
This is a reproduction of a library book that was digitized  
by Google as part of an ongoing effort to preserve the  
information in books and make it universally accessible.

https://books.google.com

https://books.google.com/books?id=qlhXAAAAcAAJ


  



 







J/Xlu .

ARCHBISHOP CRANMER

ON

THE SACRAMENT OF THE LORD’S SUPPER.



an: 13817321? gummy.

fillfitl'tutrh $3.315. mmamamz.

;)'x—5.x

ibz'fis

\a~

~.‘.-‘1

N-‘

‘

\

6 I,

l\‘ y. ‘

Iv‘ E‘ l

Ii “4 'I

5‘ ' 5 r; a

Lgrq', $

21.4 fa

I 31'};

,v/j‘fl's.’

2'

'-,~ . 1: ,
I ‘3 ‘ r

1 ‘_ >’

.
‘

  

Jfnr the iaubliratinn at the Manda; of the Jfatbrrs

anll (Early mums of the mfm'mrh

QFIIQII'ED Qtburrb.

unnmffll

Fir—Y,

             

TV

0693 1031

NK KE OTHEEK

n in“ uiiifi' \mnummuu

 
J "—~



WRITINGS AND DISPUTATIONS

0F

THOMAS CRANMER,

ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY,

MARTYR, I556,

RELATIVE TO THE SACRAMENT OF THE

LORD’S SUPPER.

EDITED FOR

15!): mam gating,

BY THE

REV. JOHN EDMUND COX, M.A.,

OF ALL SOULS, COLLEGE, OXFORD, CURATE AND LECTURE“ OF STIPNFT.

  

@amhrihgc :

PRINTED AT

THE UNIVERSITY PRESS.

M.DCCC.XL1V.

  





CONTENTS.

  

LIFE, State, and Story of Thomas Cranmer...... .................................. ..An Answer to a Crafty and Sophistical Cavillation devised by Stephen

Gardiner ............................................................................. .. 1

Preface to the Reader.................... ................................... .. 3

BOOK I. Of the Sacrament ...................... ..................... .. 9

BOOK III. Of the Presence of Christ ..... ....................... 51

8001: IV. 0f the Eating and Drinking ..................... .. 201

Boox II. Against Transubstantistion .. ................................ .. 239

Boon V. Of the Oblation and Sacrifice of Christ ..... ........ .. 344

Answer to Smith's Preface ............................................................. .. 868

Matters wherein the Bishop of Winchester varied from other Papists, &c. 380

Disputations at Oxford ................................................................... .. 389

Index ........................................................................................... .. 431

Defensio Verse et Catholicm Doctrine: de Sacramento............................ .. 1*



Tan present volume contains the writings of archbishop Cranmer on the Sacrament of

the Lord's Suppei", together with the disputations held with him at Oxford previously to

his condemnation and martyrdom. The writings on the sacrament have been reprinted

from the edition of A.D. 1580, and exhibit the latest and most matured corrections of the

archbishop, which he is supposed to have made whilst under imprisonment previously to his

death. With this later edition, that of 155l,—the original edition of his first work on

the sacrament, afterwards embodied by him in his answer to Winchester,—as well as

bishop Gardiner's reply to it, have been carefully collated, and care has been taken to note

the various readings. The Latin edition of the first work, printed at Emden, A.D. 1557,

not previously reprinted, has been added; and this has likewise undergone a careful exami

nation, with the previous edition of the Latin translation, said by Strype to have been made

by Sir John Cheke. Wherever the additional references to the works of the Fathers are

found in the Emden edition, 1557, they have been noted in the margin of the body of this

reprint.

The Disputations held at Oxford are reprinted from the 1583 edition of Foxe's Acts

and Monuments, and have been collated with an earlier edition. Thus it is hoped, that the

pieces now given will be found to exhibit the last and most accurate thoughts of the arch

bishop, so far as they exist, arranged in a more complete form than has yet been attempted.

With reference to the succeeding volume, which will contain the rest of the writings

of archbishop Cranmer, the Editor has been engaged both at home and on the continent

in further researches, especially relating to a correspondence on the sacraments, supposed

to exist in some foreign public libraries. But after the most careful personal examination,

he is enabled to state, that nothing has been found beyond the letters previously printed by

Dr Jenkyns in his valuable edition of the works of the archbishop, except one brief letter

written by the archbishop a short time before his martyrdom, and which was discovered

at Zurich during the researches made there for the Parker Society. The biographical

sketch of the archbishop, and a full account of his remains, will be given with the succeeding

volume: but the memoir abridged from Foxe’s Acts and Monuments, printed in the edition

of A.D. 1680, is here given, to put the reader in possession of a complete copy of that

work, printed in the reign of queen Elizabeth, with the exception of a few epistles which

will be found in the complete series of letters.

In conclusion, the Editor desires to acknowledge the valuable assistance he has derived

from the previous edition of Dr Jenkyns, which has relieved him from many difficulties:

nevertheless he has taken nothing from it, but has invariably examined early editions and

references for himself, and has stated the result of his own researches—He has also to

acknowledge the kind loan of a copy of the first edition of the archbishop's work on the

sacrament from the library of Gloucester Cathedral.

.Hny 10, 1844.



THE

LIFE, STATE, AND STORY,

OF THE

REVEREND PASTOR AND PRELATE,

THOMAS CRANMER,

ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY, MARTYR,

BURNED AT OXFORD FOR. THE CONFESSION OF CHRIST'S TRUE DOCTRINE.

ANNO 1556. MARCH 21.

FORASMUCH as the life and estate of the most reverend father in God and worthy Thom,

prelate of godly memory, Thomas Cranmer, late archbishop of Canterbury, together sghntilifiiop

. . . . . . . . . offimwf

With the original cause and occasion of h1s preferment to the dignity arch1ep1sc0pal,bunr

whereunto he was advanced immediately upon the death of bishop Warham, arch- Docmcm.

mcr nude

bishop of the same, beyond all expectation, without support of money or friends, by archbishop

ofCan r urthe only well-liking of the mest renowned king of famous memory, Henry the mag? y

eighth, who with a fatherly care maintained his countenance, and defended his Dom, c,“

innocent life, undermined sundry times by the manifold attempts of the horrible Elgdgddbly

mg enry.

arch-enemy of Christ and his gospel, Stephen Gardiner, and other his complices;

with divers other circumstances of his most commendable conversation, charitable

consideration of the poor, constant care in reformation of corrupt religion, his

undaunted courage in continual defence of the same, and the perseverance therein

to the loss of his life, be already described at large in the book of Acts and Look forlhc

Monuments of Martyrs; it may seem needless to make a thorough discourse thereof the???"

again at this present. Nevertheless, partly to stop the mouths of slanderous syco- gififlfilnm

phants, and partly for the ease of such as would happily be desirous, upon the view fist?“

of the title of this book, to be acquainted with the life of the author, being other

wise not able to have recourse to the story at large, as also because his virtuous

life and glorious death was such, as can never be commended sufficiently, I have

thought it not altogether amiss to renew the remembrance thereof by certain

brief notes, referring them that be desirous to know the whole to the story

thereof at large.

It is first therefore to be noted and considered, that the same Thomas Cranmer Thom,

coming of ancient parentage, from the conquest to be deducted, and continuing sithcnsin the name and family of a gentleman, was born in a village called Arselacton in .

Nottinghamshire. Of whose said name and family there remaineth at these days

one manor and mansion-house in Lincolnshire, called Cranmer Hall, &c. sometimes

of heritage of the said stock and family. Who being from his infancy kept at school,

and brought up, not without much good civility, came in process of time unto the “mac”...

university of Cambridge, and there prospering in right good knowledge amongst goirifizig

l , lm H E.

the better sort of students, was chosen fellow of Jesus college 1n Cambndge. And Thomumn.

so being master of art, and fellow of the same college, it chanced him to marry ainezriiiiiiizgil

gentleman's daughter, by means whereof he lost and gave over his fellowship there,

and became the reader in Buckingham college; and for that he would with more

diligence apply that his office of reading, placed his said wife in an inn, called the
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Dolphin, in Cambridge, the wife of the house being of affinity unto her. By means'

of whose abode in that in, and his often repair unto her, arose a certain slanderous

report, after he was preferred to be archbishop of Canterbury, bruited abroad by the

_malicious disdain of certain sycophantical papists, that he was but an hosteler, and

altogether devoid of learning; which how falsely was forged upon him, may easily

Thomuctln- appear hereby, that the masters and fellows of Jesus college, noting the virtuous

3mm; disposition of the man, and the great travail he took, notwithstanding his marriage,

whiles he continued reader in Buckingham college, immediately upon the death of

“new his wife (who not long after their enter marriage was in childbed surprised by death)

received him into their fellowship again; where he so behaved himself, that in, few

ThomssCran- years after he became the reader of the divinity lecture in the same college, and in

fiégfiii such special estimation and reputation with the whole university, that being doctor

gm'fémgga of divinity, he was commonly appointed one of the heads (which are two or three

2,29,23,53” of the chiefest learned men) to examine such as yearly profess, in commencement, either

8222135322, bachelors or doctors of divinity, by whose approbation the whole university licenseth

grgtbhiiie them to proceed unto their degree; and again, by whose disallowance the univer

sity also rejecteth them for a time to proceed, until they be better furnished with

more knowledge.

Now doctor Cranmer, ever much favouring the knowledge of the scripture, would

never admit any to proceed in divinity, unless they were substantially seen in the

mm?“ story of the bible: by means whereof certain friars and other religious persons, who

:yecgumn- were principally brought up in the study of school-authors, without regard had to

the authority of scriptures, were commonly rejected by him; so that he was greatly

for that his se‘vere examination of the religious sort much hated and had in great in

dignation: and yet it came to pass in the end, that divers of them, being thus com

pelled to study the scriptures, became afterwards very well learned and well affected;

insomuch that, when they proceeded doctors of divinity, they could not overmuch extol

and commend master doctor Cranmer’s goodness towards them, who had for a time

put them back to aspire unto better knowledge and perfection. Amongst whom doc

gtcwrsu- tor Barret, a white friar, who afterwards dwelt at Norwich, was after that sort band

led, giving him no less commendation for his happy rejecting of him for a better

amendment. Thus much I repeat, that our apish and popish sort of ignorant priests

may well understand that this his exercise, kind of life, and vocation was not alto

gether hostelerlike.

Doctorqr'an- I omit here how Cardinal Wolsey, after the foundation of his college in Oxford,

meriésfzlliglifd hearing the fame of his learning, used all means possible to place him in the same;

nfth Ca d'"anemnglé which he refused with great danger of indignation, contenting himself with his former

28:33? fellowship in Cambridge: until, upon occasion of the plague being in Cambridge,

he resorted to Waltham Abbey, and sojonrned with one M. Cressey there, whose wife

was doctor Cranmer’s niece, and two of her children his pupils in Cambridge. During

gqeatii'péi‘aoé- this time the great and weighty cause of king Henry the eighth his divorce with

Exam]? the lady Catharine, dowager of Spain, was in question. “'herein two cardinals, Cam~

dowseh peius and Wolsey, were appointed in commission from the pope to hear and deter

mine the controversy between the king and the queen; who by many dilatories, dal

lying, and delaying, the whole summer, until the month of August, taking occasion

to finish their commission, so moved the patience of the king, that in all haste he

removed from London to Waltham for a night or twain, whiles the dukes of Norfolk

and Suffolk dispatched cardinal Campeins home again to Rome. By means whereof it

 

[I By reason, Foxe. Ed. 1583.]



OF THOMAS CRANMER. ix

chanced that the king's harbingers lodged, doctor Stephens”, secretary, and doctor Doctor 8m

Foxe, almoner, (who were the chief furtherers, preferrers, and defenders of the fore- Elgar-’32:;

said cause in the king’s behalf,) in the house of the said M. Cressey, where doctor £2122?

Cranmer was also resident as before. \Vhen supper-time came, and all three doc- iimrsw

tors met together, being of old acquaintance, they entertained each other familiarly:

and the said doctor Stephens and doctor Foxe, taking occasion of their happy meet

ing together, began to confer with doctor Cranmer concerning the king's cause, re- kmfl‘m’”

questing him to declare his opinion therein.

\Vhereunto doctor Cranmer answered, that he could say little in the matter, for

that he had not studied nor looked for it. Notwithstanding he said to them, that,

in his opinion, they made more ado in prosecuting the laws ecclesiastical than needed. DoctorCran

mer's answer

“It were better, as I suppose," quoth doctor Cranmer, “that the question, whether a itponmzrqgg

man may marry his brother’s wife or no, were decided and discussed by the divinesand by the authority of the word of God, whereby the conscience of the prince

might be better satisfied and quieted, than thus, from year to year, by frustatory ~

delays to prolong the time, leaving the very truth of the matter unboulted out by

the word of God. There is but one truth in it, which the scripture will soon de

clare, make open and manifest, being by learned men Well handled; and that may

be as well done in England, in the universities here, as at Rome, or elsewhere in

any foreign nation, the authority whereof will compel any judge soon to come to a

definitive sentence; and therefore, as I take it, you might this way have made an

end of this matter long sithens." When doctor Cranmer had thus ended his'tale, the 3:13;

other two well liked of his device, and wished that they had so proceeded afore- welllikedvf'

time; and thereupon conceived some matter of that device to instruct the king withal,

who then was minded to send to Rome again for a new commission.

Now the next day, when the king removed to Greenwich, like as he took him

self not well handled by the cardinals in thus deferring his cause, so his mind ghofnlltlin

being unquieted and desirous of an end of his long and tedious suit, he called to 23::

him this his two principal doers of his said cause, namely, the said doctor Stephens “mm

and doctor Foxe, saying unto them: “What now, my masters,” quoth the king,

“shall we do in this infinite cause of mine? I see by it there must be a new

commission procured from Rome; and when we shall have an end, God knoweth,

and not I." When the king had said somewhat his mind herein, the almoner,

doctor Foxe, said unto the king again: “\Ve trust that there shall be better ways

devised for your majesty, than to make travel so far to Rome’ any more in your

highness’ cause, which by chance was put into our heads this other night, being at

\Valthamz” and so discovered to the king their meeting and conference with doctor

Cranmer at M. Cressey's house.

\Vhereupon doctor Cranmer was sent for in post, being as then removed from DoctorCran.

Waltham towards his friends in Lincolnshire ‘, and so brought to the court to the igezrhfiiirig

king. ‘Vhom the noble prince benignly accepting, demanded his name, and said unto in pm.

him: “ Were you not at \Valtham such a time, in the company of my secretary Talkbetween

and my almoner ?" Doctor Cranmer affirming the same, the king said again: “Hadyou not conference with them concerning our matter of divorce now in question after i

this sort ?"—-repeating the manner and order thereof. “That is right true, if it please

your highness," quoth doctor Cranmer. “\Vell,” said the king, “I well perceive

that you have the right scope of this matter. You must understand," quoth the king,

 

[‘-' i.e. Doctor Stephen Gardiner,sometime bishop [a So far as to Rome, Foxe. Ed. 1583.]

of \Vinchester.] [‘ Fox: says “ in Nottinghsmshire.“]
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gmgiigsm “that I have been long troubled in conscience; and now I perceive that by this means

WW“?- I might have been long ago relieved one way or other from the same, if we had this

way proceeded. And therefore, master doctor, I pray you, and nevertheless, because

you are a subject, I charge and command you, (all your other business and affairs

set apart,) to take some pains to see this my cause to be furthered according to your

device, as much as it may lie in you," with many other words in commendation of

the queen's majesty.

DmorCnn- Doctor Cranmer, much disabling himself to meddle in so weighty a matter, be
mcr excusing

gfigillfglinfi sought the king's highness to commit the trial and examining of this matter, by the

a" “‘8' word of God, unto the best learned men of both his universities, Cambridge and

Oxford. “ You say well," said the king, “and I am content therewith. But yet,

nevertheless, I will have you specially to write your mind therein." And so, calling the

Doctor (‘ran' earl of Wiltshire to him, said: “I pray you, my lord, let doctor Cranmer have enter

merassigned _ _ _ _

gymckhmm taimnent in your house at Durham place for a time, to the intent he may be there

‘c'iPm'e‘m quiet to accomplish my request, and let him lack neither books nor anything requi
ths cause of

hi' mm" site for his study." And thus, after the king’s departure, doctor Cranmer went with

my lord of Wiltshire unto his house, where he, incontinent, wrote his mind concern

Theking timing the king's question, adding to the same besides the authorities of scriptures', of

iven to un

thgp't'ggm‘ general councils, and of ancient writers; also his opinion, which was this: that the

pgggfiggw bishop of Rome had no such authority, as whereby he might dispense with the word

with! sword

0mm of God and the scriptures ’. When doctor Cranmer had made this book, and com

mitted it to the king, the king said to him: “Will you abide by this, that you

have here written, before the bishop of Rome ?" “That will I do, by God's grace,"

quoth doctor Cranmer, “if your majesty do send me thither." “Marry,” quoth the

king, “I will send you even to him in a sure embassage.”

Theking'l And thus, by means of doctor Cranmer's handling of this matter with the king,
matter re

mg'lfg "gm not only certain learned men were sent abroad to the most part of the universities

$112 ,3, 0, in Christendom to dispute the question, but also the same being, by commission,

35:"? disputed by the divines in both the universities of Cambridge and Oxford, it was

The king’s there concluded that no such matrimony was by the word of God lawful. Where

(fpgpgwggm upon a solemn embassage was prepared and sent to the bishop of Rome, then being

5112316gm at Bonony, wherein went the earl of Wiltshire, doctor Cranmer, doctor Stokesly,

doctor Came, doctor Benet, and divers other learned men and gentlemen. And when

$330“ the time came that they should come before the bishop of Rome to declaie the

pope. cause of their embassage, the bishop, sitting on high in his cloth of estate, and in his

rich apparel, with his sandals on his feet, offering, as it were, his foot to be kissed

of the ambassadors; the earl of \Viltshire with the rest of the ambassadors, disdaining

thereat, stood still, and made no countenance thereunto, and kept themselves from

that idolatry. In fine, the pontifical bishop seeing their constancy, without any

farther ceremony, gave ear to the ambassadors.

Arguingp Who entering there before the bishop, offered, on the king's behalf, to be defended,
the paper:

2:8“931$“ that no man, jure divine, could or ought to marry his brother’s wife, and that the

ggglg‘g“ bishop of Rome by no means ought to dispense to the contrary. Divers promises

53%? Were made, and sundry days appointed, wherein the question should have been dis

puted: and when our part was ready to answer, no man there appeared to dispute

in that behalf. So in the end, the bishop making to our ambassadors good counte

plmggéan. nance, and gratifying doctor Cranmer with the office of the penitentiaryship, dis

!hemvc's missed them undisputed withal.

penitentiary.

[l Of the scriptures, Foxe. Ed. 1583.] [2 The scripture, ibid.]
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\Vhereupon the earl of \Viltshire and other commissioners, saving doctor Cranmer, 0:13;5:1

retumed home again into England. And forthwith doctor Cranmer went to the 2:13:31?

emperor, being in his journey towards Vienna, in expedition against the Turk, there

to answer such learned men of the emperor's council, as would or could say any

thing to the contrary part. “There amongst the rest, at the same time, was Cor- wiggle

nelius Agrippa, an high ofiicer in the emperor’s court; who, having private confer- gglr‘fifm'

ence with doctor Cranmer in the question, was so fully resolved and satisfied in the

matter, that afterwards there was never disputation openly offered to doctor Cran

mer in that behalf. For through the persuasion of Agrippa all other learned men

there were much discouraged.

This matter thus prospering on doctor Cranmer's behalf, as well touching the

king's question, as concerning the invalidity of the bishop of Rome's authority, bishop

Warham, then archbishop of Canterbury, departed this transitory life; whereby that geran

dignity then being in the king’s gift and disposition, was immediately given to doc

tor Cranmer, as worthy for his travail of such a promotion. Thus much touching

the preferment of doctor Cranmer unto his dignity, and by what means he achieved

unto the same: not by flattery, nor by bribes, nor by none other unlawful means:

which thing I have more at large discoursed, to stop the railing mouths of such, who,

being themselves obscure and unlearned, shame not to detract a learned man most

ignominiously with the surname of an hosteler, whom, for his godly ml unto sincere

religion, they ought with much humility to have had in regard and reputation.

Now as concerning his behaviour and trade of life towards God and the world,

being entered' into his said dignity. True it is, that he was so throughly furnished

with all properties, qualities, and conditions belonging to a true bishop, as that it

shall be very hard in these strange days to find many that so nearly resemble that

lively exemplar, described by St Paul the apostle in his several epistles to Titus and iii

Timothy: so far he swerved from the common course of common bishops in his

time. But because the same is very well deciphered in the story at large‘, it shall

not be so needful to discourse all the parts thereof in this place. Yet may not this

be forgotten: that, notwithstanding the great charge now committed unto him, the mgrdczragr

worthy prelate gave himself evermore to continual study, not breaking the order that mer'illudw

he used commonly in the university. To wit, by five of the clock in the morning '

in his study, and so until nine, continuing in prayer and study. From thence, until

dinner time, to hear suitors (if the prince's afi'airs did not call him away), committing

his temporal affairs, as well of household as other foreign business, to his officers. For

the most part, he would occupy himself in reformation of corrupt religion, and set

ting forth true and sincere doctrine; wherein he would associate himself always with

learned men, for the sifting and boulting out one matter or other, for the commodity

and profit of the church of England. After dinner, if any suitors were, he would

diligently hear them and dispatch them, in such sort as every man commended his

lenity and gentleness. That done, to his ordinary study again until five of the clock,

which hour he bestowed in hearing common prayer. After supper he would con

sume an hour at the least in some godly conference, and then again, until nine of

the clock, at one kind of study or other. So that no hour of the day was spent in

vain, but was bestowed as tended to God's glory, the service of his prince, or the

commodity of the church.

As touching his afi'ability and easiness to be entreated, it was such as that in missing

all honest causes, wherein his letter, counsel, or speech, might gratify either nobleman, firm”

['1 Being now entered, Fuxe. Ed. l583.| [‘ See Foxe. Ed. 1583, . 1862-1865.
F
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gentleman, mean man, or poor man, no man could be more tractable, or sooner wou

to yield. Only in causes appertaining to God and his prince, no man more stout,

more constant, or more hard to be won: as in that part his earnest defence in the

parliament-house, above three days together, in disputing against the six articles of

Gardiner's device, can testify. And though the king would needs have them upon

some politic consideration to go forward, yet he so handled himself, as well in the

parliament-house, as afterwards by writing so obediently and with such humble be

haviour in words towards his prince, protesting the cause not to be his, but Almighty

Docwrcl'ln- God's who was the author of all truth, that the king did not only well like his

meraslout

enemy defence, willing him to depart out of the parliament-house into the council chamber,

whilst the act should pass and be granted, for safeguard of his conscience, which he

with humble protestation refused, hoping that his majesty in process of time would

revoke them again; but also, after the parliament was finished, the king perceiving

the zealous affection that the archbishop bare towards the defence of his cause, which

many ways by scriptures and manifold authorities and reasons he had substantially

grim?“ or confirmed and defended, sent the lord Cromwell, then viccgerent, with the two dukes

"1° 1""! of Norfolk and Suffolk, and all the lords of the parliament, to dine with him at
Cromwell,

“d‘he‘” Lambeth: where it was declared by the vicegerent and the two dukes, that it was
dukes to th

mhm'hq: the king's pleasure, that they all should, in his highness' behalf, cherish, comfort,

and animate him, as one that for his travail in that parliament had shewed himself

both greatly learned, and also discreet and wise, and therefore they willed him not

to be discouraged for anything that was passed contrary to his allegations. He most

humbly thanked the king's majesty of his great goodness towards him, and them all

for their pains, saying: “I hope in God, that hereafter my allegations and authorities

shall take place to the glory of God and the commodity of the realm ; in the mean

time I will satisfy myself with the honourable consent of your honours and the

whole parliament."

Here is to be noted, that this man’s stout and godly defence of the truth herein

so bound the prince's conscience, that he would not permit the truth in that man

to be clean overthrown with authority and power; and therefore this way God work

ing in the prince's mind, a plain token was declared hereby, that all things were not

so sincerely handled in the confirmation of the said six articles as it ought to have

been, for else the prince might have had just cause to have borne his great indigna

tion towards the archbishop. Let us pray that both the like stoutness may be per

Pumm ceived in all ecclesiastical and learned men, where the truth ought to be defended, and

also the like relenting and flexibility may take place in princes and noblemen, when

they shall have occasion offered them to maintain the same, so that they utterly

overwhelm not the truth by self-will, power, and authority. Now in the end this

archbishop’s constancy was such towards God’s cause, that he confimied all his doings

by bitter death in the fire, without respect of any worldly treasure or pleasure.

And as touching his stoutness in his prince's cause, the contrary resistance of the

duke of Northumberland against him proved right well his good mind that way:

Archbishop which chanced by reason that he would not consent to the dissolving of chanterics

Cranmer in

31:11:32?" until the king came of age, to the intent that they might then better serve to fur

Zhmflflging °f nish his royal estate, than to have so great treasure consumed in his nonage: which

land" his stoutness, joined with such simplicity, surely was thought to divers of the coun

cil a thing incredible, specially in such sort to contend with him who was so ac

counted in this realm, as few or none would or duzst gainstand him.

So dear was to him the cause of God and of his prince, that for the one he would

not keep his conscience clogged, nor for the other lurk or hide his head. Otherwise,
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it is said, his very enemies might easily entreat him in any cause reasonable: and such

things as he granted, he did without any suspicion of rcbraiding or meed therefore. So

that he was altogether void of the vice of the stubbornness, and rather culpable of over

much facility and gentleness. Surely if overmuch patience may be a vice, this man may

seem peradventure to offend rather on this part than on the contrary. Albeit for all his przleiéi'rcleglgsr

doings I cannot say: for the most part, such was his mortification that way, that few

we shall find in whom the saying of our Saviour Christ so much prevailed as with him,

who would not only have a man to forgive his enemies, but also to pray for them: that

lesson never went out of his memory. For it was known that he had many cruel

enemies, not for his own deserts, but only for his religion’s sake: and yet, whatsoever

he was that either sought his hindrance, either in goods, estimation, or life, and upon

conference would seem never so slenderly anything to relent or excuse himself, he would

both forget the offence committed, and also evermore afterwards friendly entertain him,

and shew such pleasure to him, as by any means possible he might perform or declare.

Insomueh that it came into a common proverb: “ Do unto my lord of Canterbury

displeasure or a shrewd turn, and then you may be sure to have him your friend whiles

he Iiveth." Of which his gentle disposition in abstaining from revengement, amongst

many examples thereof, I will repeat here one.

It chanced an ignorant priest and parson in the north parts, the town is not now avgga'hlr

in remembrance, but he was kinsman of one Chersey a grocer, dwelling within London, gfxlligirsgl‘fgof

(being one of those priests that use more to study at the alehouse than in his chamber $2m’“

or in his study,) to sit on a time with his honest neighbours at the alehouse within his mam"

own parish, where was communication ministered in commendation of my lord Cranmer,

archbishop of Canterbury. This said parson, envying his name only for religion's sake,

said to his neighbours : “ What make you of him ?" quoth he, “ he was but an hosteler, The “my

and hath no more learning than the goslings that goeth yonder on the green," with such Diritélléggigr

like slanderous and uncomely words. These honest neighbours of his, not well hear

ing those his unseemly words, articled against him, and sent their complaint unto the lord

Cromwell, then vicegerent in causes ecclesiastical; who sent for the priest and committed

him to the Fleet, minding to have had him recant those his slanderous words at Paul’s

Cross. Howbeit the lord Cromwell, having 'great afi'airs of the prince then in hand,

forgat his prisoner in the Fleet. So that this Chersey the grocer, understanding that

his kinsman was in durance in the Fleet, only for speaking words against my lord of

Canterbury, consulted with the priest, and between them devised to make suit rather

unto the archbishop for his deliverance, than to the lord Cromwell, before whom he

was accused; understanding right well that there was great diversity of natures be

tween these two estates, the one gentle and full of clemency, and the other severe

and somewhat intractable, namely against a papist. So that Chersey took upon him

first to try my lord of Canterbury’s benignity, namely for that his cousin's accusation

touched only the offence against him and none other. Whereupon the said Chersey

came to one of the archbishop's gentlemen, (whose father bought yearly all his spices and

fruit of the said Chersey, and so thereby of familiar acquaintance with the gentleman,)

who, opening to him the trouble wherein his kinsman was, requested that he would

be a means to my lord his master to hear his suit in the behalf of his kinsman.

The matter was moved. The archbishop, like as he was of nature gentle, and of

much clemency, so would he never shew himself strange unto suitors, but incontinently

ant for the said Chersey. When he came before him, Chersey declared, “that there

was a kinsman of his in the Fleet, a priest of the north country, and as I may tell your

grace the truth," quoth Chersey, “a man of small civility and of less learning. And Chm. ruins

yet he hath a parsonage there, which now (by reason that my lord Cromwell hath fig?“

P
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laid him in prison, being in his cure) is unserved; and he hath continued in duruncc

above two months, and is called to no answer, and knowetlr not when he shall come

to any end, so that this his imprisonment consumeth his substance, will utterly undo

him, unless your grace be his good lord." “I know not the man," said the arch

bishop, “nor what he hath done why he should be thus in trouble."

Said Chersey again: “He only hath offended against your grace, and against no

man else, as may well be perceived by the articles objected against him :" the copy

whereof the said Chersey then exhibited unto the said archbishop of Canterbury. \Vho,

well perusing the said articles, said: “This is the common talk of all the ignorant

papistical priests in England against me. Surely," said he, “ I was never made privy

unto this accusation, nor of his indurance I never heard before this time. Notwith

standing, if there be nothing else to charge him withal, against the prince or any of

the council, I will at your request take order with him, and send him home again to

his cure to do his duty :” and so thereupon sent his ring to the warden of the Fleet,

willing him to send the prisoner unto him with his keeper at afternoon.

When the keeper had brought the prisoner at the hour appointed, and Chersey

had well instructed his cousin in any wise to submit himself unto the archbishop,

confessing his fault, whereby that way he should most easily have an end and win his

favour: thus the parson being brought into the garden at Lambeth, and there sitting

under the vine, the archbishop demanded of the parson what was the cause of his

indurance, and who committed him to the Fleet? The parson answered and said:

“That the lord Cromwell sent him thither, for that certain malicious parishioners of

his parish, had wrongfully accused him of words which he never spake nor meant."

Chersey, hearing his foolish cousin so far out of the way from his former instruction,

said: “Thou dastardly dolt and varlet, is this thy promise that thou madcst to me?

Is there not a great number of thy honest neighbours' hands against thee to prove

thee a liar? Surely, my lord," quoth Chersey, “it is pity to do him good. I am

sorry that I have troubled your grace thus far with him."

“Well,” said the archbishop unto the parson, “if you have not offended me, I

can do you no good; for I am entreated to help one out of trouble that hath offended

against me. If my lord Cromwell hath committed you to prison wrongfully, that

lieth in himself to amend, and not in me. If your offence only touch me, I will be

bold to do somewhat for your friend’s sake here. If you have not offended against

me, then have I nothing to do with you, but that you may go and remain from whence

you came.“ Lord, what ado his kinsman Chersey made with him, calling him all kind

of opprobrious names! In the end, my lord of Canterbury seeming to rise and go his

ways, the fond priest fell down on his knees, and said: “I beseech your grace to

forgive me this offence; assuring your grace that I spake those words, being drunk,

and not well advised." “Ah!” said my lord, “this is somewhat, and yet it is no

good excuse; for drunkenness evermore uttercth that which lieth hid in the heart of

man when he is sober," alleging a text or twain out of the scriptures concerning the

vice of drunkenness, which cometh not now to remembrance.

“ Now therefore," said the archbishop, “ that you acknowledge somewhat your fault,

I am content to commune with you, hoping that you are at this present of an indifi'erent

sobriety. Tell me then," quoth he, “ did you ever see me, or were you ever acquainted

with me before this day?" The priest answered and said, that never in his life he

saw his grace. “Why then,” said the archbishop, “what occasion had you to call

me an hosteler; and that I had not so much learning as the goslings which then went

on the green before your face? If I have no learning, you may now try it, and be out

of doubt thereof : therefore I pray you appose me, either in grammar or in other liberal
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sciences; for I have at one time or other tasted partly of them. Or else, if you are a

divine, say somewhat that way.”

The priest, being amazed at my lord's familiar talk, made answer and said: “I The priest‘s

beseech your grace to pardon me. I am altogether unleamcd, and understand not the "WM.

Latin tongue but very simply. My only study hath been to say my service and mass

fair and deliberate, which I can do as well as any priest in the country where I dwell,

I thank God." “ Well," said the other, “if you will not appose me, I will be so hold

to appose you, and yet as easily as I can devise, and that only in the story of the

bible now in English, in which I suppose that you are daily exercised. Tell me there- The mas

‘fore, who was king David's father ?" said my lord. The priest stood still pausing aggififiz

while, and said: “ In good faith, my lord, I have forgotten his name." Then said the

other again to him: “If you cannot tell that, I pray you tell me then who was

Salomon’s father?“ The fond foolish priest, without all consideration what was de

manded of him before, made answer: “Good my lord, bear with me, I am not fur

ther seen in the bible, than is daily read in our service in the church."

The archbishop then answering said: “ This my question may be found well answered

in your service. But I now well perceive, howsoever you have judged heretofore of my The ise of

learning, sure I am that you have none at all. But this is the common practice of all midi u’

you, which are ignorant and superstitious priests, to slander, backbite, and hate all suchas are learned and well affected towards God’s word and sincere religion. Common $3,322?

reason might have taught you, what an unlikely thing it was, and contrary to all

manner of reason, that a prince, having two universities within his realm of well learned

men, and desirous to be resolved of as doubtful a question as in these many years

was not moved the like within Christendom, should be driven to that necessity for the

defence of his cause, to send out of his realm an hosteler, being a man of no better

knowledge than is a gosling, in an embassage to answer all learned men, both in the

court of Rome and in the emperor's court, in so diflicult a question as toucheth the

king's matrimony, and the divorce thereof. I say, if you were men of any reasonable con

sideration, you might think it both unseemly and uncomely for a prince so to [do.] But

look, where malice reigneth in men, there reason can take no place: and therefore I see Evil-will

by it, that you all are at a point with me, that no reason or authority can persuade :ielim'd

you to favour my name, who never meant evil to you, but your both commodity and

profit. Howbeit, God amend you all, forgive you, and send you better minds !"

With these words the priest seemed to weep, and desired his grace to pardon his

fault and frailty, so that by his means he might return to his cure again, and he would

sure recant those his foolish words before his parishioners so soon as he came home,

and would become a new man. “Well,” said the archbishop, “so you had need."

And giving him a godly admonition to refuse the haunting of the alehouse, and to Thelrch

bestow his time better in the continual reading of the scriptures, he dismissed him gimargii

llmmlh

from the Fleet. thepriest.

How little this prelate we speak of was infected with filthy desire of lucre, and Trauma

how he was no niggard, all kind of people that knew him, as well learned beyond $81255;

the seas and on this side, to whom yearly he gave in exhibition no small sums of

money, as other, both gentlemen, mean men, and poor men, who had in their neces

sity that which he could conveniently spare, lend, or make, can well testify. And

albeit such was his liberality to all sorts of men, that no man did lack whom he

could do for, either in giving or lending; yet nevertheless such was again his circum

spection, that when he was apprehended and committed by queen Mary to the tower,

he ought no man living a penny that could or would demand any duty of him, but

satisfied every man to the uttennost; where else no small sums of money were owing
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to him of divers persons, which by breaking their bills and obligations he freely for

gave and suppressed before his attainder. Insomuch that when be perceived the fatal

end of king Edward should work to him no good success touching his body and

goods, he incontinently called his officers, his steward and other, commanding them in

any wise to pay, where any penny was owing, which was out of hand dispatched.

In which archbishop this, moreover, is to be noted, with a memorandum, touching

the relief of the poor, impotent, sick, and such as then came from the wars at Bullein',

and other parts beyond the seas, lame, wounded, and destitute ; for whom he provided,

besides his mansion-house at Beckisborne in Kent, the parsonage barn well furnished

with certain lodgings for the sick and maimed soldiers: to whom were also appointed

the a1m0sincr, a physician, and surgeon, to attend upon them, and to dress and cure

such as were not able to resort to their countries, having daily from the bishop’s kitchen

hot broth and meat; for otherwise the common alms of the household was bestowed

upon the poor neighbours of the shire. And when any of the impotent did recover,

and were able to travel, they had convenient money delivered to bear their charges,

according to the number of miles from that place distant. And this good example of

mercy and liberal benignity I thought here good not in silence to be suppressed, whereby

other may be moved, according to their vocation, to walk in the steps of no less libe

rality than in him in this behalf appeared.

Amongst all other his virtues, his constancy in Christ's cause, and setting forth the

gospel purely and sincerely, was such that he would neither for dread or meed, afi‘ection

or favour, to swerve at any time or in any point from the truth, as appeared by his

sundry trials; wherein neither favour of his prince, nor fear of the indignation of the

same, nor any other worldly respect, could alienate or change his purpose, grounded upon

that infallible doctrine of the gospel. Notwithstanding, his constant defence of God's

truth was ever joined with such meekness toward the king, that he never took occasion

of offence against him.

At the setting forth’l of the six Articles, mention was made before in the story of

king Henry’s time, how adventurously this archbishop, Thomas Cranmer, did oppose

himself, standing, as it were, post alone against the whole parliament, disputing and

replying three days together against the said articles; insomuch that the king, when

neither he could mislike his reasons, and yet would needs have these articles to pass,

required him to absent himself for the time out of the chamber, while the act should

pass, as is already declared before. And this was done during yet the state and time of

the lord Cromwell's authority. And now that it may appear likewise that after the

decay of the lord Cromwell, yet his constancy in Christ’s cause did not decay, you shall

hear what followed after.

For after the apprehension of the lord CromWell, when the adversaries of the gospel

thought all things sure now on their side, it was so appointed amongst them, that ten

or twelve bishops, and other learned men, joined together in commission, came to the

said archbishop of Canterbury for the establishing of certain articles of our religion,

which the papists then thought to win to their purpose against the said archbishop.

For having now the lord Cromwell fast and sure, they thought all had been safe and

sure for ever: as indeed to all men’s reasonable consideration, that time appeared so

dangerous, that there was no manner hope that religion reformed should any one week

longer stand, such accompt was then made of the king’s untowardness thereunto: inso

much that of all those commissioners, there was not one left to stay on the archbishop’s

[I i.e. Boulogne, which was taken by the English after a siege in the year 1544.]

P At the time of setting forth, Foxe. Ed. 1583.]
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part, but he alone against them all stood in defence of the truth; and those that he most fgg‘“°“h'

trusted to, namely, bishop Heath, and bishop Skippe, left him in the plain field: who Baha‘i?“

then so turned against him, that they took upon them to persuade him to their 352??"

are l! O

purpose; and having him down from the rest of the commissioners into his garden at Plfigié

Lambeth, there by all manner of effectual persuasions entreated him to leave off his “chum”
incensed by

overmuch constancy, and to incline unto the king’s intent, who was fully set to have it 2:5:23533‘h

. s ' rotherwise than he then had penned, or meant to have set abroad. When those two he givlepgieiime

defence of the

familiars, with one or two others his friends, had used all their eloquence and policy, swel

he, little regarding their inconstancy and remissness in God's cause or quarrel, said unto

them right notably: “ You make much ado to have me come to your purpose, alleging The WW"

ofthenrch

that it is the king's pleasure to have the articles in that sort you have devised them “imp”
doctors Heath

to proceed; and now that you do perceive his highness, by sinister information, to be “‘1 Skim”

bent that way, you think it a convenient thing to apply unto his highness’s mind, You

be my friends both, especially the one of you I did put to his majesty as of trust.

Beware, I say, what you do. There is but one truth in our articles to be concluded

upon, which if you do hide from his highness by consenting unto a contrary doctrine,

and then after in process of time, when the truth cannot be hidden from him, his

highness shall perceive how that you have dealt colourably with him, I know his grace's

nature so well,” quoth the archbishop, “that he will never after trust and credit you, or

put any good confidence in you. And as you are both my friends, so therefore I will '

you to beware thereof in time, and discharge your consciences in maintenance of the

truth." But all this would not serve, for they still swerved; and in the end, by disi

charging of his conscience, and declaring the truth unto the king, God so wrought with

the king, that his highness joined with him against the rest; so that the book of articles

passing on his side, he won the goal from them all, contrary to all their expectations;

when many wagers would have been laid in London, that he should have been laid up

with Cromwell at that time in the Tower, for his stifi' standing to his tackle. After

that day there could neither councillor, bishop, or papist, win him out of the king's

favour.

Notwithstanding, not long after that, certain of the council, whose names need not gum papgsts

syto ring

to be repeated, by the enticement and provocation of his ancient enemy, the bishop of :xhfimwf

Winchester, and other of the same sect, attempted the king against him, declaring gzdgn‘zm

plainly, that the realm was so infected with heresies and heretics, that it was dangerous

for his highness farther to permit it unreformed, lest peradventure by long sufi'eringsuch contention should arise and ensue in the realm among his subjects, that therebym

might spring horrible commotions and uproars, like as in some parts of Germany it

did not long ago; the enormity whereof they could not impute to any so much as to

'the archbishop of Canterbury, who by his own preaching and his chaplains' had filled

the whole realm full of divers pernicious heresies. The king would needs know his

accusers. They answered, that forasmuch as he was a councillor, no man durst take

upon him to accuse him; but, if it please his highness to commit him to the Tower

for a time, there would be accusations and proofs enough against him, for otherwise

just testimony and witness against him would not appear; “and therefore your highness,"

said they, “ must needs give us, the council, liberty and leave to commit him to durance."

The king perceiving their importune suit against the archbishop, but yet meaning

not to have him wronged and utterly given over unto their hands, granted to them

that they should the next day commit him to the Tower for his trial. When night

came, the king sent Sir Antony Deny about midnight to Lambeth to the archbishop, 393%?!

willing him forthwith to resort unto him at the court. The message done, the arch- mgigfnmr

bishop speedily addressed himself to the court, and coming into the gallery where the

[mammal 1'
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fixing: king walked and tarried for him, his highness said: “Ah, my lord of Canterbury, I

can tell you news. For divers weighty considerations it is determined by me and the

ffcflihon council, that you to-morrow at nine of the clock shall he committed to the Tower, for

that you and your chaplains (as information is given us) have taught and preached, and

thereby sown within the rcahn, such a number of execrahle heresies, that it is feared,

the whole realm being infected with them, no small contentions and commotions will

rise thereby amongst my subjects, as of late days the like was in divers parts of

Germany; and therefore the council have requested me, for the trial of this matter, to

suffer them to commit you to the Tower, or else no man dare come forth as witness in

these matters, you being a councillor."

When the king had said his mind, the archbishop kneeled down, and said: “ I am

zigzag? content, if it please your grace, with all my heart to go thither at your highness's

commandment, and I most humbly thank your majesty that I may come to my trial;

for there he that have many ways slandered me, and now this way I hope to try

myself not worthy of such a report."

The king, perceiving the man's uprightness joined with such simplicity, said: “ Oh

Lord, what manner a man be you ! what simplicity is in you! I had thought that you

would rather have sued to us to have taken the pains to have heard you and your

accusers together for your trial without any such endurance. Do not you know what

" state you he in with the whole world, and how many great enemies you have? Do

you not consider, what an easy thing it is to procure three or four false knaves to

witness against you? Think you to have better luck that way than your master

The kin 'I ' Christ had? I see it, you will run headlong to your undoing, if I would suffer you.
favour! le

3:51;,“ Your enemies shall not so prevail against you, for I have otherwise devised with myself

$m§§1§2§oft0 keep you out of their hands. Yet, notwithstanding, to-morrow when the council

cmte'bury‘ shall sit and send for you, resort unto them; and if in charging you with this matter

they do commit you to the Tower, require of them, because you are one of them, a

councillor, that you may have your accusers brought before them, and that you may

answer their accusations before them without any further endurance, and use for yourself

as good persuasions that way as you may devise; and if no entreaty or reasonable

32:13:31,,“ request will serve, then deliver unto them this my ring, (which then the king delivered

a? £851} unto the arcbbishop,) and say unto them: ‘If there he no remedy, my lords, but that

afr‘l‘l‘ggmf’f I must needs go to the Tower, then I revoke my cause from you, and appeal to the

king's own person by this his token unto you all :' for,” said the king then unto the

archbishop, “so soon as they shall see this my ring, they know it so well, that they

shall understand that I have resumed the whole cause into mine own hands and deter

mination, and that I have discharged them thereof.”

The archbishop, perceiving the king’s benignity so much to him wards, had much

ado to forhcar tears. “Well,” said the king, “go your ways, my lord, and do as I

have hidden you." My lord, humbling himself with thanks, took his leave of the king's

highness for that night.

Theareh- On the morrow, about nine of the clock before noon, the council sent a gentleman

gi'ririing usher for the archbishop, who when he came to the council-chamber door, could not

council, in

3:31;}, be let in, but of purpose, as it seemed, was compelled there to wait among the- pages,

“°°' lackeys, and serving-men all alone. Doctor Butts, the king’s physician, resorting that

$3,332“ way, and espying how my lord of Canterbury was handled, went to the king’s highness

frigiiimgilhie and said: “My lord of Canterbury, if it please your grace, is well promoted; for now

mnbmhop' he is become a lackey or a serving-man, for yonder he standeth this half-hour without

the council-chamber door amongst them.” “ It is not so," quoth the king, “ I trow, nor

the council hath not so little discretion as to use the metropolitan of the realm in that



0F THOMAS CRANMER. xix

sort, specially being one of their own number; but let them alone," said the king, “ and

we shall hear more soon."

Anon the archbishop was called into the council-chamber, to whom was alleged as Thearch

before is rehearsed. The archbishop answered in like sort as the king had advised :lflfgluihd

him; and in the end when he perceived that no manner of persuasion or entreaty could

serve, he delivered to them the king's ring, revoking his cause into the king’s hands. Eehielmgcil

The whole council being thereat somewhat amazed, the earl of Bedford with a. loud isgilrsfifie,

voice, confirming his words with a solemn oath, said: “\Vhen you first began this {tfeslfgg‘ii

matter, my lords, I told you what would come of it. Do you think that the king fg‘géafih

will suffer this man's finger to ache? much more, I warrant you, will he defend his fmmthem'

life against brabbling varlets. You do but cumber yourselves to hear tales and fables

against him." And so incontinently, upon the receipt of the king’s token, they all rose

and carried to the king his ring, surrendering that matter (as the order and use was)

into his own hands.

When they were all come to the king's presence, his highness with a severe coun- at;$1253]0

tenance said unto them: “Ah, my lords, I thought I had had wiser men of my 33:01:)?!“

council than now I find you. What discretion was this in you, thus to make the “whim”

primate of the realm, and one of you in oflioe, to wait at the council-chamber door

amongst serving-men? You might have considered that he was a. councillor as well

as you, and you had no such commission of me so to handle him. I was content

that you should try him as a councillor, and not as a mean subject. But now I

well perceive that things be done against him maliciously; and if some of you might

have had your minds, you would have tried him to the uttermost. But I do you all

to wit, and protest, that if a prince may be beholding unto his subject," (and so

solemnly laying his hand upon his breast, said,) “by the faith I owe to God, I take

this man here, my lord of Canterbury, to be of all other a most faithful subject unto

us, and one to whom we are much beholding," giving him great commendations other

wise. And with that one or two of the chiefest of the council, making their excuse,

declared, that in requesting his indurance, it was rather meant for his trial and his

purgation against the common fame and slander of the world, than for any malice

conceived against him. “Well, well, my lords," quoth the king, “take him and well

use him, as he is worthy to be, and make no more ado.” And with that every man The mat of

th u c'l

caught him by the hand, and made fair weather of altogethers, which might easily ESL,“

be done with that man. Schtfitop.

And it was much to be marvelled that they would go so far with him, thus to

seek his undoing, this well understanding before, that the king most entirely loved 5333235}

him, and always would stand in his defence, whosoever spake against him; as manyother times the king's patience was by sinister inforrnations against him tried: inso

much that the lord Cromwell was evermore wont to say unto him: “My lord of 815mg"!

words to theCanterbury, you are most happy of all men: for you may do and speak what you archbishop

list, and, say what all men can against you, the king will never believe one word to

your detriment or hindrance."

