comparison of this, all other consideratous and all
wother mterests were unsparingly sacrificed.

Thesc are a few of the topics which will demand
our atiention during the remainder of these papers.

‘The discussions connected with the pretended es-
tablishment of Peter, as bishop of Rome, upon which
30 much stress hasbeen laid by the supporters of the
dhierarchy, will be more naturally introduced after-
wards; at present we would advertto the authority
possessed by the bishops of Rome, during and subse-
«queat to the Apostolic age,

71, Of all the writings ascribed to Clement, the
friend and associate of the Apostles, the only one of
qundoubted genuineness is his ¢ first Epistle to the Co-
ginthians ” This person had the best pussible oppor-
tunities of obtaining correct information, concerning
the nature and extent of that authurity, to which, by
his situation as bishop of Rome, he was entitled. It
as isaffirmed, to Peter was committed an absolute
dominion over the faith and praetice ot Cruristians;
and if Clement succeeded both tv the statun and pou-
<erof that eminent Apostle, he must have teen fully
aware of these circuwnstances; and this consciuus-
ness of his superiority must have distinctly appeared
in his writings. Inthe Epistle, however, 10 whrch al-
lusion has been made, not only isthere a total absence
of any claim to infullibility, but its whole stvle and
manner demonstrate, that the wruer conceived tum.
sell possessed of no authority whatever, over the per-
sons to whom he wrote. ‘The occasion, it may be ad-
ded, which produced the lener in question—being a
scnism—afforded a proper opportuntty for the display
of the absolute power pretended to have been be-
queathed by Peter to his successors. Insiead of com-
manding the Corinthians, Clement is content withex-
hortation and entreaty; instead of urging the autho-
tity of the Roman see, he pleads that ofour Lord and
his Apostles; instead, finally, of dictating as a despot,
he persuades as a brother and an equal, Ofthis con-
duct, indeed, an example had been set him by that
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very Apostle whose lordship in the church has been
so violently maintained, ‘“I'he* elders,” says ke, *]
exhort, who am a fellow-elder.”

72. That the Ererogativc aflerward claimed by the
Popes, of “*deciding upon doctrine,” or, ot “*deelarin
what isheresy,” wis unknown long alter the age o
Clement, may be evinced, as from innumerable other
examples, so particularly from the fact,that toward

the conclusion of the sceond century, the synods of
A«ia examined and condemmed the tenets ot Monta-
nus, without sv much as ueguainting the Roman bish-
op; hor, which ought to be remarked, did their cons
duct exeste any gbservation, exther on the part of the
apostulsc sce, ur of the early wrnersby whom it is mens
tuned.  Henee, we may tuirly infer, that the condems
unatwn ol hereties by provineial synods, without the
cuncurrence, or even the privity of the popes, was, at
the perod m queston, deemed neither extraordinary
nor Jriproper ; and that e papal claun of “deciding
4pun lieresy,' was neither achnowledged nor known.
These vondlusions are cupported by such a host of
other evidence, that no person, it is conceived, who
brings to the wvestgauon the least candour,can form
an opposite opinion.

73. ‘The papal infallibility, it need scarcely be ad-
ded, was the discovery ot tuture and darker ages ; nor
have the protessed advocates of the doctrine prefend-
ed to show that it was held by any ofthe early Chris-
tians. Instead of proving the ‘existence of such an
upinion, it is the artful praciice of Baronius and Bel.
larmine, the most strentous and learned maintainers
of the papal infallitility, to adduce arguments, how-
ever inconciusive, intended to establish the truth of
the doctrine. The difficulties, indeed, attending the
latter of these atilempts, mnay well excuse their anxiety
tofree themselves from the incumbrance of the form.
er. The asserlion now made, receives abundant cune
firmation fromthe defence of their favourite dogma,
urged by the wrilerst mentioned above, in the case,
of Victor, who was chnsenio the see of Rome, A. D,
192. This prelaie owned aud approved the prophetic
spirit of Montanus and his prophetesses, all of whom
preceding pontifis had condemned as heretics. The
error of Victors adwmitted by Baronius and Bellar-
mine, who, though they concede “the particulas fact,”
maintain at the sane time, his general inerrability{
Suppose this contradiction reconciled,in other words,
suppose both the positive and the negutive of the same
proposition to be true, it will not tollow as a conse-
quence, thatany such ductrine as that supposed, was
either known to the churchin the days of Vicior, or
was received by it,

74. But the ignorance of the early Christians, con-
ccrnung the supremacy and mfalhibilicy of the Roman
ishups, appears conclusive aganst the existence of
these supposed attributes, which, had they been taught
by the Apostles, coutd not have been unknown to the
early faithers; and bemg known, must have been ei-
ther mentivned or alluded 10 by these men in their
witings. ‘T'his negative evidence against the papat
infalibility and supremacy is corroborated by the
pracuce ol the early Christans, which was totally
nconsistent with the suppositon of their entertaining
any such doctrine.

73. During the pontificate (we use these terms by
anticipation) of the same Victor, an incident occur-
red, which clearly indicates the degree of authority
possessed, at the end of the second century, by the Ro-
man bishops.  The lollowing statement of the case,
contains the substance of that given by Eusebius,$ who

*1Pet. v, 1.
t Baron, Annal, 173, et Bellarm. de sum Pontif. I, 4,
1 Eccles. Hist, L. v, cap. 23, et foliowing chapter.




