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it will not follow as a consequence, that Peter was
the Bishop of Ilome, vinch lexs that the popes derived
from him the supreme authority, to which they atter-
wards laid claim.

Toa bishop is committed the care of one particular
flock. ‘The commussivn, on the contrary, with which
our Lord intrusted his disciples was *Go through-
out all the world,” * Cunvert all nations,” * Preuch
the gospel to every creature.” 1t any, therefote, to
ahom this command was ad lressed, should undertake
& fixed charge he would, by the act, forteitthe charac-
ter and office of an aposile.  ** T'o suppose that one
who had received this express comnission, as the
last orders from the mouth of his master, should be
confined to the charge ol a particular flock, is to sup-
pose him either volumarily to resign his important
commission, or to bedeprived of it,and thus to under-
80 a real degradation. ~ For besides the difference in
respect of cxtent between tle two commissions, the
department of an apostle is chiefly among infidedls,
whom he is commanded ‘(o convert,” matheteuein
the department ot abishop is chiefly among believers,
whom he is appointed didaskein, **to teach."*

133. That Peter could nut be bishop of Rome, may
be evipced from the Epmstle to the Galatans,t in
ahich heis termed * ll\c Apostle of the circumei-
sion,” in contradistinction to Paul, who was pre-
eminently intrusted with the conversion of the Gen-
tiles, It is inconceivable, therefore, that, appointed
‘o endeavour the sulvation of “ his brethren according
tothe flesh,” Peter should undertake the fixed super-
intendence of a church, composed almost entircly of
converts from heathenism,

134, Irenzus in the sceond cemtury, Ruffinus,
Epiphanius, Eusebius, in the fourth, and the apostiolic
constitutions, referred to the beginning of the filth
century, concur in s'ating that foth Peter and Paul
were founders of the Roman chureh, and that Linus
was ordained by them as -first bishop. At the end of
the fourth century, therefore, though both the abuve
mentioned apostles were regarded as founders ot the
«church at Rome, netther was believed to have been
Jts bishop.

135. The argument founded on the application of
the epithet, ** apostolie,” to the see, and ot * pope”
to the bishop of Rowne, is confuted by the fact, that
during the first three cenwrnies, these terms were
unappropriated. All the churclies planted by the
apostles were, for that reason, denvminated * uposto-
dieal ; and papa or father, was common, perhaps to
all bistiops, certainly to aif metropolitans and patri-
arche. ‘The titlesas well as the power, which had
.originally been vested in many, were, by successive
encroachments, finally engrossed by the Ponufs.

136. The opinion which we are endeavouring to
xefute, seems to have arisen from an inaccurate ap-
plication of the word * bishop.” The same hislo-
.rians, among others Epiphanius and Eusebius, who
assert, that “Linus first exercised at Rome the
episcopal office,” with which ke was intrusted during
their life-time by Peter and Paul, terin these apostles
also «* bishops of the church of Rome.” Recourse
must be had, therefore, to one of the wwo following
suppositions; either there was a plurality of bishops
inthe Romish church, or though Linus was the fixed
,overseer, the apostles Peter and Paul exercised, while
in the city, a general inspection over those who by
,#heir means had been brought toa knowledge of the
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This suppositiou is confirmed by the New TcHa-
ment, and is consistent with the office of an apo;‘ F
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THR RISE OF TAR PAPAL RIRRARCHE,

The “advocates of the hicrarchy will feel equaily
disinclined to admit either ajiernative. The former
would subverttheir whole systemn, By the latter 1t
appears, that the apo«tles took the same interest in
the spiritual prosperity of the church of Rome, as
their letters testify they entertained for all the Chris-
1an societies which they planted.

137. The same arguments, it may be added, by
which it is attempicd to be shown that Peter was
bishop of Rume, would prove himto have heen bishap
of atner churches, particularly of that of Antioch.

138. “Bu,” it will be objected, '‘if James was
bishop of Jerusalem why might not Peter e bisho
of Rome?” If the premises were certain, the possi-
bility of the fact for which Papists contend, and not
the eertuinty of it would be established. But that
James the Just, bishap of Jerusalem, was an apostle,
is by no means ascertained, The contrary was held
by Eusebius, Hegesippus, Epiphanius, Jerome, Gre-
gory of Nysse, Chrysostom and others, all of ‘whomn
considered the individual in question to be one of the
seventy disciples.  \When the premises are determin-
ed, we shall, without hedtiation, admit the conclusion,
which, however, will be found allogether insuffi.
cient lor determining the question at issue.

139. We have endeavoured to show that Peter was
nesther a dishop, nor the bishop of Rome; but even
conceding these points, it were not dilicult to refute
the clauns which the popes have tounded upon theie
supposed suecession to that apostle.

‘T'hat Peter was honoured to be the president of the
apostolie college, appears evidently fromn the epithet—
protes, apghed to hun by Matthew,

That this title did not refer to the time of his con.
version 1s rendered certamn by the fact, that Andrew
was called betore hitn, and that it has no reference to
the order in which the names are enumerated, ap-
pears from the word itself, which is not proton, but
protus, an epithet, * the first.”

The same is also apparent from the language em.
ployed by Luke inthe Actsol the Apostles, *Peter
and the eleven,” ¢ Peter and the restof the apostles,”
“ Peter with the rest,” are expressions which appear
to indicate that, on suae ground or other, this apostle
was considered the first of his order. This honoyr
was doubriless conterred as a reward for the import-
ant confession first made by him.

140, The observations formerly appliedto the rela.
tive dignity of bishop and preshyier in the early
church, may, without impropriety, be cransfecred o
the case now F:fore us. Peter was * the first” of
the aposiles; but peither in diguity nor authority
superior tothem; though the first he was one of the
order.

To prove that no power was possessed by Peter,
with whichthe other apostles wére not equally in-
vested, it may not be improper to instance the very
words from which the popes, by a speices 6f reason-
g, the singularity of which has ‘been equalled only
by its success—have deduced their possession of all
power, in heaven and on earth. “ Thou art Peter,”
saul our Lord, * and upon this rock I will huild mye
church,” &c. But Paul informs the saints at Ephe-
sus, that ey were “built on the foundation of the
apustlest in general.

141. The power of Jinding and loosing, whateyer
meaning we attach to these words, was first confer-
red on Peter; but our Lord shortly after addressed
the following fangnageto af/the disciples:—* What-
soever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound an
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