Afler the death of king Henry, immediately succeeded his son king Edward, un

der whose government and protection the state of this archbishop, being his godfather,

was nothing appaired, but rather more advanced.

During all this mean time of king Henry aforesaid, until the entering of king

Edward, it seemeth that Cranmer was scarcely yet throughly persuaded in the right

knowledge of the sacrament, or at least, was not yet fully ripened in the same:

wherein shortly after he being more gronndly confirmed by conference with bishop

Ridley, in process of time did so profit in more riper knowledge, that at last be

6—2
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251132;“ took upon him the defence of that whole doctrine, that is, to refute and throw down

3'13::1:32¢,“ first, the corporal presence; secondly, the phantastical transubstantiation ; thirdly, the

5"” Wm" idolatrous adoration; fourthly, the false error of the papists, that wicked men do eat

{23352, the natural body of Christ; and lastly, the blasphemous sacrifice of the mass. Where

cmmbury' upon in conclusion he wrote five books for the public instruction of the church of

England, which instruction yet to this day standeth and is received in this church of

England.

Against these five books of the archbishop, Stephen Gardiner, the arch-enemy to

Christ and his gospel, being then in the tower, slubbereth up a certain answer, such

as it was, which he in open court exhibited up at Lambeth, being there examined

by the archbishop aforesaid, and other the king's commissioners in king Edward's

days, which book was entitled, “An Explication and Assertion of the True Catholic

Faith, touching the blessed Sacrament of the Altar, with a Confutation of a Book

written against the same."

[in explien- Against this explication, or rather a cavilling sophistication of Stephen Gardiner,
tion by

50323 Doctor of Law, the said archbishop of Canterbury learnedly and copiously replying

""5333?"- again, maketh answer, as by the discourse thereof renewed in print is evident to be

cbm‘ily'iimy seen to all such as with indifi'erent eye will read and peruse the same.

Besides these books above recited of this archbishop, divers other things there were
also of his doing, las the Book of Reformation, with the Book of Homilies, whereof

part was by him contrived, part by his procurement approved and published. Where

unto also may be adjoined another writing or confutation of his against eighty

eight articles by the convocation devised and propounded, but yet not ratified nor

received, in the reign and time of king Henry‘.

And thus much hitherto concerning the doings and travails of this archbishop of

Canterbury during the lives both of king Henry and king Edward his son,- which

two kings so long as they continued, this archbishop lacked no stay of maintenance

against all his maligners.

After the death of king Edward, queen Mary coming now to the crown, and

being established in the possession of the realm, not long after came to London; and

after she had caused first the two dukes of Northumberland and Suffolk, and their

two children, the lady Jane and the lord Guilford, both in age tender and innocent

of that crime, to be executed; she put the rest of the nobility to their fines, and forgave

them, the archbishop of Canterbury only except. \Vho, though he desired pardon by mean

of friends, could obtain none; insomuch that the queen would not once vouchsafe to see

Manet alta him; for as yet the old grudges against the archbishop, for the divorcement of her mother,

agiiuiim remained hid in the bottom of her heart. Besides this divorce, she remembered the state

of religion changed : all which was reputed to the archbishop, as the chief cause thereof.

'52,??? While these things were in doing, a rumour was in all men’s mouths, that the

archbishop, to curry favour with the queen, had promised to say a Diri'ge mass, after

the old custom, for the funeral of king Edward her brother. Neither wanted there

some, which reported that he had already said mass at Canterbury; which mass in

This doctor deed was said by doctor Thornton. This rumour Cranmer thinking speedily to stay,

Thorntonwu . . . . . . ,

gigr gave forth a writing in his purgation ; the tenor whereof being set out at large in the

'grazfgnld Book of Acts and Monuments, I need not here again to recite.

giffifpw' This bill being thus written, and lying openly a windowI in his chamber, cometh

in by chance Master Scory, bishop then of Rochester, who after he had read and

[I King Henry eight, Foxe, 1583.] [* Openly in a window, ibid.]
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perused the same, required of the archbishop to have a copy of the bill. The arch

bishop, when he had granted and permitted the same to Master Scory, by the occa

sion thereof Master Scory lending it to some friend of his, there were divers copies taken

out thereof, and the thing published abroad among the common people: insomiich

that every serivener's shop almost was occupied in writing out the same; and so at

length some of those copies coming to the bishops’ hands, and so brought to the

council, and they sending it to the commissioners, the matter was known, and so he

commanded to appear.

Whereupon Dr Cranmer at his day prefixed appeared before the said commissioners,

bringing a true inventory, as he was commanded, of all his goods. That done, a

bishop of the queen's privy council, being one of the said commissioners, after the ghll'dhgcsmp

inventory was received, bringing in mention of the bill: “ My lord," said be, “there $5,133,,"

is a bill put forth in your name, wherein you seem to be aggrieved with setting up 0‘ York

the mass again: we doubt not but you are sorry that it is gone abroad."

To whom the archbishop answered again, saying: “As I do not deny myself to

be the very author of that bill or letter, so must I confess here unto you, con

cerning the same bill, that I am sorry the said bill went from me in such sort as it

did. For when I had written it, Master Scory got the copy of me, and is now come

abroad, and (as I understand) the city is full of it. For which I am sorry, that it

so passed my hands: for I had intended otherwise to have made it in a more large

and ample manner, and minded to have set it on Paul's Church door, and on the doors

of all the churches in London, with mine own seal joined thereto."

At which words, when they saw the constantness of the man, they dismissed him,

aflirming they had no more at that present to say unto him, but that shortly he

should hear further. The said bishop declared afterward to one of Dr Cranmer's

friends, that notwithstanding his attainder of treason, the queen's determination at that

time was, that Cranmer should only have been deprived of his archbishoprick, and

have had a sufficient living assigned him, upon his exhibiting of a true inventory, with

commandment to keep his house without meddling with matters of religion. But how

that was true, I have not to say. This is certain, that not long after this he was

sent unto the tower, and soon after condemned of treason. Notwithstanding, the 53:35:?“

queen, when she could not honestly deny him his pardon, seeing all the rest were "m"

diseharged, and specially seeing be last of all other subscribed to king Edward's re

quest, and that against his own will, released to him his action of treason, and accused 33311:),

him only of heresy: which liked the archbishop right well, and came to pass as he {mg-g?“

Wished, because the cause was not now his own, but Christ's; not the queen's, but hemy'

the church's. Thus stood the cause of Cranmer, til] at length it was determined by

the queen and the council, that he should be removed from the Tower, where he was

prisoner, to Oxford, there to dispute with the doctors and divinw. And privily word

was sent before to them of Oxford to prepare themselves, and make them ready to

dispute. And although the queen and the bishops had concluded before what should

become of him, yet it pleased them that the matter should be debated with argu

ments, that under some honest shew of disputation the murder of the man might be

covered. Neither could their hasty speed of revengement abide any long delay: and gmgxggdtud

therefore in all haste he was carried to Oxford.

What this disputation was, and how it was handled, what were the questions

and reasons on both sides, and also touching his condemnation by the university and

the prolocntor, because sufficiently it hath been declared in the story at large, we

mind now therefore to proceed to his final judgment and order of condemnation, which
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was the twelfth day of September, anno 1556', and seven days before the condemna

tion of bishop Ridley and Master Latimer.

0m,“ Fun. After the disputatious done and finished in Oxford, between the doctors of both

Finis-i223??? universities, and the three worthy bishops, Dr Cranmer, Ridley, and Latimer, sen

Page 155*- ' tence condemnatory immediately upon the same was ministered against them by Dr

\Veston and other of the university: whereby they were judged to be heretics, and

so committed to the Mayor and Sherifl's of Oxford, by whom he was carried to

Bocardo, their common gaol in Oxford. V

In' this mean time, while the archbishop was thus remaining in duranee, (whom

they had kept now in prison almost the space of three years,) the doctors and divines

of Oxford busied themselves all that ever they could about Master Cranmer, to have

him recant, assaying by all crafty practices and allurements they might devise, how

to bring their purpose to pass. And to the intent they might win him easily, they

had him to the dean's house of Christ's Church in the said university, where he lacked

no delicate fare, played at the bowls, had his pleasure for walking, and all other

things that might bring him from Christ. Over and besides all this, secretly and

sleightly, they suborned certain men, which, when they could not oxpunge him by

arguments and disputation, should by entreaty and fair promises or any other means

allure him to reeantation: perceiving otherwise what a great wound they should

receive if the archbishop had stood stedfast in his sentence; and again on the other

side, how great profit they should get, if he, as the principal standard-bearer, should

be overthrown. By reason whereof the wily papists flocked about him with threat

ning, flattering, entreating, and promising, and all other means: especially, Henry

Sydall, and friar John, a Spaniard, de Villa Garcina, to the end to drive him, to the

uttermost of their possibility, from his former sentence to reeantation: whose force

Tim ms. his manly constancy did a great while resist; but at last, when they made no end

iiiiiigligni of calling and crying upon him, the archbishop being overcome, whether through

mam their importunity, or by his own imbecility, or of what mind I cannot tell, at length

gave his hand.

pauses mov- It might be supposed that it was done for the hope of life, and better days to

iiistgliiiim come. But as we may since perceive, by a letter of his sent to a lawyer, the most

iiiiieefnm the cause why he desired his time to be delayed, was that he would make an end of

Marcus Antonius, which he had already begun: but howsoever it was, he recanted,

though plain against his conscience.

“mum, Mary the queen, having now gotten a time to revenge her old grief, received his

inst reeantation very gladly; but of her purpose to put him to death she would nothing

relent. But taking secret counsel how to dispatch Cranmer out of the way, (who as

yet knew nothing of her secre't hate, and looked for nothing less than death,) appointed

Thgqueen doctor Cole, and secretly gave him in commandment, that against the 21st of March

with doctor he should prepare a funeral sermon for Cranmer's burning, and so instructing him

Cranmer" orderly and diligently of her will and pleasure in that behalf, sendeth him away.

Lord win 0f Soon after, the Lord Williams of Thame, and the Lord Shandoys, Sir Thomas Bridges,

giiirihhygord and Sir John Browne were sent for, with other worshipful men and justices, com

Slr Thomas

pizmohn manded in the queen’s name to be at Oxford at the same day, with their servants

2,3333%,“ and retinue, lest Cranmer's death should raise there any tumult.

Cole, the doctor, having his lesson given him before, and charged by her com

"on' mandment, returned to Oxford ready to play his part, who, as the day of execution

 

[‘ So it is printed in ed. 1580, and in Foxe, ed. 1583, p. 1871.] P See Foxe, ed. 1583, p. 1884.]
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drew near, even the day before he came into the prison to Cranmer, to try whether he

abode in the catholic faith, wherein before he had left him. To whom when Cranmer

had answered, that by God's grace he would daily be more confirmed in the catholic

faith; Cole, departing for that time, the next day following repaired to the archbishop

again, giving no signification as yet of his death that was prepared; and therefore in

the morning, which was the 21st day of March, appointed for Cranmer’s execution,

the said Cole coming to him asked, if he had any money. To whom when he answered

that he had none, he delivered him fifteen crowns to give the poor to whom he would:

and so exhorting him so much as he could to constancy in faith, departed thenco about

his business, as to his semen appertained.

By this partly, and other like arguments, the archbishop began more and more to

surmise what they went about. Then, because the day was not far past, and the

lords and knights that were looked for were not yet come, there came to him the

Spanish friar, witness of his reeantation, bringing a paper with articles, which Cran

mer should openly profess in his reeantation before the people, earnestly desiring that

he would write the said instrument with the articles with his own hand, and sign Cranmer

it with his name: which when he had done, the said friar desired that he would iiirliiiiihiiii

write another copy thereof, which should remain with him; and that he did also. glifiiflliim

But yet the archbishop, being not ignorant whereunto their secret devices tended, and

thinking that the time was at hand, in which he could no longer dissemble the pro

fession of his faith with Christ’s people, he put secretly in his bosom his prayer with

his exhortation, written in another paper, which he minded to recite to the people,

before he should make the last profession of his faith, fearing lest, if they had heard

the confession of his faith first, they would not afterward have suffered him to exhort

the people.

Soon after, about nine of the clock, the Lord Williams, Sir Thomas Bridges, Sir

John Browne, and the other justices, with certain other noblemen that were seat of

the queen's council, came to Oxford with a great train of waiting men. Also of the

other multitude on every side (as is went in such a matter) was made a great con.

course and greater expectation.

In this so great frequence and expectation, Cranmer at length cometh from the DoetorCran.

mer bro vlit

prison Bocardo unto St Mary’s church (because it was a foul and a rainy day), the 31011552;

chief church in the university, in this order. The mayor went before, next him the "1°"

aldermen in their place and degree; after them was Cranmer brought between two

friars, which mumbling to and fro certain psalms in the streets, answered one ano

ther, until they came to the church door, and there they began the song of Simeon,

Nunc dimittis; and entering into the church, the psahn-saying friars brought him to

his standing, and there left him. There was a stage set up over against the pulpit, Dmmrmn.

of a mean height from the ground, where Cranmer had his standing, waiting until infdgsgiupon

Cole made him ready to his sermon.

The lamentable case and sight of that man gave a sorrowful spectacle to all

christian eyes that beheld him. He that late was archbishop, metropolitan and pri

mate of England, and the king’s privy councillor, being new in a bare and ragged

gown, and ill-favouredly clothed, with an old square cap, exposed to the contempt

of all men, did admonish men not only of his own calamity, but also of their state

and fortune. For who would not pity his case, and bewail his fortune, and might

not fear his own chance, to see such a prelate, so grave a councillor, and of so long

continued honour, afler so many dignities, in his old years to be deprived of his

estate, adjudged to die, and in so painful a death to end his life, and now presently

from such fresh ornaments to descend to such vile and ragged apparel?
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In this habit, when he had stood a good space upon the stage, turning to a pillar

near adjoining thereunto, he lifted up his hands to heaven, and prayed to God once

or twice: till at the length Dr Cole coming into the pulpit, and beginning his sermon,

entered first into mention of Tobias and Zachary. “'hom after that he had praised

in the beginning of his sermon, for their perseverance in the true worshipping of God,

%?_l¢"he then divided his whole sermon into three parts (according to the solemn custom
Sol

2,12: ‘32“ of the schools), intending to speak first of the mercy of God, secondly of his justice

to be sheWed, and last of all, how the prince's secrets are not to be opened. And

proceeding a little from the beginning, he took occasion by and by to turn his tale

to Cranmer, and with many hot words reproved him, that once he being endued with

Egg-:13 and the favour and feeling of wholesome and catholic doctrine, fell into the contrary opinion

ifn‘gncftle" of pernicious error, which he had not only defended by writings, and all his power,

o‘m'd' but also allured other men to the like‘ with great liberality of gifts, as it were

appointing rewards for error; and after he had allured them, by all means did cherish

them.

gfirjfle‘msm It were too long to repeat all things, that in long order were then pronounced.

\3 LI -

gem‘fim The sum of this tripartite declamation was, that he said God's mercy was so tem
ranmer

pered with his justice, that he did not altogether require punishment according to the

w aljud

mentisth-en merits of offenders, nor yet sometimes suffered the same altogether to go unpunished,

b?l(lgl%l§l:lgh yea, though they had repented: as in David, who when he was hidden choose of

aways

gggxfgg" three kinds of punishments which he would, and he had chosen pestilence for three

$555,353 days, the Lord forgave him half the time, but did not release all: and that the same

thing came to pass in him also, to whom although pardon and reconciliation was due

according to the canons, seeing he repented from his errors; yet there were causes

why the queen and the council at this time judged him to death; of which, lest he

should marvel too much, he should hear some.

First, that being a traitor, he had dissolved the lawful matrimony between the

king her father and mother; besides the driving out of the pope's authority, while he

was metropolitan.

Secondly, that he had been an heretic, from whom, as from an author and only

5212's,? fountain, all heretical doctrine and schismatical opinions that so many years have pre

3,13%?“ vailed in England, did first rise and spring: of which he had not been a secret

favourel- only, but also a most earnest defender even to the end of his life, sowing

them abroad by writings and arguments, privately and openly, not without great

ruin and decay of the catholic church.

1,“ “pm And further, it seemed meet, according to the law of equality, that as the death

:il'iiiiiiii'i' of the Duke of Northumberland of late made even with Thomas More, chancellor,

wu- that died for the church, so there should be one that should make even with Fisher

of Rochester; and because that Ridley, Hooper, Farrar, were not able to make even

with that man, it seemed meet that Cranmer should be joined to them to fill up

this part of equality.

Beside these, there were other just and weighty causes, which seemed to the

queen and the council, which was not meet at that time to be opened to the common

people.

Noam“, After this, turning his tale to the hearers, he bad all men beware by this man's

§,‘}§‘h":§,h,f,° example, that among men nothing is so high, that can promise itself safety on the

:iii'rtiiii.“ earth, and that God’s vengeance is equally stretched against all men, and spareth

none; therefore they should beware and learn to fear their prince. And seeing the

 

[1 To do the like, Foxe, ed. 1583.]
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queen's majesty would not spare so notable a man as this, much less in the like

cause she would spare other men; that no man should think to make thereby any

defence of his error, either in riches or any kind of authority. They had now an

example to teach them all, by whose calamity every man might consider his own

fortune; who from the top of dignity, none being more honourable than he in the

whole realm, and next the king, was fallen into so great misery, as they might now

see; being a man of so high degree, some time one of the chiefest prelates in the

church, and an archbishop, the chief of the council, the second person in the realm

of long time, a man thought in greatest assurance, having a. king on his side; not

withstanding all his authority and defence, to be debased from high estate to a. low

degree; of a councillor to become a caititf, and to be set in so wretched a state,

that the poorest wretch would not change condition with him; briefly, so heaped

with misery on all sides, that neither was left in him any hope of better fortune,

nor place for worse.

The latter part of his sermon be converted to the archbishop; whom be com- Deemed,

forted and encouraged to take his death well, by many places of scripture, as with iiiecituriiig-em

oto

these and such like: bidding him not mistrust, but he should incontinentlyreceive gelfihthat the thief did to whom Christ said, Hodie mecum eris in Paradise; that is, “This “my

day thou shalt be with me in Paradise." And out of St Paul he armed him against

the terror of the fire, by this: Dominus fidelis est, non ainet vos tmtan' ultra quam

fen-e potestis; that is, “The Lord is faithful, which will not suffer you to be tempted 1130,, x,

above your strength :" by the example of the three children, to whom God made the

flame to seem like a pleasant dew: adding also the rejoicing of St Andrew in his

cross, the patience of St Laurence on the fire; assuring him that God, if he called

on him, and to mich as die in his faith, either would abate the fury of the flame,

or give him strength to abide it.

He glorified God much in his conversion, because it appeared to be only his work, Dom, we

declaring what travail and conference had been with him to convert him, and all pre

vailed not, till that it pleased God of his mercy to reclaim him and call him home. 35%;)$138

In discoursing of which place, he much commended Cranmer, and qualified his for “°‘

mer doings, thus tempering his judgment and talk of him, that while the time (said

he) he flowed in riches and honour, he was unworthy of his life, and now that he

might not live, he was unworthy of death. But lest he should carry with him no

comfort, he would diligently labour, he said, and also he did promise in the name of Dlrismnd

all the priests that were present, immediately after his death there should be diriges, afici

masses, and funerals executed for him in all the churches of Oxford for the succour m"

of his soul. '

Cranmer in all this mean time with what great grief of mind he stood hearing this

sermon, the outward shews of his body and countenance did better express than any

man can declare; one while lifting up his hands and eyes unto heaven, and then

again for shame letting them down to the earth. A man might have seen the very

image and shape of perfect sorrow lively in him expressed. More than twenty several :pgmzb

times the tears gushed out abundantly, dropped down marvellously from his fatherly m“"1?

face. They which were present do testify, that they never saw in any child more

tears, than brast out from him at that time, all the sermon while; but specially

when he recited his prayer before the people. It is marvellous what commiseration

and pity moved all men’s hearts, that beheld so heavy it countenance and such abund

ance of tears in an old man of so reverend dignity.

Cole, after he had ended his sermon, called back the people that were ready to

depart, to prayers. “ Brethren," said he, “lest any man should doubt of this man's
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.earnest conversion and repentance, you shall hear him speak before you; and there

fizgpegrm fore I pray you, Master Cranmer, that you will now perform that you promised

25m" h“ not long ago, namely, that you would openly express the true and undoubted pro

fession of your faith, that you may take away all suspicion from men, and that all

Crilspmer men may understand that you are a catholic in deed." “I will do it" (said the arch
“'I In [0

(r'figfghil bishop), “and with a good will;" who by and by rising up, and putting ofi' his cap,

began to speak thus unto the people:

Tptehwdi “ I desire you, well-beloved brethren in the Lord, that you will pray to God for me,

hishriepatrg the to forgive me my sins, which above all men, both in number and greatness, I have

mp“ committed; but among all the rest, there is one offence, which of all at this time

doth vex and trouble me, whereof in process of my talk you shall hear more in

his proper place :" and then, putting his hand into his bosom, he drew forth his prayer,

which he recited to the people in this sense.

THE PRAYER OF DOCTOR CRANMER, ARCHBISHOP OF CANTER

BURY, AT HIS DEATH.

fits-£233 Goon christian people, my dearly beloved brethren and sisters in Christ, I beseech

bishop. you most heartily to pray for me to Almighty God, that he will forgive me all my

sins and offences, which be many without number, and great above measure. But

yet one thing grieveth my conscience more than all the rest, whereof, God willing,

I intend to speak more hereafter. But how great and how many soever my sins be,

I beseech you to pray God of his mercy to pardon and forgive them all.” And here,

kneeling down, he said: “0 Father of Heaven: 0 Son of God, Redeemer of the

world: 0 Holy Ghost, three persons and one God, have mercy upon me, most wretched

caitifi' and miserable sinner. I have offended, both against heaven and earth, more

than my tongue can express. Whither then may I go, or whither should I fly?

To heaven I may be ashamed to lift up mine eyes, and in earth I find no place of

refuge or succour. To thee therefore, 0 Lord, do I run: to thee do I humble my

self, saying: 0 Lord, my God, my sins be great, but yet have mercy upon me for

thy great mercy. The great mystery, that God became man, was not wrought for

little or few ofi'ences. Thou didst not give thy Son, 0 heavenly Father, unto death

for small sins only, but for all the greatest sins of the world, so that the sinner return

to thee with his whole heart, as I do here at this present. Wherefore, have mercy

on me, O God, whose property is always to have mercy; have mercy upon me, O

Lord, for thy great mercy. I crave nothing, 0 Lord, for mine own merits, but for

thy name’s sake, that it may be hallowed thereby, and for thy dear Son Jesus Christ's

sake: and now therefore, Our Father of heaven, hallowed be thy name," &c.

And then he rising said:

The,“ “Every man, good people, desireth at that time of their death to give some good

:x‘hrggtrion exhortation, that other may remember the same before their death, and be the better

gisiiiipligiihe thereby: so I beseech God grant me grace, that I may speak something at this my

mom departing, whereby God may be glorified, and you edified.

“First, it is an heavy case to see that so many folk be so 'much doted upon

the love of this false world, and so careful for it, that of the love of God or the

Exhomfion world to come they seem to care very little or nothing. Therefore this shall be my

$001033 .i. first exhortation, that you set not your minds overmuch upon this glosing world, but

upon God and upon the world to come; and to learn to know what this lesson

meaneth, which St John teacheth, ‘That the love of this world is hatred against

God.’
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“The second exhortation is, that next, under God, you obey your king and queenwillingly and gladly, without murmuring or gmdging; not for fear of them only, but

much more for the fear of God: knowing that they be God's ministers, appointed

by God to rule and govern you; and therefore, whosoever resisteth them, resisteth

the ordinance of God.

“The third exhortation is, that you love altogether like brethren and sisters. For, Bartram

alas! pity it is to see what contention and hatred one christian man beareth to another, '0"

not taking each other as brother and sister, but rather as strangers and mortal ene

mies. But, I pray you, learn and bear well away this one lesson, to do good unto

all men, as much as in you licth, and to hurt no man, no more than you would

hurt your own natural loving brother or sister. For this you may be sure of, that

whosoever hateth any person, and goeth about maliciously to hinder or hurt him,

surely, and without all doubt, God is not with that man, although he think himself

never so much in God's favour.

“The fourth exhortation shall be to them that have great substance and riches Exhorlation

to rich men

of this world, that they will well consider and weigh three sayings of the oflhisworld

' to c rlta

scripture. “mt

“One is of our Saviour Christ himself, who saith: ‘It is hard for a rich man to Luke xviii.

enter into the kingdom of heaven.’ A sore saying, and yet spoken of him that

knoweth the truth.

“ The second is of St John, whose saying is this: ‘He that bath the substance Hohnni.

of this world, and seeth his brother in necessity, and shutteth up his mercy from him,

how can he say that he loveth God ?'

“The third is of St James, who speaketh to the covetons rich man after this Jame".

manner: ‘Weep you and howl for the misery that shall come upon you: your

riches do rot, your clothes be moth-eaten, your gold and silver doth canker and

rust, and their rust shall bear witness against you, and consume you like fire: you

gather a hoard or treasure of God's indignation against the last day.’ Let them that

be rich, ponder well these three sentences: for if ever they had occasion to shew

their charity, they have it now at this present, the poor people being so many, and

victuals so dear.

“ And now, forasmuch as I am come to the last end of my life, whereupon hangeth

all my life past, and all my life to come, either to live with my Master Christ for

ever in joy, or else to be in pain for ever with wicked devils in hell, and see before

mine eyes presently either heaven ready to receive me, or else hell ready to swallow

me up; I shall therefore declare unto you my very faith, how I believe, without

any colour or dissimulation: for now is no time to dissemble, whatsoever I have said

or written in time past.

“First, I believe in God the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, 810. The mn

And I believe every article of the catholic faith, every word and sentence taught by filth“ iii}

e confes~

our Saviour Jesus Christ, his apostles and prophets, in the new and old testament. ggsloiihgwt

“And now I come to the great thing that so much troubleth my conscience more 353315,;

than any thing that ever I did or said in my whole life, and that is, the setting abroad {35;“1;;

of a writing contrary to the truth: which now here I renounce and refuse as things {£21315 “1'
on,

written with my hand contrary to the truth which I thought in my heart, and writtenfor fear of death, and to save my life, if it might be; and that is, all such bills and

papers which I have written or signed with my hand since my degradation; wherein

I have written many things untrue. And forasmuch as my hand offended, writing

contrary to my heart, my hand shall first be punished therefore: for, may I come to

the fire, it shall be first burned.
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“And as for the pope, I refuse him as Christ's enemy and antichrist, with all his

false doctrine. ,

“And as for the sacrament, I believe as I have taught in my book against the bishop

of Winchester; the which my book teacheth so true a doctrine of the sacrament, that

it shall stand at the last day before the judgment of God, where the papistical doc

trine contrary thereto shall be ashamed to shew her face."

Here the standers by were all astonied, marvelled, were amazed, did look one

upon another, whose expectation he had so notably deceived.

monish him of his reeantation, and to accuse him of falsehood.

Some began to ad

Briefly, it was a world to see the doctors beguiled of so great an hope. I think

there was never cruelty more notably or better in time deluded and deceived. For

it is not to be doubted but they looked for a glorious victory and a perpetual triumph

by this man's retractation: who, as soon as they heard these things, began to let

down their ears, to rage, fret, and fume; and so much the more, because they could

For

and whereas of necessity he

not revenge their grief; for they could now no longer threaten or hurt him.

the most miserable man in the world can die but once:

must needs die that day, though the papists had been never so well pleased; now,

being never so much offended with him, yet could he not be twice killed of them.

And so, when they could do nothing else unto him, yet lest they should say nothing,

they ceased not to object unto him his falsehood and dissimulation.

Unto which accusation he answered: “ Ah, my masters," quoth he, “do not you

take it so. Always since I lived hitherto I have been a hater of falsehood, and a

lover of simplicity, and never before this time have I dissembled :" and in saying this,

all the tears that remained in his body appeared in his eyes. And when he began

to speak more of the sacrament and of the papacy, some of them began to cry out,

yelp, and bawl; and specially Cole cried out upon him, “Stop the heretic's mouth,

and take him away."

And then Cranmer being pulled down from the stage, was led to the fire, accom

panied with those friars, vexing, troubling, and threatening him most cruelly. “\Vhat

madness," say they, “hath brought thee again into this error, by which thou wilt

draw innumerable souls with thee into hell?" To whom he answered nothing, but

directed all his talk to the people, saving that to one troubling him in the way he

spake, and exhorted him to get him home to his study, and apply his book diligently,

saying, “if he did diligently call upon God, by reading more he should get knowledge."

But the other Spanish barker, raging and foaming, was almost out of his wits, always

having this in his mouth: Non fecisti? “didst thou it not?"

But when he came to the place where the holy bishops and martyrs of God, Hugh

Latimer and Ridley, were burnt before him for the confession of the truth, kneeling

down, he prayed to God; and not long tarrying in prayers, putting off his garments

to his shirt, he prepared himself to death. His shirt was made long down to his

feet: his feet were bare: likewise his head, when both his caps were off, was so

bare, that not one hair could be seen upon it: his beard was long and thick, cover

ing his face with marvellous gravity. Such a countenance of gravity moved the hearts

both of his friends and of his enemies.

Then the Spanish friars, John and Richard, of whom mention was made before,

began to exhort him and play their parts with him afresh, but with vain and lost

labour: Cranmer, with steadfast purpose abiding in the profession of his doctrine,

gave his hand to certain old men, and other that stood by, bidding them farewell.

And when he had thought to have done so likewise to Ely, the said Ely drew back

his hand and refused, saying, “it was not lawful to salute heretics, and specially
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such a one as falsely returned unto the opinions that he had forsworn ; and if he

had known before that he would have done so, he would never have used his com

pany so familiarly:" and chid those sergeants and citizens, which had not refused to

give him their hands. This Ely was a priest lately made, and student in divinity,

being then one of thh fellows of Brazennose.

Then was an iron chain tied about Cranmer, whom when they perceived to beThesrch
b'h new

more steadfast than that he could be moved from his sentence, they commanded the gggélégpub

fire to be set unto him. And when the wood was kindled, and the fire began to §,‘:,‘dl‘i;§,ifl{f

burn near him, stretching out his arm, he put his right hand into the flame: which fiummfle

he held so steadfast and immoveable, (saving that once with the same hand he wiped am

his fi\ce,) that all men might see his hand burned before his body was touched. His

body did so abide the burning of the flame, with such constancy and steadfastness,

that standing always in one place without moving of his body, he seemed to move

no more than the stake to which he was bound: his eyes were lifted up into heaven,

and oftentimes he repeated, his “unworthy right hand," so long as his voice would 22%,

sufi'er him: and using often the words of Stephen, “Lord Jesus, receive my spirit," Emmi"

in the greatness of the flame, he gave up the ghost.

This fortitude of mind, which perchance is rare and not used among the Spaniards,

when friar John saw, thinking it came not of fortitude but of desperation, (although

such manner examples, which are of the like constancy, have been common here in

England,) ran to the lord Williams of Thame, crying that “the archbishop was vexed

in mind, and died in great desperation." But be which was not ignorant of the 33:3"

archbishop's constancy, being unknown to the Spaniards, smiled only, and, as it were, “mum'

by silence rebuked the friar’s folly.

And this was the end of this learned archbishop, whom, lest by evil subscribing

he should have perished, by well recanting God preserved; and lest he should have

lived longer with shame and reproof, it pleased God rather to take him away, to the

glory of his name and profit of his church. So good was the Lord both to his

church in fortifying the same with the testimony and blood of such a martyr: and

so good also to the man, with this cross of tribulation to purge his offences

in this world, not only of his reeantation, but also of his standing

against John Lambert, and M. Allen, or if there were any other

with whose burning and blood his hands had been before

any thing polluted. But especially he had to rejoice that,

dying in such a cause, he was to be numbered

amongst Christ's martyrs, much more worthy

the name St Thomas of Canterbury

than he whom the pope

falsely before did

canonize.

The end of Granmer’s life, Archb. qf Cant.
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A PREFACE TO THE READER.

[Prefixed to the edition of 1551

I rain it good, gentle reader, here in the beginning, to admonish thee of certain words

and kinds of speeches, which I do use sometimes in this mine answer to the late

bishop of Winchester's book, lest in mistaking then do as it were stumble at

them.

this word “sacrament” I do sometimes use (as it is many times taken among Wt.

writers and holy doctors) for the sacramental bread, water, or wine; as when they

say, that oacramentum est sacrw rei signum, “a sacrament is the sign of an holy

thing." But where I use to speak sometimes (as the old authors do) that Christ is

in the sacraments, I mean the same as they did understand the matter; that is to

say, not of Christ's carnal presence in the outward sacrament, but sometimes of his

sacramental presence. And sometime by this word “sacrament” I mean the whole

ministration and receiving of the sacraments, either of baptism, or of the Lord's

supper: and so the old writers many times do say, that Christ and the Holy

Ghost be present in the sacraments; not meaning by that manner of speech, that

Christ and the Holy Ghost be present in the water, bread, or wine, (which be

only the outward visible sacraments,) but that in the due ministration of the sacra

ments according to Christ's ordinance and institution, Christ and his holy Spirit be

truly and indeed present by their mighty and sunctifying power, virtue, and grace,

in all them that worthily receive the same.

-Mltt.Xnv‘lil.

Moreover, when I say and repeat many times in my book, that the body of ¢h,,,,:,,,,,_

Christ is present in them that worthily receive the sacrament; lest any man should gdiiilm

'fl'.

mistake my words, and think that I mean, that although Christ be not corporally

in the outward visible signs, yet he is corporally in the persons that duly receive

them, this is to advertise the reader, that I mean no such thing; but my meaning

is, that the force, the grace, the virtue and benefit of Christ's body that was

crucified for us, and of his blood that was shed for us, be really and efi'ectunlly

present with all them that duly receive the sacraments: but all this I understand

of his spiritual presence, of the which he saith, “I will be with you until the Mm. vi.

world's end ;" and, “wheresoever two or three be gathered together in my name, there mun“,

am I in the midst of them ;" and, “he that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, m,“ .,_

dwelleth in me, and I in him." Nor no more truly is he corporally or really present

in the due ministration of the Lord’s supper, than he is in the due ministration

of baptism; [that is to say, in both spiritually by grace. And wheresover in the

scripture it is said that Christ, God, or the Holy Ghost is in any man, the same

is understood spiritually by grace.]‘

l
I

The third thing to admonish the reader of is this, that when I name Doctor 31:,31:13;

Stephen Gardiner bishop of Winchester', I mean not that he is so now; but foras

[N.B.-_\Vherevcr the asterisk is placed in the bishoprick Feb. 14, 1550.; (Strype. Memorials of

margin, it is to signify that the side-note only Cranmer. Vol. r. p. 322. Oxford cd. 1840.) but

occurs in the edition of 1580. The figures in the the positive deprivation did not take place till April

margin denote the paging of the edition of 1580.] l l8, in the same year.-(Burnet. His. of Reforma

[‘ This passage is only found in the edition of (ion, Vol. n. p. 340. Oxford ed. 1829.) The

1580.] sentence itself is preserved in Foxe‘s Acts and

[’ Gardiner had been virtually deprived of his Monuments, Vol. u. pp. 738, 9, ed. 1631.]

bioho of

Win: 181'.

1—2



4 A PREFACE.

much as he was bishop of "Winchester at the time when he wrote his book against

me, therefore I answer his book as written by the bishop of Winchester, which

else needed greatly none answer for any great learning or substance of matter that

is in it.

"gate The last admonition to the reader is this, where the said late bishop thinketh

Sgji‘gwm that he hath sufliciently proved transubstantiation, (that is to say, that the sub

QRQ'Q’Z‘I’KC stance of bread and wine cannot be in the sacrament, if the body and blood of

2231‘?“ Christ were there, because two bodies cannot be together in one place,) although

the truth be, that in the sacrament of Christ's body there is corporally but the

substance of bread only, and in the sacrament of the blood the substance of wine

only, yet how far he is deceived, and doth vary from the doctrine of other pa

pists, and also from the principles of philosophy (which he taketh for the foun

dation of his doctrine in this point), the reader hereby may easily perceive. For

if we speak of God's power, the papists aflirm, that by God’s power two bodies

may be together in one place, and then why may not Christ's blood be with the

wine in the cup, and his flesh in the same place where the substance of the bread

is? And if we consider the cause wherefore two bodies cannot be together in

one place by the rules of nature, it shall evidently appear, that the body

of Christ may rather be in one place with the substance of the

bread, than with the accidents thereof, and so likewise his blood

with the wine. For the natural cause wherefore two bodies

cannot be together in one place (as the philosophers say) is

their accidents, their bigness, and thickness, and not

their substances. And then by the very order of

nature it repugneth more, that the body of Christ

should be present with the accidents of bread,

and his blood with the accidents of wine,

than with the substances either of bread

or wine. This shall sufiice for the

admonition to the reader, joining

thereto the preface in my

first book, which is

this :



A PREFACE TO THE READER.

[Prefixed to the original edition of the “ Defence of the True and Catholick Doctrine

of the Sacrament," 1550.]

OUR Saviour Christ Jesus, according to the will of his eternal Father, when the

time thereto was fully accomplished, taking our nature upon him, came into this

World from the high throne of his Father, to declare unto miserable sinners good

news, to heal them that were sick, to make the blind to see, the deaf 'to hear,

and the dumb to speak, to set prisoners at liberty, to shew that the time of grace

and mercy was come, to give light to them that were in darkness and in the

shadow of death, and to preach and give pardon and full remission of sin to all

his elected. And to perform the same he made a sacrifice and oblation of his own

body upon the cross, which was a full redemption, satisfaction, and propitiation for

the sins of the whole world. And to commend this his sacrifice unto all his faithful

people, and to confirm their faith and hope of eternal salvation in the same, he

hath ordained a perpetual memory of his said sacrifice, daily to be used in the

church to his perpetual laud and praise, and to our singular comfort and consola

tion; that is to say, the celebration of his holy supper, wherein he doth not cease

to give himself, with all his benefits, to all those that duly receive the same

supper according to his blessed ordinance. But the Romish antichrist, to deface 'The errone

on: doct rine

this great benefit of Christ, hath' that his sacrifice upon the cross is not sufficient ggfigyfgg

hereunto, without any other' sacrifice devised by him, and made by the priest, or “me'

else without indulgences, beads, pardons, pilgrimages, and such other pelfray, to

supply Christ’s imperfection: and that christian people cannot apply to themselves

the benefits of Christ's passion, but that the same is in the distribution of the

bishop of Rome; or else that by Christ we have no full remission, but be delivered

only from sin, and yet remaineth temporal pain in purgatory due for the same, to

be remitted after this life by the Romish antichrist and his ministers, who take

upon them to do for us that thing, which Christ either would not or could not

do. 0 heinous blasphemy and most detestable injury against Christ! 0 wicked

abomination in the temple of God! 0 pride intolerable of antichrist, and most mani

fest token of the son of perdition, extolling himself above God, and with Lucifer

exalting his seat and power above the throne of God! For he that taketh upon

him to supply that thing which he pretendeth to be unperfect in Christ, must

needs make himself above Christ, and so very antichrist. For what is this else,

but to be against Christ, and to bring him in contempt, as one that either for

lack of charity would not, or for lack of power he could not, with all his blood

sheddiug and death, clearly deliver his faithful, and give them full remission of their

sins, but that the full perfection thereof must be had at the hands of antichrist

of Rome and his ministers? What man of knowledge and zeal to God's honour 'Thestateof

can with dry cyrs see this injury to Christ, and look upon the estate of religion fiéiggglby

brought in by the papists, perceiving the true sense of God's words subverted by

 

false glosses of man's devising, the true christian religion turned into certain hypo

l' hath lauglit. Ed. 1551.] I” another, 1.351.]
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critical and superstitious sects, the people praying with their mouths, and hearing

with their cars, they wist not what, and so ignorant in God's word, that they could

not discern the hypocrisy and superstition from true and sincere religion? This was

of late years the face of religion within this realm of England, and yet remaineth

in divers realms. But thanks be to Almighty God and to the king's majesty, with

his father, a prince of most famous memory! the superstitious sects of monks and

friars, that were in this realm, be clean taken away; the scripture is restored unto

the proper and true understanding; the people may daily read and hear God's heavenly

word, and pray in their own language which they understand, so that their hearts

and mouths may go together, and be none of those people whom‘ Christ complained,

saying: “ These people honour me with their lips, but their hearts be far from me.”

Thanks be to God! many corrupt weeds be plucked up, which were wont to rot the

flock of Christ, and to let the growing of the Lord's harvest.

But what availeth it to take away beads, pardons, pilgrimages, and such other

like popery, so long as two chief roots remain unpulled up? whereof, so long as they

remain, will spring again all former impediments of the Lord's harvest, and corruption

of his flock. The rest is but branches and leaves, the cutting away whereof is but

like topping and lopping of a. tree, or cutting down of weeds, leaving the body standing

and the roots in the ground; but the very body of the tree, or rather the roots of

the weeds, is the pepish doctrine of transubstantiation, of the real presence of Christ's

flesh and blood in the sacrament of the altar (as they call-it), and of the sacrifice

and oblation of Christ made by the priest, for the salvation of the quick and the dead.

\Vhich .roots if they be sufl'ered to grow in the Lord's vineyard, they will overspread

all the ground again with the old errors and superstitions. These injuries to Christ

be so intolerable, that no christian heart can willingly bear them. “Therefore, seeing

that many have set to their hands, and whetted their tools, to pluck up the weeds,

and to cut down the tree of error, I, not knowing otherwise how to excuse myself

at the last day, have in this book set to my hand and axe with the rest, to cut

down this tree, and to pluck up the weeds and plants by the roots, which our hea

venly Father never planted, but were grafted and sown in his vineyard by his adver

sary the devil, and antichrist his minister. The Lord grant, that this my travail and

labour in his vineyard be not in vain, but that it may prosper and bring forth good

fruits to his honour and glory! For when I see his vineyard overgrown with thorns,

brambles and weeds, I know that everlasting woe appertaineth unto me, if I hold

my peace, and put not to my hands and tongue to labour in purging his vineyard.

God I take to witness, who seeth the hearts of all men thoroughly unto the bottom,

that I take this labour for none other consideration, but for the glory of his name,

and the discharge of my duty, and the zeal that I bear toward the flock of Christ.

I know in what ofice God hath placed me, and to what purpose; that is to say,

to set forth his word truly unto his people, to the uttermost of my power, without

respect of person, or regard of thing in the world, but of him alone. I know what

account I shall make to him hereof at the last day, when every man shall answer

for his vocation, and receive for the same good or ill, according as he hath done. I

know how antichrist hath obscured the glory of God, and the true knowledge of his

word, overcasting the same with mists and clouds of error and ignorance through

false glosses and interpretations. It pitieth me to see the simple and hungry flock

of Christ led into corrupt pastures, to be carried blindfold they know not whither, and

to be fed with poison in the stead of wholesome meats. And moved by the duty,

[‘ of whom, 1551.]
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05m, and place, whereunto it hath pleased God to call me, I give warning in his Zitegwi‘iage

name unto all that profess Christ, that they flee far from Babylon, if they will save glelglfif

their souls, and to beware of that great harlot, that is to say, the pestiferous see of xyflrh.

Rome, that she make you not drunk with her pleasant wine. Trust not her sweet Mm fl'

promises, nor banquet not with her; for instead of wine she will give you sour dregs,

and for meat she will feed you with rank poison. But come to our Redeemer and

Saviour Christ, who refresheth all that truly come unto him, be their anguish and

heaviness never so great. Give credit unto him, in whose mouth was never found um:

guile nor untruth. By him you shall be clearly delivered from all your diseases, of

him you shall have full remission a poem et a culpa. He it is that feedeth

continually all that belong unto him, with his own flesh that hanged upon

the cross, and giveth them drink of the blood flowing out of his own

side, and maketh to spring within them water that floweth unto

everlasting life. Listen not to the false incantations, sweet

whisperings, and crafty juggling’ of the subtle papists,

wherewith they have this many years deluded and

bewitched the world; but hearken to Christ,

give ear unto his words, which lead’ you

the right way unto everlasting life,

there with him to live ever as

heirs of his kingdom.

AMEN.

JOHN VI.

It is the npirit that givetlz life, t/wfles/l pro/ital]: nothing.

[' jugglings, 1551.] I [a shall lend, 155L]



I. I’ARKIIURSTI.*

Avon's praeolarum, Lector stndiose, libollum,

Quem tibi Cranmerus scripserat ante rogos.

Hic docta sanctam tractat ratione synaxin,

Insistens, Patres quas docuere, viis.

Hie, Gardncre, tuns phaleratas dek-git artes,

Detrahit ct larvani, szeve tyranne, tuam:

Atque tuo ipsius jugulum transverberat ense,

Ut veluti sensibus absque fora.

Doniquo rixosis hie obstruit ora. Papistis,

Rixandi posset si tamen csse modus.

Solvitur in cineres corpus, rnens scandit ad astra;

Fama superstes erit tempus in omne mcmor.

[' These verses are only in the edition of [560.]
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CRAFTY AND SOPHISTICAL CAVILLATION,

DEVISED BY

M. STEPHEN GARDINER,

DOCTOR OF L.\\V, LATE BISHOP OF WINCHESTER,

AGAINST THE TRUE AND GODLY DOCTRINE OF THE MOST HOLY SACRAMENT

OF THE BODY AND BLOOD OF OUR. SAVIOUR CHRIST (CALLED BY HIM

“AN EXPLICATION AND ASSERTION THEREOF"), WITH AN ANSWER

UNTO THE SAME, MADE BY THE MOST REVEREND FATHER

IN GOD, THOMAS ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY,

PRIMATE OF ALL ENGLAND AND METROPOLITAN.

THE TITLE OF THE BOOK OF STEPHEN GARDINER,

LAT! nisaon or \vmcnssrnn :

AN EXPLICATION AND ASSERTION OF THE TRUE CATHOLIC FAITH,

TOUCHING THE MOST BLESSED SACRAMENT OF THE ALTAR,

iVlTH CONFUTATION OF A BOOK IVRITTEN

AGAINST THE SAME.1

THE ANSWER OF THOMAS ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY, &c.

HERE before the beginning of your book you have prefixed a goodly title; but it

agreeth with the argument and matter thereof, as water agreeth with the fire. For

your book is so far from an explication and assertion of the true catholic faith in the

matter of the sacrament, that it is but a crafty cavillation and subtle sophistication, to

obscure the truth thereof, and to hide the same, that it should not appear. And in

your whole book, the reader (if he mark it well) shall easily perceive, how little learning

is shewed therein, and how few authors you have alleged, other than such as I brought

forth in my book, and made answer unto: but there is shewed what may be done by

fine wit and new devices to deceive the reader, and by false interpretations to avoid

the plain words of scripture and of the old authors.

\Vherefore, inasmuch as I purpose, God willing, in this defence of my former book,

not only to answer you, but by the way also to touch D. Smith,2 two things I would

wish in you both: the one is truth with simplicity; the other is, that either of you

both had so much learning as you think you have, or else that you thought of yourself

no more than you have in deed. But to answer both your books in few words: the

one sheweth nothing else, but what railing without reason or learning, the other what

frowardness armed with wit and eloquence, be able to do against the truth. And

Smith, because he would be vehement, and shew his heat in the manner of speech,

where the matter is cold, hath framed in a manner all his sentences throughout his

whole book by interrogations. But if the reader of both your books do no more, but

diligently over my book once again, he shall find the same not so slendcrly made,

but that I have foreseen all that could be said to the contrary; and that I have fully

answered beforehand all that you both have said, or is able to say.

 

[‘ “Made by Stephen. bishop of Winchester,- [' Dr Smith's book was set forth under this

and exhibited by his own hand for his defence to title: “ A confutation of the true and Catholic

the King's Majesty‘s Commissioners at Lamberh." Doctrine, &c."--Strypc, Memorials of Cranmer. p.

Original cdition.] 1089. Oxford edition, 1810. App. lxi. p. 000.]
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WINCHESTER.

Forasmuch as among other mine allegations for defence of myself in this matter, moved

against me by occasion of my sermon1 made before the king's most ercellent majesty, touching

partly the catholic faith of the most precious sacrament of the altar, ‘which I see now im

pugned by a book set forth under the name of my lord of Canterbury’s grace; I have thought

evpedient for the better opening of the matter, and considering I am by name touched in the

'1 would“ said book, the rather to utter partly that I have to say by con/‘utation of that book; wherein

$323,131 think nevertheless not requisite to direct any speech by special name to the person of him

35"$3,135: that is entitled author, because it may possibly be that his name is abused, whcrewith to set

forth the matter, being himself of such dignity and authority in the commonwealth, as for that

respect should be inm'olable. For which consideration, I shall in, my speech of such reproof

as the untruth of the matter necessarily requircth, omitting the special title of the author of

the book, speak only of the author in general, being a thing to me greatly to be marvelled

at, that such matter should now be published out of my lord of Canterbury's pm; but because

he is a man, I will not wonder, and because he is such a man, I will reverently use him,

and forbearing further to name him, talk only of the author by that general name.

CANTERBURY.

Thmflflf The first entry of your book sheweth to them that be wise, what they may look

for in the rest of the same, except the beginning vary from all that followeth. Now

the beginning is framed with such sleight and subtlety, that it may deceive the reader

notably in two things: the one, that he should think you were called into judgment

before the king's majesty’s commissioners at Lambeth’ for your catholic faith in the

sacrament; the other, that you made your book for your defence therein, which be

both utterly untrue. For your book was made or ever ye were called before the said

commissioners; and after you were called, then you altered only two lines in the

beginning of your book, and made that beginning which it hath now. This am I able

to prove, as well otherwise, as by abook which I have of your own hand-writing,

wherein appcarcth plainly the alteration of the

And as concerning the cause wherefore ye were called before the commissioners,

whereas by your own importune suit and procurement, and as it were enforcing the

matter, you were called to justice for your manifest contempt and continual disobe

dience from time to time, or rather rebellion against the king's majesty, and were justly

deprived of your estate for the same, you would turn it now to a matter of the sacrament,

that the world should think your trouble rose for your faith in the sacrament; which

was no matter nor occasion thereof, not no such matter was objected against you,

wherefore you need to make any such defence. And where you would make that

matter the occasion of your worthy deprivation and punishment, (which was no cause

thereof,) and cloke your wilful obstinacy and disobedience (which was the only cause

thereof), all men of judgment may well perceive, that you could mean no goodness

thereby, neither to the king’s majesty, nor to his realm.

But as touching the matter now in controversy, I impugn not the true catholic

3, faith which was taught by Christ and his apostles (as you say I do), but I impugn

the false papistioal faith, invented, devised, and imagined by antichrist and his

ministers.

And as for further for-bearing of my name, and talking of the author in general

(after that you have named me once, and your whole book is directed my

book, openly set out in my name), all men may judge that your doing herein is not for

reverence to be used unto me, but that by suppressing of my name, you may the

more nnreverently and unseemly use your smiling, taunting, railing, and defaming

of the author in general; and yet shall every man understand that your speech is

directed to me in especial, as well as if you had appointed me with your finger. And

 

[' Preached on St Peter's-day, June 29, 1548, p. 340. Vol. ru. 1). 379. Oxford ed. 1829. See

which he “ chose, because the gospel agreed to his Foxe‘s Acts and Monuments, Vol. 11. p. 726, ed.

purpose.” The causes of accusation against him 1631.]

are set forth in Bumct‘s Hist. Reform. Vol. 11. P See p. 3, note 2.]
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your reverent using of yourself, before the king's highness' commissioners of late, doth

plainly declare what reverent respect you have to them that be in dignity and authority

in the commonwealth.

WINCHESTER.

Thiinguthor denieth the real presence of Christ’s most precious body and blood in the "l

sacrum .

This author denicth transubstantiation.

This author denieth evil men to eat and drink the body and blood of Christ in the

sacrament.

These three denials only impugn and tend to destroy that juith, which this author term

eth the popish to err in, calling now all popish that believe either of these three articles by

him denied, the truth whereof shall hereafter be opened.

Now, because faith afirmeth some certainty : if we ask this author, what is his faith whichhe calleth true and catholic, it is only this, as we may learn by his book, that in our Lord’s tendethpr

s-upper be consecrate bread and wine, and delivered as tokens only to signify Christ’s body $3336.,

and blood: he calleth them holy tokens, but yet noteth that the bread and wine be never ftfifih‘io'“

the holier: he saith nevertheless they be not bare tokens, and yet concludeth, Christ not to be “h”

spiritually present in them, but only as a thing is present in that which signifieth it (which

is the nature of a bare token), saying in another place, there is nothing to be worshipped, flagged“

for there is nothing present but in figure and in a sign: which whosoever saith, calleth the $ratruere~

thing in deed absent. And yet the author saith, Christ is in the man that worthily receiveth,

spiritually present, who eateth of Christ’s flesh and his blood reigning in heaven, whither the

good believing man ascendeth by his faith: and as our body is nourished with the bread

and wine received in the supper, so the true believing man is fed with the body and blood

qf Christ. And this is the sum of the doctrine of that faith, which this author calleth the

true catholic faith.

CANTERBURY.

I desire the reader to judge my faith not by this short, envious, and untrue col

lection and report, but by mine own book, as it is at length set out in the first part,

from the 8th unto the 16th chapter.

And as concerning holinessa of bread and wine (whereunto I may add the watermwne,

in baptism) how can a dumb or an insensible and lifeless creature receive into itself film-my,

any food, and feed thereupon? No more is it possible that a spiritless creature should 3'33"

receive any spiritual sanctificaticn or holiness. And yet do I not utterly deprive the

outward sacraments of the name of holy things, because of the holy use whereunto

they serve, and not because of any holiness that lieth hid in the inscnsible creature.

\Vhich although they have -no holiness in them, yet they be signs and tokens of the mar

vellous works and holy effects, which God worketh in us by his omnipotcnt power.

And they be no vain or bare tokens, as you would persuade, (for a bare token is 4.

that which betokeneth only and giveth nothing, as a painted fire, which giveth neither myfigi‘.‘

light nor heat;) but in the due ministration of the sacraments God 'is present, working

with his word and sacraments.

And although (to speak properly) in the bread and wine be nothing in deed to be

worshipped, yet in them that duly receive the sacraments is Christ himself inhabiting,

and is of all creatures to be worshipped.

And therefore you gather of my sayings unjustly, that Christ is in deed absent; for Chrlstilpre

I say (according to God's word and the doctrine of the old writers) that Christ amt.

present in his sacraments, as they teach also that he is present in his word, when he

worketh mightily by the same in the hearts of the hearers. By which manner of

speech it is not meant that Christ is corpornlly present in the voice or sound of the

speaker (which sound periaheth as soon as the words be spoken), but this speech

meaneth that he worketh with his word, using the voice of the speaker, as his instrument

to work by; as he useth also his sacraments, whereby he worketh, and therefore is said

to be present in them.

 

[' the holiness, 1551.]
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WINCHBTER.

Now a catholic faith is an universal faith, taught and preached through all, and so

received and believed, agreeable and consonant to the scriptures, by such as by all

ages have in their writings given knowledge thereof, which be the tokens and marks of a

true catholic faith, whereof no one can be found in the faith this author calkth catholic.

First, there is no scripture that in letter maintai-neth the doctrine of this author’s book.

For Christ saith not that the bread doth only signify his body absent, nor St Paul saith

not so in any place, nor any other canonical scripture declareth Christ’s words so. As for

the sense and understanding of Christ’s words, there hath not been in any age any one

approved and known learned man, that hath so declared and expounded Christ’s words in

his supper, that the bread did only signify Christ’s body, and the wine his blood, as things

absent. .

CANTERBURY.

The first part of your description of a catholic faith is crafty and full of subtlety;

for what you mean by “all” you do not express. The second part is very true, and

agrecth fully with my doctrine in every thing, as well in the matter of transubstantiation,

of the presence of Christ in the sacrament, and of the eating and drinking of him, as in

the sacrifice propitiatory. For as I have taught in these four matters of controversy,

so learned I the same of the holy scripture; so is it testified by all old writers and

learned men of all ages; so was it universally taught and preached, received and believed,

until the sec of Rome, the chief adversary unto Christ, corrupted all together, and

by hypocrisy and simulation in the stead of Christ crcctcd antichrist; who, being the

son of pcrdition, hath extolled and advanced himself, and sitteth in the temple of God,

as he were God himself, loosing and binding at his pleasure, in heaven, hell, and earth ;

condemning, absolving, canonising, and damning, as to his judgment he thinkcth

good.

But as concerning your doctrine of transubstantiation, of the real, corporal and

natural presence of Christ's body in the bread, and blood in the wine; that ill men

do eat his flesh and drink his blood; that Christ is many times ofi'crcd; there is no

scripture that in letter maintaincth any of them (as you require in a catholic faith),

but the scripture in the letter doth maintain this my doctrine plainly, that the bread

remaineth, Pam's quem franyimus, nonne communicatio cosporis Christi est? “ Is not

the bread which we break the communion of Christ’s body ?” And that evil men do

not eat Christ's flesh, nor drink his blood; for the scripture saith expressly: “He

that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, dwellcth in me and l in him," which is

not true of ill men. And for the corporal absence of Christ, what can be more plainly

said in the letter than he said of himself, “that he forsook the world?" besides other

scriptures which I have alleged in my third book, the fourth chapter. And the

scripture spcaketh plainly in the Epistle to the Hebrews, that Christ was never more

offered than once.

But here you take such a large scope, that you flee from the four proper matters

that be in controversy, unto a. new scope devised by you, that I should absolutely

deny the presence of Christ, and say, that the bread doth only signify Christ’s body

absent; which thing I never said nor thought. And as Christ saith not so, nor Paul

saith not so, even so likewise I say not so; and my book in divers places saith clean

contrary, that Christ is with us spiritually present, is eaten and drunken of us, and

dwelleth within us, although corporally he be departed out of this world, and is ascended

up into heaven.

wmcnnsrnn.

And to the intent every notable disagreement from the truth may the more evidently appear,

I will here in this place (as I will hereafter lilmvise when the case occu-rreth) join as it were

an issiw with this author, that is to say, to make a stay with him in this point triablc (as

they say) by evidence and soon tried. For in this point the scriptures be already by the

author brought forth, the letter whereof provcth not his faith. And albeit he travailcth and

bringcth forth the saying of many approved writers, yet is themv no one of them that writeth
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in express words the doctrine of that faith, which this author calleth the faith catholic. And

to make the issue plain, and to join it directly, thus I say:

No author known and approved, that is to say, Ignatius, Polycarp, Justin, Irene, Ter- ‘No writer

tullian, Cyprian, Chtysostom, Hilary, Gregory Nazianzen, Basil, Emissen, Ambrose, Cyril,Jerome, Augustine, Dammit, Theophylact, none of these hath this doctrine in plain terms, £';Ph';“,fifj,§“,,

that the bread only signifieth Christ’s body absent ,- nor this sentence, that the bread and ‘hem‘m'

wine be never the holier afier consecratwn, nor that Christ’s body is none otherwise present

in the sacrament, but in a signification ; nor this sentence, that the sacrament is not to be

worshipped, because there is nothing present but in a sign. And herein what the truth is,

may soon appear, as it shall by their works never appear to have been taught and preached, 'Outysnl

reaioed and believed universally, and therefore can be called no catholic faith (that is tomchmg'

say) allowed in the whole, through and in outward teaching, preached and believed.

CANTERBURY.

In your issues you make me to say what you list, and take your issue where you gmfifmt

list; and then if twelve false varlets pass with you, what wonder is it? But I will wlwlic by
. . . . . . . . . . were“ de'
JOlIl With you this issue, that neither scripture nor ancient author wntcth 1n express warm"

words the doctrine of your faith. And to make the issue plain, and to join directly

with you therein, thus I say: that no ancient and catholic author hath your doctrine

in plain terms. And because I will not take my issue in bye matters (as you do), I

will make it in the four principal points, wherein we vary, and whereupon my book

resteth.

This therefore shall be mine issue: that as no scripture, so no ancient author known _ 6.

and approved, hath in plain terms your transubstautiation: nor that the body and mum“

blood of Christ be really, corporally, naturally, and carnally under the forms of bread

and wine: nor that evil men do eat the very body and drink the very blood of Christ:

nor that Christ is offered every day by the priest a sacrifice propitiatory for sin.

Wherefore by your own description and rule of a catholic faith, your doctrine and

teaching in these four articles cannot be good and catholic, except you can find it in

plain terms in the scripture and old catholic doctors; which when you do, I will hold

up my hand at the bar, and say, “guilty”: and if you cannot, then it is reason that you

do the like, per legem talionis.

\"INCHESTER.

If this author, setting apart the word “catholic”, would of his own wit go about to prove,

howsoever scripture hath been understanded hitherto, yet it should be understanded indeed as

he now teacheth, he hath herein divers disadvantages and hindrances worthy consideration,

which I will particularly note.

First, the prejudice and sentence, given as it were by his own mouth against himself; now H mm,“

in the bool: called the Catechism in his name set forth. $3533,

Secondly, that about seven hundred years ago one Bertram (if the book set forth in his gngii‘mf

name be his) entcrpfiscd secretly the like, as apflaareth by the said book, and yet prevailed

not. Harm:

Thirdly, Berengarius, being indeed but an archdeacon, about five hundred years past, afierhe had openly attempted to set forth such like doctrine, recanted, and so jailed in his

])llT‘POSe.

Fourthly, Wicklhf, not much above an hundred years past, enter-prised the same, whose

teaching God prospered not.

Fi/thly, how Luther in his works handled them that would have in our time raised up -1~|,i_,_

the same doctrine in Germany, it is manifest by his and their writings ,' whcreby appeareththe enterprise that hath had so many overthrows, so many rebuts, so often reproqfs, to bedesperate, and such as God hath not prospered and favoured to be received at any time

openly as his true teaching.

Ilerein whether I say true or no, let the stories try me; and it is matter worthy to be

noted, because Gamaliel’s observation written in the Acts of the Apostles is allowed to Mt",

mark, how they prosper and go forward in their doctrine, that be authors of any new

teaching.
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CANTERBURY.

I have not proved in my book my four assertions by mine own wit, but by the

collation of holy scripture, and the sayings of the old holy catholic authors. And as

for your five notes, you might have noted them against yourself, who by them have

much more disadvantage and hindrance than I have.

As concerning the Catechism by me set forth, I have answered in my fourth book,

the eighth chapter, that ignorant men for lack of judgment and exercise in old authors

mistake my said Catechism.

And as for Bertram, he did nothing else but, at the request of king Charles, set

out the true doctrine of the holy catholic church, from Christ unto his time, concerning

the sacrament. And I never heard nor read any man that condemned Bertram

before this time; and therefore I can take no hindrance, but a great advantage at

his hands: for all men that hitherto have written of Bertram, have much commended

him. And seeing that he wrote of the sacrament at king Charles's request, it is not

like that he would write against the received doctrine of the church in those days.

And if he had, it is without all doubt that some learned man, either in his time or

sithencc, would have written against him, or at the least not have commended him

so much as they have done.

Berengarius of himself had a godly judgment in this matter, but by the tyranny

of Nicholas the Second he'was constrained to make a devilish recantation, as I

have declared in my first book, the seventeenth chapter.

And as for John Wicklifi', he was a singular instrument of God in his time to set

forth the truth of Christ's gospel; but antichrist, that sitteth in God's temple boasting

himself as God, hath by God’s sufi'erance prevailed against many holy men, and

sucked the blood of martyrs these late years.

And as touching Martin Luther, it seemeth you be sore pressed, that be fain to

pray aid of him, whom you have hitherto ever detested. The fox is sore hunted that

is fain to take his burrow, and the wolf that is fain to take the lion's den for a shift,

or to run for succour unto a beast which he most hateth. And no man condemneth

your doctrine of transubstantiation, and of the propitiatory sacrifice of the mass, more

severely and earnestly than doth Martin Luther.

But it appeareth by your conclusion, that you have waded so far in rhetorick,

that you have forgotten your logic. For this is your argument: Bertram taught this

doctrine and prevailed not; Berengarius attempted the same, and failed in his purpose;

Wicklifi' enterprise-d the same, whose teaching God prospered not; therefore God hath

not prespered and favoured it to be received at any time openly as his true teaching.

I will make the like reason. The prophet Osea taught in Samaria to the ten tribes

the true doctrine of God, to bring them from their abominable superstitions and ido

latry: Joel, Amos, and Micheas attempted the same, whose doctrine prevailed not; God

prospered not their teaching among those people, but they were condemned with their

doctrine; therefore God hath not prospered and favoured it to be received at any time

openly as his true teaching.

If you will answer (as you must needs do), that the cause why that among those

people the true teaching prevailed not, was by reason of the abundant superstition and

idolatry that blinded their eyes, you have fully answered your own argument, and

have plainly declared the cause, why the true doctrine in this matter hath not prevailed

these five hundred years, the church of Rome (which all that time hath home the

chief swing) being overflown and drowned in all kind of superstition and idolatry, and

therefore might not abide to hear of the truth. And the true doctrine of the sacra

ment (which I have set out plainly in my book) was never condemned by no council,

nor your false papistical doctrine allowed, until the devil caused antichrist his son and

heir, Pope Nicholas the Second, with his monks and friars, to condemn the truth and

confirm these your heresies.

And where of Gamaliel's words you make an argument of prosperous success in

this matter, the scripture testifieth how antichrist shall prosper and prevail against

saints no short while, and persecute the truth. And yet the counsel of Gamaliel
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was very discreet and wise. For he perceived that God went about the reformation

of religion grown in those days to idolatry, hypocrisy and superstition, through tradi- 8.

tions of Pharisees; and therefore he moved the rest of the council to beware, that

they did not rashly and unadvisedly condemn that doctrine and religion which was

approved by God, lest in so doing they should not only resist the apostles, but God

himself. Which counsel if you had marked and followed, you would not have done

so unsoberly in many things as you have done.

And as for the prosperity of them that have professed Christ and his true doc

trine, they prospered with the papists as St John Baptist prospered with Herod, and

our Saviour Christ with Pilate, Aunas, and Caiphas. Now which of these prospered

best, say you? W'as the doctrine of Christ and St John any whit the worse, because

the cruel tyrants and Jews put them to death for the same?

“'INCHESTER.

But all this set apart, and putting aside all testimonies of the old church, and resorting when.

only to the letter of the scripture, there to search out an understanding, and in doing thereof my

to forget what hath been taught hitherto: how shall this author establish upon scripture that

he would have believed? What other tart is there in scripture that encountereth with these {Re "5"“

words of scripture, “This is my body,” whereby to alter the signification of them? There $21M re

is no scripture saith, Christ did not give his body, but the figure of his body; nor the giving Zuthor

of Christ’s body in his supper, verily and really so understanded, doth not necessarily i-m- wordsof

pugn and contrary any other speech or doing of Christ, expressed in scripture. For the mpmfnhir

great power and omnipotcncy of God earcludeth that repugnance which man’s reason would his aim

deem, of Christ’s departing from this world, and placing his humanity in the glory of his

Father.

CANTERBURY.

The scripture is plain, and you confess also that it was bread that Christ spake “whim,”

of when he said, “This is my body." And what need we any other scripture to “m

encounter with these words, seeing that all men know that bread is not Christ's body, 'pmh'

the one having sense and reason, the other none at all? Wherefore in that speech

must needs be sought another sense and meaning, than the words of themselves do

give, which is (as all old writers do teach, and the circumstances of the text declare)

that the bread is a figure and sacrament of Christ's body. And yet, as he giveth the

bread to be eaten with our months, so giveth he his very body to be eaten with our

faith. And therefore I say, that Christ giveth himself truly to be eaten, chewed, and

digested; but all is spiritually with faith, not with month. And yet you would bear

me in hand, that I say that thing which I say not; that is to say, that Christ did

not give his body, but the figure of his body. And because you be not able to confutc

that I say, you would make me to say that you can confute.

As for the great power and omuipotency of God, it is no place here to dispute ood-wmni.

what God can do, but what he doth. I know that he can do what he will, both in ¥>°fif'§§'v_

heaven and in earth, and no man is able to resist his will. But the question here is Rum"

of his will, not of his power. And yet if you can join together these two, that one

nature singular shall be here and not here, both at one time, and that it shall be

gone hence when it is here, you have some strong syment‘, and be a cunning geome

trician ; but yet you shall never be good logician, that would set together two contra

dictories: for that, the schoolmen say, God cannot do.

WINCHESTER.

If this author without force of necessity would induce it, by the like speeches, as when 9.

Christ said, “I am the door," “I am the vine,” “he is Helias," and such other; and because :o-‘afl‘m'r

it is a figurative speech in them, it may be so here, which maketh no kind of proof that

it is so here; but yet, by way of reasoning I would yield to him therein, and call'it

a figurative speech, as he doth,- what other point of faith is there then in the matter, but to iiiitm believe

 

believe the story, that Christ did institute such a supper, wherein he gave bread and wine for :iiiiiimd's

a token of his body and blood, which is now afier this understanding no secret mystery at iiipri'iiiildihin

[‘ Cement.)
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all, or any ordinance above reason? For commmwly men use to ordain in sensible things

remembrance; of themselves when they die or dcpart the cmmny. So as in the ordinance of

this supper, afier this understanding, Christ shewed not his omnipoloncy, but only benevolence.

that he loved us, and would be rmncmbered of us. For Christ did not say, W’hosocver eateth

this tolrcn eateth my body, or eatcth my flesh, or shall have any profit of it in special, but,

“Do this in remembrance of me.”

CANTERBURY.

I make no such vain inductions, as you imagine me to do, but such as be established

by scripture and the consent of all the old writers. And yet both you and Smith

use such fond inductions for your proof of transubstantiation, when you say, God can

do this thing, and he can make that thing; whereof ye would conclude, that he doth

clearly take away the substance of bread and wine, and putteth his flesh and blood

in their places, and that Christ maketh his body to be corpornlly in many places

at one time; of which doctrinel you have not one'ioto in all the whole scripture.

And as concerning your argument made upon the history of the institution of

Christ’s supper, like fond reasoning might ungodly men make of the sacrament of

baptism, and so soul? out both these high mysteries of Christ. For when Christ said

these words after his resurrection, “Go into the whole world, and preach unto all

pe0ple, baptizing them in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost :"

here might wicked blasphemers say, What point of faith is in those words, but to

believe the story, that Christ did institute such a sacrament, wherein he commanded

to give water for a. token? which is now, after this understanding, no secret mystery

at all, or any ordinance above reason: so as in the ordinance of this sacrament, after

this understanding, Christ shewed not his omnipotence. For he said not then,

\Vhosoever reoeiveth this token of water, shall receive remission of sin, or the Holy

Ghost, or shall have any profit of it in especial, but, “Do'this.”

\VINCHESTER

And albeit this author would not have them bare tokens, yet and” they be only tokens,

they have no warrant signed by scripture for any apparel at all. For the sixth of John

speaheth not of any promise made to the eating of a token of Christ’s flesh, but to the eating

of Christ’s very flesh, whereof thc bread (as this author would have it) is but a figure in

Christ’s words, when he said, “This is 'my body.” And if it be but a figure in C’hn'st's

words, it is but a figure in St Paul’s words, whcn he said, “The broad which we break,

is it not the communication of Christ's body 9” that is to say, a figure of the communication

of Christ’s body (if this author's doctrinc be true), and not the cmnmum'cation indccd. Where.

fore, the very body of Christ be not in the supper delivered in decd, the eating there hath

no special promise, but only commandment to do it in renmnbrancc. Afler which doctrine

why should it be noted absolutely for a sacrament and special mystery, that hath nothing

hidden in it, but a plain open ordinance of a token for a remembrance: to the eating of

which token is annexed no promise expressly, nor any holincsa to be accomptcd to be in the

bread or wine (as this author tcachah), but to be callcd holy, because thcy be dcputed to an

holy use? If I ask the me, he declarcth to signify. If I should ask what to signify? There

must be a sort of good words framed without scripturo For scripture expressed; no matter

of signification of special eject.

CANTERBURY.

If I granted for your pleasure that the bare bread (having no further respect)

were but only a bare figure of Christ's body, or a. bare token (because that term

likcth you better, as it may be thought for this consideration, that men should think

that I take the bread in the holy mystery to be but as it were a. token of ‘I recom

mend me unto you'), but if I grant, I say, that the bare bread is but a bare token

of Christ’s body, what have you gained thereby? Is therefore the whole use of the

bread in the whole action and ministration of the Lord's holy supper but a naked or

nude and bare token? Is not one loaf being broken and distributed among faithful

people in the Lord's supper, taken and eaten of them, a token that the body of Christ

 

[1 doctrines, 1551.] [’ i. e. ill]
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was broken and crucified for them; and is to them spiritually and effectually given,

and of them spiritually and fruitfully taken and eaten, to their spiritual and heavenly

comfort, sustentation and nourishment of their souls, as the bread is of their bodies?

And what would you require more? Can there be any greater comfort to a christian

man than this? Is here nothing else but bare tokens?

But yet importune adversaries, and such as be wilful and obstinate, will never be

satisfied, but quarrel farther, saying, ‘Vhat of all this? Here be a great many of

gay words framed together, but to what purpose? For all be but signs and tokens

as concerning the bread. But how can he be taken for a good christian man, that

thinketh that Christ did ordain his sacramental signs and tokens in vain, without

effectual grace and operation? For so might we as well say, that the water in bap

tism is a bare token, and hath no warrant signed by scripture for any apparel at all:

for the scripture speaketh not of any promise made to the receiving of a token or

figure only. And so may be concluded, after your manner of reasoning, that in baptism

is no spiritual operation in deed, because that washing in water in itself is but a token.

But to express the true effect of the sacraments: As the washing outwardly in

water is not a vain token, but teacheth such a washing as God workcth inwardly,

in them that duly receive the same; so likewise is not the bread a vain token, but

sheweth and preacheth to the godly receiver, what God worketh in him by his

almighty power secretly and invisihly. And therefore as the bread is outwardly eaten

indeed in the Lord's supper, so is the very body of Christ inwardly by faith eaten

indeed of all them that come thereto in such sort as they ought to do, which eating

nourisheth them into everlasting life.

And this eating bath a warrant signed by Christ himself in the sixth of John, Awamm

where Christ saith: “He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, hath life John vi.

everlasting." But they that to the outward eating of the bread, join not thereto an

inward eating of Christ by faith, they have no warrant by scripture at all, but the

bread and wine to them be vain, nude, and bare tokens.

And where you say that scripture expresseth no matter of signification [of] special 1],

effect in the sacraments of bread and wine, if your eyes were not blinded with popish

errors, frowardness, and self-love, ye might see in the twenty-second of Luke, where

Christ himself expresseth a matter of signification, saying: Hoe facite in mi commemo- Luke mi.

rationem: “Do this in remembrance of me." And St Paul likewise, 1 Cor. Xl.,100r.xi.

bath the very same thing; which is a plain and direct answer to that same your last

question, whereupon you triumph at your pleasure, as though the victory were all

yours. For ye say, when this question is demanded of me, “That to signify? “Here

must be a sort of good words framed without scripture." But here St Paul answereth

your question in express words, that it is the Lord's death that shall be signified, 1Cor. xi.

represented, and preached in these holy mysteries, until his coming again. And this

remembrance, representation and preaching of Christ's death, cannot be without special

effect, except you will say that Christ worketh not effectually with his word and

sacraments. And St Paul expresseth the efl'ect, when he saith: “The bread which we lCor.x.

break is the communion of Christ's body." But by this place and such like in your

book, ye disclose yourself to all men of judgment, either how wilful in your opinion,

or how slender in knowledge of the scriptures you be.

WINCHESTER.

And therefore like as the teaching is new, to say it is an only figure, or only aigni- :Ahnewnr

(1h,- w the matter 0 m' i ation must be new! devised, and new wine have new bottles, oerilcyiingiim.

fi 9% y

and be thoroughly new, afler fifleen hundred and fifly years, in the very year of jubilee (as Eliza“

they uere wont to call it) to be newly erected and builded in Englishman’s hearts. m 5,1?“

’ beglnneth to

bepublished

DOW.

CANTERBURY.

It seemeth that you be very desirous to abuse the pe0p1e's ears with this term,

new," and with the “year of jubilee," as though the true doctrine of the sacrament

by me taught should be but a new doctrine, and yours old (as the Jews slandered Mam.

“

[cammsa] 2
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the doctrine of Christ by the name of newness); or else that in this year of jubilee,

you would put the people in remembrance of the full remission of sin, which they

were wont to have at Rome this year, that they might long to return to Rome for

pardons again, as the children of Israel longed to return to Egypt for the flesh that

they were wont to have there.

But all men of learning and judgment know well enough that this your doctrine

is no older than the bish0p of Rome's usurped supremacy, which though it be of good

age by number of years, yet is it new to Christ and his word. If there were such

darkness in the world now, as hath been in that world which you note for old, the

people might drink new wine of the whore of Babylon’s cup, until they were as drunk

with hypocrisy and superstition, as they might well stand upon their legs, and no man

once say, black is their eye. But now, (thanks be to God!) the light of his word so

shineth in the world, that your drunkenness in this year of jubilee is espied, so that

you cannot erect and build your popish kingdom any longer in Englishmen's hearts,

without your own scorn, shame and confusion. The old popish bottles must needs

burst, when the new wine of God's holy word is poured into them.

W'INCHNTER.

Which new teaching, whether it proccedcth from the spirit of truth or no, shall more

12, plainly appear by such matter as this author uttcreth whcrcwith to impugn the truc faith

taught hitherto. For among many other proofs, whereby truth after much travail in con

vw'lmrggnhow tention at the last prevaileth and hath victory, there is none more notable, than when the

truth from very adversaries of truth (who pretend, nevertheless, to be truth’s friends) do by some evident

muhm' untruth bcwray themselves. According whcreunto, when the two women contended before king

' l Kingliii. Solomon for the child yet alive, Solomon discerned the true natural mother from the other,

by their speeches and sayings; which in the veryl mother were ever conformable unto nature,

and in the other, at the last evidently against nature. The very true mother spakc always like

gag! herself, and never disagreed from the truth of nature, but rather than the child should be

judgment. killed (as Solomon threatened when he called for a sword) required2 it to be given whole alive

to the other woman. The other woman that was not the true mother cared more for victory

than for the child, and therefore spake that was in nature an evidence that she lied calling

herself mother, and saying, “Let it be divided,” which n03 natural mother could say of her

own child. W’hcreupon procccdcth Solomon’s most wise judgment, which hath this lesson in

it,-cver where contention is, on that part to be the truth, where all sayings and doings appear

uniformly consonant to the truth pretended,- and on what side a notable lie appearcth, the rest

‘Truthueed- may be judged to be after the same sort. For truth needcth no aid of lies, craft, or sleight,

iii“ “4 °' whercwith u be supported 01-4 maintained. So as in the entreating of the truth of this high and

incfablc mystery of the sacrament, on what part thou, reader, secst crafi, sleight, shi , obliquity,

.Tmth or in any one point an open manifest lie, there thou mayest consider, whatsoever pretence be

mfi‘ngmpn' made of truth, yet the victory of truth not to be there intended, which lovcth simplicity, plainnoss,

Pliinnm- direct speech, without admirtion of shift or colour.

CANTERBURY.

The church If either division or confusion may try the true mother, the wicked church of

Rome (not in speech only, but in all other practices) hath long gone about to oppress,

$§flfi1°m° confound and divide the true and lively faith of Christ, showing herself not to be the

ma" true mother, but a most cruel stepmother, dividing, confounding and counterfeiting

all things at her pleasure, not contrary to nature only, but chiefly against the plain

words of scripture.

Llg'bsurda at For here in this one matter of controversy between you, Smith, and me, you

divide against nature the accidents of bread and wine from their substances, and the

substance of Christ from his accidents; and contrary to the scripture you divide our

eternal life, attributing unto the sacrifice of Christ upon the cross only the beginning

thereof, and the continuance thereof you ascribe unto the sacrifice of popish priests.

 

P In the very true mother, 1551.] [3 No true natural mother, 1551.]

[' Required rather, 1551.] i [‘ Supported and maintained, 1551.]
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And in the sacraments you separate Christ's body from his spirit, aflirming that in

baptism we receive but his spirit, and in the communion but his flesh: and that

Christ's spirit reneweth our life, but incrcaseth it not; and that his flesh increaseth

our life, but giveth it not. And against all nature, reason, and truth, you confound

the substance of bread and wine with the substance of Christ's body and blood, in

such wise as you make but one nature and person of them all. And against scrip

ture and all conformity of nature, you confound and jumble so together the natural

members of Christ’s body in the sacrament, that you leave no distinction, proportion,

nor fashion of man’s body at all.

And can your church be taken for the true natural mother of the true doctrine

of Christ, that thus unnaturally speaketh, divideth, and confoundeth Christ's body?

If Solomon were alive, he would surely give judgment that Christ should be taken

from that woman, that speaketh so unnaturally, and so unlike his mother, and be

given to the true church of the faithful, that never digressed from the truth of God's

word, nor from the true speech of Christ's natural body, but speak according to the

same, that Christ's body, although it be inseparable, annexed unto his Godhead, yet it

bath all the natural conditions and properties of a very man’s body, occupying one

place, and being of a certain height and measure, having all members distinct and set

in good order and proportion. And yet the same body joined unto his divinity, is

not only the beginning, but also the continuance and consummation of our eternal and

celestial life. By him we be regenerated, by him we be fed and nourished from

time to time, as he hath taught us most certainly to believe by his holy word and

sacraments, which remain in their former substance and nature, as Christ doth in his,

Without mixtion or confusion. This is the true and natural speaking in this matter,

like a true natural mother, and like a true and right believing christian man.

Marry, of that doctrine which you teach, I cannot deny but the church of Rome

is the mother thereof, which in scripture is called Babylon, because of commixtion

or confusion: which in all her doings and teachings so doth mix and confound

error with truth, superstition with religion, godliness with hypocrisy, scripture with

traditions, that she sheweth herself alway uniform and consonant, to confound all the

doctrine of Christ, yea, Christ himself, showing herself to be Christ's stepmother, and

the true natural mother of antichrist.

And for the conclusion of your matter here, I_ doubt not but the indifferent reader

shall easily perceive what spirit moved you to write your book. For seeing that

your book is so full of crafts, sleights, shifts, obliquities, and manifest untruths, it

may be easily judged, that whatsover pretence be made of truth, yet nothing is less

intended, than that truth should either have victory, or appear and be seen at all.

WINCHESTER.

4714115111 thou, reader, mighmt by these marks judge of that is here entrealed by the author

against the moat blessed sacrament, I shall note certain evident and manifest untmths, which this

author is not afraid to utter, (a matter wonderful, considering his dignity, if he that is named be

the author indeed) which should be a great stay of contradiction, if anything were to be regarded

against the truth.

First, I will note wnto the reader, how this author lei-moth the faith of the real and substantial

presence 0f Christ’s body andblood in the sacrament to be the faith of the papists : which saying,

what foundation it hath, thou maycst consider of that followeth.

Luau", that prvafmed openly to abhor all that might be noted popish, defended stoutly the

pram of Christ’s body in the sacrament, and to be present really and substantially, even with

the same words and ternw.

Bucer, that is here in England, in a solemn work that he writeth upon the Gospels,

PTQfe-"ah 1'16 same faith of the real and wbatantial presence of Christ’s body in the sacra

ment, which he aflrmeth to have been believed of all the church of Christ from the beginning

hitherto.
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“really” and “substantially” be not ezpressed as they be in Bucer, but the word “truly” is

there, and, as Bucer saith, that is, substantially. PVhich catechism was translated into English

14. in this author‘s name about two years past.

Philip Jlclancthon, no papist nor priest, writeth a very wise epistle in this matter to

(Ecolampadius, and signifying soberly his belief of the presence of Christ’s very body in the

sacrament; and to prove the same to have been the faith of the old church from the beginning,

allegeth the sayings of Irene, Cyprian, Chrysostom, Hilary, Cyril, Ambrose, Theophylact, which

authors he esteemeth both worthy credit, and to afi-rm the presence of Christ’s body in the

sacrament plainly without ambiguity. He answcreth to certain places of St Augustine, and

saith all @colampadius’ enterprise to depend upon conjectures, and arguments applausible to

idle wits, with much more wise matter, as that epistle doth purport, which is set out in a book

of a good volume among the other epistles of (Ecolampadius, so as no man may suspect anything

counterfeit in the matter.

One Hippinus, or (Epinus, of Hamburgh, greatly esteemed among the Lutherans, hath

written a book to the king‘s majesty that now is, published abroad in print, wherein much

inueighing against the church of Rome, doth in the matter of the sacrament write as followeth :

“Eucharistia is called by itself a sacrifice, because it is a remembrance of the true sacrifice

ofl'cred upon the cross, and that in it is dispensed the true body and true blood of Christ, which is

plainly the same in essence, that is to say substance, and the some blood in essence signifying,

though the manner of presence be spiritual, yet the substance of that is present, is the same with

that in heaven.”

Erasmus, noted a man that durst and did speak of all abuses in the church liberally, taken

for no papist, and among us so much esteemed, as his paraphrases of the gospel is ordered

:oim‘ath to be had in every church of this realm, declareth in divers of his works most manifestly his

Ege‘lfOff‘Jg faith of the presence of Christ’s body in the sacrament, and by his epistles recommendcth to

£5223?“ the world the work of Algerus in that matter of the sacrament, whom he noteth well exercised

ment in the scriptures, and the old doctors, Cyprian, Hilary, Ambrose, Jerome, Augustine, Basil,

C'hrysostom. And for Erasmus' own judgment, he saith we have an inviolable foundation of

:23? [he Christ’s own words, “ This is my body,” rehearsed again by St Paul: he saith further, the

‘Emmu! body of Christ is hidden under those signs; and sheweth also upon what occasions men have

gew‘lfilh? erred in reading the old fathers, and wisheth that they which have followed Berengarius i-n

ghhhl" error would also follow him in repentance. I will not, reader, encumber thee with more words

of Erasmus.

s Peter Msr- Peter blartyr, of Osy‘brd, taken for no papist, in a treatise he made of late of the sacrament,

iglfiulll" which is now translated into English, sheweth how as touching the real presence of Christ’s body,

ill: f it is not only the sentence of the papists, but of other also ,- whom the said Peter nevertheless doth

ment“ with as many shifts and lies as he may impugn for that point, as well as he doth the papists for

transubstantiatio-n, but yet he doth not, as this author doth, impute that faith of the real presence

An 1mm of Christ’s body and blood to the only papists. Whereupon, reader, here I join with the author

an issue, that the faith of the real and substantial presence of Christ’s body and blood in the

sacrament is not the device of papists, or their faith only, as this author doth considerately

slander it to be, and desire therefore that according to Solomon’s judgment this may serve for a

s This “mo, note and mark, to give sentence1 for the true mother of the child. For what should this mean, so

without shame openly and untruly to call this faith popish, but only with the envious word of

ggfigfg; papist to overmatch the truth?

the nu .

CANTERBURY.

This explication of the true catholic faith noteth to the reader certain evident and

manifest untruths uttered by me (as he saith), which I also pray thee, good reader,

to note for this intent, that thou mayest take the rest of my sayings for true, which

he noteth not for false, and doubtless they should not have escaped noting as well as

the other, if they had been untrue, as he saith the other be. And if I can prove

these things also true, which he noteth for manifest and evident untruths, then me

thinketh’I it is reason that all my sayings should be allowed for true, if those be proved

15, true which only be rejected as untrue. But this untruth is to be noted in him

generally, that he either ignorantly mistaketh, or willingly misreporteth almost all

that I say. But now note, good reader, the evident and manifest untruths which I

 

[1 For to give sentence, “351.1 [' Me think, 1551.]
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utter, as he saith. The first is, that the faith of the real presence is the faith of

the papists. Another is, that these words, “ My flesh is verily meat," I do translate

thus': “My flesh is very meat." Another is, that I handle not sincerely the words

of St Augustine, speaking of the eating of Christ's body. The fourth is, that by

these words, “This is my body,” Christ intendeth not to make the bread his body,

but to signify that such as receive that worthily be members of Christ's body.

These be the heinous and manifest errors which I have uttered.

As touching the first, that the faith of the real and substantial presence of Christ's Egypt“—

body and blood in the sacrament is the faith of the papists, this is no untruth, but a 3‘18 fiith of

_ 1
most certain truth. For you confess yourself, and defend in this book, that it IS your

faith: and so do likewise all the papists. And here I will make an issue with you, 5:15“

that the papists believe the real, corporal, and natural presence of Christ’s body and blood

in the sacrament. Answer me directly without colour, whether it be so or not. If they

believe not so, then they believe as I do, for I believe not so : and then let them openly

confess that my belief is true. And if they believe so, then say I true when I say that it

is the papists' faith. And then is my saying no manifest untruth, but a mere truth;

and so the verdict in the issue passeth upon my side by your own confession.

And here the reader may note well, that once again you be fain to fly‘ for succour

unto M.” Luther, Bucer, Jonas, Melancthon, and Gipinus, whose names6 were wont léuther.

to be so hateful unto you, that you could never with patience abide the hearing of Jdhc:

them: and yet their sayings help you nothing at all. For although these men in $$iiiuciimm

this and many other things have in times past, and yet peradventure some do (the

veil of old darkness not clearly in every point removed from their eyes), agree with

the papists in part of this matter, yet they agree not in the whole: and therefore

it is true nevertheless, that this faith which you teach is the papists' faith. For if

you would conclude, that this is not the papists’ faith, because7 Luther, Bucer, and

other, believe in many things as the papists do, then by the same reason you may

conclude that the papists believe not that Christ was born, crucified, died, rose again,

and ascended into heaven, which things Luther, Bucer and the other, constantly both'

taught and believed: and yet the faith of the real presence may be called rather the

faith of the papists than of the other, not only becaum the papists do so believe,

but specially for that8 the papists were the first authors and inventors of that faith,

and have been the chief spreaders abroad of it, and were the cause that other were

blinded with the same error.

But here may the reader note one thing by the way, that it is a foul clout that

you would refuse to wipe your nose withal, when you take such men to prove your

matter, whom you have hitherto accounted most vile and filthy heretics. And yet

now you be glad to fly‘ to them for succour, whom you take for God's enemies, and

to whom you have ever had a singular hatred. You pretend that you stay yourself

upon ancient writers: and why run you now to such men for aid, as be not only new,

but also as you think, be efil and corrupt in judgment; and to such as think you,

by your writings and doings, as rank a papist as is any at Rome?

And yet not one of these new men (whom you allege) do thoroughly agree with 16.

your doctrine, either in transubstantiation, or in carnal eating and drinking of Christ's

flesh and blood, or in the sacrifice of Christ in the mass, nor yet thoroughly in the

real presence. For they aflirrn not such a gross presence of Christ's body, as expclleth

the substance of broad, and is made by conversion thereof into the substance of Christ’s

body, and is eaten with the mouth. And yet if they did, the ancient authors that were

next unto Christ’s time (whom I have alleged) may not give place unto those new men

in this matter, although they were men of excellent learning and judgment, howsoever

it liketh you to accept them.

But I may conclude that your faith in the sacrament is popish, until such time as

you can prove that your doctrine of transubstantiatiou and of the real presence was

 

[“ I translate thus, 1551.] [“ Whose names before were wont, 1551.]

[‘ Flee, 1551.] [7 Because that Luther, 1551.]

[5 Martin Luther, 1551.] [5 But for that specially, that the papilla, 1551.]
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universally received and believed, before the bishops of Rome defined and determined

the same. And when you have proved that, then will I grant that in your first note

you have convinced me of an evident and manifest untruth, and that I untruly charge

you with the envious name of a papistical faith.

But in your issue you term the words at your pleasure, and report me otherwise

than I do say: for I do not say that the doctrine of the real presence is the papists'

~ Nine issue. faith only, but that it was the papists' faith, for it was their device. And herein will I

join with you an issue: that the papistical church is the mother of transubstantiation,

and of all the four principal errors which I impugn in my book.

wmcnrs'rnn.

It shall be now to purpose to consider the scriptures touching the matter of the sacrament,

which the author pretending to bring forth faithfully as the majesty thereof requireth, in the

rehearsal of the words of Christ out of the gospel of St John, he beginneth a little too low, and

passeth over that pertaineth to the matter, and therefore should have begun a little higher at this

[John vi] clause: “ And the bread which I shall give you is my flesh, which I will give for the li c of the

world. The Jews therefore strivcd between themselves, saying, How can this man give his h to

be eaten? Jesus therefore said unto them, Verily, verily I say unto you, Except ye eat the flesh

of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh, and

drinketh my blood, hath eternal life, and I will raise him up at the last day. For my flesh is

very meat, and my blood very drink. He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood,

dwelleth in me, and I in him. As the living Father hath sent me, and I live by the Fatherf

even so he that cateth me shall live by me. This is the bread which came down from heaven.

Not as your fathers did eat manna and are dead. He that eateth this bread shall live for ever.”

Here is also a fault in the translation of the tart, which should be thus in one place: “For

my flesh is verily meat, and my blood is verily drink.” In which speech the verb that coupleth

the words “flesh” and “meat” together, knitteth them together in their proper signification, so as

the flesh of Christ is verily meat, and not figuratively meat], as the author would persuade.

And in these words of Christ may appear plainly, how Christ taught the mystery of the food of

his humanity, which he promised to give jbr food, even the same flesh that he said he would give

for the lifi; of the world; and so ezpresseth the first sentence of this scripture here by me wholly

brought forth, that is to say, “and the bread which I shall give you is my flesh, which I shall

give for the life of the world ;” and so is it2 plain that Christ spake of flesh in the same sense

that St John speaketh in, saying, “ The word was made flesh,” signifying by flesh the whole

Icyfilmd humanity. And so did Cyril agree to Nestorius, when he upon these texts reasoned how this

N“w'i“" eating is to be understanded of Christ’s humanity, to which nature in Christ’s person is properly

17_ attribute to be eaten as meat spiritually to nourish ma-n, dispensed and given in the sacrament.

And between Nestor-ins and Cyril was this diversity in understanding the mystery, that Nestorius

asteeming of each nature in Christ a several person, as it was objected to him, and so dissolving

the inefable unity, did so repute the body of Christ to be eaten as the body of a man separate.

Cyril maintained the body of Christ to be eaten as a body inseparable, united to the Godhead, and

jbr the inefable mystery of that union the same to be a flesh that giveth H c. And then as Christ

saith, “If we eat not the flesh of the Son of man, we have not life in us,” because Christ hath

ordered the sacrament of his most precious body and blood, to nourish such as be by his holy

- 1,, MPH“, Spirit regenerate. And as in baptism we receive the Spirit of Christ, for the renewing of our

gggfiflfim life, so do we in this sacrament of Christ’s most precious body and blood receive Christ’s veryflesh,

‘0 give 1‘ e- and drink his very blood, to continue and preserve, increase and augment, the life received.

And therefore in the same form of words Christ spake to Nicodemus of baptism, that

gsulxmilrgi he speakcth here of the eating of his body and drinking of his blood, and in both sacraments

giveth, dispcnseth, and ezhibiteth indeed, those celestial gifts in sensible elements, as Chiysostom

saith. And because the true, faithful, believing men do only by faith know the Son of man

to be in unity of person the Son of God, so as for the unity of the two natures in Christ, in

one person, the flesh of the Son of man is the proper flesh of the Son of God.

Saint Augustine said well when he noted these words of Christ, “ Verity, verily, unless

ye eat the flesh of the Son of man,” 8a., to be a figurative speech, because after the bare letter it

scemcth unprofitable, considering that flesh profiteth nothing in itself; esteemed in the own nature

 

[I These words, “ and not figuratively meat," I [’ And so it is, l55]are not found in the 1551. cd. of \Vinchcster's book]
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alone; but as the same flesh in Christ is united to the divine nature, so is it, as Christ said,

(after Cyril’s exposition) spirit and life, not changed into the divine nature of the spirit, but

for the inefable union in the person of Christ theretmto. It is vivificutrix, as Cyril said, and

as the holy Ephesine council decreed: “A flesh giving life,” according to Christ’s words: “ Who

eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath eternal life, and I will raise him up at the latter

day.” And then to declare unto us, how in giving this life to us Christ useth the instrument

of his very human body, it followcth: “For my flesh is verily meat, and my blood is verily

drinks.” So like as Christ sanctifieth by his godly Spirit, so doth he sanctify us by his

godly flesh, and therefore repcateth again, to inculcate the celestial thing of this mystery, and

saith: “He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me and I in him,”

which is the natural and corporal union between us and Christ. W'hereupon followeth, that

as Christ is naturally in his Father, and his Father in him, so he that eateth verily the

jlesh of Christ, he is by nature in Christ, and Christ is naturally in him, and the worthy

receiver hath li e increased, augmented, and confirmed by the participation of theflesh of Christ.

And because of the inefable union of the two natures, Christ said, “This is the food

that came down from heaven,” because God (whose proper flesh it is) came down from heaven,

and hath another virtue than manna had, because this giveth lift; to them that worthily re

ceive it: which manna (being but a figure thereof) did not, but being in this food Christ’s

wry flesh, inseparably united to the Godhead, the same is of such efiicaey, as he that worthily

eateth of it shall live for ever. And thus I have declared the sense of Christ’s words, brought

forth out of the gospel of St John. Whereby appeareth, how evidently they set forth the doc

trine of the mystery of the eating of Christ’s flesh, and drinking his blood in the sacrament,

which must needs be undcrstanded of a corporal eating, as Christ did after order in the in

stitution of the said sacrament, according to his promise and doctrine here declared.

CANTERBURY.

Here before you enter into my second untruth (as you call it), you find fault by the

way, that in the rehearsal of the words of Christ, out of the Gospel of St John, I

begin a little too low. But if the reader consider the matter for the which I allege 18,

St John, he shall well perceive that I began at the right place where I ought to begin.

For I do not bring forth St John for the matter of the real presence of Christ in the

sacrament, whereof is no mention made in that chapter; and as it would not have

served me for that purpose, no more doth it serve you, although you cited the whole

gospel. But I bring St John for the matter of eating Christ's flesh and drinking his

blood, wherein I passed over nothing that pertaineth to the matter, but rehearse the

whole fully and faithfully. And because the reader may the better understand the

matter, and judge between us both, I shall rehearse the words of my former book,

which be these.

'THE supper of the Lord, otherwise called the holy communion or sacra- 11:)

ment of the body and blood of our Saviour Christ, hath been of many men, Theabussnl'

and by sundry ways very much abused, but specially within these four or five £33.53?

hundred years. Of some it hath been used as a. sacrifice propitiatory for sin,

and otherwise superstitiously, far from the intent that Christ did first ordain

the same at the beginning, doing therein great wrong and injury to his death

and passion. And of other some it hath been very lightly esteemed, or rather

contemned and despised as a thing of small or of none effect. And thus between

both the parties hath been much variance and contention in divers parts‘ of

christendom. Therefore to the intent that this holy sacrament or Lord’s supper

may hereafter neither of the one party he contemned or lightly esteemed, nor

of the other party be abused to any other purpose than Christ himself did

first appoint and ordain the same, and that so the contention on both parties

may be quieted and ended, the most sure and plain way is to cleave unto

 

|_'3 My blood verily drink, 1551.] doctrine and use of the Sacrament of the Body and

' The title of this hook runs thus in the original Blood of our Saviour Chri|t.“]

edition: “ The first book is of the true and Catholic [‘ Places, 1551.]
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holy scripture: wherein whatsoever is found, must be taken for a most sure

ground, and an infallible truth; and whatsoever cannot be grounded upon the

same, touching our faith, is man’s device, changeable and uncertain. And there

fore here are set forth the very words that Christ himself and his apostle St

Paul spake, both of the eating and drinking of Christ’s body and blood, and

also of the eating and drinking 0f the sacrament of the same. First, as con

fine I" cerning the eating of the body and drinking of the blood of our Saviour Christ,
The eating 0lclynlzgdy of fhe speaketh himself in the sixth chapter of St John in this wise :

10"“ vi “ Verily, verily, I say unto you, except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and

drink his blood, you have no life in you. Whose eateth my flesh and drinketh

my blood, hath eternal life, and I will raise him up at the last day. For my

flesh is very meat, and my blood is very drink. He that eateth my flesh, and

drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me and I in him. As the living Father hath sent

me, and I live by the Father, even so he that eateth me, shall live by me. This

is the bread which came down from heaven. Not as your fathers did eat manna,

and are dead. He that eateth this bread shall live for ever.”

IIere have I rehearsed the words of Christ faithfully and fully, so much as per

taineth to the eating of Christ's flesh, and drinking of his blood. And I have begun

19 neither too high nor too low, but taking only so much as served for the matter.

Thelecdnd But here have I committed a fault (say you) in the translation, for “ verily meat”
untruth, for , n , . _ _

“verily translating “very meat. And this is another of the evident and manifest untruths

n by me uttered, as you esteem it. “Iherein a man may see, how hard it is to escape

fly the reproaches of Momus. For what an horrible crime (trow you) is committed here,

'1"Crimes in to call “very meat" that which is “verily meat"! As who should say, tha “very
VI - . - n - I ' n "yen. Frog-mt meat" 15 not “verily meat, or that which Is “venly meat were not “very meat.

“$523; The old authors say “ very meat," a'AnGn‘c fipio'ic, verm oil/us, in a hundred places.

I ‘ . - ~ - . r I -huhzgriisu" And what skilleth it for the diversnty of the words, where no diversity is m the

ejusverusest “ n “ - u - - -

tun. Etin sense? and whether we say, very meat, or venly meat, it is a figurative speech

xriit'ciirgm' in this place, and the sense is all one. And if you will look upon the. New Testament

23,21'3‘ lately set forth in Greek by Robert Stevens, you shall see that he had three Greek

copies, which in the said sixth chapter of John have aiMBric and not smear. So

ililsgciifga' that I may be bold to say, that you find fault here where none is.

iii'cmemm And here in this place you shew forth your old condition (which you use much in
vcrus est ci

bun‘ mm this book) in following the nature of a cuttle‘. “The property of the cuttle,” saith Pliny,
guisejus ve

huduizi’i’ri“ “is to cast out a black ink or colour, whensoever she spieth herself in danger to be

Ps'xxxm‘ taken, that the water being troubled and darkened therewith, she may hide herself and
Caro mes

12%;,“ so escape untaken." After like manner do you throughout this whole book; for when

35:33]?“ you see no other way to fly and escape, then you cast out your black colours, and mask

L'gtftl‘iP-éi‘m yourself so in clouds and darkness, that men should not discern where you be come,

which is a manifest argument of untrue meaning: for he that meaneth plainly, speaketh

$13315: plainly; et qui sophistice Zoguitur, odibilis est, saith the wise man. For he that

fi“}2_l$i,§'_’,x_ speaketh obscurely and darkly, it is a token that he goeth about to cast mists before

men’s eyes that they should not see, rather than to open their eyes that they may

23%;?“ clearly see the truth.

isiigiiiriri're of And therefore“) answer you plainly, the same flesh that was given in Christ’s last

_ I I 0 a I n n a

:§‘l’,n_°l,b_ix_ supper was given also upon the cross, and is given daily in the ministration of the

Safi'cfff' sacrament. But although it be one thing, yet it was divcrsely given. For upon the

33,313", cross Christ was carnally given to suffer and to die; at his last supper he was spiritually

3'}? given in a promise of his death; and in the sacrament he is daily given in remembrance

$313981}; of his death. And yet it is all but one Christ that was promised to die, that died

"muv- indeed, and whose death is remembered; that is to say, the very same Christ, the

eternal Word that was made flesh. And the same flesh was also given to be spiritually

eaten, and was eaten in deed, before his supper, yea, and before his incarnation also.

 

[1 or the cutile, 15.51.]
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Of which eating, and not of sacramental eating, he spake in the sixth of John: “My John vi.

flesh is very meat, and my blood is very drink. He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh

my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him."

And Cyril, I grant, agreed to Nestorius in the substance of the thing that was CyriLanlthe

eaten, (which is Christ's very flesh,) but in the manner of eating they varied. For mmo'n'

Nestorius imagined a carnal eating (as the papists do) with mouth, and tearing with

teeth. But Cyril in the same place saith, that Christ is eaten only by a pure faith,

and not that he is eaten corporally with our mouths, as other meats be, nor that he is

eaten in the sacrament only.

And it seemeth you understand not the matter of Nestorius, who did not esteem Y 29.

Christ to be made of two several natures and several persons, (as you report of him ;) heuonu"

but his error was, that Christ had in him naturally but one nature and one person,

aflirming that he was a pure man, and not God by nature, but that the Godhead by

grace inhabited, as he doth in other men.

And where you say that in baptism we receive the spirit of Christ, and in the gingham

sacrament of his body and blood we receive his very flesh and blood; this your saying ‘

is no small derogation to baptism, wherein we receive not only the spirit of Christ,

but also Christ himself, whole body and soul, manhood and Godhead, unto everlasting

life, as well as in the holy communion. For St Paul saith, Quicunque in Christa Gal.iii.

baptizati atis, Claristum induistis: “As many as be baptized in Christ, put Christ

upon them :" nevertheless, this is done in divers respects; for in baptism it is done in

respect of regeneration, and in the holy communion in respect of nourishment and

augmentation.

But your understanding of the sixth chapter of John is such as never was uttered In thesixth

of any man before your time, and as declareth you to be utterly ignorant of God's iiiiiliieciiim

mysteries. For who ever said or taught before this time, that the sacrament was the Zfiififiéfti’i

cause why Christ said, “If we eat not the flesh of the Son of man, we have not life llriflinvi.

in us ?" The spiritual eating of his flesh, and drinking of his blood by faith, by digesting

his death in our minds, as our only price, ransom, and redemption from eternal dam

nation, is the cause wherefore Christ said: “That if we eat not his flesh, and drink

not his blood, we have not life in us; and if we eat his flesh, and drink his blood,

we have everlasting life." And if Christ had never ordained the sacrament, yet should

we have eaten his flesh, and drunken his blood, and have had thereby everlasting

life; as all the faithful did before the sacrament was ordained, and do daily when they

receive not the sacrament. And so did the holy men that wandered in the wilderness,

and in all their life-time very seldom received the sacrament; and many holy martyrs,

either exiled, or kept in prison, did daily feed of the food of Christ's body, and drank

daily the blood that sprang out of his side, or else they could not have had everlasting

life, as Christ himself said in the gospel of St John, and yet they were not suffered

with other christian people to have the use of the sacrament. And therefore your

argument in this place is but a fellow a non causa, ut causa, which is another trick of

the devil's sophistry.

And that in the sixth of John Christ spake neither of corporal nor sacramental

eating of his flesh, the time manifestly sheweth. For Christ spake of the same present

time that was then, saying: “The bread which I will give is my flesh," and, “He John vi.

that eatcth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him, and bath

everlasting life :” at which time the sacramental bread was not yet Christ's flesh. For

the sacrament was not then yet ordained; and yet at that time all that behaved in

Christ, did eat his flesh, and drink his blood, or else they could not have dwelled in

Christ, nor Christ in them.

Moreover, you say yourself, that in the sixth of St John's gospel, when Christ John vi.

said, “The bread is my flesh," by the word “flesh” he meant his whole humanity,

(as is meant in this sentence, “The word was made flesh,") which he meant not in John].

the word “body,” when he said of bread, “This is my body ;" whereby he meant not 21'

his whole humanity, but his flesh only, and neither his blood nor his soul. And in

the sixth of John Christ made not bread his flesh, when he said, “The bread is my

flesh :" but he expounded in those words, what bread it was that he meant of, when
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he promised them bread that should give them eternal life. He declared in those

words, that himself was the bread that should give life, because they should not have

their fantasies of any bread made of corn. And so the eating of that heavenly bread

could not be understandcd of the sacrament, nor of corporal eating with the mouth ;

but of spiritual eating by faith, as all the old authors do most clearly expound and

declare. And seeing that there is no corporal eating, but chewing with the teeth

or swallowing (as all men do know), if we eat Christ corporally, then you must

confess that we either swallow up Christ's flesh, or chew and tear it with our teeth,

(as pope Nicholas constrained Berengarius to confess,) which St Augustine saith is a

wicked and heinous thing. But in few words to answer to this second evident and

manifest untruth (as you object against me), I would wish you as truly to understand

these words of the sixth chapter of John, as I have truly translated them.

WINCHESTER.

Now, where the author, to erclude the mystery of corporal manducation, bringeth forth of

St Augustine such words as entreat of the eject and operation of the worthy receiving of

the sacrament,- the handling is not so sincere as this matter requireth. For, as hereafter

shall be entreated, that is not worthiI-y and well done, may (because the intent

failcth) be called not done, and so St Augustine saith: “Let him not think to eat the body

of Christ, that dwelleth not in Christ ;” not because the body of Christ is not received, which

by St Augustine’s mind evil men do to their condemnation, but because the eject of li/b

faileth. And so the author by sleight, _to exclude the corporal manducation of Christ’s most

precious body, uttereth such words, as might sound Christ to have taught the dwelling in

Christ to be an eating: which dwelling may be without this corporal manducation in him

that cannot attain the use of it, and dwelling in Christ is an eject of the worthy 'mandu

cation, and not the manducation itself; which Christ doth order to be practised in the most

precious sacrament institute in his supper. Here thou, reader, mayest see how this doctrine

of Christ (as I have declared it) openeth the corporal 'manducation of his most holy flesh,

and drinking of his most precious blood, which he gave in his supper under the form of

bread and wine.

CANTERBURY.

The third un- This is the third evident and manifest untruth, whereof you note me. And be
iiiiiiiignlife cause you say that in citing of St Augustine in this place, I handle not the matter

Augustine, so sincerely as it requireth, let here be an issue between you and me, which of us

“me “'ue' both doth handle this matter more sincerely; and I will bring such manifest evidence

for me, that you shall not be able to open your mouth against it. For I allege St

Augustine justly as he speaketh, adding nothing of myself. The words in my book

be these. '

3433mm “ Of these words of Christ it is plain and manifest, that the eating of Christ’s

m :ixvi- bodyl, and drinking of his blood, is not like the eating and drinking of other

meats and drinks. For although without meat and drink man cannot live,

yet it followeth not that he that eateth and drinketh shall live for ever. But

as touching this meat and drink of the body and blood of Christ it is true,

22. both he that eatcth and drinketh them hath everlasting life; and also he

mgegcl‘gft that eateth and drinketh them not, hath not everlasting life. For to eat that

:;';,_';‘g_"- meat, and drink that drink, is to dwell in Christ, and to have Christ dwelling

in him; and therefore no man can say or think that he eateth the body of

Christ or drinketh his blood, except he dwelleth in Christ, and have Christ

dwelling in him. Thus have you heard of the eating and drinking 0f the

very flesh and blood of our Saviour Christ.”

r. Thus allege I St Augustine truly, without adding any thing of mine own head, or

taking any thing away. And what sleight I used is easy to judge: for I cite di
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Iectly the places, that every man may see whether I say true or no. And if it be

not true, quarrel not with me, but with St Augustine, whose words I only rehearse.

And that which St Augustine saith, spake before him St Cyprian, and Christ him

self also plainly enough; upon whose words I thought I might be as hold to build

a true doctrine for the setting forth of God’s glory, as you may be to pervert both

the words of Cyprian, and of Christ himself, to stablish a false doctrine to the high

dishonour of God, and the corruption of his most true word. For you add this

word “worthily,” whereby you gather such an unworthy meaning of St Augustine's Worthlly.

words as you list yourself. And the same you do to the very words of Christ him

mlf, who speaketh absolutely and plainly, without adding of any such word as you

put thereto. What sophistry this is, you know well enough. Now if this be per

mitted unto you, to add what you list, and to expound how you list, then you

may say what you list without controlment of any man, which it seemeth you

look for.

And not of like sort, but of like evilness do you handle (in reprchending of my

second untruth, as you call it) another place of St Augustine in his book de doctrina Iihlgust.de

(Ut'tl'lnfi

C‘Vzristiamz, where he saith, that the eating and drinking of Christ's flesh and blood Christians,

is a figurative speech: which place you expound so far from St Augustine’s mean- "Lmp'

How Christ's

ing, that whosoever looketh upon his words, may by and by discern that you do flahhcatcm

not, or will not, understand him. But it is most like (the words of him being so

plain and easy) that purposely you will not understand him, nor nothing else that

is against your will, rather than you will go from any part of your will and re

ceived opinion. For it is plain and clear that St Augustine in that place speaketh

not one word of the separation of the two natures in Christ; and although Christ's

flesh he never so surely and inseparably united unto his Godhead (without which

union it could profit nothing), yet being so joined, it is a very man's flesh, the

eating whereof (after the proper speech of eating) is horrible and abominable.

Wherefore the eating of Christ's flesh must needs be otherwise understanded, than

after the proper and common eating of other meats with the mouth, which eating

after such sort could avail nothing. And therefore St Augustine in that place de

clareth the eating of Christ's flesh to be only a figurative speech. And he openeth

the figure so as the eating must be meant with the mind, not with the mouth, that

is to say, by chewing and digesting in our minds, to our great consolation and profit,

that Christ’ died for us. Thus doth St Augustine open the figure and meaning of‘

Christ, when he spake of the eating of his flesh and drinking of his blood. And his

flesh being thus eaten, it must also be joined unto his divinity, or else it could not

give everlasting life, as Cyril and the council Ephcsine truly decreed. But St Au- 23.

gustine declared the figurative speech of Christ to be in the eating, not in the union.

And whereas, to shift of? the plain words of Christ, spoken in the sixth of John,

“He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him,” John vi.

you say that dwelling in Christ is not the manducation; you say herein directly

against St Cyprian, who saith, Quad mansio nostra in ipso sit manducatio, “That our Cyprian. li!“

dwelling in him is the eating :" and also against St Augustine, whose words be these: .chiiiirohhe

H00 est ergo manducare escam illam, et illum bibere potum, in Cbristo manere, ct Ti'éi‘in Join.

illum manentem in se kabere: “This is to eat that meat, and drink that drink, to many"

dwell in Christ, and to have Christ dwelling in him.” And although the eating and

drinking of Christ be here defined by the efl'ect, (for the very eating is the believing,)

yet wheresoever the eating is, the effect must be also, if the definition of St Augus

tine be truly given. And therefore, although good and bad eat carnally with their

teeth bread, being the sacrament of Christ's body; yet no man eateth his very flesh,

which is spiritually eaten, but he that dwelleth in Christ, and Christ in him.

And where in the end you refer the reader to the declaration of Christ's words,

it is an evil sequel: you declare Christ's words thus, ergo, they be so meant. For

by like reason might Nestorius have prevailed against Cyril, Arius against Alex- I

ander, and the Pope against Christ. For they all prove their errors by the doctrine
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of Christ after their own declarations, as you do here in your corporal manducation.

But of the manducation of Christ's flesh, I have spoken more fully in my fourth

book, the second, third, and fourth chapters.

Now before I answer to the fourth untruth which I am appeached of, I will

rehearse what I have said in the matter, and what fault you have found. My book

hath thus.

kennel...) “ Now as touching the sacraments of the same, our Saviour Christ did in

' ' stitute them in bread and wine at his last supper which he had with his apostles,

The "an", the night before his death, at which time, as Matthew saith, ‘ When they were

imam?" eating, Jesus took bread, and when he had given thanks, he brake it, and gave

“mm” it to his disciples, and said, Take, eat: this is my body. And he took the

cup, and when he had given thanks he gave it to them, saying, Drink ye all

of this, for this is my blood of the new testament, that is shed for many for

the remission of sins. But I say unto you, I will not drink henceforth of

this fruit of the vine, until that day when I shall drink it new with you in

my Father’s kingdom.’ "

This thing is rehearsed also of St llIark in these words.

mm m, “ As they did eat, Jesus took bread, and when he had blessed, he brake it,

and gave it to them, and said, Take, eat: this is my body. And taking the cup,

when he had given thanks, he gave it to them, and they all drank of it, and

he said to them, This is my blood of the new testament, which is shed for

many. Verily I say unto you, I will drink no more of the fruit of the vine,

until that day that I drink it new in the kingdom of God.”

The evangelist St Luke uttereth this matter on this wise.

“"8 "ii “ When the hour was come, he sat down, and the twelve apostles with him.

And he said unto them, I have greatly desired to eat this Pascha with you

before I suffer: for I say unto you, henceforth I will not eat of it any more,

24- until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God. And he took the cup, and gave

thanks, and said, Take this, and divide it among you: for I say unto you,

I will not drink of the fruit of the vine, until the kingdom of God come. And

he took bread, and when he had given thanks, be brake it, and gave it unto

them, saying, This is my body, which is given for you: this do in remem

brance of me. Likewise also when he had supped, he took the cup, saying, This

cup is the new testament in my blood, which is shed for you.”

Hitherto you have heard all that the evangelists declare, that Christ spake

or did at his last supper, concerning the institution of the communion and

sacrament of his body and blood. Now you shall hear what St Paul saith

concerning the same, in the tenth chapter of the first to the Corinthians, where

he writeth thus:

"3”" “Is not the cup of blessing. which we bless, a communion of the blood

of Christ? Is not the bread, which we break, a communion of the body of

Christ? We being many, are one bread, and one body: for we all are par

takers of one bread, and one cup.”

And in the eleventh he speaketh on this manner.

ICor-xi- ' “That which I delivered unto you I received of the Lord. For the Lord

Jesus the same night in the which he was betrayed took bread, and when

he had given thanks, be brake it, and said, Take, eat; this is my body, which

is broken for you: do this in remembrance of me. Likewise also he took the
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cup, when supper was done, saying, This cup is the new testament in my

blood. Do this, as often as ye drink it, in remembrance of me: for as oft as

you shall eat this bread, and drink this cup, you shew forth the Lord’s death

till he come. Wherefore whosoever shall eat of this bread, or drink of this

cup unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. But let

a man examine himself, and so eat of the bread, and drink of the cup. For

he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh his own damnation,

because he maketh no difi'erence of the Lord’s body. For this cause many

are weak and sick among you, and many do sleep.”

By these words of Christ rehearsed of the evangelists, and by the doctrine

also of St Paul, which he confesseth that he received of Christ, two things

specially are to be noted.

First, that our Saviour Christ called the material bread which he brake, ChapJv.

his body; and the wine, which was the fruit of the vine, his blood. And yetcnmqm‘m

he spake not this to the intent that men should think that the material bread iiigziiuiifim

is his very body, or that his very body is material bread; neither that wine '

made of grapes is his very blood, or that his very blood is wine made of grapes:

but to signify unto us, as St Paul saith, that the cup is a communion of 100,, ,_

Christ’s blood that was shed for us, and the bread is a communion of his flesh

that was crucified for us. So that although in the truth of his human nature, MM “1;,

Christ be in heaven, and sitteth on the right hand of God the Father, yet

whosoever eateth of the bread in the supper of the Lord, according to Christ’s

institution and ordinance, is assured of Christ’s own promise and testament,

that he is a member of his body, and receiveth the benefits of his passion which

he sufi'ered for us upon the cross. And likewise be that drinketh of that holy

cup in the supper of the Lord, according to Christ’s institution, is certified by

Christ’s legacy and testament, that he is made partaker of the blood of Christ

which was shed for us. And this meant St Paul, when he saith, “ Is not the 25.

cup of blessing which we bless a communion of the blood of Christ? Is not

the bread which we break a communion of the body of Christ?” so that no

man can contemn or lightly esteem this holy communion, except he contemn

also Christ’s body and blood, and pass not whether he have any fellowship

with him or no. And of those men St Paul saith, “that they eat and drink won“,

their own damnation, because they esteem not the body of Christ.”

The second thing which may be learned of the foresaid words of Christ Chap. v.

and St Paul is this: that although none eateth the body of Christ'and drinketh

his blood, but they have eternal life, (as appeareth by the words before recited

of St John,) yet both the good and the bad do eat and drink the bread and

wine, which be the sacraments of the same. But beside the sacraments, the Evil men do

good eat‘ everlasting life, the evil everlasting death. Therefore St Paul saith: Eiéeriggliifigi
“ W'hosoever shall eat of the bread, or drink of the cup of the Lord unworthily, Chm- y

he shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord.” Here St Paul saith icoua.

not, that he that eateth the bread, or drinketh the cup of the Lord unworthily,

eateth and drinketh the body and blood of the Lord; but, is guilty of the body \

and blood of the Lord. But what he eateth and drinketh St Paul declareth,

saying: “ He that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh his

own damnation.” Thus is declared the sum of all that scripture speaketh of

the eating and drinking both of the body and blood of Christ, and also of

the sacrament of the same.

And as these things be most certainly true, because they be spoken by mm, H,
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Christ himself, the author of all truth, and by his holy apostle St Paul, as he

received them of Christ; so all doctrines contrary to the same be most certainly

false and untrue, and of all christian men to be eschewed, because they be con

trary to God’s word. And all doctrine concerning this matter, that is more

than this, which is not grounded upon God’s word, is of no necessity, neither

ought the people’s heads to be busied, or their consciences troubled with the

same. So that things spoken and done by Christ, and written by the holy

Thue min» evangelists and St Paul, ought to suffice the faith of Christian people, as touch
suffice for l

chm?“ ing the doctrine of the Lord’s supper, and holy communion or sacrament of
manifaith

315$? his body and blood.

'“cm' Which thing being well considered and weighed, shall be a just occasion to

pacify and agree both parties, as well them that hitherto have contemned or

lightly esteemed it, as also them which have hitherto for lack of knowledge

or otherwise ungodly abused it.

01m». vn. Christ ordained the sacrament to move and stir all men to friendship, love,

and concord, and to put away all hatred, variance, and discord, and to testify a

The nacra' brotherly and unfeigned love between all them that be the members of Christ: but

the devil, the enemy of Christ and of all his members, hath so craftily juggled

iasnglgzgiamo herein, that of nothing riseth so much contention as of this holy sacrament.

$333313“ God grant that, all contention set aside, both the parties may come to this

“"1 M‘d' holy communion with such a lively faith in Christ, and such an unfeigned love

to all Christ’s members, that as they carnally eat with their mouths this sacra

mental bread, and drink the wine, so spiritually they may eat and drink the

very flesh and blood of Christ which is in heaven, and sitteth on the right

hand of his Father; and that finally by his means they may enjoy with

him the glory and kingdom of heaven! Amen.

WINCHESTER.

26. Now let us consider the tarts of the evangelists, and St Paul, which be brought in by the

author as followeth.

Matt.xxvi. “ When they were eating, Jews took bread, and when he had given thanks, he brake it,

giving it to his disciples, and said, Take, eat; this is my body. And he took the cup, and

when he had given thanks, he gave it to them, saying, Drink ye all of this; for this is my

blood of the new testament, that is shed for many for the remission of sins. But I say unto

you, I will not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that day when I shall drink

it new with you in my Father’s kingdom.”

Mark m. “As they did eat, Jesus took bread, and when he had blessed, he brake it, and gave it to

them, and said, Take, eat; this is my body. And taking the cup, when he had given thanks,

he gave it to them: and they all drank of it. And he said unto them, This is my blood of

the new testament, which is shed for many. Verily I say unto you, I will drink no more

of the fruit of the vine, until that day that I drink it new in the kingdom of God.”

Luke “fl- “ When the hour was come, he sat down, and the twelve apostles with him,- dnd he said

unto them, I have greatly desired to eat this Pascha with you, before I safer: for I say unto

you, henceforth I will not eat of it any more, until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God.

And he took the cup, and gave thanks, and said, Take this, and divide it among you: for I

say unto you, I will not drink of the fruit of the vine, until the kingdom of God come.

And he took bread, and when he had given thanks, he broke it, and gave it unto them, say

ing, This is my body which is given for you: this do in remembrance of me. Likewise also

when he had cupped, he took the cup, saying, This cup is the new testament in my blood,

which is shed for you.” ‘

[Comm “Is not the cup of blessing which we bless a communion of the blood of Christ? Is not

the bread which we break a. communion of the body of Christ? We, being many, are one

bread, and one body; for we are all partakers of one bread, and of one cup.”

lCor. xi. “ That which I delivered unto you, I received of the Lord. For the Lord Jams, the same

night in the which he was betrayed, took bread, and when he had given thanks, he brake it, and
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said, Take, eat; this is my body, which is broken for you: do this in remembrance of me.

Likewise also he took the cup when supper was doneq saying, This cup is the new testament

in my blood: do this, as often as ye drink it, in remembrance of me. For as often as you

shall eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye shew forth the Lord's death till he come. Where

fore whosoever shall eat of this bread, or drink of this cup unworthily, shall be guilty of the

body and blood of the Lord. But let a man examine himself; and so eat of the bread, and

drink of the cup. For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh his own

damnation; because he maketh no diferencc of the Lord’s body. For this cause many are

weak and sick among you, and many do sleep.”

After these texts brought in, the author doth in the fourth chapter begin to traverse Christ’s 'Thet‘aurth

5mm, that he intended not by these words, “This is my body,” to make the bread his body, 2;“331; m”

but to signify that edeh (18 receive that worthily be members of Christ’s body. The catholic 311%,“

church, acknowledging Christ to be very God and very man, hath from the beginning of thesetexts of scripture confessed truly Christ’s intent, and ej'ectual miraculous work to make thebread his body, and the wine his blood, to be verily meat and verily drink, using therein his WY

humanity wherewith to feed us, as he used the same wherewith to redeem us; and as he doth

sanctif'y us by his holy Spirit, so to sanctify us by his holy divine flesh and blood; and as

life is renewed in us by the gift of Christ’s holy Spirit, so life to be increased in us by the

gift of his holy flesh. So he that believeth in Christ, and receiveth the sacrament of belief,

which is baptism, receiveth really Christ’s Spirit: and likewise1 he that, having Christ’s Spirit,

receiveth also the sacrament of Christ's body and blood, doth really receive in the same, and also

efcctually, Christ’s very body and blood. And therefore Christin the institution of this sacra

ment said, delivering that he consecrated: “This is my body,” 8c. And likewise of the cup:

“This is my blood," 80. And although to man’s reason it seemeth strange that Christ, stand

ing or sitting at the table, should deliver them his body to be eaten: yet when we remember 27.

Christ to be very God, we must grant him omnipotent, and by reason thereof; repress in our

thoughts all how it might be, and consider Christ’s intent by his will, preached

unto us by scriptures, and believed universally in his church. But if it may now be thought

seemly for us to be so bold, in so high a mystery, to begin to discuss Christ's intent: what

should move us to think that Christ would use so many words, without efeotual and real

as he rehearsed touching the myste1y of this sacrament?

First, in the sirth of John, when Christ had taught of the eating of himz, being the bread

descended from heaven, and declaring that eating to signify believing, whereat was no mur

muring, that then he should enter to speak of giving of his flesh to be eaten, and his blood to

be drunken, and to say that3 he would give a bread, that is, his flesh, which he would give for

the life of the world. In which words Christ maketh mention of two gifts; and therefore

as he is truth, must needs intend to fulfil them both. And therq/‘ore4 as we believe the gift of

his flesh to the Jews to be crucified,- so we must believe the gift of his flesh to be eaten, and

of that gift, livcry5 and seisme“, as we say, to be made of him, that is in his promises faith

ful (as Christ is) to be made in both. And therefore when he said in his supper, “Take,

eat, this is my body,” he must needs intend plainly as his words of promise required. And

these words in his supper purport to give as really then his body to be eaten qf‘us, as he gave

his body indeed to be for us,- aptly nevertheless, and conveniently for each qfl'ect, and

therq'ore in manner of giving diversely, but in the substance of the same7 given, to be as his

words bear witness, the same, and therefore said, “This is my body that shall be betrayed

for you ,-” upressing also the use, when he said, “ Take, eat :" which words, in delivering of

material bread, had been superfluous,- for what should men do with bread when they take it,

but eat it, specially when it is broken?

But as Cyril saith : “ Christ opened there unto them the practice of that doctrine he spake

of in the sixth of St John, and because he said he would give his flesh for food, which he

would give for the life of the world, he for fulfilling of his promise said: “ Take, eat, this is

my body,” which words have been taught and believed to be of efect, and operatory, and

Christ under the form of bread to have been8 his very body. According whereunto St Paul

noteth the receiver to be guilty, when he doth not esteem it our Lord’s body, wherewith it

pleaseth Christ to feed such as be in him regenerate, to the intent that as man was redeemed

 

[1 “So he;" original ed. of “’inchester's book] [5 Livery : i.e. the act of giving]
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[3 To say he would give, 1551.] [" The same body given, 1551.]
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by Christ, sujering in the nature of his humanity, so to purchase for man the kingdom of

heaven, lost by Adam’s fall. Even likewise in the nature of the same humanity, giving it to

be eaten, he ordained itl to nourish man, and make him. strong to walk, and continue his

journey, to enjoy that kingdom. And therefore to set jbrth lively unto us the communication

of the substance of Christ’s most precious body in the sacrament, and the same to be indeed

delivered, Christ used plain words, testifial by the evangelists. St Paul also rehearsed the

same words in the same plain terms in the eleventh to the Corinthians; and in the tenth,

giving (as it were) an deposition of the eject, useth the same proper words, declaring the afoot

to be the communication of Christ’s body and blood. And one thing is notable touching the

scripture, that in such notable speeches uttered by Christ, as might have an ambiguity, the

evangelists by some circumstance declared it, or sometime opened it by plain interpretation:

as when Christ said “he would dissolve the temple, and within three days build it again ;”

the evangelist by and by addeth for interpretation: “This he said of the temple of his

body.” And when Christ said, “He is Elias,” and “I am the true vine,” the circumstance

of the teat openeth the ambiguity.

'Neim" SI But to shew that Christ should not mean of his very body when he so spakez, neither St

Paul, nor the

Evangelist, Paul after, nor the evangelists in the place, add any words or circumstances, whereby to take

iiibdrdlsni'vglera away the proper signification of the words “body” and “blood,” so as the same might seem

limes _ not in deed given (as the catholic faith teacheth), but in signification, as the author would have

$253222” it. For, as for in words of Christ, “ The Spirit giveth life, the flesh pmfiteth nothing,” be

mm" to declare the two natures in Christ, each in their property apart considered, but not as they

be in Christ’s person united the mystery of which union such as believed not Christ to be

God could not consider, and yet to insinuate that unto them, Christ made mention of his

dcscension from heaven, and after of his ascensibn thither again, whereby they might under

stand him very God, whose flesh taken in the virgin’s womb, and so given spiritually to be

eaten of us, is (as I have before opened) viviftck, and giveth li e.

And this shall sufice here to shew how Christ’s intent was to give verily (as he did in

deed) his precious body and blood to be eaten and drunken, according as he taught them to

be verily meat and drink,- and yet gave and giveth them so under form of visible creatures

to us, as we may conveniently and without horror of our nature receive them, Christ therein

condescending to our infirmity. As for such other wrangling as is made in understanding3

of the words of Christ, shall after be woken of by further occasion.

CANTERBURY.

Now we be come to the very pith of the matter, and the chief point whereupon

3:19:38“), the whole controversy hangeth, whether in these words, “ This is my body," Christ called

t‘hfik'grdn; bread his body: wherein you and Smith agree like a man and woman that dwelled in

b04213 Lincolnshire, as I have heard reported, that what pleased the one misliked the other,

bmdhil saving that they both agreed in wilfulness. So do Smith and you agree both in

b'rgg this point, that Christ made broad his body, but that it was bread which he called

‘1'“! Smith. his body, when he said, “This is my body," this you grant, but Smith denieth it.

gxfl'i‘mf‘ And because all Smith's buildings clearly fall down, if this his chief foundation be

overthrown, therefore must I first prove against Smith, that Christ called the material

bread his body, and the wine which was the fruit of the vine his blood. “For why

grgthfd did you not prove this, my Lord?" saith Smith: “would you that men should take

body- you for a prophet, or for one that could not err in his sayings ?"

First I allege against Smith's negation your affirmation, which, as it is more true

in this point than his negation, so for your estimation it is able‘ to countervail his

saying, if there Wcro nothing else: and yet, if Smith had well pondered what I have

written in the second chapter of my second book, and in the seventh and eighth

chapters of my third book, he should have found this matter so fully proved, that

be neither is, nor never shall be able to answer thereto. For I have alleged the

scripture, I have alleged the consent of the old writers, holy fathers, and martyrs,

to prove that Christ called bread his body, and wine his blood. For the evangelists,

Mm xywi- speaking of the Lord's supper, say, that “he took bread, blessed it, broke it, and gave
Mark xn'.

Lukexx'li. it to his disciples, saying, This is my body. And of the wine he said, Take this,

 

[I To be eaten, ordained to nourish, 1551.] [3 In the understanding, 1551.]
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divide it among you, and drink it: this is my blood." I have alleged Irene“, saying rreneun.

that “Christ confessed bread to be his body, and the cup to be his blood." I have

cited Tertullian, who saith in many places that “Christ called bread his body." I Tmuilmu

have brought in for the same purpose Cyprian, who saith that “Christ called such Cyprian"!

bread as is made of many corns joined together, his body: and such wine he named

his blood, as is pressed out of many grapes." I have written the words of Epipha- Bpiphmiua

nius, which be these, that “Christ speaking of a loaf which is round in fashion, and

can neither see, hear, nor feel, said of it, ‘This is my body.'"_ And St Jerome, writing Eigenv

ad Hediln'am, saith that “Christ called the bread which he brake his body." And

St Augustine saith, that “Jesus called meat his body, and drink his blood." And Mai-minus

Cyril saith more plainly, that “Christ called the pieces of bread his body." And cY‘m‘m

last of all I brought forth Theodorete, whose saying is this, that “when Christ gave MORNI

the holy mysteries, he called bread his body, and the cup mixed with wine and

water he called his blood." All these authors I alleged, to prove that Christ called

bread his body, and wine his blood.

W'hich because they speak the thing so plainly as nothing can be more, and

Smith seeth that he can devise nothing to answer these authors, like a wily fox, he

stealeth away by them softly, as he had a flea in his ear, saying nothing to all

these authors, but that they prove not my purpose. If this be a'sufiicient answer,

let the reader be judge; for in such sort I could“ make a short answer to Smith's

whole book in this one sentence, that nothing that he saith proveth his purpose.

And as for proofs of his saying, Smith hath utterly none but only this fond reason:

that if Christ had called bread his body, then should bread have been crucified for

us, because Christ added these words: “This is my body, which shall be given to

death for you." If such wise reason shall take place, a man may not take a loaf

in his hand made of wheat that came out of Dantzic, and say this is wheat that

grew in Dantzic, but it must follow, that the loaf grew in Dantzic. And if the

wife shall say, This is butter of my own cow, Smith shall prove by this speech

that her maid milked butter. But to this fantastical or rather frantic reason, I have

spoken more in mine answer to Smith's preface.

Howbeit, you have taken a wiser way than this, granting that Christ called

bread his body, and wine his blood: but adding thereto, that Christ's calling was

making. Yet here may they that be wise learn by the way, how evil-favouredly

you and Smith agree’ among yourselves.

And forasmuch as Smith hath not made answer unto the authors by me alleged

in this part, I may justly require that for lack of answer in time and place where

he ought to have answered, he may be condemned as one that standeth mute. And

being condemned in this his chief demur, he hath after nothing to answer at all:

for this foundation being overthrown, all the rest falleth down withal.

“'herefore now will I return to answer you in this matter, which is the last of

the evident and manifest untruths, whereof you appeach me. ,

I perceive here how untoward you be to learn the truth, being brought up all

your life in papistical errors. If you could forget your law, which hath been your

chief profession and study from your youth, and specially the canon law which

purposely corrupteth the truth of God's word, you should be much more apt to

understand and receive the secrets of holy scripture. But before those scales fall

from your Saulish eyes, you neither can nor will perceive the true.doctrine of this.

holy sacrament of Christ's body and blood. But yet I shall do as much as lieth

in me, to teach and instruct you, as occasion shall serve; so that the fault shall be

either in your evil bringing up altogether in popery, or in your dulness, or froward

ness, if you attain not true8 understanding of this matter.

29.

 

[5 These references are given and verified in the the second book against msubstautiation."]

reprint of the “ Defence of the Sacrament,“ which [° could 1, 1551.]

is inserted in the body of this book (Book III. ['I do agree, 1551.]

cap. 8.), and will be found in the “ Confutation of [a the true understanding, 1551.]
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Where you speak of the miraculous working of Christ, to make bread his body,

you must first learn that the bread is not made really Christ's body, nor the wine

his blood, but sacramentally. And the miraculous working is not in the bread, but

in them that duly eat the bread, and drink that drink. For the marvellous work

of God is in the feeding; and it is christian people that be fed, and not the

bread.

And so the true confession and belief of the universal church, from the beginning,

is not such as you many times afiirmed, but never can prove: for the catholic

church ackuowledgeth no such division between Christ's holy flesh and his Spirit, that

life is renewed in us by his holy Spirit, and increased by his holy flesh ; but the true

faith confesseth that both be done by his holy Spirit and flesh jointly together, as

well the renovation, as the increase of our life. \Vhcreforc you diminish here the

effect of baptism, wherein is not given only Christ's Spirit, but whole Christ. And

herein I will join an issue with you. And you shall find, that although you think

I lack law wherewith to follow my plea, yet I doubt not but I shall have help of

God's word enough, to make all men perceive that you be but a. simple divine, so

that for lack of your proofs, I doubt not but the sentence shall'be given upon my

side by all learned and indifl’ereut judges, that understand the matter which is in

controversy between us.

And where you say that we must repress our thoughts and imaginations, and

by reason of Christ's omnipotency judge his intent by his will, it is a most certain

truth that God’s absolute and determinate will is the chief governor of all things,

and the rule whereby all things must be ordered, and thereto obey. But where (I

pray you) have you any such will of Christ, that he is really, carnally, corporally, and

naturally, under the forms of bread and wine? There is no such will of Christ set

forth in the scripture, as you pretend by a false understanding of these words, “This

is my body." Why take you then so boldly upon you to say, that this is Christ's

will and intent, when you have no warrant in scripture to bear you?

It is not a sufiicient proof in scripture, to say, God doth it, because he can do

it. For he can do many things which he neither doth, nor will do. He could

have sent more than twelve legions of angels to deliver Christ from the wicked

Jews, and yet he would not do it. He could have created the world and all

things therein in one moment of time, and yet his pleasure was to do it in six days.

In all matters of our christian faith, written in holy scripture, for our instruction

and doctrine, how far soever they seem discrepant from reason, we must repress our

imaginations, and consider God's pleasure and will, and yield thereto, believing him to

be omnipotent; and that by his omnipotent power, such things are verily so as holy

scripture teacheth. Like as we believe that Christ was born of the blessed virgin

Mary, without company of man: that our Saviour Christ the third day rose again

from death: that he in his humanity ascended into heaven: that our bodies at the

day of judgment shall rise again; and many other such like things, which we all that

be true christian men,“ do believe firmly, because we find these things written in scrip

ture. And therefore we (knowing God's omnipotency) do believe that he hath brought

some of the said things to pass already, and those things that are yet to come, he

will by the same omnipotency without doubt likewise bring to pass.

Now if you can prove that your transubstantiation, your fleshly presence of Christ's

body and blood, your carnal eating and drinking of the same, your propitiatory

sacrifice of the mass, are taught us as plainly in the scripture, as the said articles

of our faith be, then I will believe that it is so in deed. Otherwise, neither I nor

any man that is in his right wife, will believe your said articles, because God is

omnipotent, and can make it so. For you might so, under pretence of God's omni

potcncy, make as many articles of our faith as you list, if such arguments might take

place, that God by his omnipotent power can convert the substance of bread and

wine into the substance of his flesh and blood: ergo he doth so indeed.

And although Christ be not corporally in the bread and Wine, yet Christ used not

so many Words, in the mystery of his holy supper, without effectual signification. For

he is effectually present, and effectually worketh not in the bread and wine, but in the
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godly receivers of them, to whom he giveth his own flesh spiritually to feed upon, and

his own blood to quench their great inward thirst.

And here I would wish you to mark very well one true sentence which you have fignge

uttered by the way, which is, that Christ declared that eating of him signified believing, ins

and start not from it another time. And mark the same, I pray thee, gentle reader.

For this one sentence assoileth almost all the arguments that be brought by this lawyer,

in his whole book against the truth.

And yet to the said true saying you have joined another untruth, and have yoked them :11

both together in one sentence. For when Christ had taught of the eating of him, being :Jg'hygunill

the braid descended from heaven, there was no murmuring thereat, say you. Which place.

your saying Icannot but wonder at, to see you so far deceived in a matter so plain

and manifest. And if I had spoken such an evident and manifest untruth, I doubt Theflrlt.

not but it should have been spoken of to Rome gates. For the text saith there plainly,

Murmumbant Judwi do illo, quod diwisset, Ego cum panic eivus, qui de caelo desoendi: John ‘1'.

“The Jews munnured at him because he said, ‘ I am the bread of life that came from

heaven."' But when you wrote this, it seemeth you looked a little too low, and should

have looked higher.

lAnd here by this one place the reader may gather of your own words your intent

and meaning in this your book, if that be true which you said before, that ever where

contention is, on what part the reader seeth in any one point. an open manifest lie, there

he may consider (whatsoever excuse be made of truth) yet the victory of truth not to

be there intended.

Another untruth also followeth incontinently, that when Christ said, “ The bread fignnggmfl

which I will give you is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the world;” in '

these words, say you, Christ maketh mention of two gifts. But what be those two gifts,

I pray you? and by what words is the diversity of those two expressed? If

the giving, as Smith saith, be giving to death, then those two gifts declare that Christ

died for us twice. And if one of Christ's gifts have livery and seisin, why hath not the

other likewise? And when was then that livery and seisin given? And if eating of

Christ be believing, as you said even now, then livery and seisin is given when we first

believe, whether it be in baptism, or at any other time.

But what you mean by these words, that Christ gave in his supper his body as

really to be eaten of us, as he did to be crucified for us, I understand not, except you

would have Christ so really eaten of his apostles at his supper with their teeth, as he

was after crucified, whipped, and thrust to the heart with a spear. But was he not

then so really and corporally crucified, that his body was rent and torn in pieces? And

was not he so crucified then, that he never was crucified after? Was he not so slain

then, that he never died any more”? And if he were so eaten at his supper, then did 32.

his apostles tear his flesh at the supper, as the Jews did the day following? And then

how could he now be eaten again? or how could he be crucified the day following, if

the night before he were after that sort eaten all up ? But “ aptly," say you, “ and con

veniently." Marry, Sir, I thank you; but what is that “aptly and conveniently," but

spiritually and by faith, as you said before, not grossly with the teeth, as he was crucified?

And so the manner was diverse, I grant, and the substance all one.

But when Christ said, “ The bread which I will give is my flesh, which I will give Them"!

for the life of the world," if he had fulfilled this promise at his supper, as you say he fiiliiilsgiiiil

hu romise

did, then what needed he after to die that we might live, if be fulfilled his promise of Hie

life at his supper ? Why said the prophets, that he should be wounded for our iniquities, We '

and that by his wounds we should be healed, if we had life, and were healed before he

was wounded? \Vhy doth the catholic faith teach us to believe that we be redeemed John _vi.

by his blood-shedding, if he gave us life (which is our redemption) the night before heshed his blood? And why saith St Paul that there is no remission without blood- 53????

shedding? Yea, why did he say“, Almit milai gloriari, nisi in erase? “God forbid

 

[‘ The edition of I551 omits this paragraph [2 no more, 1551.]

altogether: it seems to have been an addition made [8 did St Paul say, 1551.]

by Cranmer in the revision of the work]
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that I should rejoice, but in the cross only." Why did he not rather say, Alm't milu'

gloriari, aid in cmm Domim" .9 “God forbid that I should rejoice, but in the Lord's

supper :" whereat, as you say, the promise of life was fulfilled. This is godly doctrine

for such men to make, as being ignorant in God's word, wander in fantasies of their

Own devices, and putantes so one eapicntes, stulti facti aunt. But the true faithful

believing man professeth, that Christ by his death overcame him that was the author

of death, and hath reconciled us to his Father, making us his children, and heirs of his

kingdom; that as many as believe in him should not perish, but have life everlasting.

Thus saith the true christian man, putting his hope of life and eternal salvation neither

in Christ's supper, (although the same be to him a great confirmation of his faith,)

nor in any thing else, but with St Paul saith ’, Milli absit glor-iari, m'in' in cruce Domini

matri Jesu Christi: “God save me that I rejoice in nothing, but in the cross of our

Lord Jesu Christ.”

And when this true believing man cometh to the Lord's supper, and (according to

Christ's commandment) receiveth the bread broken, in remembrance that Christ's body

was broken for him upon the cross, and drinketh the wine in remembrance of the efi’usion

of Christ's blood for his sins, and unfeignedly believeth the same, to him the words

of our Saviour Christ be efi'ectuous and operatory: “ Take, eat; this is my body, which

is given for thee: and drink of this, for this is my blood which is shed for thee, to the

remission of thy sins.” And as St Paul saith, “the bread unto him is the communion

of Christ’s body, and the wine the communion of his blood.” For the effect of his godly

eating (as you truly herein gather of St Paul’s words) is the communication of Christ's

body and blood, but to the faithful receiver, and not to the dumb creatures of bread

and wine, under whose forms the catholic faith teacheth not the body and blood of

Christ invisibly to be hidden. And as to the godly eater (who duly esteemeth

Christ’s body, and hath it in such price and estimation as he ought to have) the

efi'ect is the communication of Christ’s body; so to the wicked cater, the efi'ect is

damnation and everlasting woe.

And now I am glad that here yourself have found out a warrant for the apparel

of bread and wine, that they shall not go altogether naked, and be nude and bare

tokens, but have promises of efi'ectual signification, which now you have spied’ out

both in the words of Christ and St Paul.

Now for the ambiguity of Christ’s speeches, it is not always true, that such speeches

of Christ as might have ambiguity, the evangelists either plainly or by circumstances

open them. For Christ speaking so many things in parables, similes, allegories, meta

phors, and other tropes and figures, although sometime Christ himself, and sometime

the evangelists open the meaning, yet for the most part the meaning is left to the

judgment of the hearers, without any declaration. As when Christ said: “Gird your

loins, and take light candles in your hands." And when he said: “No man that

Setteth his hand to the plough, and looketh behind him, is meet for the kingdom of

God." And when he said: “Except the grain of wheat falling upon the ground, die,

it remaineth sole." And as St Matthew saith: “ Christ spake not to the people with

out parables, that the scriptures might be fulfilled, which prophesied of Christ, that

he should open his mouth in parables."

And although some of his parables Christ opened to the people, some to his

apostles only, yet some he opened to neither of both, as can appear, but left them to

be considered by the discretion of the hearers. And when Christ called Herod a fox,

Judas a devil, himself a door, a. way, a. vine, a well; neither he nor the evangelists

expounded these words, nor gave warning to the hearers that he spake in figures:

for every man that had any manner of sense or reason, might well perceive that

these sentences could not be true in plain form of words, as they were spoken. For

who is so ignorant, but he knoweth that a man is not a fox, a devil, a door, a

way, a vine, a well?

And so likewise when Christ brake the bread, and commanded his disciples to

 

[l Nisi 0mm dominica, 1551.] I [3 espied, 1551.]

[9 but saith with St Paul, 1551.]
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eat it, and said, “This is my body;' and of the wine he “Divide it among

you, drink it, this is my blood:" no man that was there present was so fond, but

he knew well that the bread was not Christ’s body, nor the wine his blood. And

therefore they might well know that Christ called the bread his body, and the wine

his blood for some figure, similitude, and property of the bread and wine unto his

flesh and blood: for as bread and wine be foods to nourish our bodies, so is the flesh

and blood of our Saviour Christ, (being annexed unto his deity,) the everlasting food

of our souls.

And although the evangelists in that place do not fully express the words in this

sense, yet adjoining the sixth chapter of John (speaking of the spiritual manducation

of Christ) to the circumstances of the text in the three evangelists, reciting Christ's

last supper, the whole matter is fully gathered, as old authors of the church have

declared. For do not the circumstances of the text, both before and after the eating

and drinking, declare that there is very bread and wine? Is not that which is broken

and eaten bread? and that which is divided, drunken? And the fruit of the vine,

is it not very wine? And doth not the nature of sacraments require that the sensible

elements should remain in their proper nature, to signify an higher mystery and

secret working of God inwardly, as the sensible elements be ministered outwardly?

And is not the visible and corporal feeding upon bread and wine a convenient and

apt figure and similitude to put us in remembrance, and to admonish us how we

be fed invisibly and spiritually by the flesh and blood of Christ, God and man? And

is not the sacrament taken away, when the element is taken away? Or can the acci

dents of the element be the sacrament of substantial feeding? Or did ever any old

author say, that the accidents were the sacramental signs without the substances?

But for the conclusion of your matter, here I would wish that you would once

truly understand me. For I do not say that Christ’s body and blood be given to us

in signification, and not in deed. But I do as plainly speak as I can, that Christ's

body and blood be given to us in deed, yet not corporally and carnally, but spiritually

and cfi'ectually, as you confess yourself within twelve lines alter.

WINCHl-X'IER.

The author uttereth a great many words, from the eighth to the seventeenth chaptcr of the

first book, declaring hunger and thirst, and the relieving of the same by spiritual

feeding in Christ, and of Christ, as we constantly believe in him, to the confirmation of which

belief; the author would have the sacraments of baptism, and of the body and blood of Christ,

to bc adminiclcs4 as it were, and that we by them be preached unto, as in water, bread, and

wine, and by them all our aina5, as it were, spoken unto, or properly touched; which matter

in the gross, although there be some word: by the way not tolerable, yet if those words act

apart, the some were in the rum granted, to be good teaching and wholesome czhortation, it

containeth so no more but good matter not well applied. For the catholic church that pro/‘meth

the truth of the presence of Christ’s body in the sacrament, would therewith use that declaration

of hunger of Christ, and that spiritual refreshing in Christ, with the cfcct of Christ’s passion

and death, and the some to be the only mean of man’s regeneration and feeding aha, with

the diferenccs of that feeding from bodily feeding, for continuing this earthly life. But this

touchcth not the point that should be entrcatcd: whether Christ so ordered to feed

such as be regenerate in him, to give to them in the sacrament the some his body, that he gave

to bc crucified for us. The good man is fed by faith, and by merits of Christ’s passion,

being the man of the gift of that faith, and other gifts also, and by the sujcring of the

body of Christ, and shedding of his most precious blood on the altar of the cross: which work

and passion of Christ is preached unto us by words and aacramcnts, and the same doctrine

received of us by faith, and the eject of it also. And thus fizr gocth the doctrine of this

author.

But the catholic teaching by the scriptures goah further, con/ttfing Christ to feed such as

be regenerate in him, not only by his body and blood, but also with his body and blood, delivered

in this sacrament by him in deed to us, which thc faithful, by his institution and commandment,

 

[‘ adminicles; l. c. helps, suppurts.] [5 senses, 1551.]

84.
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receive with their faith and with their mouth also, and with those special dainties be fed

specially at Chn'st’s table. And so God doth not only preach in his sacraments, but also

worketh in them, and with them, and in sensible things gioeth celestial gifts, after the doctrine

of each sacrament, as in baptism the Spirit of Christ, and in the sacrament of the altar the

very body and blood of Christ, according to the plain sense of his words which he spake : “ This

is my body,” 8c. And this is the catholic faith, against which, how the author will fortify

that he would have called catholic, and confute that he improvoth, I intend herea er more

particularly to touch in discussion of that is said.

CANTERBURY.

I mistrust not the indifi'erency of the reader so much, but he can well perceive

how simple and slender a rehearsal you have made here of my eight annotations, and

how little matter you have here to say against them, and how little your sayings re

quire any answer.

And because this may the more evidently appear to the reader, I shall rehearse

my words here again.

Although in this treaty of the sacrament of the body and blood of our

Saviour Christ, I have already sufficiently declared the institution and meaning

of the same, according to the very words of the gospel and of St Paul; yet it shall

not be in vain somewhat more at large to declare the same, according to the

mind, as well of holy scripture, as of old ancient authors, and that so sincerely

and plainly, without doubts, ambiguities, or vain questions, that the very simple

and unlearned people may easily understand the same, and be edified thereby.

And this by God’s grace is mine only intent and desire, that the flock

of Christ dispersed in this realm (among whom I am appointed a special pastor)

may no longer lack the commodity and fruit, which springeth of this heavenly

knowledge. For the more clearly it is understood‘, the more sweetness, fruit,

comfort, and edification it bringeth to the godly receivers thereof. And to

the clear understanding of this sacrament, divers things must be considered.

First, that as all men of themselves be sinners, and through sin be in God’s

wrath, banished far away from him, condemned to hell and everlasting dam

nation, and none is clearly innocent, but Christ alone: so every soul inspired

by God is desirous to be delivered from sin and hell, and to obtain at God’s

hands mercy, favour, righteousness, and everlasting salvation.

And this earnest and great desire is called in scripture, “the hunger and

thirst of the soul :” with which kind of hunger David was taken, when he said :

“As an hart longeth for springs of water, so doth my soul long for thee, O

God.” “My soul thirsteth2 after God, who is the well of life. My soul thirsteth

for thee, my flesh wisheth for thee.”

And this hunger the silly poor sinful soul is driven unto by means of the

law, which sheweth unto her the horribleness of sin, the terror of God’s indig

nation, and the horror of death and everlasting damnation.

And when'she seeth nothing but damnation for her offences by justice and

accusation of the law, and this damnation is ever before her eyes, then in this

great distress the soul being pressed with heaviness and sorrow, seeketh for

some comfort, and desireth some remedy for her miserable and sorrowful

estate. And this feeling of her damnable condition, and greedy desire of re

freshing, is the spiritual hunger of the soul.

And whosoever hath this godly hunger is blessed of God, and shall have

[‘ understand, 1551.] [2 hath thinned, 156L]
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meat and drink enough, as Christ himself said: “ Blessed be they that hunger Ham v

and thirst for righteousness, for they shall be filled full.” And on the other

side, they that see not their own sinful and damnable estate, but think them

selves holy enough, and in good case and condition enough, as they have no

spiritual hunger, so shall they not be fed of God with any spiritual food. For

as Almighty God feedeth them that be hungry, so doth he send away empty Lukei.

all that be not hungry.

But this hunger and thirst is not easily perceived of the carnal men. For

when he heareth the Holy Ghost speak of meat and drink, his mind is by

and by in the kitchen and buttery, and he thinketh upon his dishes and pots, 33

his mouth and his belly. I

But the scripture in sundry places useth special words, whereby to draw

our gross minds from the phantasying of our teeth and belly, and from this

carnal and flcshly imagination. For the apostles and disciples of Christ, when

they were yet carnal, knew not what was meant by this kind of hunger and

meat; and therefore when they desired him to eat, (to withdraw their minds

from carnal meat)-he said unto them: “ I have other meat to eat which you

know not.” And why knew they it not? Forsooth, because their minds were John'

gross as yet, and had not received the fulness of the Spirit. And therefore

our Saviour Christ, minding to draw them from this grossness, told them of

another kind of meat than they phantasied, (as it were) rebuking them, for that

they perceived not that there was any other kind of eating and drinking,

besides that eating and drinking which is with the mouth and throat.3

Likewise when he said to the woman of Samaria, “ Whosoever shall drink Jonniv.

of that water that I shall give him, shall never be thirsty again;” they that i

heard him speak those words, might well perceive that he went about to make '

them well acquainted with another kind of drinking, than is the drinking with

the mouth and throat. For there is no such kind of drink, that with once

drinking can quench the thirst of a man’s body for ever. Wherefore, in saying

he shall never be thirsty again, he did draw their minds from drinking with

the mouth unto another kind of drinking, whereof they knew not, and unto

another kind of thirsting, wherewith as yet they were not acquainted. And‘

also, when our Saviour Christ said, “ He that eometh to me shall not hunger, John a.

and he that believeth on me shall never be thirsty ;” he gave them a plain

watchword, that there was another kind of meat and drink than that where

with he fed them at the other side of the water, and another kind of hungering

and thirsting than was the hungering and thirsting of the body. By these

words therefore he drove the people to understand another kind of eating and

drinking, of hungering and thirsting, than that which belongeth only for the

preservation of temporal life.

Now then as the thing that comforteth the body is called meat and drink, ‘

of a like sort the scripture calleth the same thing that comforteth the soul

meat and drink. '

Wherefore as here before in the first note is declared the hunger and cmpJ.

drought of the soul, so is it now secondly to be noted, what is the meat, drink, "rmhipgpmn

and food of the soul. soul.

The meat, drink, food, and refreshing of the soul is our Saviour Christ,

as he said himself: “Come unto me all you that travail and be laden, and Ml"- “

I will refresh you.” And, “If any man be dry," saith he, “let him come to John m.

me and drink. He that believeth in me, floods of water of life shall flow out

 

[2 and the throat, 1551.] [‘ Also when. Him]
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of his belly.” And, “ I am the bread of life,” saith Christ; “ he that comcth to

me, shall not be hungry: and he that believeth in me, shall never be dry."

For as meat and drink do comfort the hungry body, so doth the death of

Christ’s body and the shedding of his blood comfort the soul, when she is

after her sort hungry. What thing is it that comforteth and nourisheth the

body? Forsooth, meat and drink. By what names then shall we call the

body and blood of our Saviour Christ (which do comfort and nourish the hungry

oul) but by the names of meat and drink? And this similitude caused our

Saviour to say: “My flesh is very meat, and my blood is very drink.” For

there is no kind of meat that is comfortable to the soul, but only the death

of Christ’s blessed body; nor no kind of drink that can quench her thirst,

but only the blood-shedding of our Saviour Christ, which was shed for her

ofl'ences. For as there is a carnal generation, and a carnal feeding and nourish

ment; so is there also a spiritual generation, and a spiritual feeding.

And as every man by carnal generation of father and mother, is carnally

begotten and born unto this mortal life: so is every good Christian spiritually

born by Christ unto eternal life.

And as every man is carnally fed and nourished in his body by meat and

drink, even so is every good christian man spiritually fed and nourished in his

soul by the flesh and blood of our Saviour Christ.

[And as the body liveth by meat and drink, and thereby :increaseth and

groweth from a young babe unto a perfect man, (which thing experience

teacheth us;) so the soul liveth by Christ himself, by pure faith eating his

flesh and drinking his blood‘.]

And this Christ himself teacheth us in this sixth2 of John, saying: “ Verily,

verily I say unto you, Except ye eat the flesh of the son of man, and drink

his blood, you have no life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh

my blood, hath eternal life, and I will raise him up at the last day. For

my flesh is very meat, and my blood is very drink. He that eateth my flesh,

and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him. As the living Father

hath sent me, and I live by the Father; even so he that eateth me, shall

live by me.”

And this St Paul confessed3 himself, saying: “That I have life, I have

it by faith in the Son of God. And now it is not I that live, but Christ

liveth in me.”

The third thing to be noted is this, that although our Saviour Christ

resembleth his flesh and blood to meat and drink, yet he far passeth and

excelleth all corporal meats and drinks. For although corporal meats and

drinks do nourish and continue our life here in this world, yet they begin not

our life. For the beginning of our life we have of our fathers and mothers:

and the meat, after we be begotten, doth feed and nourish us, and so preserveth

us for a time. But our Saviour Christ is both the first beginner of our spiritual

life, (who first begetteth us unto God his Father,) and also afterward he is our

lively food and nourishment.

Moreover meat and drink do feed‘ and nourish only our bodies, but Christ

is the true and perfect nourishment both of body and soul. And besides that,

bodily food preserveth the life but for a time, but Christ is such a spiritual

and perfect food, that he preserveth both body and soul for ever; as he said

 

[1 This passage is omitted in both the 1551 and

1580 editions, as well as in ed. Embd. 1557. It

is here inserted from the original edition of the

“ Defence."]

[2 in the sixth of John, 1551.]

[3 confessed of himself, 1551.]

[‘ doth, 1651.]
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unto Martha: “ I am a resurrection" and life. He that believeth in me, although John ri

he die, yet shall he live. And he that liveth and believeth in me, shall not

die for ever.”

Fourthly it is to be noted, that the true knowledge of these things is Chap. 1:11.

the true knowledge of Christ, and to teach these things is to teach Christ. fizz-fig

And the believing and feeling of these things is the believing and feeling of gigpfiefxr

Christ in our hearts. And the more clearly we see, understand, and believe flim

these things, the more clearly we see and understand Christ, and have more

fully our faith and comfort in him.

And although our carnal generation and our carnal nourishment be known

to all men by daily experience, and by our common senses; yet this our spiritual

generation and our spiritual nutrition be so obscure and hid unto us, that

we cannot attain to the true and perfect knowledge and feeling of them,

but only by faith, which must be grounded upon God’s most holy word and

Sacraments.

And for this consideration our Saviour Christ hath not only set forth these 38.

things most plainly in his holy word, that we may hear them with our ears,

but he hath also ordained one visible sacrament of spiritual regeneration in

water, and another visible sacrament of spiritual nourishment in bread and

wine, to the intent, that as much as is possible for man, we may see Christ with

our eyes, smell him at our nose, taste him with our mouths, grope him with our

hands, and perceive him with all our senses. For as the word of God preached

putteth Christ into our ears, so likewise these elements of water, bread, and wine,

joined to God’s word, do after a sacramental manner put Christ into our eyes, '

mouths, hands, and all our senses.

And for this cause Christ ordained baptism in water, that as surely as

we see, feel, and touch water with our bodies, and be washed with water, so

assuredly ought we to believe, when we be baptized, that Christ is verily present

with us, and that by him we be newly born again spiritually, and washed from

our sins, and grafted in the stock of Christ’s own body, and be apparelled,

clothed, and harnessed with him, in such wise, that as the devil hath no power

against Christ, so hath he none against us, so long as we remain grafted in

that stock, and be clothed with that apparel, and harnessed with that armour.

So that the washing in water of baptism is, as it were, shewing of Christ before

our eyes, and a sensible touching, feeling, and groping of him, to the confirmation

of the inward faith, which we have in him.

And in like manner Christ ordained the sacrament of his body and blood in

bread and wine, to preach unto us, that as our bodies be fed, nourished, and

preserved with meat and drink, so as touching our spiritual life towards God '

we be fed, nourished, and preserved by the body and blood of our Saviour "

Christ; and also that he is such a. preservation unto us, that neither the devils of

hell, nor eternal death, nor sin, can be able to prevail against us, so long as

by true and constant faith we be fed and nourished with that meat and drink.

And for this cause Christ ordained this sacrament in bread and wine (which 51:51

we eat and drink, and be chief nutrimcnts of our body), to the intent that as was;

surely as we see the bread and wine with our eyes, smell them with our noses, “P4

touch them with our hands, and taste them with our months, so assuredly [Rabanlllflc

ought we to believe that Christ is a spiritual6 life and sustenance of our souls, iiiiiii'liili-nilr

like as the said bread and wine is the food and sustenance of our bodies. Andno less ought we to doubt, that our souls be fed and live by Christ, than ffhrjmb.

[5 I am resurrection, 1551.] [‘ is our spiritual life, 1551.]
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that our bodies be fed and live by meat and drink. Thus on Saviour Christ,

knowing us to be in this world, as it were, but babes and weaklings in faith,

hath ordained sensible signs and tokens whereby to allure and to draw us to

more strength and more constant faith in him. So that the eating and drinking

of this sacramental bread and wine is, as it were, shewing‘ of Christ before our

eyes, a smelling of him with our noses, feeling2 and groping of him with our

hands, and an eating, chewing, digesting, and feeding upon him to our spi

ritual strength and perfection.

Fifthly, it is to be noted, that although there be many kinds of meats

and drinks which feed the body, yet our Saviour Christ (as many ancient

authors write) ordained this sacrament of our spiritual feeding in bread and

wine, rather than in other meats and drinks, because that bread and wine do

most lively represent unto us the spiritual union and knot of all faithful people,

as well unto Christ, vas also among themselves. For like as bread is made

of a great number of grains of corn, ground, baken, and so joined together,

that thereof is made one loaf; and an infinite number of grapes be pressed

together in one vessel, and thereof is made wine; likewise is the whole multi- .

tude of true christian people spiritually joined, first to Christ, and then among

themselves together in one faith, one baptism, one Holy Spirit, one knot and

bond of love.

Sixthly, it is to be noted, that as the bread and wine which we do eat

be turned into our flesh and blood, and be made our very flesh and very

blood, and so be3 joined and mixed with our flesh and blood, that they be

made one whole body together; even so be all faithful Christians spiritually

turned into the body of Christ, and so be3 joined unto Christ, and also to

gether among themselves, that they do make but one mystical body of Christ,

as St Paul saith: “We be one bread and one body, as many as be partakers

of one bread and one cup.” And as one loaf is given among many men, so

that every one is partaker of the same loaf; and likewise one cup of wine

is distributed unto many persons, whereof every one is partakcr; even so our

Saviour Christ (whose flesh and blood be represented by the mystical bread

and wine in the Lord’s supper) doth give himself unto all his true members,

spiritually to feed them, nourish them, and to give them continual life by

him. And as the branches of a tree, or member of a body, if they be

dead, or cut off, they neither live, nor receive any nourishment or sustenance

of the body or tree; so likewise ungodly and wicked people, which be cut off

from Christ’s mystical body, or be dead members of the same, do not spi

ritually feed upon Christ’s body and blood, nor have any life, strength, or

sustcntation thereby.

Seventhly, it is to be noted, that whereas nothing in this life is more ac

memtmgv'eth ceptable before God, or more pleasant unto man, than christian people to live
all m -n 0

love and

friendship.

together quietly in love and peace, unity and concord, this sacrament doth

most aptly and efl'ectuously move us thereunto. For when we be made all

partakers of this one table, what ought we to think, but that we be all mem

bers of one spiritual body, whereof Christ is the head; that we be joined

together in one Christ, as a great number of grains of corn be joined to

gether in one loaf? Surely, they have very hard and stony hearts, which

with these things be not moved: and more cruel and unreasonable be they

than brute beasts, that cannot be persuaded to be good to their christian bre

thren and neighbours, for whom Christ sufl'ered death, when in this sacra

 

[1 a showing, 1551.] [2 a feeling, 1551.] [3 be so, 1551.]
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ment they be put in remembrance that the Son of God bestowed his life for

his enemies. For we see by daily experience, that eating and drinking to

gether maketh friends, and continueth friendship: much more then ought the

table of Christ to move us so to do. Wild beasts and birds be made gentle

by giving them meat and drink: why then should not christian men Wax

meek and gentle with this heavenly meat of Christ? Ilereunto we be stirred

and moved, as well by the bread and wine in this holy supper, as by the

words of holy scripture recited in the same. Wherefore, whose heart soever

this holy sacrament, communion, and supper of Christ will not kindle with

love unto his neighbours, and cause him to put out of his heart all envy,

hatred, and malice, and to grave in the same all amity, friendship, and con

cord, he deceiveth himself, if he think that he bath the Spirit of Christ

dwelling within him. I

But all these foresaid godly admonitions, exhortations, and comforts, do

the papists (as much as lieth in them) take away from all christian people by

their transubstantiation.

For if we receive no bread nor wine in the holy communion, then all 40.
The doctrine

these lessons and comforts be gone, which we should learn and receive by 223%:

eating of the bread, and drinking of the wine: and that fantastical imagi-21'3‘35130?u

nation giveth an occasion utterly to subvert our whole faith in Christ. Forseeing that this sacrament was ordained in bread and wine (which be foods

for the body) to signify and declare unto us our spiritual food by Christ;

then if our corporal feeding upon the bread and wine be but fantastical, (so

that there is no bread nor wine‘ there indeed to feed upon, although they appear

there to be,) then it doth us to understand, that our spiritual feeding in Christ

is also fantastical, and that indeed we feed not of him: which sophistry is

so devilish and wicked, and so much injurious to Christ, that it could not

come from any other person, but only from the devil himself, and from his

special minister antichrist.

The eighth thing that is to be noted is, that this spiritual meat of Christ’s ChlP- "1

body and blood is not received in the mouth, and digested in the stomach, afgygpglfii

(as corporal meats and drinks commonly be,) but it is received with a pure 3'33?“

heart and a sincere faith. And the true eating and drinking of the said M

body and blood of Christ is, with a. constant and lively faith to believe, that

Christ gave his body, and shed his blood upon the cross for us, and that

he doth so join and incorporate himself to us, that he is our head, and we

his members, and flesh of his flesh, and bone of his bones, having him dwelling

in us, and we in him. And herein standeth the whole effect and strength of

this sacrament. And this faith God worketh inwardly in our hearts by his

holy Spirit, and confirmeth the same outwardly to our cars by hearing of his

word, and to our other senses by eating and drinking of the sacramental bread

and wine in his holy supper.

What thing then can be more comfortable to us, than to eat this meat,

and drink this drink ? whereby Christ eertifieth us, that we be spiritually,

and truly, fed and nourished by him, and that we dwell in him, and he in

us. Can this be shewed unto us more plainly, than when he saith himself, John vi.

“ He that eateth me shall live by me?”

Wherefore, whosoever doth not contemn the everlasting life, how can he

but highly esteem this sacrament? How can he but embrace it as a sure

pledge of his salvation? And when he seeth godly people devoutly receive

 

[‘ breed and wine, 1661.]
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the same, how can he but be desirous oftentimes to receive it with them?

Surely no man that well understandeth, and diligently weigheth these things,

can be without a great desire to come to this holy supper.

All men desire to have God’s favour, and when they know the contrary,

that they be in his indignation, and cast out of his favour, what thing can

comfort them? How be their minds vexed! What trouble is in their con

sciences! All God’s creatures seem to be against them, and do make them

afraid, asthings being ministers of God’s wrath and indignation towards them,

and rest or comfort can they find none, neither within them, nor without them.

And in this case they do hate as well God, as the devil; God, as an un

merciful and extreme judge, and the devil as a most malicious and cruel

tor-mentor.

And in this sorrowful heaviness, holy scripture teacheth them, that our

heavenly Father can by no means be pleased with them again, but by the

sacrifice and death of his only-begotten Son, whereby God hath made a per

petual amity and peace with us, doth pardon the sins of them that believe in

him, maketh them his children, and giveth them to his first-begotten Son

Christ, to be incorporate into him, to be saved by him, and to be made heirs

41. of heaven with him. And in the receiving of the holy supper of our Lord,

we be put in remembrance of this his death, and of the whole mystery of our

redemption. In the which supper is made mention of his testament, and of

the aforesaid communion of us with Christ, and of the remission of our sins

by his sacrifice upon the cross.

Wherefore in this sacrament, (if it be rightly received with a true faith.)

we be assured that our sins be forgiven, and the league of peace and the

testament of God is confirmed between him and us, so that whosoever by a

true faith doth eat Christ’s flesh, and drink his blood, hath everlasting life

by him. Which thing when we feel in our hearts at the receiving of the

Lord’s supper, what thing can be more joyful, more pleasant, or more com

fortable unto us?

All this to be true is most certain by the words of Christ himself, when

he did first institute his holy supper, the night before his death, as it appeareth

Luke “11. as well by the words of the evangelists, as of St Paul. “Do this,” saith Christ,

1,1012; 12.x“. “as often as you drink it, in remembrance of me.” And St Paul saith: “As

piggy; often as you eat this bread, and drink this cup, you shall shew the Lord's

' death until he come.” And again Christ said: “ This cup is a new testament

in mine own blood, which shall be shed for the remission of sins.”

This doctrine here recited may suffice for all that be humble and godly,

and seek nothing that is superfluous, but that is necessary and profitable: and

therefore, unto such persons may be made here an end of this book. But

unto them that be contentious papists and idolaters, nothing is enough. And

yet, because they shall not glory in their subtle inventions and deceivable

doctrine (as though no man were able to answer them), I shall desire the

readers of patience to suffer me a little while, to spend some time in vain,

to confute their most vain vanities. And yet the time shall not be altogether

spent in vain, for thereby shall more clearly appear the light from the dark

ness, the truth from false sophistical subtleties, and the certain word of God

from men’s dreams and fantastical inventions.

Although I need make no further answer, but the rehearsal of my words, yet

thus much will I answer, that where you say, that I speak some words by the way

not tolerable, if there had been any such they should not have failed to be expressed

and named to their reproach, as other have been. \Vherefore the reader may take a
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day with you before he believe you, when you reprove me for using some intoler

able words, and in conclusion name not one of them.

And as for your catholic confession, that Christ doth indeed feed such as be re

generated in him, not only by his body and blood, but also with his body and blood

at his holy table, this I confess also: but that he feedeth Jews, Turks, and infidels,

if they receive the sacrament, or that he corporally fcedeth ,our mouths with his flesh

and blood, this neither I confess, nor any scripture or ancient writer ever taught;

but they teach that he is eaten spiritually in our hearts and by faith, not with mouth

and teeth, except our hearts be in our mouths, and our faith in our teeth.

Thus you have laboured sore in this matter, and spun a fair thread, and brought gilltllryw

this your first book to a goodly conclusion. For you conclude your book with blas- Increment!

phemous words against both the sacrament of baptism and the Lord's supper, nig

gardly pinching God's gifts, and diminishing his liberal promises made unto us in 42.

them. For where Christ hath promised in both the sacraments to be assistant with

us whole both in body and Spirit (in the one to be our spiritual regeneration and

apparel, and in the other to be our spiritual meat and drink), you clip his liberal

benefits in such sort, that in the one you make him to give but only his Spirit, and

in the other but only his body. _ And yet you call your book an explication and assertion

of the true catholic faith.

Here you make an end of your first book, leaving unanswered the rest of my book. 9- Smith

And yet, forasrnuch as Smith busieth himself in this place with the answer thereof,

he may not pass unanswered again, where the matter requireth. The words of my

book be these.

But these things cannot manifestly appear to the reader, except the prin- pawn]

cipal points he first set out, wherein the papists vary from the truth of God’s Fm'p’iiiiti
-- - palerrors of

word, which be cluefly four. the papists.

First, the papists say, that in the supper of the Lord, after the words of Theflmisofl I

consecration, (as they call it,) there is none other substance remaining, but the gieclirriiince '

substance of Christ’s flesh and blood, so that there remaineth neither bread

to be eaten, nor wine to be drunken. And although there be the colour of

bread and wine, the savour, the smell, the bigness, the fashion, and all other

(as they call them) accidents, or qualities and quantities of bread and wine,

yet, say they, there is no‘ very bread nor wine, but they be turned into the

flesh and blood of Christ. And this conversion they call “transubstantiation,”

that is to say, “ turning of one substance into another substance.” And although

all the accidents, both of the bread and wine, remain still, yet, say they, the

same accidents be in no manner of thing, but hang alone in the air, without

anything to stay them upon. For in the body and blood of Christ, say they,

these accidents cannot be, nor yet in the air; for the body and blood of Christ,

and the air, be neither of that bigness, fashion, smell, nor colour, that the

bread and wine be. Nor in the bread and wine, say they, these accidents

cannot be; for the substance of bread and wine, as they aflirm, be clean gone.

And so there remaineth whiteness, but nothing is white: there remaineth colours,

but nothing is coloured therewith: there remaineth roundness, but nothing is

round: and there is bigness, and yet nothing is big: there is sweetness, with

out any sweet thing; softncss, without any soft thing; breaking, without any

thing broken; division, without anything divided: and so other qualities and

quantities, without anything to receive them. And this doctrine they teach

as a necessary article of our faith.

But it is not the doctrine of Christ, but the subtle invention of antichrist,

first decreed by Innocent the third, and after more at large set forth by school Inlnnoem

authors, whose study was ever to defend and set abroad to the world all '

 

[‘ The first is of tramubstamistion, l55l.] '

\



46 THE FIRST BOOK

De summn

Trin. ct flde

entholla.

[' Finniter,

43.

The second

is of the pre

sence of

Christ in the

sacrament.

De consecrl.

dist. l- Ego

Beren .

' ‘llofi‘en

contra Give].

in pmmio.

lib. 3t corro

bont. 5.

John xvi.

Malt. xxvL

such matters as the bishop of Rome had once decreed. And the devil, by

his minister antichrist, had so dazzled the eyes of a great multitude of christian

people in these latter days, that they sought not for their faith at the clear

WP“ light of God’s word, but at the Romish antichrist, believing whatsoever he

prescribed unto them, yea, though it were against all reason, all senses, and

God’s most holy word also. For else he could not have been very antichrist.

indeed, except he had been so repugnant unto Christ, whose d0ctrine is clean

contrary to this doctrine of antichrist. For Christ teacheth that we receive

very bread and wine in the most blessed supper of the Lord, as sacraments

lto admonish us, that as we be fed with bread and wine bodily, so we be

fed with the body and blood of our Saviour Christ spiritually: as in our

. baptism we receive very water, to signify unto us, that as water is an

element to wash the body outwardly, so be our souls washed by the Holy

Ghost inwardly.

The second principal thing, wherein the papists vary from the truth of

God’s word, is this: They say, that the very natural flesh and blood of

Christ, which sufi'ered for us upon the cross, and sitteth at the right

hand of the Father in heaven, is also really, substantially, corporally, and

naturally, in or under the accidents of the sacramental bread and wine, which

they call the forms of bread and wine. And yet here they vary not a.

little among themselves, for some say, that the very natural body of Christ

is there, but not naturally, nor sensibly. And other say, that it is there

naturally and sensibly, and of the same bigness and fashion that it is in

heaven, and as the same was born of the blessed virgin Mary, and that it is

there broken and torn in pieces with our teeth. And this appeareth partly

by the school authors, and partly by the confession of Berengarius‘, which

Nicholas the second constrained him to make, which was this: That of the

'sacraments of the Lord’s table the said Berengarius should promise to hold

that faith which the said pope Nicholas and his council held, which was, that

not only the sacraments of bread and wine, but also the very flesh and blood

of our Lord Jesus Christ are sensibly handled of the priest in the altar, broken

and torn with the teeth of the faithful people. But the true catholic faith,

grounded upon God’s most infallible word, teacheth us, that our Saviour Christ

(as concerning his man’s nature and bodily presence) is gone up unto heaven,

.cmflm, and sitteth at the right hand of his Father, and there shall he tarry until the

Emmy“ world’s end, at what time he shall come again to judge both the quick and the

dead, as he saith himself in many scriptures:

And in another place he saith: “ You shall everhe, “ and go to my Father.”

have poor men among you, but me shall not you2 ever have.”

  

 

“I forsake the world,” saith

And again he

[' Ego Berengarius indignus sancti Mauritii

A ndcgavensis ecclesia: Diaconus eognoscens vel-am,

catholicam, ct apostolicam fidem, anathematizo

omnem haeresim, pnrcipue eam, de qua hactenus

infamatus sum: quu: astrucre conatur panem ct

vlnum, qua: in altari ponuntur, post oonsecrationem

solummodo sacramentum, et non verum corpus et

sanguinem Domini nostri Jesu Christi esse, nec

posse sensualiter, nisi in solo sacramcnto, manibus

sacerdotum traclari, vel frangi, aut fidelium denti

bus atteri. Consentio aulem sanctm Romanm et

apostolicm Sedi: et ore et corde profiteor dc sacra

mentis Dominica! menses eandem fidem me tenere,

qunm dominus et venerabilis Papa Nicolaus et

hare sancta Synodus auctoritatc evsngelica et apos

tolica tenendsm tradidit, mihique firmnvit: scilicet

panem ct vinum, qua! in nltari ponuntur, post con

secrationem non solum sacramentum, sed etiam

vcrum corpus et sanguinem Domini nostri Jesu

Christi esse, et sensualiter, non solum sacramento,

ted in veritate manibus sacerdotum tractari, frangi,

ct fidelium dentibus atteri: jurans per sanctam et

homousion Trinitatem, per base sacrosancta Christi

evangelia. Eos vero, qui contra hanc tidem vene_

rim, cum dogmatibus ct sectatoribus suis eterno

anathemate dignos esse pronuntio. Quod si ego

ipse aliquando contra hmc aliquid sentire nut prie

dicare przesumpsero, subjaceam canonum severitati.

Lecto et perlecto sponte subscripsL-Corpus Juris

Canonici. Gratiani Decreti tcrtia pars. “ De Con~

secret." Dist. n. c. xlii. cols. 1932, 3. Ed. Lngd.

1618.]
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saith: “Many hereafier shall come and say, look here is Christ, or look there Mm. Xxiv

he is, but believe them not.” And St Peter saith in the Acts, that “heaven must Am in.

receive Christ until the time that all things shall be restored.” And St Paul,

writing to the Colossians, agreeth hereto, saying: “Seek for things that be (101.1“.

above, where Christ is sitting at the right hand of the Father.” And St

Paul, speaking of the very sacrament, saith: “ As often as you shall eat this lCar.xi.

bread, and drink this cup, shew forth the Lord’s death until he come.” “ Till

he come,” saith St Paul, signifying that he is not there corporally present.

For what speech were this, or who useth of him that is already present to say,

“ until he come ?” For, “ until he come 3,” signifieth that he is not yet present.

This is the catholic faith, which we learn from our youth in our common

creed, and which Christ taught, the apostles followed, and the martyrs confirmed

with their blood.

And although Christ in his human nature, substantially, really, corporally,

naturally, and sensibly, be present with his Father in heaven, yet sacramentally

and spiritually he is here present‘. For in water, bread, and wine, he is pre

sent, as in signs and sacraments; but he is indeed spiritually in those faithful,

christian people, which according to Christ’s ordinance be baptized, or receive

the holy communion, or unfeignedly believe in him. Thus have you heard

the second principal article, wherein the papists vary from the truth of God’s

word and from the catholic faith. ‘

Now the third thing, wherein they vary, is this.

The papists say, that evil and ungodly men receive in this sacrament the 44.

very body and blood of Christ, and eat and drink the selfsame thing that 3,2123%“ni‘én
the good and godly men do. But the truth of God’s word is contrary, that mwvmk

all those that be godly members of Christ, as they corporally eat the bread amigo

and drink the wine, so spiritually they eat and drink Christ’s very flesh and

blood. And as for the wicked members of the devil, they eat the sacramental

bread, and drink the sacramental wine, but they do not spiritually eat Christ’s

flesh, nor drink his blood, but they eat and drink their own damnation.

The fourth thing, wherein the popish priests dissent from the manifest :pfhroudma

word of God, is this. They say that they offer Christ every day for remission mien

of sin, and distribute by their masses the merits of Christ’s passion. But the '

prophets, apostles, and evangelists, do say that Christ himself in his own

person made a sacrifice for our sins upon the cross, by whose wounds all our

diseases were healed, and our sins pardoned; and so did never no priest, man,

nor creature, but he, nor he did the same never more than once. And the

benefit hereof is in no man’s power to give unto any other, but every man

must receive it at Christ’s hands himself, by his own faith and belief, as the AMkii

prophet saith.

Here Smith findeth himself much grieved at two false reports, wherewith he saith o1).3mm|_

that I untruly charge the papists. One, when I write that some say, that the very 1,

natural body of Christ is in the sacrament naturally and sensibly; which thing Smith in

utterly denieth any of them to say, and that I falsely lay this unto their charge. And mm"

moreover it is‘ very false, saith he, that you lay unto our charges, that we say, that

Christ’s body is in the sacrament as it was born of the virgin, and that it is broken

and tom in pieces with our teeth. This also Smith saitl1° is a false report of me.

But whether I have made any untrue report or no, let the books he judges. As

 

[3 until I come, 1551.] ally in the faithful christian people, 1551.]

[‘ He is here present in water, bread, and wine, [5 it is also very false, 1551.]

as in signs and sacraments, but he is indeed spiritu- [4‘ saith Smith, 1551.]
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touching the first, the bishop writeth thus in his book of the Devil's Sophistry, the

fourteenth leaf : “Good men were never offended with breaking of the host, which

they daily saw, being also persuaded Christ's body to be present in the sacrament

naturally and really." And in the eighteenth leaf he saith these words: “Christ,

God and man, is naturally present in the sacrament." And in ten or twelve places

of this, his last book, he saith, “that Christ is present in the sacrament ‘naturally,’

‘ corporally,’ ‘sensibly,’ and ‘ carnally,’ as shall appear evidently in the reading thereof.”

So that I make no false report herein, who report no otherwisel than the papists have

written and published openly in their books.

Amnifm And it is not to be passed over, but worthy to be noted, how manifest falsehood

is used in the printing of this bishop’s book, in the one hundred and thirty-sixth leaf.

or" book- For where the bishop wrote (as I have two copies to shew, one of his own hand, and

another exhibited by him in open court before the king’s commissioners), that Christ's

body in the sacrament is truly present, and therefore really present, corporally also,

and naturally; the printed book now set abroad hath changed this word “naturally,”

and in the stead thereof hath put these words, “ but yet supernaturally," corrupting

and manifestly falsifying the bishop's book '.

45- Who was the author of this untrue act, I cannot certainly define; but if conjectures

may have place, I think the bishop himself would not command to alter the book in

the printing, and then set it forth with this title, that it was the same book that was

exhibited by his own hand, for his defence, to the kings majesty's commissioners at

Lambeth.

And I think the printer, being a Frenchman, would not have enterprised so false

a deed of his own head, for the which he should have no thanks at all, but be accused

of the author as a falsifier of his book.

Now forasmuch as it is not like, that either the bishop or the printer would play

any such pranks, it must then be some other, that was of counsel in the printing of

the book; which being printed in France (whither you be now fled from your own

native country), what person is more like to have done such a noble act than you '?

who being so full of craft and untruth in your own country, shew yourself to be no

changeling, wheresoever you be come. And the rather it seemeth to me to be you

than any other person, because that the book is altered in this word “naturally,”

upon which word standeth the reproof of your saying. For he saith that Christ is

in the sacrament “naturally,” and you deny that any man so saith, but that Christ

is there “supernaturally.” Who is more like therefore to change in his book “natu

rally” into “supematurally” than you, whom the matter toucheth, and no man else?

But whether my conjectures be good in this matter I will not determine, but refer

it to the judgment of the indifferent reader.

fiffechr I, Now as concerning the second untrue report, which I should make of the papists,

I have alleged the words of Berengarius’ recantation, appointed by pope Nicholas

$32“ the second, and written De comecrat. diet. 2, which be these, “that not only the sacra

ments of bread and wine, but also the very flesh and blood of our Lord Jesu Christ,

are sensibly handled of the priest in the altar, broken, and torn with the teeth of

the faithful people."

Thus the reader may see that I misreport not the papists, nor charge them with

any other words than they do write; that is to say, “that the body of Christ is

naturally and sensibly in the sacrament, and broken and torn in pieces with our teeth.”

“ But," saith Smith, “the meaning of Berengarius in his recantation was otherwise,

that the forms of bread3 and wine are broken and torn with our teeth, but Christ is

received wholly, without breaking of his body, or tearing with our teeth.” Well,

whatsoever the meaning of Berengarius was, his words be as I report; so that I make
 

[1 none otherwise, 1551.]

P In the 1551 edition of Winchester’s Expli

cation, p. 136, the passage is thus given: “ It is

truly present, and therefore really present, corpo

rally also, and but yet supernaturally, with relation

to the truth of the body present, and not to the

manner of presence, which is spiritual.” The

reader, however, is directed in the “certain faults

escaped in the printing," appended to the beginning

of the book, to read “naturally " for “supematu

rally." Cranmer's version of these renderings, it

is evident, is the only one which can make the

sense clear and distinct]

II the forms only of bread, 1551.]
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no false report of the papists, nor untruly charge them with that they say not. But

how should men know what the papists mean, when they say one thing, and mean

another? For Berengarius said, “that not only the sacraments be broken and torn

with our teeth," and you say he meant contrary, “that only the sacraments be broken

and torn with our teeth.” Berengarius said, “that also the very flesh and blood of

Christ be broken and torn," and you say he meant clean contrary, “that the flesh

and blood of Christ be not broken and torn.” Well, then would I fain learn, how

it may be known what the papists mean, if they mean yea, when they say nay, and

mean nay, when they say yea.

And as for St John Chrysostom, and other old authors, by whom you would ex

cuse this manner of speech, they help you herein nothing‘ at all. For not one of them

speak after this sort that Berengarius doth. For although they say sometimes that 46'

we Christ, touch him, and break him, (understanding that speech not of Christ

himself, but of the sacraments which represent him,) yet they use no such form of

speech as was prescribed to Berengarius, that we see, feel, and break, not only the

sacraments, but also Christ himself.

And likewise of Loth‘, Abraham, Jacob, Joshua, Mary Magdalene, and the apostles,

whom you bring forth in this matter, there is no such speech in the scripture as

Berengarius useth. So that all these things be brought out in vain, having no colour

to serve for your purpose, saving that something you must say to make out your

book.

And as for all the rest that you say in this process, concerning the presence of

Christ visible and invisible, needeth no answer at all, because you prove nothing of

all that you say in that matter, which may easily therefore“ be denied by as good

authority as you afiirm the same. And yet all the old writers that speak of the

diversity of Christ's substantial presence and absence, declare this diversity to be in

the diversity of his two natures, (that in the nature of his humanity he is gone

hence, and present in the nature of his divinity,) and not that in divers respects and

qualities of one nature he is both present and absent; which I have proved in my

third book, the fifth chapter.

And forasmuch as you have not brought one author for the proof of your saying,

but your own bare words, nor have answered to the authorities alleged by me in

the foresaid place of my third book, reason would that my proofs should stand and

have place, until such time as you have proved your sayings, or brought some

evident matter to improve mine. And this, I trust, shall suliice to any indifferent

reader, for the defence of my first book.

WINCHESTER.

Whcrein I will keep this order. First, to corm'der the third book, that speakcth against the

faith of the real presence of Christ’s most precious body and blood in the sacrament: then

against the fourth, and so return to the second, speaking of tranmbsta/ntiation, whereof to

talk, the real presence not being dimmed, were clearly superfluous. Andfinally, I will somewhat

say of the fifth book also.

_ CANTERBURY.

But now to return to the conclusion of the bishop’s book. As it began with 3,Whytheor

marvellous sleight and subtlety, so doth he conclude the same with a like notable $32212?

subtlety, changing the order of my books, not answering them in such order as Iihhziiaiirioirl

wrote them, nor as the nature of the things requireth. For seeing that, by all men's

confessions, there is bread and wine before the consecration; the first thing to be

discussed in this matter is, whether the same bread and wine remain still after the

consecration, as sacraments of Christ’s most precious body and blood. And next, by

order of nature and reason, is to be discussed, whether the body and blood of Christ,

 

[‘ nothing herein, 1551.] I [“ which may therefore easily, 1551.]

[5 i.e. 1.01.]

[(‘RANMER.]
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represented by those sacraments, be present also with the said sacraments: and

what manner of presence Christ hath, both in the sacraments, and in them that

receive the sacraments.

But for what intent the bishop changed this order, it is easy to perceive. For

he saw the matter of transubstantiation so flat and plain against him, that it was

hard for him to devise an answer in that matter, that should have any. appearance

of truth, but all the world should evidently see him clearly overthrown at the first

onset. Wherefore he thought, that although the matter of the real presence hath no

truth in it at all, yet forasmuch as it seemed to him to have some more appearance

of truth than the matter of transubstantiation hath, he thought best to begin with

that first, trusting so to juggle in the matter, and to dazzle the eyes of them that

be simple and ignorant, and specially of such as were already persuaded in the matter,

that they should not well see nor perceive his legerdemain. And when he had won credit

with them in that matter, by making them to wonder at his crafiy juggling, then

thought he, it should be a fit and meet time for him to bring in the matter of

transnbstantiation. For when men be amazed, they do wonder rather than

judge: and when they be muflled and blindfolded, they cannot find the

right way, though they seek it never so fast, nor yet follow it, if it

chance them to find it; but give up clearly their own judgment,

and follow whomsoever they take to be their guide. And so

shall they lightly follow me in this matter of transubstan

tiation, (thought the bishop,) if I can first persuade

them and get their good wills in the real presence.

This sleight and subtlety thou mayest judge

certainly, good reader, to be the cause,

and none other, wherefore the order

of my book is changed with

out ground or reason.

The end of Me first book.

 



THE

CONFUTATION OF THE THIRD BOOK.

[wrucnusrrzm]

IN the beginning of the third book, the author hath thought good to note certain difcrencec, 48.

which I will also particularly comidcr. It followeth in him thus. to???“

“ They teach that Christ is in the bread and wine: but we say, according to the truth, that 165%}

he is in them that worthily eat and drink the bread and wine."

Note here, reader, even in the entry of the comparison of these difl'crences, how untruly The mm“,

the true fuith of thc church is reported, which doth not teach that Christ is in the bread and 33,2319",

wine (which was the doctrine of Luther); but the true faith is, that Christ’s most precious Pm‘

body and blood is, by tho might of his word and determination of his will, which he declartlh

by his word, in his holy supper present under form of bread and wine. The substance of which

natures qf bread and wine is converted into his most precious body and blood, as it is truly

believed and taught in thc catholic church, Qf which teaching this author cannot be ignorant.

So as the author of this book reporteth an untruth wittingly against his conscience, to say they

teach (calling them papists) that Christ is in the broad and wine, but they agree in form of

teaching with that the church of England tcacheth at this day, in the distribution qf the holy 'The‘teach

communion, in that it is there said, thc body and blood of Christ to be under the form ofi'tgul'fl'fi

broad and wine. And thus much serveth for declaration of the wrong and untrue report chum], or

of tho faith of the catholic church, made of this author in tho setting forth of this di ermcc Emmi",

an that part, which it plcaseth him to name papists. mo:

And now to speakof thc other part of the difference on the author's side, whcn hc would PW“

trll what he and his say, he convcyeth a sense crafiily in words to serve for a diference, such 'Cnfty son

as no catholic man would deny. For every catholic tcachcr grantcth, that no man can receive ielulrcioir

umhily Christ’s body1 and blood in the sacrament, u/nlcss he hath byfaith and charity Christ t mum"

dwelling in him. For otherwise, such one a; hath not Christ in him, receiveth Christ’s body

in the sacrament unworthily, to his condemnation. Christ cannot be received worthily, but ‘Worthyre

into his own temple, which be ye, Saint Paul saith; and yet, he that hath not Christ's Spirit $iliil'lt‘gli.

in him, is not his. A: for calling it bread and wine, a. catholic man forbearelh not that _

name, signifying what those creatures were before the consecration in substance. Wherefore lCorvvi

appmreth, how the author of this book, in the lieu and place of a difcrcnce, which he pretendcth

he would show, bringeth in that under a “but”, which every catholic man must nceds confess,

that Christ is in them who worthily eat and drink the sacrament of his body and blood, or the

bread and wine, as this author spealwth. ‘

But as? this author would have spoken plainly, and compared truly the difcrencc of the 'A difference

two teachings, he should in the second part have said somewhat contrary to that the catholic 2223:6220!

church tP/u'hcth, which he doth not; and therefore as he shcwclh untruth in thc'first report,

so he shcweth a sleight and shift in thc declaration of the second part, toaay that repugneth

not to the first matter, and that no catholic man will deny, considering the said two teachings

be not of one matter, nor shoot not, (tu one might say) to one mark. For the first part is

of the substance of the sacrament to be received, where it is truth, Christ to be present, God

and man. The second part isof Christ’s spiritual presence in the man that receiveth, which

indeed must be in him before he receive thc sacrament, or he cannot receive the sacrament

worthily, as before3 is said, which two parts may stand well without any repugnancy; and

so both the diferencea thus taught makc but one catholic doctrine. Let us see what the author

saith further.

CANTERBURY.

Now the crafts, wiles, and untruths of the first book being partly detected, after

I have also answered to this book, I shall leave to the indifl'erent reader to judge 49.

whether it be of the same sort or no. But before I make further answer, I shall

 

[‘ Christ‘s precious body, l561.] [' But and this author, 1551.] [' Afore, 1561.]



52 THE THIRD BOOK.

[ Book nu]

Chap. 1.

The resence

of C fat in

the sacra

ment,

Christ mr

porall in as

eend into

heaven.

Acts iil.

Chap. n.

The differ

ence between

the true and

pnpiltiul

doctrine con

cerning the

ruenee of

hrist'sbody.

The n rst com

parison.

rehearse the words of mine own third book, which you attempt next, out of order,

to impugn. My words be these:

Now this matter of transubstantiation being, as I trust, sufficiently resolved,

(which is the first part before rehearsed, wherein the papistical doctrine varieth

from the catholic truth,) order requireth next to entreat of the second part, which

is of the manner of the presence of the body and blood of our Saviour Christ in

the sacrament thereof; wherein is no less contention than in the first part.

For a plain explication whereof, it is not unknown to all true faithful

christian people, that our Saviour Christ, (being perfect God, and in all things

equal and coeternal with his Father,) for our sakes became also a perfect,

man, taking flesh and blood of his blessed mother and virgin Mary, and,

saving sin, being in all things like unto us, adjoining unto his divinity a

most perfect soul [and a most perfect body: his soul being endued with

life, sense, will, reason, wisdom, memory, and all other things required to

the perfect soul’] of man: and his body being made of very flesh and

bones, not only having all members of a perfect man’s body, in due order

and proportion, but also being subject to hunger, thirst, labour, sweat, wea

riness, cold, heat, and all other like infirmities and passions of a man, and

unto death also, and that the most vile and painful upon the cross; and

after his death he rose again, with the selfsame visible and palpable body, and

appeared therewith, and shewed the same unto his apostles, and especially

to Thomas, making him to put his hands into his side, and to feel his wounds.

And with the selfsame body he forsook this world, and ascended into heaven,

(the apostles seeing and beholding his body when it ascended,) and now sit

teth at the right hand of his Father, and there shall remain until the last

day, when he shall come to judge the quick and dead.

This is the true catholic faith, which the scripture teacheth, and the

universal church of Christ hath ever believed from the beginning, until

within these four or five hundred years last passed, that the bishop of Rome,

with the assistance of his papists, hath set up a new faith and belief of

their own devising, that the same body, really, corporally, naturally, and

sensibly, is in this world still, and that in an hundred thousand places at

one time, being inclosed in every pix, and bread consecrated.

And although wc_d0 affirm (according to God’s word), that Christ is in

all persons that truly believe in him, in such sort, that with his flesh and

blood he doth spiritually nourisha and feed them, and giveth them everlasting

life, and doth assure them thereof, as well by the promise of his word, as

by the sacramental bread and wine in his holy supper, which he did insti

tute for the same purpose; yet we do not a little vary from the heinous

errors of the papists. For they teach, that Christ is in the bread and wine;

but we say (according to the truth), that he is in them that worthily eat and

drink the bread and wine.

Here it pleaseth you to pass over all the rest of my sayings, and to answer only

to the difi'erence between the papists and the true catholic faith. \Vhere in the first‘

.ye find fault that I have untruly reported the papistical faith, (which you call‘ the

faith of the church,) which teacheth not, say you“, that Christ is in the bread and

wine, but under the forms of bread and wine. But to answer you’, I say, that the

 

[' In the original edition this is the heading of

the third book: “The third book teacheth the

manner how Christ is present in his supper."]

[9 This passage appears only in the edition,

1551, being entirely omitted in that of 1580.]

[3 Nourish them, and, 1551.]

[4 W'herein first ye find, 1551.]

P He calleth, 1551.]

['i Saith he, 1551.]

[7 To answer him, 1551.]
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papists do teach, that Christ is in the visible signs, and whether they list to call

them bread and wine, or the forms of bread and wine, all is one to me; for the truth

is, that he is neither corporally in the bread and wine, nor in or under the forms and

figures of them, but is corporally in heaven, and spiritually in his lively members, 50

which be his temples where he inhabiteth. And what untrue report is this, when I meow" nf
ad mdspeak of bread and wine to the papists, to speak of them in the same sense that the giggsfiglrulihe

papists mean, taking bread and wine for the forms and accidents of bread and wine? flames-of

And yourself also do teach, to understand by the bread and wine, not their sub- m

stances, but accidents. And what have I ofi'ended then, in speaking to you after

your own manner of speech, which yourself doth approve and allow by and by after,

saying these words? “As for calling it bread and wine, a catholic man forbeareth not

that name." If a catholic man forbcareth not that name, and catholic men be true

men, then true men forbear not that name. And why then charge you me with an

untruth, for using that name, which you use yourself, and affirm catholic men to use;

but that you be given altogether to find faults rather in other, than to amend your

own, and to reprehend that in me, which you allow in yourself and other, and pur

posely will not understand my meaning, because ye would seek occasion to carp and

controul? v

For else what man is so simple that readeth my book, but he' may know well,

that I mean not to charge you for afiirming of Christ to be in the very bread and

wine? For I know that you say, there is neither bread nor wine, (although you say

untruly therein ;) but yet forasmueh as the accidents of bread and wine you call bread

and wine, and say that in them is Christ, therefore I report of you, that you say

Christ is in the bread and wine, meaning, as you take bread and wine, the accidents

thereof.

Yet D. Smith was a more indifferent reader of my book than you in this place, Smylh.

who understood my words as I meant and as the papists use, and therefore would

not purposely calumniate and reprehend that was well spoken. But there is no man

so dull as he that will not understand. For men know that your wit is of as good

capacity as D. Smith's is, if your will agreed to the same.

But as for any untrue report made by me herein willingly against my conscience

(as you untruly report of me), by that time” I have joined with you throughout your

book, you shall right well perceive, I trust, that I have said nothing wittingly, but

that my conscience shall be able to defend at the great day, in the sight of the

everliving God, and that I am able before any learned and indifi'erent judges to

justify by holy scriptures, and the ancient doctors of Christ’s church, as I will appeal

the consciences of all godly men, that be any thing indifferent, and ready to yield to

the truth, when they read and consider my book.

And as concerning the form of doctrine used in this church of England in the The bank of

holy communion, that the body and blood of Christ be under the forms of bread and 5;???“ i

wine, when you shall shew the place where this form of words is expressed, then shall

you purge yourself of that, which in the meantime I take to be a plain untruth.

Now for the second part of the difference, you grant that our doctrine is true, The second

that Christ is in them that worthily eat and drink the bread and wine; and if it pm

difl'er not from yours, then let it pass as a thing agreed upon by both parties. And

yet if I would captiously gather of your words, I could as well prove by this second

part, that very bread and wine be mten” and drunken after consecration, as you could

prove by the first, that Christ is in the very bread and wine. And if a catholic 51.

man call that bread and wine'°, (as you say in the second part of the difi'crcnce,) what

meant you then in the first part of this difference, to charge me with so heinous a

crime (with a note to the reader), as though I had sinned against the Holy Ghost,

because I said, “that the papists do teach that Christ is in the bread and wine?" Do

not you affirm hcrc yourself the same that I report? that the papists (which you call

the catholics), do not forbear to call the sacrament, (wherein they put the real and

 

[5 By that time that l have, 1551.] [9 Ed. 155], omits the words “eaten and ";]

[In Called bread and wine, 1551.]
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corporal presence,) bread and wine? Let the reader now judge, whether you be caught

in your own snare or no. But such is the success of them that study to wrangle

in words, without any respect of' opening the truth.

But letting that matter pass, yet we vary from you in this difference. For we

say not, as you do, that the body of Christ is corporally, naturally, and carnally,

either in the bread and wine, or forms of bread and wine, or in them that eat and

drink thereof. But we say, that he is corporally in heaven only, and spiritually in

them that worthily eat and drink the bread and wine. But you make an article

of the faith, which the old church never believed not heard of.

And where you note in this second part of the difference a sleight and craft, as

you note an untruth in the first; even as much craft is in the one as untruth in the

other, being neither sleight nor untruth in either of both. But this sleight, say you,

I use, putting that for a difference, wherein is no difference at all, but every catholic

man must needs confess. Yet once again, there is no man so deaf as he that will

not hear, nor so blind as he that will not see, nor so dull as he that will not under

stand. But if you had indifferent ears, indifferent eyes, and indifferent judgment, on

might well gather of my words a plain and manifest difference, although it be not

in such terms as contenteth your mind. But because you shall see that I mean no

sleight nor craft, but go plainly to work, I shall set out the difference truly as I meant,

and in such your own terms as I trust shall content1 you, if it be possible. Let this

therefore be the difference.

They say that Christ is corporally under, or in the forms of bread and wine: we

say, that Christ is not there, neither corporally, nor spiritually; but in them that worthily

eat and drink the bread and wine, he is spiritually, and corporally in heaven’.

Here, I trust, I have satisfied, as well the untrue report wittingly made, as you

say, in the first part of the difference against my conscience, as the craft and sleight

used in the second part. But what be you eased now by this? “We say as the scripture

teacheth, that Christ is corporally ascended into heaven, and nevertheless be is so8 in

them that worthily eat the bread and drink the wine, given and distributed at his

holy supper, that he‘ feedeth and nourisheth thorn with his flesh and blood unto eternal

life. But we say not (as you do, clearly without ground of scripture), that he is cor

porally under the forms of bread and wine, where his presence should be without

any profit or commodity, either to us, or to the bread and wine.

And here in this difference, it sccmeth that you have either clearly forgotten, or

negligently overshot yourself, uttering that thing unawares which is contrary to your

whole book. For the first part (which is of the being of Christ in the sacramental

bread and wine,) is of the substance of the sacrament to be received, say you, where

it is true, Christ to be present God and man. The second part, say you, which is

of the being of Christ in them that worthily eat and drink the bread and wine, is

of Christ's spiritual presence. Of your which words5 I see nothing to be gathered,

but that as concerning his substantial presence, Christ is received into the sacramental

bread and wine; and as for them that worthily receive the sacrament, he is in them

none otherwise than after a spiritual presence: for else why should ye say, that the

second part is of Christ’s spiritual presence, if it be as well of his corporal, as of his6

spiritual presence? Wherefore, by your own words, this difference should be under

standed of two different beings of Christ, that in the sacrament he is by his substance,

and in the worthy receivers spiritually, and not by his substance; for else the differences

repugn not, as you object against me. ‘Vherefore either you write one thing and

mean another, or else, as you write of other, God so blindeth the adversaries of the

truth, that in one place or other they confess the truth unawares.

Now follow my words in the second comparison.
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They say, that when any man eateth the bread, and drinketh the cup,Christ goeth into his mouth or stomach with the bread and wine, and no

further. But we say, that Christ is in the whole man, both in body and

soul of him that worthily eateth the bread, and drinketh the cup, and not

in his mouth or stomach only.

WINCHETER.

In this comparison, the author termcth the truo catholic teaching at his pleasure, to bring

it in contempt: which doing in rudc speech would be called othcrrm'ae than I will term it.

Truth it is, as St Augustine saith, we receive in the sacrament the body of Christ with our

mouth; and such speech other use, as a book set forth in the archbishop of Canterbury':

name, called a Catechism, willcth children to be taught that they receive with their bodily mouth

the body and blood of Christ: which I allege, because it shall appear it is a teaching set forth '

among us of late, as hath been also, and is by the book of common prayer, being the most true

catholic doctrine of the substance of the sacrament, in that it is there so catholicly spoken of: a

which book this author doth ufier specially allow, howsoever all the sum of his teaching doth

improve it in that So much is he contrary to himself in this work, and here in this

place, not caring what he saith, reporteth such a teaching in the first part of this difermce,

as I have not heard of before. There was never man of learning that I have read termed the

matter so, that Christ goeth into the stomach of the man that receivcd7, and no further. For

that is written contra Stereoranistas, is nothing to this tcaching; nor the speech of any gloss, 'A seare

i/ there be any such, were herein to be regarded. Thc catholic doctrine is, that by the holy 523$?

communion in the sacrament we be joined to Christ really, because we receive in the holy supper s‘cmm'm'

the most precious substance of his glorious body, which is a flesh giving life. And that is not

digested into our flesh, but workah in us and attompcreth by heavenly nurture our body and

soul, being partakcrs of his passion, to be conformable to his will, and by such spiritual food

to be made more spiritual. In the receiving of which food in the most blessed sacrament, our

body and soul, in them that duly communicate, work together in due order, without other dim

cumbn of the mystery than God hath appointed ; that is to my, the soul to believe as it is

taught, and the body to do as God hath ordered, knowing that glorious flash by our eating

cannot be consunwd or sufcr, but to be most profitable unto such us do accustoma worthily to

receive the same. But to say that the church tcacheth how we receive Christ at our-mouth,

and he goeth into our stomach and no further, is a report which by the just judgment of

God is rufi'ered to come out of the mouth of them that fight against the truth in this most

high mystery.

Now where this author in the second part, by an adversutive with a “but” to make the

comparison, ullcth what he and his say, he tellah in eject that which every catholic man mull needs 53.

and doth confess. For such as receive Christ’s most precious body and blood in the sacrament

1vorthily, they have Christ dwelling in them, who comforleth both body and soul,- which the

church hath ever taught most plainly. So as this comparison of diferencc in his two parties

is made of one open untruth, and a truth disguised, as though it were now first opened

by this aulhor and his; which manner of handling declarcth what sleight and shifl is used

in tho matter.

CANTERBURY.

In the first part of this comparison I go not about to term the true catholic faith,

for the first part in all the comparisons is the papistical faith, which I have termed

none otherwise than I learned of their own terming; and therefore if my terming please

you not (as indeed it ought to please no man), yet lay the blame in them that were

the authors and inventors of that terming, and not in me, that against them do use

their own terms, terrning the matter as they do themselves, because they should not

find fault with me, as you do, that I term their teaching at my pleasure.

And as for receiving of the body of Christ with our mouths, truth it is, that St

Augustine, Ambrose, Chrysostom, and other use such speeches, that we receive the

body of Christ with our mouths, see him with our eyes, feel him with our hands,

break him and tear him with our teeth, eat him and digest him, (which speech I have

 

[7 Receivelh, l561.]



56 THE THIRD BOOK.

The book of

common

prayer.

That the pa

aim say, that

hrist Lh

rt er

mou or

stomach .

Thomas Bo

nnventura.

'ReadSmith,

folio 64.

Hugo. Inno

cenlius llI.

'Lib. eap.15.

54.

The second

Innocentiul

ill.

also used in my catechism ;) but yet these speeches must be understand figuratively, (as

I have declared in my fourth book, the eighth chapter, and shall more fully declare

hereafter,) for we'do not these things to the very body of Christ, but to the bread

whereby his body is represented.

And yet the book of common prayer neither useth any such speech nor giveth

any such doctrine, nor I in no point improve that godly book, nor vary from it. But

yet glad am I to hear that the said book liketh you so well, as no man can mislike

it, that hath any godliness in him joined with knowledge.

But now to come to the very matter of this article: it is marvel that you never

read, that Christ goeth into the mouth or stomach of that man that receiveth, and

no further, being a lawyer, and seeing that it is written in the gloss of the law, De

coma-rat. (list. 2. Tribus gradibus, in these words: “It is certain that as soon as the

forms be torn with the teeth, so soon the body of Christ is gone up into heaven‘."

And in the chapter, Non iste', is another gloss to the same purpose. And if you had

read Thomas de Aquino and Bonaventure, great clerks and holy saints of the pope's

own making, and other school-authors, then should you have known what the papists

do say in this matter. For some say, that the body of Christ rcmaineth so long as

the form and fashion of bread remaineth, although it be in a dog, mouse, or in the

jakes. And some say, it is not in the mouse nor jakes, but remaineth only in the

person that eateth it, until it be digested in the stomach, and the form of bread be gone.

Some say, it remaineth no longer than the sacrament is in the eating, and may be

felt, seen, and tasted in the mouth.

And this, besides Hugo, saith pope Innocentius himself, who was the best learned

and the chief doer in this matter of all the other popes. Read you never none of these

authors, and yet take upon you the full knowledge of this matter? “'ill you take

upon you to defend the papists, and know not what they say? Or do you know it,

and now be ashamed of it, and for shame will deny it?

And seeing that you teach, tha “we receive the body of Christ with our months,”

I pray you, tell whether it go any further than the mouth or no? and how far it goeth ?-—

that I may know your judgment herein: and so shall you be charged no further than

with your own saying, and the reader shall perceive what excellent knowledge you

have in this matter.

And where you say, “that to teach that we receive Christ at our mouth, and he

goeth into our stomach, and no further, cometh out of the mouth of them that fight

against the truth in this most high mystery:” here, like unto Caiphas, you prophesy

the truth unawares. For this doctrine cometh out of the mouth of none, but of the

papists, which fight against the holy catholic truth of the ancient fathers, saying, that

Christ tarrieth no longer than the proper forms of bread and wine remain, which cannot

remain after perfect digestion in the stomach.

And I say not that the church teacheth so, as you feign me to say, but that the

papists say so. Wherefore I should3 wish you to report my words as I say, and not

as you imagine me to say, lest you hear again (as you have heard heretofore), of your

wonderful learning and practice in the devil's sophistry.

Now as concerning the second part of this comparison, here you grant that my

saying therein is true, and that every catholic man must needs, and doth confess the

same. By which your saying, you must also condemn almost all the school-authors

and lawyers, that have written of this matter, with Innocent the third also, as men

not catholic, because they teach that Christ goeth no further, nor tarrieth no longer,

than the forms of bread and wine go, and remain in their proper kind.
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And yet now your doctrine, as far as I can gather of your obscure words, is this:

that Christ is received at the mouth, with the forms of bread and wine, and goeth

with them into the stomach. And although they go no further in their proper kinds,

yet there Christ leaveth them, and goeth himself further into every part of the man’s

body, and into his soul also: which your saying seemeth to me to be very strange.

For I have many times heard, that a soul hath gone into a body, but I never heard

that a body went into a soul. But I ween, of all the papists you shall be alone in

this matter, and find never a fellow to say as you do.

And of these things which I have here spoken, I may conclude, that this com

parison of difference is not made of an open untruth and a truth disguised, except

you will confess the papistical doctrine to be an open untruth.

Now the words of my third comparison be these.

They say, that Christ is received in the mouth, and cntercth in with

the bread and wine. We say that he is received in the heart, and cntercth

in by faith.

WINCHESTER.

Here is a pretty sleight in this comparison, where both parts of the comparison may be

understanded on both sides, and therefore hero is by the author in this comparison no issue

joined. For the worthy receiving of Clnist’s body and blood in the sacrament is both with

mouth and heart,- both in fact 'and faith. Aficr which sort, St Peter in the last supper

received Christ’s body, whereas in the some4 Judas received it with mouth and in fact only;

whereof St Augustine speakcth in this wise: Non dicunt ista, nisi qui de mensa Domini 55_

vitam sumunt, sicut Petrus, non judicium, sicut Judas, et tamen ipsa utrique fuit una,Au _st.cn_n

sed non utrique valuit ad unum, quia ipsi non erant unum5. Which words be thus much iii.

to say : “ That they say not so, (as was before entrusted), but such as receive life of our Lord’s

table, as Peter did, not jmig'mcnt, as Judas, and yet the table was all one to them both; but

it was not to all one eject in them both, because they were not one.” Here St Augustine

notcth the (inference in the receiver, not in the sacrament received, which being received with the

mouth only, and Christ cntcring in mystcry only, doth not sanctify us, but is the stone of

stumbling, and our judgment and condemnation; but if he be received with mouth and body,

with heart and faith, to such he bringeth life and nourish-ment. Wherefore in this comparison,

the author hath made no difcrcncc, but with divers terms the catholic teaching is divided into

two members, with a “ but," fashioned nevertheless in another phrase of speech than the church

hath used, which is so common in this author, that I will not hcrcafier note it any more for

a fault. But let us go further-6.

CANTERBURY.

There is nothing in this comparison worthy to be answered; for if you can find

no difference therein, yet every indifferent reader can. For when I report the papists’ g‘mhfi; m

teaching, that they say Christ is received in the mouth, and cntercth in with the gm?" file

bread and wine, and for an adversative thereto I say, that we, (which follow the

scriptures and ancient writers), say that he is received in the heart, and cntercth

in by faith, every indifferent reader understandeth this advcrsative upon our side, that

we say Christ is not received in the month, but in the heart, specially seeing that

in my fourth book, the second and third chapters, I make purposely a process thereof,

to prove that Christ is not eaten with mouths and teeth. And yet to eschew all

such occasions of sleight as you impute unto me in this comparison, to make the

comparison more full and plain, let this he the comparison.

They say that Christ is received with the mouth, and cntercth in with the bread

and wine: we say that he is not received with the mouth, but with heart, and en- .Thedifl'cr

tereth in by faith. And now, I trust, there is no sleight in this comparison, nor both mm

the parts may not be understand on both sides, as you say they might before.

And as for St Augustine, serveth nothing for your purpose, to prove that Christ's a: ism-pg?

body is eaten with the mouth. For he speaketh not one word in the place by you as 2.cap.41.

 

[‘ In the same supper, 1551.] [’ August. Opera, Torn. V1". p. 107. Ed. Paris. 1.535.]

[“ Let us go further, 1551.]



58 'THE THIRD BOOK.

Au 15:. mn

tra it. Peril.

lib. 2. cap. 47.

56.

John xiii.

1 Cor. x.

The fourth

comparison.

'I'ugnatcum

lllls papiltil.

'(‘hrist is [he

hodv fits]!

the figures.

alleged, neither of our mouths, nor of Christ's body. But it seemeth you have so

fervent desire1 to be doing in this matter, that you be like to certain men, which have

such a fond delight in shooting, that so they be doing, they pass not how far they

shoot from the mark. For in this place of St Augustine against the Donatists, he

shooteth not at this butt’, whether Christ's very natural body he received with our

mouths, but whether the sacraments in general be received both of good and evil. And

there he dcclaroth, that it is all one water, whether Simon Peter, or Simon Magus

be christened in it; all one table of the Lord, and one cup, whether Peter sup thereat,

or Judas; all one oil, whether David or Saul were anointed therewith. \Vherefore

he concludeth thus : lllemento ergo sacramentis Dci nihil obesse more: malorum hominum,

guo illa rel omnino non sint, vel minus sancta sint, sed ipsi: mall's hominibwr, ut hwo

hubeant ad testimonium damnationis, non ad adjutorium sanitatis’. “Remember, there

fore," saith St Augustine, “that the manners of evil men hinder not the sacraments

of God, that either they utterly be not, or be less holy; but they hinder the

evil men themselves, so that they have the sacraments to witness of their damna

tion, not to help of their salvation." And all the process spoken there by St Augustine

is spoken chiefly of baptism, against the Donatists, which said, that the baptism was

naught, if either‘the minister or the receiver were naught. Against whom St Augustine

concludeth, that the sacraments of themselves be holy, and be all one, whether the

minister or receiver be good or bad. But this place of St Augustine proveth as well

your purpose, that Christ's body is received by the mouth, as it proveth that Paul's

steeple is higher than the cross in Cheap‘. For he speaketh not one word of any of‘

them all. And therefore in this place where you pretend to shoot at the butt, you

shoot quite at rovers“, and clean from the mark.

And yet if Judas received Christ with the bread, as you say, and the devil en

tered with the bread, as St John saith, then was the devil and Christ in Judas both

at once. And then how they agreed I marvel: for St Paul saith, that Christ and

Belial cannot agree. 0! what a wit had he need to have, that will wittingly maintain

an open error, directly against God and his word, and all holy ancient writers!

Now followeth the fourth comparison in my book.

They say, that Christ is really in the sacramental bread, being reserved

a whole year, or so long as the form of bread remaineth: but after the

receiving thereof he flieth up, say they, from the receiver unto heaven, as

soon as the bread is chewed in the mouth, or changed in the stomach:

but we say, that Christ remaineth in the man that worthily receiveth it,

so long as the man remaineth a member of Christ.

VVINCIIESTER.

This comparison is like the other before, whereof the first part is gamishcd and embossed

with untruth ; and the second part is that the church hath ever taught most truly, and that all

must believe: and therqfwe that piece hath no untruth in the matter, but in the manner only,

being spoken as though it difi’ered from the continual open teaching of the church, which is not

so. W’herqfore in the manner of it in utterance signifieth an untruth, which in the matter

itself is nevertheless most true. For undoubtedly Christ remaiiwth in the man that worthily

receiveth the sacranwnt, so long as the man remairwth a. member of Christ. In this first part

there is afilult in the matter of the speech ; for orplication whereofI will examine it particu.

larly. This author sail-h, “ they say, that Christ is rmlly in the sacramental bread, being reserved

on whole year, 8w.” The church giving faith to Chn'st’s word, when he said, “ This is my body,”

80., teacheth the body of Christ to be present in the sacrament under the form of broad,- unto

which words when we put the word “really,” it scrveth only to orpress that truth in open

words, which was befi)re7 to be understa'nded in sense. For in Christ, who was the body of all

the shadows and figures of the law, and who did exhibit and give in his sacraments qf the
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new law the things promised in his sacraments of the old law, we must understand his words

in the institution of his sacraments without figure, in the substance of the celestial thing of

them: and therefore when he ordered his most precious body and blood to be eaten and drunken

of us, under the forms of bread and wine; we profess and believe, that truly he gave us his

most precious body in the sacrament for a celestial food, to~comfort and strengthen us in this

miserable li e. And for certainty of the truth of his work therein, we profess he giveth us his.

body really, that is to say, in deed his body, the thing itself, which is the heavenly part of the focally, that

sacrament, called Eucharistia; having the visible form of bread and wine, and containing '5' m deed'

invisibly the very body and blood of our Saviour Christ, which was not wont to be reserved

otherwise, but to be ready for such as in danger of death call for it, and the same, so long as

it may be used, is still the same sacrament, which only time altereth not. lVhereof Cyril wrote 57.

to this sense many hundred years past, and Hesychius also, and what ought to be done when :dm

by negligence of the minister it were reserved overlong. Marry, where it lilzeth the author of e isco um.

these dlferences, to say the church teacheth, Christ to flee up from the receiver unto heaven, ipelhci'iiu"

so soon as the bread is chewed in the mouth, or changed in the stomach, this manner of speech hb'3'“p'3'

implieth as though Christ left the seat of his majesty in heaven, to be present in the sacrament,

which is most untrue. The church acknowledgeth, believeth, and teacheth truly, that Christ 'Chl'iflpeing

sitteth on the right hand of his Father in glory, from whence he shall come to judge the worhl;and also teacheth Christ’s very body and blood, and Christ himself God and man, to be presentin the sacrament, not by shifting of place, but by the determination of his will, declared in "‘ “mm

scriptures, and believed of the catholic church ,- which articles be to reason impossible, but possible

to God omnipotent: so as being taught of his will, we should humbly submit all our senses

and reason to the faith of his will and work declared in his scriptures.

In the belief of which mysteries is great benefit and consolation, and in the unreverent search

and curious discussion of them, presumptuous boldness and wicked temerity. I know byfaith

Christ to be present, but the particularity how he is present, more than I am assured he is truly

present, and therefore in substance present, I cannot tell; but present he is, and truly is, and

verily is, and so in deed, that is to say, really is, and unfeignedly is, and therefore in substance

is, and, as we term it, substantially is present. For all these adverbs, really, substantially,

with the rest, be contained in the one word “is,” spoken out of his mouth, that speaketh as ‘Subst'shti

he meaneth, truly and certainly, as Christ did, saying: “This is my body that shall bemy'

betrayed for you ,-” who then carried himself in his hands after a certain manner, as St

Augustine saith, which never man besides him could do, who in that his last supper gave himself g;to be eaten without consuming. The ways and means whereof no man can tell, but humble

spirits,as they be taught, must constantly believe it, without thinking or talking offiying, of

styings of Christ again unto heaven, where Christ is in the glory of his Father continually,

and is nevertheless, because he will so be, present in the sacrament, whole God old man, and

dwelleth corporally in him that receiveth him worthily.

Wherefore, reader, when thou shalt again well consider this comparison, thou shalt find "Wm"
. . . _ fopndlns

true, how the first part is disguised with untrue report of the common teaching of the church, :‘lLndnBJm

howsoever some gloss or some private teacher might speak of it; and the second part, such :nkerriyfor 1th:

I I s h

as hath been ever so taught. One thing I thank good to admonish the reader, that whatsoever 1;?chuliia,

I afi-rm, or precisely deny, I mean within the compass of my knowledge,- which I or

not because I am in any suspicion. or doubt of that I afirm, or deny, but to avoid the E :nfi',“ m,“

“merit-y qr denying a" “W,” 01' “inning as “611613” which be extremities. And I mean xiii:

also of public doctrine lry consent received, so taught, and believed, and not that any one “Y'mmm'

_ I . ‘ _ ties, although

man might blindly write, as uttering his fancy, as this author doth for his pleasure. There

followeth in the author thus. him suspect

ofpresump

"on.

CANTERBURY.

Bemuse this comparison, as you say, is like the other, therefore it is fully an- Hnylnng_

swored before in the other comparisons. And here yet again it is to be noted, that

in all these four comparisons you approve and allow for truth the second part of the $352“

comparison which we say. And where you say that Christ undoubtedly rcmaineth men"

in the man that worthily receiveth the sacrament, so long as that man rcmaineth a.

member of Christ: how agrceth this with the common saying of all the papists, that

Christ is contained under the forms of broad and wine, and remnineth there no longer

 

[5 Stying: i.c. soaring, ascending]
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than the fonns of bread and wine remain? Wherefore in this point all the whole

rout of the papists will condemn for untruth that which you so constantly aflirm

to be undoubtedly true.

58. And when the papists teach, that the body of Christ is really in the sacrament

under the form of bread, they speak not this, giving faith to Christ his words, as

you say they do, for Christ never spake any such words; and as for this saying of

“Mnymil- Christ, “This is my body," it is a figurative speech, called metonymia, when one thing

is called by the name of another which it signifieth, and it hath no such sense as

you pretend; for there is a great diversity between these two sayings, “This is my

body,” and “the body of Christ is really in the sacrament under the form of bread.”

But the papists have set Christ’s words upon the tenters', and stretched them out so

far, that they make his words to signify as pleaseth them, not as he meant.

The fathersln And this is a marvellous doctrine of you, to say that Christ was the body of

itgeilgtilihe all the shadows and figures of the law, and did exhibit and give in his sacraments

of the new law the things promised in the sacraments of the old law. For he is

do in ours. the body of all the figures, as well of the new law as of the old; and did exhibit

and give his promises in the sacraments of the old law, as he doth now in the

sacraments of the new law. And we must understand the words spoken in the in

stitution of the sacraments in both the laws, figuratively, as concerning the sacraments,

and without figure, as concerning the things by them promised, signified, and exhibited:

as in circumcision was given the same thing to them that is given to us in baptism,

and the same by manna that we have at the Lord’s table. Only this difi'erence was

between them and us, that our redemption by Christ’s death and passion was then

only promised, and now it is performed and past. And as their sacraments were figures

of his death to come, so be our" figures of the same now past and gone. And yet it

was all but one Christ to them and us“; who gave life, comfort, and strength to

them by his death to come, and giveth the same to us by his death passed.

And he was in their sacraments spiritually and cfl'ectually present, and for so much

truly and really present, that is to say, in deed, before he was born, no less than he

is now in our sacraments present after his death and ascension into heaven. But as

for carnal presence, he was to them not yet come: and to us he is come, and

gone again unto his Father, from whom he came.

wmfufim And as for the reservation of the sacrament, neither Cyril nor Hcsychius speak

Buychiuh any word what ought to be done with the sacrament, when by negligence of the minister

it were reserved over long. But Hesychius sheweth plainly, that nothing ought to

be reserved, but to be burned whatsoever remained.

And as for the “flying of Christ up into heaven, so soon as the bread is chewed in

the mouth, or changed in the stomach," I say not that the church teacheth so, but that

papists say so; which forasmuch as you say that it liketh me to report this most

‘I‘fe comm!- untruly, read what the gloss saith upon the chapter, Tribm gradibus, dc Consecrat.

Sigtrrgs m- dist. 2, and there you shall find these words : Cerium est, quod species quam cito dentibzu

teruntur, tam cito in cazlum rapitur corpus C/lristi‘. And if this gloss be false and.

erroneous, why was it published and set out by the authority of the papists? “'hy

hath it been written and printed in so many countries, and so many years without

reproof, or any fault found therein by any man?

59. But here may wise men learn to beware of your doctrine. For you reprove those

papists which have written of this matter four or five hundred years past, and do

invent a new device of your own. And therefore wise men, when they see you teach

one doctrine, and the papists that were before your time teach another, they will

believe none of you all.

rm benefit And where you say, that in the belief of this mystery is great benefit and con

il? solation: what benefit, I beseech you, is it to us, if Christ be really and corporally

mm“ in the forms of bread and wine a month or two, or a year or two? And if we

receive him really and corporally with the bread and wine into our months or stomachs,

 

[X Upon the tankers; i. 0. upon the stretch] [3 And to us, 1551.]

[' Ours, 1551.] [‘ Vide supra, p. 56.]
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and no further, and there he tarrieth not in that sort, but departeth away from us

by and by again, what great benefit or comfort, I pray you, is such a corpOral

presence unto us? And yet this is the teaching of all the papists, although you seem

to vary from them in this last point, of Christ’s sudden departure. But when the

matter shall be throughly answered, I ween you will agree with the rest of the

papists, that as concerning his carnal presence, Christ departeth from us, at the least

when the forms of bread and wine be altered in the stomach. And then, I pray

you, declare what comfort and benefit we have by this carnal presence, which by

and by is absent, and tarrieth not with us? Such comfort have weak and sick

consciences at the papists’ hands, to tell them that Christ was with them, and now he

is gone“ from them. Nevertheless, in the belief of this mystery, (if it be understanded

according to God’s word,) is great benefit and consolation; but to believe your addition

unto God’s word, is neither benefit nor wisdom.

And I pray you, shew in what place the scripture saith, “that under the forms of

bread and wine is the body of Christ, really, corporally, and naturally ;" or else ac

knowledge them to be your own addition, beside“ God’s word, and your stout assertion

herein to be but presumptuous boldness and wicked temerity, afiirming so arrogantly

that thing, for the which you have no’ authority of God's word.

And where you seem to be offended with the discussion of this matter, what hurt,

I pray you, can gold catch in the fire, or truth with discussing? Lies only fear dis

cussing. The devil hateth the light, because he hath been a liar from the beginning,

and is 10th that his lies should come to light and trial. And all hypocrites and papists

be of a like sort afraid, that their doctrine should come to discussing, whereby it may

evidently appear that they be endued with the spirit of error and lying. If the papists

had not feared that their doctrines should have been espied, and their opinions have

come to discussing, the scriptures of God had been in the vulgar and English tongue

many years ago. But, God be praised! at the length your doctrine is come to discussing,

so that you cannot so craftily walk in a cloud, but the light of God’s word will always

shew where you be. Our Saviour Christ, in the fifth of John, willeth us to search John v.

the scriptures, and to try out the truth by them. And shall not we then with humble

reverence search the truth in Christ's sacraments?

And if we cannotII tell how Christ is present, why do you then say, “that he is The manner

substantially present, corporally present, naturally and camally present?" of pmm'

And how sure be you, that Christ is in substance present, because he is truly

present? Are you assured that this your doctrine agreeth with God's word? Doth I 60.

not God's word teach a true presence of Christ in spirit, where he is not present in

his corporal substance? As when he saith: “Where two or three be gathered Mm. “in.

together in my name, there am I in the midst of them." And also when he saith:

“I shall be with you till’ the end of the world.” Was it not a true presence that me. xxviii.

Christ in these places promised? And yet can you not of this true presence gather

such a corporal presence of the substance of Christ's manhood, as you unleamedly,

contrary to the scriptures, go about to prove in the sacrament. For when Christ

said, “This is my body," it was bread, which is called‘0 his body in a figurative speech,

as all old authors" teach, and as I have proved in my third book, the eighth and eleventh

chapters. And the manner how Christ carried himself in his own hands, St Augustine

declareth it to be figuratively.

And because you can find no repugnance between the two parts of this comparison,

to make them more plain, I shall fill them up with more words, as I did the other

comparisons before. This, therefore, shall be the comparison. ‘

They say, that Christ is really and corporally in the sacramental bread being re- The compari

served, so long as the form of bread remaineth, although it be an whole year and m'

more: but after the receiving thereof, he flieth up from the receiver into heaven, as

soon as the bread is chewed in the mouth or digested in the stomach. But we say,

 

[5 And now is gone, 1551.] [9 Until, 1561.]
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‘ Pugnat rum

ali'u papislis.

that after what manner Christ is received of us, in the same wise he remaineth in

us,- so long as we remain the members of Christ.

And where in the end you admonish the reader, that whatsoever you affirm or

precisely deny, you mean within the compass of your knowledge, and of public

doctrine, and of doctrine by consent received: what do you here else, but devise cer

tain sleights, and prepare for yourself privy holes to start out at, whensoever you

should be taken with a manifest lie? So that you should not be compelled to abide

by any word that you say. For by these crafty sleights and shifts, of the compass of

your knowledge, and of public doctrine, and of doctrine by common consent received,

you mean to say ever what you list. And though never so manifest a lie or untruth

be laid to your charge, yet shall no man never be able to prove it so manifestly

against you, but you shall have one of these three shifts to flee out at for your

defence.

Now followeth in my book the fifth comparison.

They say, that in the sacrament the corporal members of Christ be

not distant in place one from another, but that whcresoevcr the head is,

there be the feet; and wheresoever the arms be, there be the legs: so

that in every part of the bread and wine is altogether whole head, whole

feet, whole flesh, whole blood, whole heart, whole lungs, whole breast, whole

back, and altogether whole, confused and mixed without distinction or diver

sity. 0 what a foolish and an abominable invention is this, to make of

the most pure and perfect body of Christ such a confuse and monstrous

body! And yet can the papists imagine nothing so foolish, but all christian

people must receive the same as an oracle of God, and as a most certain

article of their faith, without whispering to the contrary.

W'INCIIEQTER.

This is a marvellous rhetoric, and such as the author hath overseen himself in the utterance

of it, and confesseth himself prettily abused, to the latter end of his years to have bclicvcd that

he now calleth so foolish. But to the purpose. In the book of common prayer, now at this

time set forth in this rcalm, “It is ordered to teach the people, that in each part of the broad

consecrate, broken, is the whole body of our Saviour Christ, which is agreeable to thc catholic

doctrine.” Upon occasion hereof; it liketh this author to multiply language by enumeration

of parts; and because reason without faith directeth the bodily eye to so little a visible quantity

in the host, this author beareth in hand thc catholic church to say and teach all that fond

reason deviseth; whereas the church in the doctrine of this mystery, denicth all that reason

without faith dcviseth: and therefore when we acknowledge by faith Cln-ist’s body present,

although we say it is present truly, really, substantially, yet we say, our semes be not privy

to that presence, orl the manner of it, but by instruction offaith; and thorq/brc we say

Christ's body to be not locally present, not by manner of quantity, but invisiblcg, and in no

sensible manncr, but marvellously in a sacrament and mystery truly, and in such amanner as we cannot dzfmc and determine, and yet by faith we know his body present, the

parts of which be in themselves distinct one from another, in their own substance, but not by

circumacription of several places to be comprehended of our capacity; which parts we can by

no demonstration3 place, nor by imagination displace, diminish, alter, or confound, a; this

author for his pleasure reportcth, who writeth monatrously in so high a mystery, and impu

dcntly bea-reth in hand the catholic church to teach that he listeth to bear in hand, may by

wanton reason be deduced of the teaching‘; whereas all true christian men believe simply

Christ’s words, and trouble not their heads with such consequences as seem to strive with

reason. This is in the author no whispering, but plainly railing, wherein if hc‘ had remem_

bored himself well, he would not have spoken of all christian 'men in the receipt of that he

intondcth to disprm'e. And if he would my he spake it by an irony or scorn, yet it im

plieth that all had received that he thus mocketh, which, after the sort he writah, was never

 

[l Nor, 1551.]

[2 Invisibly, 1551.]

[3 \1’e cannot by demonstration, 1651.]
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devised by papist or other to be so taught, otherwise than as this author might read it, as

an idle argument, to shew absurdity in reason. For in God's works, as the sacraments be, 'Whnt is m

we must think all seemliness in deed without deformity, even as we believe all God's judg- 3.22.1531,

ments just and true, although reason conclude in them evident iniquity. Man’s reason,
therein

when a manifest

it seemcth most gallant, is full of spots and fully. God’s works be all seemliness, without in

confusion, monster, or any such absurdity, as this author supposeth. Although I cannot in

the sacrament with the eye of my reason locally distinct Christ’s head his foot, his

legs from his arm. And where in the book of common prayer it is truly said, in each part

if the bread consecrate broken to be Christ’s whole body, one of curiosity would question

with me, and I of folly would answer him, first, where is Christ's head ? I should say,

here, pointing with my finger, he would think it first, a little head. Then he would (we asses
when; is his jbot? and I should say there, and point in the same place again, for there is curious de

none other left. If he replied, that I pointed before the same for the head, might not the

third, a catholic man, that stood by, trow you, wisely call us both mad, to go about to

discuss that we must grant we see not; and when by faith we know only the being present

of Christ’s most precious body, then by blind reason to discuss the manner of being in the

sitlmtion of such parts as we do not see? Now if there came among us a fourth man as

a mediator, and would do as king Alexander did, when he could not open the knot of

Gordius, he did cut it with his sword, this man should say, I will relieve this matter.

You believe Christ’s body is present indeed, really and substantially, Leave out “really and

substantially,” and say his body is present in signification, and then it may be easily conceived,

by reason, that Christ’s body, being never so great, may be as well signified by a little piece of bread,

as by a great piece ofbread: even as a man may write a great man’s name, as well in small

letters short, as in great letters at length. And to commend further his device unto us, would

percasc-'s tell how many absurdities, as he thinketh, and inconveniences might be avoided by it.

This fourth man I speak of, making himself a mediator, but in deed unmeet therefore, because

he hath no participation with faith; yet our religion and faith were man’s invention, as that

ofNuma Pompilius was, he should not utter this his conceit all idly. For he speaketh ofa

jolly easy way, without any mystery or marvel at all. But our faith is of hearing, as hath

been preached continually from the beginning, grounded upon the most sure truth of the

word of God, and therefore cannot be attempered as 'man would devise it, to exclude travail

in carnal reason.

took away all the hard and diflicile6 questions in the mystery of the Trinity.

The Arians also relieved much man’s reason in consideration of Christ's death, denying

him to be of the same substance with his Father, which was a pestilent heresy. Now in the

sacrament to say, Christ’s body is present only by signification, as it relieveth in some men’s

judgments the absurdities in reason, which ought not to be relieved, so it comicmneth all the

true public faith, testified in the church from the beginning hitherto, and sheweth the learned

holy men to have wondered in their writings at that which hath no wonder at all, to ordain

one thing to be the signification of another, which is practised daily among men. But from

the beginning the mystery of the sacrament hath been with wonder 1narvelled at, how Christ

made braid his body, and wine his blood, and under the figure of those visible creatures

gave invisibly his precious body and blood presently there. And as he gave, saith St Bernard7,

his life for us, so he gave his flesh to us, in that mystery to redeem us, in this to feed us.

Which doings of Christ we must understand to have been perfected, not in an imagination of

a figure and signification, but really in very deed, truly and unfiignedly; not because we be

lieve it so, but because he wrought it so; whose works we must believe to be most perfectly

true, according to the truth of the letter, where no absurdity in scripture driveth us from it,

howsoever it seem repugnant to our reason, be we never so wise and witty; which man’s reason

HO‘w-G-daJ/s inflamed with fury of language, is the only adversary against the most blessed

mn-amlnt, as it may appear by these comparisons of diferences throughlya considered.

CANTERBURY.

Did not. you believe, I pray you, many years together, that the bishop of Rome

was Christ's vicar, and the head of his church? ‘

ipse pascua est, ipsc redemptio.“-Bemardns, W

per Cant. Serm.xxxi. colJiM. Lulet. Paris. 1640.]

[" Thoroughly, lit-5].]

[5 Pei-case: i. c. perchancc, perhaps.]

[' Difficile: i.c. difiicultj

[7 “Animsm pro illis, cnmem illis. Illnm in

pmium, islsm in cibum. Res mira: ipse pastor,

mander.

Quinlus

Curtius

'makelh
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and his work

cannot. b

man's device,

have any
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For then the Sabellians were to be hearkened unto, who by their heresy sflbellilnl

Ariana.
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all time: to _

“mm {mm parliament.

If you did not, you wittingly and willingly defended a false error in the open

mmtmm But sithens that time, you have called that belief, as it is indeed,

very foolish. And if you confessed your ignorance in that matter, be no more

abashed to confess it in this, if you have respect more unto God's truth, than to

your own estimation. It is lawful and commendable for a man to learn from time

to time, and to go from his ignorance, that he may receive and embrace the truth.

And as for me, I am not, I grant, of that nature that the papists for the most

part be, who study to devise all shameful shifts, rather than they will forsake any

error wherewith they were infected in youth. I am glad to acknowledge my former

ignorance (as St Paul, St Cyprian, St Augustine, and ‘many other holy men did,

who now be with Christ), to bring other to the knowledge of the truth, of whose

ignorance I have much ruth' and pity. I am content to give place to God's word,

that the victory may be Christ's. “"hat a member had the church of God lost, if

Paul would have been as froward as some papists be, that will stick to their error

tooth and nail, though the scripture and ancient writers he never so plain and flat

against them! Although St Paul erred, 'et because his error was not wilful, but

of ignorance, so that he gave place to the truth when it was opened unto him, he

became of a most cruel persecutor a most fervent setter forth of the truth, and apostle

of Christ.

And would God I were as sure that you be changed indeed in those matters

63, of religion, wherein with the alteration of this realm you pretend a change, as I am

glad even from the bottom of my heart, that it hath pleased Almighty God, in this

latter end of my years, to give me knowledge of my former error, and a will

to embrace the truth, setting apart all manner of worldly respects, which be special

hinderances, that hold back many from the free profession of Christ and his word.

1 'l'lm. i.

fol‘émkfi And as for the book of common prayer, although it say, that in each part of the

"We" bread broken is received the whole body of Christ, yet it saith not so of the parts

unbroken, nor yet of the parts or whole reserved, as the papists teach. But as in

baptism we receive the Holy Ghost, and put Christ upon us, as well if we be

christened in one dish full of water taken out of the font, as if we were christened

in the whole font or river; so we be as truly fed, refreshed, and comforted by Christ,

receiving a piece of bread at the Lord's holy table, as if we did eat an whole loaf.

For as in every part of the water in baptism is whole Christ and the Holy Spirit,

sacramentally, so be they in every part of the bread broken, but not corporally and

naturally, as the papists teach.

3331;?" And I bear not the catholic church in hand, as you report of me, that it saith

gig'gggm and teacheth that whole Christ is in every part of the bread consecrated, but I say

that the papists so teach. And because you deny it, read the chief pillars of the

'"ead- papists,—-Duns, and Thomas de Aquino, which the papists call St Thomas; who say,

that Christ is whole under every part of the forms of. bread and wine, not only

when the host is broken, but when it is whole also. “And there is no distance,”

saith he, “of parts one from another, as of one eye from another, or of the eye from

Thomu,3. the ear, or the head from the feet.” These be Thomas’s words: Christus toms est
fidil'q' sub gualibet parts rpecierum pants et 'm'ni, non solum cum frangitur hostia, seal etiam

cum integra manct. Nee est distantia partium ab invicem, ut oculi ab oculo, aut

oculi ab aure, aut capitis a pedibus, sicut est in elite moribus organicis. Talis enim

Jimmie est in ipso corpora Christi vero, sad non prout eat in has sacramento'. And

1pm,"? not only the papists do thus write and teach, but the pope himself, Innocentius the

up. 8.  

[1 Ruth: i. e. comm]

[2 Concuisro._Cum corpus Christi sit in hoc

sacramento e0 modo quo substantia est sub dimen

sionibus, manifestum est, tolum Christum sub qua

libet parte specierum panis aut vini contincri, sive

frangatur hosu'a, sive integra remaneat.--Et idco

manifestum est, quod totus Christus est sub qua

libet parte specierum panis, etiarn hostia integra

manente, et non solum cum frangitur._Et ideo

quia conversio substantis: panis directs terminator

ad aubstantiam corporis Christi, secundum cujus

modum proprie et directe est in hoe sacramento

corpus Christi, talis distantia partium est quidem

in ipso corpora Christi vero: sed non secundum

hanc distantiam comparatur ad hoc sacramentum,

sed secundum modum sum substantiaa. Thos.

Aquinas, Tel-tin pars. Quasi. lxxvi. Art. iii. p.

190. Ed. Antwerp. 1624.]
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third. And so hear I in hand, or report of the papists nothing but that which

they say indeed.

And yet you say, the church saith not so; which I aflirm also: and then it

must needs follow, that the doctrine of the papists is not the doctrine of the church.

\Vhich papists, not by reason without faith, but against as well reason as faith, would

direct our minds to seek in every little crumb of bread, whole Christ, and to find

him in so many places there, as be small crumbs in the bread.

And where you traverse the matter of the judgment of our senses herein, it is quite

and clean from the matter, and but a crafty shift, to convey the matter to another

thing that is not in question; like unto crafty malefactors, which perceiving them

selves to be sore pursued with a hound, make a new train to draw the hound to

another fresh suit. For I speak not of the judgment of our senses in this matter,

whether they perceive any distinction of parts and members or no; but whether in

deed there be any such distinction in the sacrament or no, which the papists do deny.

And therefore I say not untruly of them, that in the sacrament they say, “There

is no distance of parts, one from another."

And if the parts in their substance be distinct one from another, as you say, and

be not so distinct in the sacrament, as Thomas saith, then must it follow that the 64.

parts in their own substance be not in the sacrament. And if this distinction of parts

be in the true body of Christ, and not in the sacrament, as Thomas saith, then fol

loweth it again, that the true body of Christ is not in the sacrament.

And forasmuch as I speak not one word of the comprehension of our senses, to Aguhlil

what purpose do you bring this in, if it be not to draw us to a new matter, to new“.

avoid that which is in controversy? You do herein as if James should buy of John

a parcel of land, and by his attorney take state and possession therein; and after,

John should traverse the matter, and say that there was never no state delivered,

and thereupon join their issue; and when James should bring forth his witnesses

for the state and possession, then should John run to a new matter, and say that

James saw the3 possession delivered: what were this allegation of John to the pur—

pose of the thing that was in issue, whether the possession were delivered indeed

or no? Were this any other thing than to avoid the issue craftily by bringing in

a new matter‘? And yet this shift is a common practice of you in this book, and

this is another point of the devil's sophistry, wherein it is pity that ever such a

wit as you have should be occupied.

Again you say, that impudently I bear the catholic church in hand, to teach Wlnwn
that I list to bear in hand may by wanton reason be deduced of their teaching, Mi

whereas all true christian men believe simply Christ's words, and trouble not their

heads with such consequences. “This is in the author no whispering, but plain

railing," say you. This is your barking eloquence, wherewith your book is well

furnished: for as dogs bark at the moon Without any cause, so do you in this place.

For I do no more but truly report what the papists themselves do write, and no:5

otherwise; not hearing the catholic church in hand that it so teacheth, but charging

the papists that they so teach; not hearing the papists in hand what I list, or what

by wanton reason may be deduced of their teaching, but reporting only what their

own words and sayings be.

And if they be no true christian men that trouble their heads with such matters, t nel'fgrie
as you affirm they be not, then was Innocent the third, the chief author of your I

doctrine both of transubstantiation and of the real presence, no true christian man,

as I believe well enough: then was your St Thomas no true christian man: then

Gabriel, Duns, Durand, and the great rabblement of the school-authors, which taught

your doctrine of transubstantiation and of the real presence, were not true christian

men. And in few words to comprehend the whole, then were almost“ none that

taught that doctrine true christian men, but yourself alone. For almost all with one

consent do teach, that whole Christ is really in every part of the host.

 

[I Saw not, 1551.] [5 None otherwise, 1551.]
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' A dialogue.

But your terms here of railing, mocking, and scorning, I would have taken patiently

at your hand, if your tongue and pen had not overshot themselves in bragging so

far, that the truth by you should be defaced. But now I shall be so bold as to

send those terms thither, from whence they came. And for the matter itself, I am

ready to join an issue with you, notwithstanding all your stout and boasting words.

“But in God's works,” say you, “as the sacraments be, we must think all seem

liness indeed without deformity.” But what seemliness is this in a man's body, that

the head is where the feet be, and the arms where the legs be? which the papists

do teach, and yourself seem to confess, when you say, that the parts of Christ's body

be distinct in themselves, one from another in their own substance, but not by cir

cumscription of several places. And yet you seem again to deny the same in your

wise dialogue, or quadrilogue, between the curious questioner, the foolish answerer,

your wise catholic man standing by, and the mediator.

In which dialogue you bring in your wise catholic man to condemn of madness

all such as say, that Christ's head is there where his feet be; and so you condemn of

madness not only all the scholastical doctors, which say that Christ is whole in every

part of the consecrated bread, but also your own former saying, where you deny the

distinction of the parts of Christ's body in several places. Wherefore the mediator

secmeth wiser than you all, who, loosing this knot of Gordius, saith, that “Christ’s

body, (how big soever it be,) may be as well signified by a little piece of bread as

by a great :" and so, as concerning the reason of a sacrament, all is one, whether it

be an whole bread, or a piece of it, as it skilleth not whether a man be christened

in the whole font, or in a part of the water taken out thereof. For the respect and

consideration of the sacrament is all one in the less and more'.

But this fourth man, say you, hath no participation with faith, condemning all

the true public faith testified in the church from the beginning hitherto, which hath

ever with wonder marvelled at the mystery of the sacrament, which is no wonder at

all, if broad be but a signification of Christ's body. This is a wonderful saying of

Whmis t0bey011, as of one that understood nothing utterly what a sacrament meaneth, and what
wondered at

m the sacra

ment.

is to be wondered at in the sacrament. For the wonder is, not how God worketh

in the outward visible sacrament, but his marvellous work is in the worthy receivers

of the sacraments. The wonderful work of God is not in the water, which only washeth

the body; but God by his omnipotent power worketh wonderfully in the receivers

thereof, scouring, washing, and making them clean inwardly, and, as it were, new men

and celestial creatures. This have all old authors wondered at; this wonder passeth

the capacities of all men’s wits, how damnation is turned into salvation, and of the

son of the devil condemned into hell is made the son of God and inheritor of heaven.

This wonderful work of God all men may marvel and wonder at, but no creature

is able sufliciently to comprehend it. And as this is wondered at in the sacrament

of baptism, how he that was subject unto death receiveth life by Christ and his holy

Spirit: so is this wondered at in the sacrament of Christ’s holy table, how the same

life is continued and endureth for ever by continual feeding upon Christ's flesh and

his blood. And these wonderful works of God towards us we be taught by God's

holy word, and his sacraments of bread, wine, and water ;_ and yet be not these wonderful

works of God in the sacraments, but in us.

And although many authors use this manner of speech, that Christ maketh bread

his body, and wine his blood, and wonder thereat; yet those authors mean not of

the bread and wine in themselves, but of the bread and wine eaten and drunken of

faithful people. For when Christ called bread his body, and wine his blood, he spake

not those words to the bread and wine, but to the eaters and drinkers of them, saying,

“Eat, this is my body; drink, this is my blood :" signifying to them that worthily

do eat that bread and drink that cup, that they be inwardly and invisibly fed with

Christ’s flesh and blood, as they outwardly and visibly receive the sacraments of them.

To be short, here in this process you use plenty of words at your pleasure, to

make the reader believe that I should suppose confusion, monstrousness, absurdity,

 

[' The less and the more, 1551.]
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and unseemliness to be in God’s holy sacraments, where as I do no more but tell

what monstrous absurdities and errors the papists do teach in the sacraments. But

if the reader take good heed to your talk, he shall find that you, lacking good matter

to answer this comparison, do fall unto railing, and enforce your pen to invent such

stuff as might bring me into hatred undeserved; which kind of rhetoric is called (Janina

facundia, and is used only of them that hunt for their own praise by the dispraise

of their adversary, which is yet another trick of the devil's sophistry.

And because you would bring me into more extreme hatred, you couple me with fprlmglls

Sabellius and Arrius, whose doctrines, as you say, were facile and easy, as here you

confes mine for to be. But if all such expositions as make the scriptures plain should

by and by be slanderously compared to the doctrines of Arrius and Sabellius, then

should all the expositions of the doctors be brought in danger, because that by their

pains they have made hard questions facile and easy. And yet, whether the doctrine

which I set forth be easy to understand or not, I cannot define, but it seemeth so

hard that you cannot understand it; except you will put all the fault in your own

wilfulness, that you can, and will not understand it. '

New followeth the sixth comparison.

Furthermore, the papists say, that a. dog or a cat eateth’ the body of

Christ, if they by chance do eat the sacramental bread. We say, that

no earthly creature can eat the body of Christ, nor drink his blood, but

only man.

“'INCHESTER.

I have read that some-'3 mtreat thi’se chances of dogs and cats, but I never heard any qfw'rhe contra

that opinion", to say or write so, as a doctrine, that a dog or a cat eateth the body of

Christ, and set it _/brth for a teaching, as this author most impatiently supposeth; and I “an”

marvel much that such a word, and such a report, can come out of a christian man’s

mouth, and therefore this is by the author a marvelhms surmise, whereupon to take occa

sion to bring the adversatioe “but” for the author's part, being such a saying on that side as

all chriatendom hath ever taught, that no creature can eat the body and drink the blood5 of 'Ifugn-zcqm

Christ, but only man. But this abominable surmised untruth in the former part of his6 com- "in mm“

ptlrison, may be taken- for a proof, whether such beastly asseveratiom proceed from the spirit

of truth or no; and whether truth be- there intended, where such bkuphem-y is surmised.

But let us are the rest.

CANTERBURY.

Yet still in these comparisons you grant that part of the difference to be true which

I affirm ; but you say that I report untruly of the papists, impudently bearing them

in hand, to say such abominable and beastly asseverations as you never heard. “'hereby

appeareth your impudent arrogancy in denial of that thing which either you know Wham",

the papists do say, or you are in doubt whether they say or say not, having not read 2.121;;

what it is that they say. For why do they reject the Master of the Sentences in 0mm"

this point, that he said, “a mouse or brute beast receiveth7 not the body of Christ, 67.

although they seem to receive it ?" \Vherein if you say, as the Master did, that {needs

the mouse receiveth not the body of Christ, look for no favour at the papists' hands, .E‘.'::;'.;§3;,r{,';

but to be rejected as the Master was, unless they forbear you upon favour, and because Righ MM.

that in other matters you have been so good a captain for them, they will pardon RLL’,‘"C“‘,',','_‘

you this one fault. And so is this first part of the difl'erence no untrue surmise of £1,754?!"

me, but a determination of the papists, condemning whosoever would say the contrary.

And this is a common proposition among the school divines, that the body of Christ

remaincth so long as the form of the bread is remaining, wheresoever it be, whereof

 

[2 Eat, 1551, and Orig. Ed.] I:5 Can eat the body and blood, 1551.]

[3 Some that, 1551.] [6 Of this comparison, Orig. Ed. Winchester,

[‘ Ofthal abominable opinion, Orig. Ed. “’in- 1551.]

cheater, 1551.] [7 Receive, 1551.]

5—2



68 THE THIRD BOOK.

Thomxlh your St Thomas writeth thus: Quidam oero dia'erunt, quad quam primum :acramentum

5%. ut'fii- sumitur a mare rel cane, desinit ibi esse comma Christi. Sed hoc derogat ceritati hujus

sacramenti. Substantia enim panis sumpta a peccatore tomdiu manet, dam per oalorem

naturalem est in digestions: igitur tanuliu manet corp-us Christi sub :rpeeiebus sacra

mentalibus‘. And Perin', in his book printed and set abroad in this matter for all

men to read, saith: “That although the mouse, or any other beast, do eat the sacra

ment, yet nevertheless the same is the very and real body of Christ." And he asketh,

“what inconvenience it is against the verity of Christ's real body in the sacrament,

though the impassible body lie in the mouth or maw of the beast? Is it not there

fore the body of Christ? Yes, undoubtedly,” saith he. So that now these abominable

opinions and beastly asseverations, (as you truly term them, meaning thereby to bite

me, as appearcth,) be fit terms, and meet for thc papists, whose assevcrations they be.

Now followeth the seventh comparison.

Peryn .

They say, that every man, good and evil, eateth the body of ‘Christ.

We say, that both do eat the sacramental bread, and drink the wine; but

none do eat the very body of Christ, and drink his blood, but only

they that be lively members of his body.

WINCHESTER.

In this comparison the former part, speaking of such men as be by baptism received

into Christ’s church, is very true, confirmed by St Paul, and ever since afinned in the

church; in the proof whereof here in this book I will not U‘avel, but make it a demur as it were

in law, whereupon to try the truth of the whole matter. If that doctrine, called by this author

the doctrine of the papists, and is indeed the catholic doctrine, be not in. this point true,

let all be so judged for me. If it be true, as it is most true, let that be a mark whereby

to judge the rest of this author’s untrue assevm'ations. For undoubtedly St Augustine saith:

August. 0011- “ We may not of men’s matters esteem the sacraments: they be made by him whose they be; but

iraihi'hihufl), worthily used they bring reward, unworthily handled they bring judgment. He that dis

 

penseth the sacrament worthily, and he that useth it unworthily, be not one; but that thing

is one, whether it be handled worthily or unworthily, so as it is neither better ne worse, but

‘Mmuscom life or death of them that use it.” Thus saith St Augustine, and therefore be the receivers3

worthy or unworthy, good or evil, the substance of Christ’s sacrament is all one, as being

God's work, who worketh uniformly, and yet is not in all that receive of like eject, not of‘ any

"L'SIEXI‘IIWW alteration or diminution in it, but for the diversity of him that receiveth. So as the report

mm‘m- made here of the doctrine of the catholic church under the name of papists is a very true

report, and for want of grace reproved by the author as though it were no true doctrine.

And the second part of the comparison on the author’s side, contained under “we say” by

them that in hypocrisy pretend to be truth's friends, contai-neth an untruth to the simple

one word reader, and yet hath a matter of wrangling to the teamed reader, because of the word “very,”

' ‘ very" may

" A demur

upon this

issue.

make wran which, referred to the eject of eating the body of Christ, whereby to receive lifi, may be

so spoken, that none receive the body of Christ with the very qfect of life, but such as eat

the sacramem spiritually, that is to say, with. true faith worthily. And yet evil men, as

[1 Cranmer here, as above, p. 64, quotes the sub

stance of Thomas Aquinas, rather than his exact

words, which run thus: “Quidam antiqui errave

runt, diccntes, quod corpus Christi nec etiam sacra

mentaliter a peccatoribus sumitur, sed quam cito

lsbiis peccatoris contingitur, tam cito sub speciebus

sacramentalibus desinit esse corpus Christi. Sed

hoc est erroneum: derogat enim veritati hujus sa

cramenti, ad quam-peninet quod manentibus spe

ciebus corpus Christi sub eis esse non desinat.

Species autcm mancnt, quamdiu substantia panis

maneret, sibi ibi adesset. Manil‘cstum est nutem

quod substantia panis sssumpta a percatore, non

statim esse dcsinit, sod mane! quandiu per calorcm

naturalem digeratur. Unde tamdiu corpus Christi

sub speciebus sacramcntalibus mane! a peccatoribus

sumptis."_Tertia pars, p. 204. Art. iii. q. 80.

Antverp. 1624.]

[' Dr Peryn was master of the Black-friars in

Smithfield. He submitted to voluntary exile during

the reign of Henry VIII.; and after twenty years

returned home in the reign of Mary, and opposed

the reformed religion. He preached and published

four sermons on the Eucharist. Vid. Strype‘s Ecc].

Mem. Vol. 111. Part 2. p. 116. Ed. Oxford, 1822.]

[3 Receiver, 1551.]

[‘ For any alteration, 1551.]
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Judas, receive the same verfy body, touching the truth of the presence thereof, that St Peter

did. For in the substance of the sacrament, which is God’s work, is no variety, who ordaineth

all (as afar-e) uniformly,- but in man is the variety, amongst whom he that receiveth wor

thily Christ’s body, receiveth liflz, and he that receiveth unworthily, receiveth condemnation.

There followeth further. ‘

CANTERBURY.

I thank you for this dcmur, for I myself could have chosen no better for my .A dcmur,,

purpose. And I am content that the trial of the whole matter be judged hereby, 3.315223%"

as you desire. You say, that “all that be baptized, good and evil, eat the body of 5,215?

Christ ;" and I say, only the good, and not the evil. '

Now must neither I nor you be judges in our own causes: therefore let Christ

be judge between us both, whose judgment it is not reason that you refuse. Christ

saith: “ \Vhosoever eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in John“,

him. As the living Father hath sent me, and I live by the Father, even so he that

eateth me shall live by me. This is the bread which came down from heaven: not

as your fathers did eat manna, and are dead; he that eateth this bread shall live

for ever." Now I ask you this question, Whether evil men shall live for ever?

Whether they live by Christ? Whether they dwell in Christ? and have Christ dwelling

in them? If you say nay, (as you must needs if you will say the truth,) then have

I proved my negative (wherein stood the demur), that ill men eat not Christ’s body

nor drink his blood; for if they did, then by Christ's own words they should live

for ever, and dwell in Christ, and have Christ dwelling in them. And what proofs

will you require more upon my part in this demur? For if Christ be with me, who

can be able to stand against me?

But you allege for you St Paul, who speaketh for you nothing at all. For the

messenger will not speak against him that sent him. I know that St Paul in the

eleventh to the Corinthians, speaketh expressly of the unworthy eating of the bread, but 160:. n.

in no place of the unworthy eating of the body of Christ. And if he do, shew the

place, or else the demur passeth against you, and the whole matter tried with me, by

your own pact and covenant. And yet for further proof of this dcmur, I refer me

to the lst, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th chapters of my fourth book.

And where you bring St Augustine to be witness, his witness in that place helpeth “The enn

nothing your cause. For he speaketh there generally of the using of the sacraments iiis'iiéslpiiiii

well or ill, as the diversity of men be, rehearsing by name the sacrament of circum

cision, of the paschal lamb, and of baptism. \Vherefore if you will prove any real

and corporal presence of Christ by that place, you may as well prove that he was cor

porally present in circumcision, in eating of the paschal lamb, and in baptism, as in

the Lord’s supper.

And here ya use such a subtilty to deceive the simple reader, that he hath good

cause to suspect your proceedings, and to take good heed of you in all your writings,

who do nothing else but go about to deceive him. For you conclude the matter of

the substance of the sacrament, that the reader might think that place to speak only

of the sacrament of Christ’s body and blood, and to speak of the substance thereof,

where St Augustine neither hath that word “ substance," nor speaketh not one word

specially of that sacrament; but all his process goeth chiefly of baptism, which is all one,

(saith St Augustine against the Donatists, which reprovcd baptism for the vice of the 69,

minister,) whether the minister be good or ill, and whether he minister it to good or

to ill. For the sacrament is all one, although the effect he diverse, to good and to evil.

And as for them whom ye say that in hypocrisy pretend to be truth's friends, Truth'lfchrn

all that be learned and have any judgment, know that it is the papists, which nodrnmu

few years past, by hypocrisy and feigned religion, have uttered and sold their lies

and fables instead of God's eternal truth, and in the place of Christ have set up

idols and antichrist. -

And for the conclusion of this comparison, in this word “very” you make such Very.

a wrangling, (where none occasion is given,) as never was had before this time of any
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Au st. in

Jug: Trait).

Smith.

The eighth

comparison.

learned man. For who heard over before this time that an adjective was referred

to a verb, and not to his proper substantive, of any man that had any learning

at all?

And as for the matter of Judas is answered before. For he received not the

bread that was the Lord, as St Augustine saith, but the bread of the Lord. Nor

no man can receive the body of Christ unworthily, although he may receive un

WQrthily the sacrament thereof.

And hitherto D. Smith hath found no fault at all in my comparisons, whereby

the reader may see how nature passcth art, seeing here much more captiousness in

a subtil sophistical wit, than in him that hath but learned the sophistical art.

Now followeth the eighth comparison.

They say, that good men eat the body of Christ and drink his blood,

only at that time when they receive the sacrament. We say, that they eat,

drink, and feed of Christ continually, so long as they be members of his

body.

“'INCllmER.

What forehead, I pray you, is so hardened, that can utter this among them that know

v any thing of the learning of Christ’s church ? In which it is a most common distinction, that

'Three man

ner ofeafings.

'Csuse of

0110!.

'God‘l pro

mises an

nexed to his

'Wc mun,

in teaching,

exalt the sa

cramems

after their

dignity.

Three man

nemleatinp.

there is three manner of outings of Christ's body and blood: one spiritual only, which is

here afirmed in the second part of “we say,” wherein the author and his say as the church

saith: another eating is both sacramentally and spiritually, which is when men worthily

communicate in the supper: the third is sacramentally only, which is by men unworthy,

who eat and drink- in the holy supper to their condemnation only. And the learned men in

Christ’s church say, that the ignorance and want of observation of these three manner of

eatings causeth the error in the understanding of the scriptures and such fizthers’ sayings, as

have written of the sacrament. And when the church spcaketh of these three manner of

ratings, what an impudrncy is it to say, that the church teacheth good men only to eat the

body of Christ and drink his blood, when they receive the sacrament, being the truth otherwise ,

and yet a diversity there is of eating spiritually only, and eating spiritually and sacramentally,

because in the supper they receive his very flesh and1 blood indeed, with the effects of all

graces and gifts to such as receive it spiritually and worthily; whereas out of the supper,

when we eat only spiritually by faith, God that worketh without his sacraments, as seemeth

to him, doth relieve those that believe and trust in him, and sufcreth them not to be desti

tute of that is necessary for them, whereof we may not presume contcmning the sacrament,

but ordinarily scek God, where he hath ordered himself to be sought, and there to assure

ourself of his covenants and promises, which be most certainly annexed to his sacraments,

whercunto we ought to give most certain trust and confidmice: wherefore to teach the spiritual

manducation to be equal with the spiritual mmtducation and sacramental also, that is to

diminish the efect of the institution of the sacrament, which no christian man ought to do.

CANTERBURY.

Who is so ignorant that hath read any thing at all, but he knoweth that distinction

of three eatings? But no man that is of learning and judgment, understandeth the

three diverse eatings in such sort as you do, but after this manner: that some eat

only the sacrament of Christ’s body, but not the very body itself; some eat his body

and not the sacrament; and some eat the sacrament and body both together. The

sacrament (that is to say, the bread) is corporally eaten and chewed with the teeth

in the mouth: the very body is eaten and chewed with faith in the spirit. Un

godly men, when they receive the sacrament, they chew in their mouths, like unto

Judas, the sacramental bread, but they eat not the celestial bread, which is Christ.

Faithful christian people, such as be Christ's true disciples, continually from time to

time record in their minds the beneficial death of our Saviour Christ, chewing it by

faith in the end of their spirit, and digesting it in their hearts, feeding and com

 

[l Very flesh and very blood, 1551.]
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forting themselves with that heavenly meat, although they daily receive not the sacra

ment thereof; and so they eat Christ's body spiritually, although not the sacrament

thereof. But when such men for their more comfort and confirmation of eternal Truesucru

life, given unto them by Christ's death, come unto the Lord’s holy table; then, @5122?“ at

before they fed spiritually upon Christ, so now they feed corporally also upon the

sacramental bread: by which sacramental feeding in Christ’s promises, their former

spiritual feeding is increased, and they grow and wax continually more strong in

Christ, until at the last they shall come to the full measure and perfection in Christ.

This is the teaching of the true catholic church, as it is taught by God's word.

And therefore St Paul, speaking of them that unworthily eat, saith, that they eatlcor.xi.

the bread, but not that they eat the body of Christ, but their own damnation.

And where you set out with your accustomed rhetorical colours a great impu- Whether

dency in me, that would report of the papists that good men eat the body of Christ fah'il‘y'fim

and drink his blood only when they receive the sacrament, seeing that I know thatthe papists make a distinction of three manner of eatings of Christ's body, whereof

one is without the sacrament: I am not ignorant indeed, that the papists grant a

spiritual eating of Christ's body without the sacrament; but I mean of such an eating

of his body, as his presence is in the sacrament, and as you say he is there eaten,

that is to say, corporally. Therefore to express my mind more plainly to you, that

list not understand, let this be the comparison.

They say that after such a sort as Christ is in the sacrament, and there eaten, 'Thecom

so good men eat his body and blood only when they receive the sacrament. [W's say, “

that as they eat and drink Christ in the sacrament,]’ so do they eat, drink, and feed

upon him continually, so long as they be members of his body.

Now the papists say, that Christ is corporally present in the sacrament, and is so

eaten only when men receive the sacrament. But we say, that the presence of Christ

in his holy supper is a spiritual presence: and as he is spiritually present, so is he

spiritually eaten of all faithful christian men, not only when they receive the sacra

ment, but continually so long as they be members spiritual of Christ’s mystical body. 71,

And yet this is “really” also, (as you have expounded the word,) that is to say, ltoflly.

in deed and effectually. And as the Holy Ghost doth not only come to us in baptism, 7

and Christ doth there clothe us, but they do the same to us continually so long as

we dwell in Christ; so likewise doth Christ feed us so long as we dwell in him and

he in us, and not only when we receive the sacrament. So that as touching Christ

himself, the presence is all one, the clothing all one, and the feeding all one, although

the one for the more comfort and consolation have the sacrament added to it, and the

other be without the sacrament.

The rest that is here spoken is contentious wrangling to no purpose.

But now cometh in Smith with his five' eggs, saying that I have made here five Smith.

lies in these comparisons. “The first lie is," saith he, “that the papists do say, that

good men do eat and drink Christ's body and blood only when they receive the

sacrament :" which thing Smith saith the papists do not say, but that they then only

do eat Christ’s body and drink his blood corporally, which sufliceth for my purpose.

For I mean no‘ other thing, but that the papists teach such a corporal eating of Christ's

body as endureth not, but vanisheth away, and ceascth at the furthest within few

hours after the sacrament is‘ received. But forasmuch as Smith agreeth here with

you, the answer made before to you will serve for him also. And yet Smith here

shall serve me in good stead against you, who have imputed unto me so many im

pudent lies, made against the papists in the comparisons before rehearsed: and Smith

saith that this is the first lie, which is in the eighth comparison. And so shall Smith,

(being mine adversary and your friend,) be such a witness for me, as you cannot

except against, to prove that those things which before you said were impudent lies,

he no lies at all. For this “is the first lie," saith Smith; and then my sayings before

must be all true, and not impudent lies.

__-_.

 

[I The 1580 Ed. omits this sentence] [‘ Sacrament be received, 1551.]

[3 None other, 1551.]
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Now to the ninth comparison.

They say, that the body of Christ that is in the sacrament, hath his

own proper form and quantity. We say, that Christ is there sacramentally

and spiritually, without form or quantity.

\VINCIIILSTER.

The answer. In this comparison is both sleight and crafi: in the first part of it, which is that “they say,"

“ii,%,_.5i'551_1 there is mention of the body of Christ, which is proper of the humanity of Christ. In the second

part, which is of “ we say," there is no mention of Christ’s body, but of Christ, who in his divine

ggriigndcd nature is undcrstanded present without a body. Now the sacrament is institute of Christ’s

hummiw- body and blood; and because the divine nature in Christ continueth the unity with the body of

i'l‘heilnityot‘ Christ, we must needs confess where the body of Christ is there is whole Christ, God and man.

gmtsitliuni And when we speak of Christ’s body, we must understand a true body, which hath both form

0mm“ and quantity,- and tlu'reforc such as confess the true catholic faith, they afirm of Christ’s body

all truth of a natural body, which although it hath all those truths ofform and quantity, yet

they say, Christ’s body is not present after the manner of quantity, nor in a visible form, as it

was conversant in this present life : but that there is truly in the sacrament the very true body of

Christ, which good men believe upon the credit of Christ that said so, and knowledge therewith

the manner of that presence to be cm high mystery, and the manner so spiritual, as the carnal

man cannot by discourse of reason reach it, but in his discourse shall (as this author doth) think

it a vanity andfoolishness: which foolishness nevertheless overcometh the wisdom of the world.

And thus have I opened what they say on the catholic part.

u msrvel- Now for the other part, whereof this author is, and with hisfaith “we say," the words seem to

1253533“ imply, that Christ’s human body is not in the sacrament, in that it is said, “Christ to be there

sacramentally and spiritually, without form or quantity," which saying hath no scripture for it.

723 For the scripture speaketh of Christ’s body which was betrayed for us, to be given us to be eaten.

‘Chnstmthc . . . . . . . . . . .

institution of Where also Christ's divinity is present, as accompanying his humanity, which. humanity is

$255313“ specially spoken of; the presence of which humanity when it is denied, then is there no test to

2ah:‘:;,'i',',‘,',"' prove the presence of Christ’s divinity specially, that is to say, otherwise than it is by his

;;xqfhl..l"“y omnipotency present every where. And to conclude this piece of comparison, this manner of

Pi" - iii speech was never, I think, read, that Christ is present in the sacrament without form or quantity.

And St Paul speaketh of aform in the Godhead, Qui quum in forms Dei essct, “ Who

when he was in the form of God." So as if Christ be present in the sacrament without all

form, then is he there neither as God nor man; which is a stranger teaching than yet hath been

heard or read of: but into such absurdities indeed do they fall, who cntrea-t irrcvcrently and

untruly this high mystery. This is here worthy a special note, how by the manner of the speech

in the latter part of this difl'erence the teaching seemeth to be, that Christ is spiritually present

flange,“ in the sacrament, because of the word “there,” which thou, reader, mayest compare how it agreeth

mntmriety with the rest of this author’s doctrine. Let us go to the neat.

in thcsulhor.

CANTERBURY.

Such is the nature of many, that they can find many knots in a plain rush, and

doubts where no doubts ought to be found. So find you “sleight and craft," where I

meant all things simply and plainly. And to avoid such sleight and craft as you

gather of my words, I shall express them plainly thus.

:i'gls-wmpl- The papists say, that the body of Christ that is in the sacrament, hath his own

proper form and quantity. We say, that the body of Christ hath not his proper form

and quantity, neither in the sacrament, nor in them that receive the sacrament; but

is in the sacrament sacramentally, and in the worthy receivers spiritually, without the

proper form and quantity of his body. This was my meaning at the first, and no

man that had looked of this place indifi'crently, would have taken the second part

of this comparison to be understanded of Christ's divine nature: for the bread and

g5$fh wine be sacraments of his body and blood, and not of his divinity, as Theodoretus

saith; and therefore his divine nature is not sacramentally in the sacrament, but his

human nature only. And what manner of speech had this becn, to say of Christ’s

divine nature, that it is in the sacrament without quantity, which hath in it no manner
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of quantity wlieresoevcr it be? And where I set forth these comparisons to shew

wherein we vary from the papists, what variance had been in this comparison, if I

had understanded the first part of Christ's humanity, and the second of his divinity?

The reader by this one place, among many other, may easily discern, how captious

you be to reprehend whatsoever I say, and to pervert every thing into a wrong sense:

so that in respect of you, Smith is a very indifferent taker of my words, although D-Smilh.

indeed he far passeth the bounds of honesty.

But to come directly to the matter, if it be true that you say, that in the sacrament in

Christ’s body hath all the forms and quantities of a natural body, why say you then gmf-glltrlbl‘l

that his body is not there present after the manner of quantity ? Declare what difference pgi‘grgfir

is between form and quantity, and the manner of quantity. And if Christ’s body quantity

in the sacrament have the same quantity, that is to say, the same length, breadth,

and thickness, and the same form, that is to say, the same due order and proportion;

of the members and parts of his body, that he had when he was crucified, and hath

now in heaven, (as he hath by your saying here in this place,) then I pray you declare 73,

further, how the length, breadth, and thickness of a man, should be contained in quantity

within the compass of a piece of bread, no longer nor broader than one or two inches,

nor much thicker than one leaf of paper: how an inch may be as long as an ell,

and an ell as short as an inch : how length and roundness shall agree in one proportion ;

and a thick and thin thing be both of one thickness: which you must warrant to be

brought to pass, if the form and quantity of Christ's body be contained under the

form and quantity of such bread and wine as we now use.

But as Smith in the last comparison did me good service against you, so shall D.Smlth.

you in this comparison do me good service against him. For among the five lies

wherewith he charges me in these comparisons, he accounteth this for one, that I

report of the papists, that Christ's body in the sacrament hath his proper form and

quantity, which you say is ,a truth. And therefore, if I make a lie herein, as

Smith saith I do, yet I lie not alone, but have you to hear me company. And yet

once again more may the reader here note, how the papists vary among themselves.

And it is untrue that you say, that good men believe upon the credit of Christ,

that there is truly in the sacrament the very true body of Christ. For Christ called

bread his body, and wine his blood, (which, as the old authors say, must needs be

understanded figuratively ;) but he never said that his true body is truly in the

sacrament, as you here report of him.

And the manner of his presence you call so high a mystery, that the carnal

man cannot reach it. And indeed, as you feign the matter, it is so high a mystery,

that never man could reach it but yourself alone. For you make the manner of

Christ being in the sacrament so spiritual, that you say his flesh, blood, and bones

be there really and carnally; and yet you confess in your book, that you never read

in any old author that so said. And this manner of handling of so pure a mystery

is neither godly foolishness nor wordly, but rather a mere frenzy and madness.

And although the scripture speak of Christ's body to be eaten of us, yet that

is understanded of spiritual and not of corporal eating, and of spiritual not of cor

poral presence. The scripture saith, that Christ hath forsakenl the world, and is John xvi.

ascended into heaven. Upon which words St Augustine, Vigilius, and other ancient maxi;

authors do prove, that as concerning the nature of his manhood, Christ is gone hence, Am"

and is not here, as I declared in my third book, the 3rd, 4th, 5th, and 6th chapters.

And where you think that this matter of speech was never read, that Christ

is present in the sacrament without form or quantity, I am sure that it was never

read in any approved author, that Christ hath his proper form and quantity in the

sacrament. And Duns saith, “that his quantity is in heaven, and not in the sacra- scum“,

ment" i5???”

And when I say that Christ is in the sacrament sacramentally, and without

form and quantity, who would think any man so captions, so ignorant, or so full

[‘ Ed. 1551 reads “forsaken ;“--Ed. 1580 reads "forcspoken,"-which is evidently a misprint.]
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of sophistry, to draw my words to the form of Christ’s divinity, which I speak

most plainly of the form and quantity of his body and humanity? as I have before

declared. And although some other might be so far overseen, yet specially you

ought not so to take my words; forasmuch as you said not past sixteen lines

before, that my words seem to imply, that I meant of Christ's human body.

And because it may appear how truly and faithfully you report my words, you

add this word “all,” which is more than I speak, and marreth all the whole

mattcr. And you gather thereof such absurdities as I never spake, but as you

sophistically do gather, to make a great matter of nothing.

And where of this word “there” you would conclude repugnance in my doctrine,

that where in other places I have written that Christ is spiritually present in them

that receive the sacrament, and not in the sacraments of bread and wine, and now

it should seem that I teach contrary, that Christ is spiritually present in the very

broad and wine; if you pleased to understand my words rightly, there is no repug

nance in my Words at all. For by this word “there,” I mean not in the sacra

ments of bread and wine, but in the ministration of the sacrament, as the old authors

for the most part, when they speak of the presence of Christ in the sacrament,

they mean in the ministration of the sacrament. \Vhich my saying varieth from no

doctrine that I have taught in any part of my book.

Now followeth the tenth comparison.

They say, that the fathers and prophets of the old testament did not

eat the body, nor drink the blood of Christ. We say, that they did eat his

body and drink his blood, although he was not yet born nor incarnated.

WINCHESTER.

This comparison of difcrencc is clcrkly conveyed, as it were of a riddle, wherein nay and

yea, when they be opened, agree and consent. The fathers did cal Christ’s body and drink his

blood in the1 truth of promise, which was (factual to them of redemption to bc wrought, not in

truth of presence (as we do) for confirmation of redemption already wrought. They had a.

certain promise, and we a certain present payment: they did eat Christ spiritually, believing in

him that was to com, but they did not eat Christ’s body present in the sacrament, sam'amcnmlly

and spiritually, as we do. Their aacramcnta were figures of the things, but ours contain the very

things. And therefore albeit in a sense to the learned men it may be verified, that the fathers did

eat the body of Christ, and drink his blood; yet thcre is no such form of words in scripture, and

it is morc agreeable to the simplicity of scripture, to say the fathers before Christ’s nativity did

not eat the body and blood of Christ, which body and blood Christ himself truly took the body

of the virgin Mary. For although St Paul, in the tenth to the Corinthians, be so understandcd of

some, as the fathers should eat the some spiritual meal, and drink the same spiritual drink that

we do, to which understanding all do not ayrec, yet following that wuIersta-nding, we may not

so press the words, as there should be no difercncc at all; and this one2 diferencc St Augustine

notcth, how their sacraments contained the promise of that, which in our sacrament is given.

Thus hesaith: “And this is evident of itself, how to us in the holy supper Christ saith, ‘ This

is my body that shall be betrayed for you; take, cat:’ which was never said to thcfatherx,

although their faith in substance agreed with ours, having all one Christ and Mediator, which

they looked for to come, and we acknowledge to be already come.” ‘Come,’ and ‘to come,’ as

St Augustine saith, difcreth. But Christ is one, by whom all was createds, and man’s fall

repaired, from whom is all_feeding, corporal and spiritual, and in whom all is restored in heaven

and in earth. In this faith of Christ, the fathers were fed with heavenly spiritual food, which

was the some with ours in respect of the restitution by Christ, and redemption by them hoped,

which is achieved by the mystery of the body and blood of Christ; by reason whereof I deny not,

but it may be said in a good sense, how they did eat the body and blood of Christ, before he was

incarnate: but, as I said before, scripture speol'cth not so, and it is no wholcsonwfashion ofspeech

at this time, which furthcrcth in sound to the ears of the rude the pestilent hcrcsy wherein Joan of

 

[1 In truth of promise, 155l.] [2 This one special difference, 1551.] [3 Create, [551.]
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Kent obstinately died, that is to say, that Christ took nothing of the virgin, but brought his body

with him from above; being a thing worthy to be noted, how the old heresy, denying the true

taking of the flesh of Christ in the oirgin's womb, at the same time to revive, when the true

deliverance of Chn'st‘s flesh in the holy supper, to be of us eaten, is also denied. For as it is

a more truth without figure, and yet an high mystery, God’s work in the incarnation of Christ,

wherein our flesh was of Christ truly taken of the virgin’s substance: so is it a mere truth,

without figure, in the substance of the celestial thing, and yet an high mystery and God’s work,

in the giving of the some true flesh, truly to be in the supper eaten. When I occlude figure

in the sacrament, I mean not of the visible part, which is called a figure of the celestial invisible

part, which is truly there without figure, so as by that figure is not impaired the truth of that

presence; which I add to avoid caoillation. And to4 make an end of this comparison, this I say,

that this article declareth wantonness, to make a diference in words, where none is in the sense 'Novclty of

rightly taken, with a novelty of speech not necessary to be uttered now. 'pmb‘

CANTERBURY.

Note well here, reader, how the cuttle cometh in with his dark colours.

‘Vhero I speak of the substance of the thing that is eaten, you turn it to the

manner and circumstances thereof, to blind the simple reader, and that you may

make thereof a riddle of yea and nay, as you be wont to make black white, and

white black; or one thing yea and nay, black and white at your pleasure.

But to put away your dark colours, and to make the matter plain, this I say, Th, mum

that the fathers and prophets did eat Christ's body and drink his blood in promise dcil'llflejallgflgh

of redemption to be wrought, and we eat and drink the same flesh and blood in $303?“ m.

confirmation of our faith in the redemption already wrought. .

But as the fathers did eat and drink, so did also the apostles at Christ’s

supper, in promise of redemption to be wrought, not in confirmation of redemption

already wrought. So that if wrought and to be wrought make the diversity of

presence and not presence, then the apostles did not eat and drink the flesh and blood

of Christ really present, because the redemption was not then already wrought, but

promised the next day to be wrought.

And although before the crucifying of his flesh and efi'usion of his blood our rc

demption was not actually wrought by Christ, yet was he spiritually and sacra

mentally present, and spiritually and sacramentally eaten and drunken, not only of

the apostles at his last supper before he suffered his passion, but also of the holy

patriarchs and fathers before his incarnation, as well as ho is now of us after his

ascension.

And although in the manner of signifying there be great difference between their The menu,

sacraments and ours, yet, as St Augustine saith, both we and they receive one thing ‘gfcghfii‘fxg

in the diversity of sacraments 5. And our sacraments contain presently the very QL‘LIQQ'L‘LZM

things signified, no more than theirs did. For in their sacraments they were by f;§,‘_“-i=ni,'é‘_

Christ presently regenerated and fed, as we be in ours; although their sacraments”

were figures of the death of Christ to come, and ours he figures of his death now

past. And as it is all one Christ that was to be born and to die for us, and after

ward was born indeed and died indeed, whose birth and death he now past,- so

was the same Christ, and the same flesh and blood eaten and drunken of the faith

ful fathers before he was born or dead, and of his apostles after he was born and

before he was dead, and of faithful christian people is now daily eaten and drunken 76.

after that both his nativity and death he past. And all is but one Christ, one

flesh, and one blood, as concerning the substance, yet that which to the fathers was

to come, is to us past. And nevertheless the eating and drinking is all one; for

neither the fathers did, nor we do eat carnally and corporally with our months, but

both the fathers did, and we do eat spiritually by true and lively faith. The body

 

[‘ So ed.1551. In that of 1580 to is omitted] August. in Joannem, Tract. xxvr. Pars 1x. Ed.

[5 “Sacramenta illa fuerunt: in signis diversa Basil. up. Amerbach. 1506-]

sum, sed in re qua significalur paria sunt."- _
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of Christ was and is all one to the fathers and to us, but corporally and locally he

was notl yet born unto them, and from us he is gone, and ascended up into heaven.

So that to neither he was nor is carnally, substantially, and corporally present, but

to them he was, and to us he is spiritually present, and sacramentally also; and of

both sacramentally, spiritually, and efi'ectually eaten and drunken, to eternal salva

tion and everlasting life.

And this is plainly enough declared in the scripture to them that have willing

minds to understand the truth. For it is written in the old testament, Ecclus. xxiv.

in the person of Christ thus: “They that eat me, shall yet hunger, and they that

drink me shall yet be thirsty."

And St Paul writeth to the Corinthians, saying: “ Our fathers did all eat the

same spiritual meat, and did all drink the same spiritual drink; and they drank of

that spiritual rock that followed them, which rock was Christ.” These words St Au

gustine expounding, saith: “\Vhat is to eat the same meat, but that they did eat

the same which we do? Whosoever in manna understood Christ, did eat the same

spiritual meat that we do, that is to say, that meat which was received with faith,

and not with bodies. Therefore to them that understood and believed, it was the

same meat and the same drink. So that to such as understood not, the meat was

only manna, and the drink only water; but to such as understood, it was the same

that is now. For then was Christ to come, who is now come. To come and is

come, be divers words, but it is the same Christ." These be St Augustine's sayings'.

And because you say, “that it is more agreeable to the scripture to say, that the

fathers before Christ's nativity did not eat the body and drink the blood of Christ";

I pray you, shew me one scripture that so saith. And shew me also one approved

author that disallowed St Augustine’s mind by me here alleged, because you say,

“that all do not agree to his understanding." And in the seventy-seventh Psalm,

St Augustine saith also: “The stone was Christ." Therefore the same was the meat

and drink of the fathers in the mystery, which is ours; but in signification the same,

not in outward form. For it is one Christ himself, that to them was figured in the

stone, and to us manifestly appeared in flesh. And St Augustine saith plainly,

“that both manna and our sacrament signifieth Christ, and that although the sacra

ments were divers, yet in the thing by them meant and understand they were both

like." And so afier the mind of St Augustine it is clear, that the same things

were given to the faithful receivers in the sacraments of the old testament that be

given in the new: the same to them was circumcision, that to us is baptism; and

to them by manna was given the same thing, that now is given to us in the sacra

mental bread.

And if I would grant for your pleasure, that in their sacraments Christ was

promised, and that in ours he is really given; doth it not then follow as well that

Christ is given in the sacrament of baptism, as that he is given in the sacrament of

his flesh and blood? And St Augustine, contra Faustum, esteemeth them mad, that

think diversity between the things signified in the old and new testament, because

the signs be diverse“; and expressing the matter plainly, saith, “that the flesh and

blood of our sacrifice before Christ's coming was promised by sacrifices of similitudes,

in his passion was given indeed, and after his ascension is solemnly put in our

memory by the sacrament‘."
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lib. 19. mp.
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[I Here again it is necessary to follow ed. 1551.

The 1580 ed. omits ML]

[' “Eundem, inquit, cibum spiritalem mandu

cavernm. Quid est ‘ eundem,‘ nisi quia eum quem

etiam nos ?-Quicunque in manna Christum intel

lexerunt, eundem quem nos cibum spiritalem man

ducaverunt: id est, qui fide capiebatur, non qui

corpore hauriebatur.-Et eundem ergo cibum, eun

dem potum, sed intelligentibus et credentibus. Non

intelligentibus autem, illud solum manna, illa sols

aqua: credenti autem idem qui nunc. Tune enim

Christus venturus,modo Christus venit. Venturus

et venit, diverse verbs sunk, sed idem Christus."

-August. de Utilitate Pmnitentite, bib. 1. Pars x.]

[1' “ Quanto errore delirent, qui putam signis a»

cramentisque mutatis, etism res ipsaa essc diver

sas." August. contra Faustum, Lib. XIX. cap. xvi.

Pars iv.]

[‘ “ Hujus sscrificii care at sanguis ante adven

tuin Christi per victimas similitudinum promit

tebatur: in passione Christi per ipsam veritatem

reddebatur: post ascenaum Christi per sacramentum

memorize celebratur.“-Ibid. Lib. xx. cap. xxi.)
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And the thing which you say St Augustine‘ noteth to be given in the sacraments fill-gm,

of the new testament, and to be promised in the sacraments of the old, St Augustine

cxpresseth the thing which he meant, that is to say, salvation and eternal life by

Christ. And yet in this mortal life we have not eternal life in possession, but in

promise, as the prophets had. But St Augustine saith, that we have the promise,

because we have Christ already come, which by the prophets was promised before

that he should come; and therefore St John the baptist was called more than a pro

phet, because he said: “Here is the Lamb of God already present, which the prophets John i.

taught us to look for until he came."

The effect therefore of St Augustine's words plainly to be expressed, was this,

that the prophets in the old testament promised a Saviour to come and redeem the

world, which the sacraments of that time testified until his coming: but now he

is already come, and hath by his death performed that was promised, which our

sacraments testify unto us, as St Augustine declareth more plainly in his book, De

fide all Petrum, the 19th chapter”. So that St Augustine speaketh of the giving of staple.“
Christ to death, (which the sacraments of the old testament testified to come, and gpiiiii Pi"

ours testify to be done,) and not of the giving of him in the sacraments.

And forasmuch as St Augustine spake generally of all the sacraments, therefore

if you will by his words prove, that Christ is corporally in the sacrament of the

holy communion, you may as well prove, that he is corporally in baptism; for

& Augustine speaketh no more of the one than of the other. But where St Augustine

speaketh generally of all the sacraments, you restrain the matter particularly to the

sacrament of the Lord's supper only, that the ignorant reader should think, that

St Augustine spake of the corporal presence of Christ in the sacraments, and that only

in the sacraments of broad and wine ; whereas St Augustine himself speaketh only of

our salvation by Christ, and of the sacraments in general.

And nevertheless, as the fathers had the same Christ and Mediator that we have,

(as you here confess,) so did they spiritually eat his flesh and drink his blood as we

do, and spiritually feed of him, and by faith he was present with them, as he is

with us, although carnally and corporally he was yet to come unto them, and from

us is gone npto his Father into heaven.

This, besides St Augustine, is plainly set out by Bertram above six hundred Bertram

years past, whose judgment in this matter of the sacrament although you allow not

(because it utterly condemneth your doctrine therein,) yet forasmueh as hitherto his

teaching was never reproved by none, but by you alone, and that he is commended

of other as an excellent learned man in holy scripture, and a notable famous

man, as well in living as learning, and that among his excellent works this one is

specially praised, which he wrote of the matter of the sacrament of the body and 78.

blood of our Lord, therefore I shall rehearse his teaching in this point, how the holy

fathers and prophets, before the coming of Christ, did eat Christ's flesh and drink his

blood: so that, although Bertram’s saying he not esteemed with you, yet the indif

ferent reader may see what was written in this matter, before your doctrine was in

 

[’ “Sacramenta non eadem, quia alis sun! sa

cramenta damia sslutem, alia promittenlia Salvato

rem. Sacraments nevi teslamenti dant snlutem,

ucrunema veteris testamenti promiserunt Salvato

rem. Cum ergo jam teneas promissa, quid queris

premirtemia ? Salvatorem habens jam in hoc teneas

promisla, non quod jam acceperimus vitam aeter

nam, sed quia jam venerit Christina, qui per prophe

uu prmnunciabatur."—August. in Psal. lxxiii.

Tum. VIII. p. 327. Ed. Paris. 1635.]

[‘J “ Firmissime tene, et nullatenus dubites, ip

sum unigenilum Deum, Verbum carnern factum, as

pro nohis obtulisse sacrilicium et hostiam Deo in

odorem suavitalis: cui cum Pntre et Spiritu sancto

a patriarchis, prophetis, et sacerdotibus tempore

veteris testamenti animalia sacrificabantur; et cui

nunc, id ext, tempore novi teatamenti, cum Patre e!

 
Spiritu sancto, cum quibus illi es! una divinitas,

sacrificiurn panis et vini in fide et caritate sancta

ecclesia catholica per universum orbern terre ofl'erre

non cessat. In illis enim carnalibus victimis figu

ratio fuit carnis Christi, quam pro peccatis noslris

ipse sine peccato fuerat oblaturus, et sanguinis

quem erat efi'usurus in remissionem peccstorum

nostrorum. In isto autem sscrificio grutiarum actio

atque commemoratio est carnis Christi, quam pro

nobis obtulit, et sanguinis queru pro nohis idem

Deus efl'udit.“-August. de fide ad Petrum disco

num, Cap. xix. Pars x. Basil. up. Amerbach. 1506.

In Ed. Paris. 1635. Tom. III. p. 391, 2. Thin trea

tise is censured by Erasmus as spurious; and the

author is said to be Fulgentius.-_Vid. Riveti Critics

Sacra, p. 389. Genev. 1626. “Coci censure Pa

trum," pp. 341, 2. Helm. 1683.]
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vented. And although his authority be not received of you, yet his words may serve

against Smith, who herein more learnedly, and with more judgment than you, ap

prcveth this author. This is Bertram’s doctrine‘. “ St Paul saith, that all the old fathers

did eat the same spiritual meat, and drink the same spiritual drink. But peradven

ture thou wilt ask, which the same? Even the very same that christian people do

daily eat and drink in the church. For we may not understand divers things, when

it is one and the self-same Christ, which in times past did feed with his flesh, and

made to drink of his blood, the people that were baptized in the cloud and sea, in

the wilderness, and which doth now in the church feed christian people with the

bread of his body, and giveth them to drink the flood of his blood. \Vhen he had

not yet taken man's nature upon him, when he had not yet tasted death for the

salvation of the world, not redeemed us with his blood, nevertheless even then our

forefathers, by spiritual meat and invisible drink, did eat his body in the wilderness

and drink his blood, as the apostle beareth witness, saying: ‘The same spiritual meat,

the same spiritual drink.’ For he that now in the church, by his omnipotent power,

doth spiritually convert bread and wine into the flesh of his body, and into the flood

of his own blood, he did then invisibly so work, that manna which came from

heaven was his body, and the water his blood." Now by the things here by me al

leged it evidently appeareth, that this is no novelty of speech to say, that the holy

fathers and prophets did eat Christ’s flesh, and drink his blood. For both the scrip

‘ture and old authors use so to speak, how much soever the speech mislike them

Joan ofKent.

that like no fashion but their own".

And what doth this further the pestilent heresy of Joan of Kent? Is this a

good argument? The fathers did eat Christ's flesh and drink his blood spiritually

before he was born; ergo after he was not corporally born of his mother? Or be

cause he was corporally born, is he not therefore daily eaten spiritually of his faithful

people? Because he dwelt in the world corporally from his incarnation unto his as

cension, did he not therefore spiritually dwell in his holy members before that time,

and hath so done ever sithens, and will do to the world's end? Or if he be eaten in

a figure, can you induce thereof that he was not born without a figure? Do not such

kind of arguments favour the error of Joan of Kent? Yea, do they not manifestly

approve her pestiferous heresy, if they were to be allowed? What man that meaneth

the truth, would bring in such manner of reasoning to deface the truth? And yet

it is not to be denied, but that Christ is truly eaten, as he was truly born; but

the one corporally and without figure, and the other spiritually and with a figure.

Now followeth my eleventh comparison.

They say, that the body of Christ is every day many times made,

as often as there be masses said, and that then and there he is made of

bread and wine. We say, that Christ’s body was never but once made, and

then not of the nature and substance of bread and wine, but of the sub

stance of his blessed mother.

 

 

The eleventh

comparison.

[1 “ Cum cibus vel poius i11e futuri corporis Christi

sanguinisque myslerium quod celebrat ecclesia

prmmonstraret, eandem tamen escam spiritualem

manducasse, et eundem potum spiritualem bibisse

patres uostros sanctus Paulus asseverat. Qumris

forlasse, quam eandem ? nimirum ipsam qnam

hodie populus credentium in ecclesia manducat ct

bibit. Non enim licet diversa intelligi, quoniam

unus idemque Christus est, qui et populum in de

serto, in nube et in mari baptizatum sun came pa

vit, suo sanguine tunc potavit, er in ecclesia nunc

credentium populum sui corporis pane, sui sanguinis

unda pascit ac potat. Mirum certe, quoniam incom

prehensihile et inmstimabile: nondum hominem

assumpserat, nondum pro salute mundi mortcm

degusiaverat, nondnm sanguine suo nos redemerat;

et jam nostri palres in deserto per escam spiritualem

potumque invisibilcm ejns corpus manducabam,

et ejus snnguineni bibebant, velut testis existit

apostolus, clamansz ‘ eandem escam spin'tualem

manducasse, eundem pomm spiritualem bibisse pa

tres nostros.‘ Ipse namque qui nunc in ecclesia.

omnipotenti virtute panem et vinum in sui corporis

camem et proprii cruoris undam spiritualiter con

vertit, ipse tunc quoque manna de cmlo datum cor

pus suum, et nqnam de petra profusam proprium

sanguinem invisibiliter operatus est." Bertram.

Lib. de Corp. ct Sang. Dom. Cap. xxii. xxiii. xxv.

pp. l2_14.-_Ed. Oxford, 12138.]

[2 That like no fashion of speech but their own,

1551.]
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“'INCIIESTER.

The body of Christ is by God’s omnipotmwy, who so worketh in his word, made present 79.

unto us at such time, as the church praya it may please him so to do, which prayer is ordered ‘The book of

to be made in the book of common prayer 'now set fortht. Wherein we require of God, the 1?:Trolii this

creaturu of bread and wine to be sanctified, and to be to us the body and blood of Christ, m'

which they cannot be, unless God workcth it, and make them so to be: in which mystery it

was never taught,‘as this author willingly miareporteth, that Christ’s most precious body is myiilrll'lthe

made of the writer of bread, but in that order ewhibited and made present unto us, by con- sacnmentis

version of the substance of bread into his precious body; not a new body made of a. new matter this $131?at

of bread and wine, but a new presence of the body, that is never old, made presmit there, hm

where the substance of bread and wine was before. So as this comparison of di crence is

mere wrangling, and so evident as it needeth. no further answer but a note. Lo, how they

be not ashamed to trifle in so great a matter, and without cause by wrong terms to bring

the truth in slander, if it were possible. May not this be accounted as a part of God's

punishment, for men of knowledge to write to the pwple zmch matter serimwly, as were not

tolerable to be by a scofer devised in a play, to supply when his fellow had forgotten his

part?

CANTERBURY.

Christ is present whensoever the church prayeth unto him, and is gathered to—

gether in his name. And the bread and wine be made unto us the body and blood

of Christ, it is in the book of common prayer,) but not by changing the substance The book of

of bread and wine into the substance of Christ’s natural body and blood, but that in 3321‘?“

the godly using of them they be unto the receivers Christ's body and blood: as of

some the scripture saith, that their riches is their redemption, and to some it is their Prov. niii.

damnation; and as God's word to some is life, to some it is death and a snare, as P331;

the prophet saith. And Christ himself to some is a stone to stumble at, to some is a

raising from death, not by conversion of substances, but by good or evil use: that iillédiiiii.

thing which to the godly is salvation, to the ungodly is damnation. So is the water .iolhii'ili.v

in baptism, and the bread and wine in the Lord's supper, to the worthy receivers

Christ himself and eternal life, and to the unworthy receivers everlasting death and

damnation, not by conversion of one substance into another, but by godly 0r ungodly

use thereof. And therefore, in the book of the holy communion, we do not pray

absolutely that the bread and wine may be made the body and blood of Christ,

but that unto us in that holy mystery they may be so; that is to say, that we may

so worthily receive the same, that we may be partakers of Christ's body and blood, 'Domin..'L

and that therewith in spirit and in truth we may be spiritually nourished. And a $5.“? _

like prayer of old time were all the people wont to make at the communion of all iiriiliiriifm'

such ofl'erings as at that time all the people used to ofl'er, praying that their offerings 3832‘s....

might be unto them the body and blood of Christ. blag:

And where you say, “it was never taught as I say, that Christ's body is made Eggilil'iiihf'

of the matter of bread,” you knowingly and willingly misreport me. For I say ifiigiiigiih‘é

not of the matter of bread, but of bread ; which when you deny that the papists so ‘ét‘Llfl.

say, it seemeth you be now ashamed of the doctrine, which the papists have taught 2222i.“

this four or five hundred years. For is it not plainly written of all the papists,

both lawyers and school-authors, that the body of Christ in the sacrament is made

of bread, and his blood of wine? And they say not that his body is made present

of bread and wine, but is made of bread and wine. Be not their books in print

ready to be shewed? Do they not say, that the substance of the bread neither re- 30.

maincth still, nor is turned into nothing, but into the body of Christ? And do not

 

[3 Pnl'elh, l551-1 ‘ creatures of bread and wine, that they may be unto y

[‘ “'inchester here refers to these words in the us the body and blood of thy most dearly beloved

first Service Book of Edward VI., in the prayer of Son Jesus Christ." In the second Service Book of ’

consecration: “\Vith thy holy Spirit and word l Edward VI. the passage was changed, as it now

vouchsal'e to bless and sanctify these thy gifts and - stands]
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Makingv by
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'Gcn. ii.

‘John ii.

81.

yourself also say here in this place, that the substance of bread is converted into

Christ's precious body? And what is that else but the body of Christ to be made

of bread, and to be made of a new matter‘? For if the bread do not vanish away

into nothing, but be turned into Christ’s body, then is Christ's body made of it; and

then it must needs follow that Christ’s body is made of new”, and of another substance

than it was made of in his mother's womb: for there it was made of her flesh and

blood, and here it is made of bread and wine. And the papists say not (as you

now would shift off the matter) that Christ's body is made present of bread, but they

say plainly without addition, that it is made of bread. Can you deny that this is

the plain doctrine of the papists, Ea: pane fit Corpus Christi, “Of bread is made the

body of Christ," and that the substance of bread is turned into the substance thereof?

And what reason, sentence, or English, could be in this saying, “Christ's body is made

present of bread?" Marry, to be present in bread might be some sentence, but that

speech will you in nowise admit.

And this your saying here, if the reader mark it well, turncth over quite and clean

all the whole papistical doctrine in this matter of the sacrament, as well touching

transubstantiation, as also the carnal presence. For their doctrine with one whole

consent and agreement is this: That the substance of bread remaincth not, but is

turned into the substance of Christ's body, and so the body of Christ is made of it.

But this is false, say you, and “ not tolerable to be by a scofi'er devised in a place“, to

supply when his fellow had forgotten his pa ." And so the whole doctrine of the

papists, which they have taught these four or five hundred years, do you condemn

with condign reproaches, as a teaching intolerable, not to be devised by a scofi'er in

a play. Why do you then take upon you to defend the papistical doctrine, if it be

so intolerable? Why do you not forsake those scofi'ers and players, which have

juggled with the world so long, and embrace the most certain truth, that Christ's

body is not made of bread? And seeing that you embrace it here in this one place,

why stand you not constantly therein, but go from it again in all the rest of your

book, defending the papistical doctrine, clean contrary to yours in this point, in that

they teach that Christ's body is made of bread?

And you vary so much from yourself herein, that although you deny the papists’

sayings‘ in words, that Christ's body is made of bread, yet in efi'ect you grant and

maintain the same, which you say is intolerable, and not to be devised by a scofl'er

in a play. For you say, that Christ calleth bread his body, and that his calling is

making: and then if he make bread his body, it must needs follow that he maketh

his body of the bread. Moreover, you say, that Christ's body is made present by

conversion, or turning of the substance of bread into the substance of his precious

body; whereof must follow“, that his body is made of bread. For whensoevcr one

substance is turned into another“, then the second is made of the first: as, because

earth was turned into the body of Adam, we say that Adam was made of earth; and

that Eve was made of Adam's rib, and the wine in Galilee made of water, because

the water was turned into wine, and the rib of Adam’s side into the body of Eve.

1f the water had been put out of the pots, and wine put in for the water, we might

have said that the wine had been made present there, where the water was before.

But then we might not have said that the wine had been made of the water, because

the water was emptied out, and not turned into wine. But when Christ turned the

water into the wine, then by reason of that turning we say that the wine was made

of the water. So likewise if the bread be turned into the substance of Christ's

body, we must not only say that the body of Christ is present where the bread was

before, but also that it is made of the bread, because that the substance of the bread

is converted and turned into the substance of his body. iVhich thing the papists

saw must needs follow, and therefore they plainly confessed that the body of Christ

 

[1 And to be made anew of a new matter,

1551.]

[Y Is made new, 1551.]

[~1 Play, 155]. Evidently the correct reading.

See Winchester in the preceding page]

[‘ Saying, 1551.]

[5 Must also follow, 1551.]

[° Into another substance, l5fil.]
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was made of bread ; which doctrine, as you truly say in this place, is intolerable, and

not to be devised by a scofi'er in a play, when his fellow- had forgotten his part.

And yet you so far forget yourself in this book, that throughout the some, what

soever you say here, you defend the some intolerable doctrine, not to be devised by

u. scofi‘er.

And where Smith accounteth here my fourth lie, that I say, that the papists say, D. Smith.

that Christ's body is made of bread and wine; here Smith and you agree both together

in one lie. For it is truth and no lie, that the papists so say and teach; as Smith in

other parts of his book saith, that Christ’s body is made of bread, and that priests do

make Christ's body.

'My twelfth comparison is this.

They say, that the mass is a sacrifice satisfactory for sin, by the dc

votion of the priest that ofi'ereth, and not by the thing that is ofl'ered.

But we say, that their saying is a most heinous”, yea, and detestable error

against the glory of Christ: for the satisfaction for our sins is not the

devotion nor ofi'ering of the priest, but the only host and satisfaction for all

the sins of the world is the death of Christ, and the oblation of his body

upon the cross, that is to say, the oblation that Christ himself ofi'ered

once upon the cross, and never but once, nor never any but be“. And there

fore that oblation which the priests make daily in their papistical masses,

cannot be a satisfaction for other men’s sins by the priest’s devotion: but it

is a mere illusion, and subtle craft of the devil, whereby antichrist hath many

years blinded and deceived the world.

WINCliFfiTER.

This comparison is out of the matter of the presence of Christ’s most precious body in the Bwzlgtfen

sacrament, which presence this author, in the first part of his comparison, seemeth by implication Winchester-1

to grant, when he findeth fault that the priest’s devotion should be a sacrifice satisfactory,

and not the thing that is ofered; which manner of doctrine I never read, and I think myself

it ought to be improvedlo, if any such there be to make the devotion of the priest a satisfactwn.

For undoubtedly Christ is our satisfaction wholly and fully, who hath paid our whole debt comm 1,0“,

to God the Father, for the appeasing of his just wrath against us, and hath cancelled the bill “‘“hmm‘

obligatory, as St Paul saith, that was against us. For further opening whereof; if it be

asked how he satisfied; we answer as we be taught by the scriptures: By the accomplishment eghrm

of the will of his Father, in his innocent, willing, and obedient suferingn the miseries of this

world without sin, and the violent persecution of the world, even to the death of the cross,

and shedding of his most precious blood. Wherein was perfected the willing sacrifice that he

made of himself to God the Father for us, of whom it was written in the beginning of the

book, that he should be the body and perfect accomplishment of all sacrifices, as of whom all

other sacrifices before were shadows and figures.

And here is to be considered, how the obedient will in Christ’s sacrifice is specially to be 82.

noted, who suj'ered because he would: which St Paul setteth forth in declaration of Christ’s 'c'm’r'w'u'

humility. And although that willing obedience was ended and perfected on the cross, to the

which it continued from the beginning, by reason whereof the oblation is in St Paul's

speech attributed thereunto: yet as in the sacrifice of Abraham, when he oj'ered Isaac, the

earnest will of ofering was accounted for the ofering indeed, whereupon it is said in scripture

that Abraham ojered Isaac, and the declaration of the will of Abraham is called the ofering.’

so the declaration of Christ’s will in his last supper was om afiring of him to God the

Father, assuring there his apostles of his will and determination, and by them all the world,

that his body should be betrayed for them and us, and his precious blood shed for remission

of sin, which his word he confirmed then with the gift of his precious body to be eaten, and

his precious blood to be drunken. In which mystery he declared his body and blood to be

 

[7 Now my twelfth comparison, 1651.] 1 ['° I think it myself it ought to be improved,

[' A most heinous lie, and detestable error, 1551,and Orig. ed. Winchcster.]

orig- e‘l-l [11 In his innocent sufl'ering, his willing and

[” Nor never none but he, lbbl, and Orig. ed.] obedient aufl'ering, lbbl, and ()rig. ed. Winch.]
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'Chnst's

once ofl’ering.

Phil. ii.

the very sacrifice of the world, by him ofered to God the Father, by the same will that he

said his body should be betrayed for us; and thereby ascertained us that to be in him1 willing,

that the Jews on the cross seemed to execute by violence and force against his will. And

therefore as Christ ofered himself on the cross, in the evecution of the worlc of his will; so he

ofi‘ered himself in his supper, in declaration of his will, whereby we might be the more assured

of the eject of his death, which he sufered willingly and determinately for the redemption

of the world, with a most perfect ablation and satisfaction for the sins of the world, exhibited

and ofcred by him to God the Fathcr, for the reconciliation of man’s nature to God’s favour

and grace.

And this I write, because this author speaketh so precisely how Christ ofercd himself

never but once. Whereby if he mean by once ofering the whole action of our redemption,

which was consummate and perfected upon the cross, all must confess the substance of that

work of redemption by the ablation of Christ on the cross2 to have been absolutely finished,

and so once ofered for all. But there is no scripture whereupon we might conclude, that

Christ did in this mortal life, but in one particular moment of time, ofl'er himself to his Father.

For St Paul describeth it to the Philippians, under the word of humiliation, to have continued

the whole time of Christ’s conversation here, even to the death, the death of the cross. And

that this obedience to God in humility is called ojcri-ng, appeareth by St Paul, when he

exhorted3 us to ofl'er our bodies, which meaneth a continual obedience in the observation of

God’s will, and he calleth oblationcm gentium, to bring them to the faith4. And Abraham’s

willing obedience, ready at God’s commandment to ofer Isaac, is called the ofering of Isaac,

and is in very deed a true oferi-ng. And every man!’ ofereth himself to God when he yieldeth

to God’s calling, and prescnteth himself ready to do God’s will and commandment, who then

may be said to ofer his service, that is to say, to place his service in sight, and before him,

before whom it should be done.

And because our Saviour Christ, by the decree of the whole Trinity, took man’s nature

upon him, to sufi'er death for our redemption; which death, in his last supper, he declared

plainly he would safer: we read in St Cyprian how Christ ofered himself in his supper, ful

filling the figure of Mclchisedech, who by the ofering of bread and wine signified that high

mystery of Christ’s supper, in which Christ, under the form of bread and wine, gave his very

body and blood to be eaten and drunken, and in the giving thereof declared the determination

of his glorious passion, and thefruit and eject thereof. Which doing was a sweet and pleasant

ablation to God the Father, containing a most perfect obedience to God’s will and pleasure.

And in the mystery of this supper was written, made, and sealed, a most perfect testimony

for an efectual memory of Christ’s ofering of himself to his Father, and of his death and

passion, with the fruit thereof. And therefore Christ ordained this supper to be observed and

continued for a memory of his coming“: so as we that saw not with our bodily eyes Christ’s

death and passion, may, in the celebration of the supper, be most surely ascertained of the

truth out of Christ's own mouth, who still speaheth in the person of the minister of the church,

“This is my body that is betrayed for you; this is my blood that is shed for you in remission

of sin :” and therewith maketh his very body and his precious blood truly present7, to be

taken of us, eaten, and drunken. Whereby we be assured, that Christ is the same to us that

he was to them, and useth us as familiarly as he did them; oj'ereth himself to his Father

for us as well as for them; declareth his will in the fruit of his death to pertain as well

to us as to them. Of which death we be assured by his own mouth, that he sufered the same

to the eject he spake of; and by8 the continual feeding in this high mystery of the same very

body that sufered, and feeding of it without consumption, being continually exhibited unto us

a living body and a lively blood, not only our soul is specially and spiritually comforted, and

our body thereby reduced to more conformable obedience to the soul, but also we, by the partici

pation of this most precious body and blood, be ascertained of the resurrection and regeneration

of our bodies and flesh, to be by God’s power made incorruptible and immortal, to live, and

have fruition in God, with our souls9 jbr ever.

lVhere/bre having this mystery of Christ’s supper, so many truths in it, the church hath

 

[1 Ascertained us to be in him, Orig. ed. “’in- '

chester.]

[‘-' Of Christ’s body on (he cruss,1551.]

[3 Exhorteth, Orig. ed. \VinchJ

[‘ To faith. Ibid.]

[5 And. each man, 1551.]

[5 A memory to his coming, 15-51.]

[7 His very body truly present, and hi! pre

cious blood truly present1 1551.]

[“'By supplied from Orig. ed. Winch. It. is

wanting in both editions of Gunmen]

[9 “'ith our son], 1551.]
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celebrate them all, and knowledged them all of one certainty in truth, not as figures, but reallyand in deedlo; that is to say, as our bodies“ shall be in the general resurrection regenerate in together.

deed, so we believe we feed here of Christ’s body in deed. And as it is true that Christ’s body

in deed is betrayed for us, so it is true that he giveth us to eat his very body in deed. And as

it is true that Christ was in earth, and did celebrate this supper: so it is true that he com

manded it to be celebrated by us till he come. And as it is true that Christ was very God

omnipotent, and very man: so it is true that he could do that he afirmed by his word himself

to do. And as he is most sincere truth: so may we be truly assured that he would, and did,

as he said. And as it is true that he is most just: so it is true that he assistcth the doing

of his commandment in the celebration of the holy supper. And therefore, as he is author of

this most holy sacrament of his precious body and blood: so is he the maker of it, and is the

invisible priest, who, as Emissene saith, by his secret power, with his word, changeth the visible falxtnilrme

creatures into the substance of his body and blood. Wherein man, the visible priest and invisible

minister, by order of the church, is only a dispenser of the mystery, doing and saying as the iv.

Holy Ghost hath taught the church to do and say".

Finally, as we be taught by faith all these to be true : so when wanton reason (faith being

asleep) goeth about by curiosity to impair any one of these truths, the chain is broken, the links

sparkle abroad, and all is brought in danger to be scattered and scambled at. Truths have

been abused, but yet they be true, as they were before,- for no man can make that is truefalse:

and abuse is man’s fault, not the may; 13. Scripture in speech giveth to man as God’s minister

the name of that action which God specially worketh in that mystery. So it pleaseth God

to honour the ministry of man in his church, by whom it also pleaseth him to work efl'ectually.

And Christ said, “ They that believe in me, shall do the works that I do, and greater.” When all 'Enon.

this honour is given to man, as spiritually to regenerate, when the minister saith “I baptize thee,”

and to remit sin to such as fall after, to be also a minister in- consecration of Christ’s most

precious body, with the ministration of other sacraments, benediction“, and prayer: if man

should then war proud, and glory as of himself, and acted his own devotion in these ministries;

such men should bewray their own naughty hypocrisy, and yet thereby impair not the very

dignity of the ministry, no the very true fruit and eject thereof. And therefore when the

church by the minister, and with the minister“, praycth that the creatures of bread and wine,

set on the altar (as the book of common prayer in this realm hath ordered), may be unto us

the body and blood of our Saviour Christ; we require then the celebration of the same supper,

which Christ made to his apostles, for to be the continual memory of his death, with all fruit

and eject, such as the some had in the first institution.

Wherefore when the minister pronounceth Christ's words, as spoken of his mouth, it is to be

believed, that Christ doth now, as he did then. And it is to be noted, that although in the

sacrament of baptism the minister saith, “I baptize thee,” yet in the celebration of his supper16

the words be spoken in Christ’s person, as saying himself, “This is my body that is broken

for you,” which is to us not only a memory, but an efl'ectual memory, with the very presence

QfChrist’s body and blood, our very sacrifice: who doing now, as he did then, ofereth himself

to his Father as he did then, not to renew that ofering, as though it were imperfect, but 'Oneofl‘ering

continually to refresh us, that daily fall and decay. And as St John saith, “Christ is our “0‘

advocate and entreateth for us," or pleadeth jbr us, not to supply any want on God’s behalf; MOM!"

but to relieve our wants in edification, wherein the ministry of the church travaileth to bring

man to perfection in Christ, which Christ himself doth assist, and absolutely perform in his 84,

church, his mystical body. Now when we have Christ’s body thus present in the celebration

of the holy supper, and by Christ’s mouth present unto us, saying, “ This is my body which

is betrayed for you,” then have we Christ’s body recommended unto us as our sacrifice, and

a propitiatory for all the sins of the world, being the only sacrifice of Christ’s church,

the pure and clean sacrifice whereof the prophet Malachi spake, and whereof the fathers in Ms]. i.

Christ’s church have since the beginning continually written; the very true presence whereof;

most constantly believed, hath increased from time to time such ceremonies as have been used

in the celebration of that supper, in which by Christ’s own mouth we be ascertained of his

most glorious death and passion, and the self same body that sufered, delivered unto us in

mystery, to be eaten of us, and therefore so to be worshipped and acknowledged of us as

 

[‘0 But really in deed, 155L] [H Benedictions, Orig. ed. Winch.]

l" As out body, 1551.] ['5 Orig. ed. Winch. omits the words, ‘and with

[1" To be done and said, 1551.] the minister.’]

[‘3 Man‘s fault, and not the things, 1551.] ["J Of this supper, Orig. ed. Winch.]
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our very only sacrifice, in whom, by whom, and for whom, our other private gifts and

sacrifices be aeceptabk, and no otherwise].

'Emn- And therefore, as Christ declarcth in the supper himself an ofering, and sacrifice for our

'The whole sin, ofering himself to his Father as our mediator, and so therewith recommendeth to his

Father the church, his body, for which he sufereth: so the church at the same supper in their

the pr'est‘ ofering of lauds and thanks, with such other gifts as they have received from God, join
ofl‘ereth

Chris‘pmm themselves with their head Christ, presenting and ofering him, as one by whom, for whom,
a a sacrifice

and in whom, all that by God’s grace man can do well, is available and acceptable,

and without whom nothing by as done can be pleasant in the sight of God. lVhereupon

this persuasion hath been duly conceived, which is also in the book of common prayer in the

celebration of the holy supper retained, that it is very profitable at that time, when the memory

of Christ’s death is solemnized, to remember with prayer all estates of the church, and to

recommend them to God, which St Paul to Timothy scemeth to require. At which time,

as Christ signifieth unto us by the certainty of his death, and giveth us to be eaten, as it were

in pledge, the same his precious body that sufered: so we, for declaration of our confidence

in the death and sacrifice, do kindly remember with thanks his special gifts, and charitably

remember the rest of the members of Christ’s church with prayer, and, as we are able, should

with our bodily goods remember at that time specially to relieve such as have need by poverty.

And again, as Christ putteth us in remembrance of his great benefit, so we should throughly

remember him for our part, with the true confession of this mystery, wherein is recapitulate

a memorial of all gifts and mysteries that God in Christ hath wrought for us. In the

consideration and estimation whereof, as there hath been a fault in the security of such as,

so their names were remembered in this holy time of memory, they cared not how much they

forgat themselves: so there may be a fault in such as, neglecting it, care not whether they

be remembered there at all, and therefore would have it nothing but a plain eating and drinking.

How much the remembrance in prayer may avail, no man can prescribe; but that it availeth,

every christian man must confess. Man may nothing arrogate to his devotion. But St James

James v- said truly, Multum valet oratio justi assidua. It is to be abhorred to have hypocrites that

counterfeit devotion, but true devotion is to be wished of God and prayed for, which is

God’s gift, not to obscure his glory, but to set it forth; not that we should then trust in men’s

merits and prayers, but land and glorify God in them; qui talcm potcstatem dedit ho

minibus, one to be judged able to relieve another with his prayer, referring all to proceed

from God, by the mediation- of our Saviour and Redeemer, Jesus Christ.

I have tarried long in this matter, to declare that, for the elfect of all celestial or worldly

gifts to be obtained of God in the celebration of Christ’s holy supper, when we call it the

communion, is now prayed for to be present, and is present, and with God’s favour shall be

obtained, if we devoutly, reverently, charitably, and quietly use and frequent the same, without

other innovations than the order of the book prescribeth. Now to the last difi'crence.

CANTERBURY.

How is “this comparison out of the matter of the presence of Christ’s most precious

35- body in the sacrament," when the papists say that the mass is not a sacrifice pro

pitiatory, but because the presence of Christ’s most precious body being presently there?

And yet if this comparison be out of the matter (as you say it is), why do you then

wrestle and wrangle with it so much? And do I “seem to grant the presence of

Christ’s body in the first part of my comparison," when I do nothing there but. re

hearse what the papists do say? But because all this process (which you bring

in here out of tune and time) belongcth to the last book, I will pass it over unto

the proper place, only by the way touching shortly some notable words.

Wham" "1° Although you “never read that the oblation of the priest is satisfactory by devo
mass be sans

{a‘e'tgggam tion of the priest," yet nevertheless the papists do so teach, and you may find it in

their St. Thomas, both in his Sum, and upon the fourth of the sentences; whose words'

;~,f1-7"--m- have been read in the universities almost these three hundred years, and never until

this day rcproved by any of the papists in this point. He saith: Quad sacm'ficium

 

[1 And none otherwise, 1551.] babe: vim salisfuctivam, 6m. Thomas Aquinas,

[" “MRS, 1551-] Pars I‘ll. Qumst. lxxix. Art. 5. p. 202. Amverp.

[3 Hoe sacramentum simul est sacrilicium e! Iii-24.]

sacramentum._ln quantum vero est sacrificium

_\\A
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samdotis babel vim satisfactimm, sed in satigraelione magi: attenditur afl'ectus W

renlis, quam quantitae oblationis. Ideo satisfiwtoria est illis pro quibus zfiertur, vel etiam

qfi'erentibus, recumlum quantitatem sum devotionis, et non pro iota pmza.

But here the reader may see in you, that the adversaries of the truth sometime

be enforced to say the truth, although sometime they do it unaware-s; as Caiaphas 10h,“

prophesied the truth, and as you do here confess, that Christ is our satisfaction

wholly and fully.

And yet the reader may note your inconstancy. For afterward, in the last book,

you give Christ such a nip, that of that whole satisfaction you pinch half away

from him, and ascribe it to the sacrifice of the priest, as I shall more fully declare in

my answer to the last book. For you say there, “that the sacrifice of Christ giveth

us life, and that the sacrifice of the priest continueth our life.’

And here, good reader, thou art to be warned, that this writer in this place goeth

about craftily to draw thee from the very work of our full redemption, wrought by

our Saviour Christ upon the cross, unto a sacrifice (as they say) made by him the

night before at his last supper. And forasmuch as every priest (as the. papists say)

maketh the same sacrifice in his mass, therefore, consequently, it followeth by this

writer, that we must seek our redemption at 'the priest's sacrifice. And so Christ's

blessed passion (which he most obediently and willingly suffered for our salvation

upon the cross,) was not the only and suflicient sacrifice for remission of our sins.

The only will, I grant, both in good things and evil, is accepted‘ or rejected The dam.

before God, and sometime hath the name of the fact“, as the will of Abraham to E‘ffl-fim

offer his son is called the oblation of his son ; and Christ called him an adulterer in fififfiflm

his heart, that desireth another man’s wife, although there be no fact committed in $353?"

deed— 5211?:

And yet Abraham's will alone was not called the oblation of his son, but his

will declared by many facts and circumstances: for he carried his son three days' Gmum

journey to the place where God had appointed him to slay and offer his son Isaac,

whom he most entirely loved. He cut wood to make the fire for that purpose, he

laid the wood upon his son's back, and made him carry the same wood wherewith

he should be brcnt‘. And Abraham himself (commanding his servants to tarry at the 36,

foot of the hill) carried the fire and sword, wherewith he intended (as God had com

mandcd) to kill his oWn son,’ whom he so deeply loved. And by the way as they

went, his son said unto his father: “Father, see, here is fire and wood, but where

is the sacrifice that must be killed?” How these words of the son pierced the

father's heart, every loving father may judge by the affection which he beareth to his

own children. For what man would not have been abashcd and stayed at these

words? thinking thus within himself: “Alas! sweet son, thou dost ask me where the

sacrifice is, thyself art the same sacrifice that must be slain, and thou (poor inno

cent) carricst thine own death upon thy back, and the wood wherewith thyself must

be brent. Thou art he whom I must slay, which art most innocent, and never offended."

Such thoughts, you may be sure, pierced through Abraham's heart, no less than the

very death of his son should have done: as David lamentably bewailed his son gKiw mi,

lying in the pangs of death, but after he was dead he took his death quietly and [2 “"“l

comfortably enough. But nothing could alter Abraham's heart, or move him to dis

obey God; but forth on he goeth with his son to the place which God had appointed,

and there he made an altar, and laid the wood upon it, and bound his son, and

laid him upon the heap of the wood in the altar, and took the sword in his hand,

and lifted up his arm to strike and kill his son, and would have done so in deed if

the angel of God had not letted‘ him, commanding him in the stead of his son to

take a ram that was fast by the horns in the briars. This obedience of Abraham

unto God's commandment in offering of his son, declared by so many acts and cir

cumstances, is called in the scripture the offering of his son, and not the will only.

 

[‘ Be accepted, 1551.] [7 To kill his son. 155].)

[5 Have the names oflhc feet, 1551.] [" belted, i. c. hindered, prevented]

[" Brent, i. e. burm.]
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Matt. xx.

Mark x.

Luke xviii.

John ii.

John vi.

John at.

Nor the scripture calleth not the declaration of Christ's will in his last supper to

suffer death by the name of a sacrifice satisfactory for sin, nor saith not that he was

there offered in deed. For the will of a thing is not in deed the thing. And if the

declaration of his will to die had been an oblation and sacrifice propitiatory for sin,

then had Christ been offered not only in his supper, but as often as he declared his

will to die. As when he said, long before his supper many times, that he dlould be

betrayed, scourged, spit upon, and crucified, and that the third day he should rise

again: and when he bade them destroy the temple of his body, and he would build

it up again within three days: and when he said that he would give his flesh for

the life of the world, and his life for his sheep.

And if these were sacrifices propitiatory or satisfactory for remission of sin, what

needed he then after to die, if he had made the propitiatory sacrifice for sin already?

Heb. viii.

87.

'Rom. vi.

' Heb. vii. it.

X.

'l Pet. iil.

llcb. ix.

ilbidem.

Phil. ii.

C rianul,

li .2.epllt.3.

For either the other was not vailable thereto, or else his death was in vain, as St

Paul reasoneth of the priests of the old law, and of Christ. And it is not read in

any scripture, that Christ’s will, declared at his supper, was efi'ectuous and suflicient

for our redemption, but that his most willing death and passion was the oblation

suflicient to endure for ever and ever, World without end.

But what slcights and shifts this writer doth use to wind the reader into his

error, it is wonder to see, by devising to make two sacrifices of one will ; the one

by declaration, the otherI by execution; a device such as was never imagined before

of no man, and meet to come out of a fantastical head. But I say precisely, that

Christ offered himself never but once, because the scripture so precisely and so many

times saith so; and having the same for my warrant, it maketh me the holder to

stand against you, that deny that thing which is so often times repeated in scripture.

And where you say, that “there is no scripture whereupon we might conclude that

Christ did in this mortal life, but in one particular moment of time, offer himself to

the Father :” to what purpose you bring forth this moment of time I cannot tell, for

I made no mention thereof, but of the day of his death; and the scripture saith

plainly, that as it is ordained for every man to die but once, so Christ was offered

but once; and saith further, that sin is not forgiven but by efl'usion of blood, and

therefore if Christ had been offered many times, he should have died many times.

And of any other offering of Christ's body for sin, the scripture speaketh not. For

although St Paul to the Philippians speaketh of the humiliation of Christ by his

incarnation, and so to worldly miseries and afiiictions, even unto death upon the cross;

yet he calleth not every humiliation of Christ a sacrifice and oblation for remis

sion of sin, but only his oblation upon Good Friday, which as it was our perfect

redemption, so was it our perfect reconciliation, propitiation, and satisfaction for sin.

And to what purpose you make here a long process of our sacrifices of obedience unto

God's commandments, I cannot devise. For I declare in my last book, that all our

whole obedience unto God’s will and commandments is a sacrifice acceptable to God,

but not a sacrifice propitiatory: for that sacrifice Christ only made, and by that his

sacrifice all our sacrifices be acceptable to God, and without that none is acceptable

to him. And by those sacrifices all christian people offer themselves to God, but they

ofi'er not Christ again for sin; for that did never creature but Christ himself alone,

nor he never but upon Good Friday. For although he did institute the night before

a remembrance of his death”, under the sacraments of bread and wine, yet he made

not at that time the sacrifice of our redemption and satisfaction for our sins, but.

the next day following. And the declaration of Christ at his last supper, that he

would suffer death, was not the cause wherefore Cyprian said that Christ ofi'ered

himself in his supper. For I read not in any place of Cyprian, to my remembrance,

any such words that Christ ofl'ered himself in his supper; but he saith, that Christ

offered the same thing which Melchisedech offered“. And if Cyprian say in any place

 

[‘ And the other, 1551.]

[I A sacrament of his death, 1551.]

[3 Nam quis mngis sacerdos Dei summi, quam

Dominus nearer Jesus Chrintus? qui sacrificium

Deo patri obtulit, et obtulit hoc idem quod Mel

chisedech obtulerat, id est, panem ct vinum, suum.

scilicet corpus et sanguinem._-Cyprian. ad Cae

cilium, Epist. lxiii. p. 143. Paris. 1574.]
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that Christ ofl'ered himself in his supper, yet he said not that Christ did so for this

cause, that in his supper he declared his death. And therefore here you make a

deceitful fallaa: in sophistry, pretending to shew that thing to be a cause, which is

not the true cause indeed. For the cause why Cyprian, and other old authors, say

that Christ made an oblation and offering of himself in his last supper, was not that

he declared there that he would suffer death, (for that he had declared many times

before ;) but the cause was, that there he ordained a perpetual memory of his death,

which he would all faithful christian people to observe from time to time, remem

bering his death, with thanks for his benefits, until his coming again. And there

fore the memorial of the true sacrifice made upon the cross, as St Augustine saith, is Augurt‘ad

called by the name of a sacrifice, as a thing that signifieth another thing is called $1233?“

by the name of the thing which it signifieth, although in very deed it be not the same‘. .

And the long discourse that you make of Christ's true presence, and of the true as,

eating of him, and of his true assisting us in our doing of his commandment, all these

be true. For Christ's flesh and blood be in the sacrament truly prrment, but spiritu

ally and sacramentally, not carnally and corporally. And as he is truly present, so

is he truly eaten and drunken, and assisteth us. And he is the same to us that he

was to them that saw him with their bodily eyes. But where you say, that he is

as familiar with us as he was with them, here I may say the French term which

they use for reverence sake, Save costre grace. And he offered not himself then for

them upon the cross, and now ofl'ereth himself for us daily in the mass; but upon

the cross he offered himself both for us and for them. For that his one sacrifice of

his body, then only offered, is now unto us by faith as available as it was then for

them. “For with one sacrifice," as St Paul saith, “he hath made perfect for ever Relax.

them that be sanctified."

And where you speak of the participation of Christ’s flesh and blood, if you mean

of the sacramental participation only, that thereby we be ascertained of the regenera

tion‘ of our bodies, that they shall live, and have the fruition of God with our souls

for ever, you be in an horrible error. And if you mean a spiritual participation of

Christ’s body and blood, then all this your process is in vain, and serveth nothing

for your purpose to prove that Christ's flesh and blood be corporally in the sacra

ment, under the forms of bread and wine, and participated of them that be evil, as

you teach; which be no whit thereby the more certain of their salvation, but of their 100“ xi

damnation, as St Paul saith.

And although the holy supper of the Lord be not a vain or fantastical supper,

wherein things should he promised, which be not performed, to them that worthily

come thereunto, but Christ’s flesh and blood be there truly eaten and drunken in deed;

yet that mystical supper cannot be without mysteries and And although we

feed in deed of Christ's body, and drink in deed his blood, yet not corporally, quanti

tatively, and palpably, as we shall be regenerated at the resurrection, and as he was

betrayed, walked here in earth, and was very man. And therefore, although the things

by you rehearsed be all truly done, yet all be not done after one sort and fashion;

but some corporally and visibly, some spiritually and invisibly. And therefore to all

your comparisons or similitudes here by you rehearsed, if there be given to every one

his true understanding, they may be so granted all to be true. But if you will link

all these together in one sort and fashion, and make a chain thereof, you shall far

pass the bonds of wanton reason, making a chain of gold and copper together, con

founding and mixing together corporal and spiritual, heavenly and earthly things, and

bring all to Very madness and impiety, or plain and manifest heresy.

And because one single error pleaseth you not, shortly after you link a number Achain of

of errors almost together“ in one sentence, as it were to make an whole chain of errors, mm

saying not only that Christ’s body is verily present in the celebration of the holy

supper, meaning of corporal presence, but that it is also our very sacrifice, and sacri

fice propitiatory for all the sins of the world, and that it is the only sacrifice of the

 

[4 See the passage which is quoted at length [5 Of our regeneration of our bodies, 1551.]

below, p. 124.] [6 Together almost, 1561.]
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church, and that it is the pure and clean sacrifice, whereof Malachi spake, and that

Christ doth now in the celebration of this supper as he did when he gave the same

to his apostles, and that he offcreth himself now as he did then, and that the same

offering is not now renewed again. This is your chain of errors, (wherein is not one

link of pure gold, but all be copper‘, feigned, and counterfeit: for neither is Christ's

body verily and corporally present in the celebration of his holy supper, but spiritually;

nor his body is not the very sacrifice, but the thing whereof the sacrifice was made;

and the very sacrifice was the crucifying of his body, and the effusion of his blood

unto death. Wherefore of his body was not made a sacrifice propitiatory for all the

sins of the world at his supper, but the next day after upon the cross. Therefore

saith the prephet, that we were made whole by his wounds: Livers q'ue mnali

eumua.

Nor that sacrifice of Christ in the celebration of the supper is not the only sacri

fice of the church, but all the works that christian people do to the glory of God he

sacrifices of the church, smelling sweetly before God. And they be also the pure and

clean sacrifice whereof the prophet Malachi did speak. For the prophet Malachi spake

of no such sacrifices as only priests make, but of such sacrifice as all christian people

make both day and night, at all times and in all places.

Nor Christ doth not new as he did at his last supper, which he had with his

apostles; for then, as you say, he declared his will, that he would die for us: and

if he do now as he did then, then doth he now declare that he will die for us

again.

But as for offering himself now as he did then, this speech may have a true sense,

being like to that which sometime was used at the admission of unleamed friars and

monks unto their degrees in the universities: where the doctor that presented them

deposed that they were meet for the said degrees, as well in learning as in virtue.

And yet that deposition in one sense was true, when indeed they were meet neither

in the one nor in the other. So likewise, in that sense Christ offereth himself now as

well as he did in his supper; for indeed he offered himself a sacrifice propitiatory for

remission of sin in neither of both, but only upon the cross, making there a sacrifice

full and perfect for our redemption, and yet by that sufficient offering made only at

that time he is a daily intercessor for us to his Father for ever. Finally, it is not

true that the offering in the celebration of the supper is not renewed again. For the

same offering that is made in one supper is daily renewed and made again in every

supper, and is called the daily sacrifice of the church.

Thus have I broken your chain, and scattered your links, which may be called

the very chain of Beelzebub, able to draw into hell as many as come within the com

pass thereof. And how would you require that men should give you credit, who

within so few lines knit together so many manifest lies? It is another untruth also

which you say after, that Christ declared in the supper himself an offering and sacri

fice for sin; for he declared in his supper, not that he was then a sacrifice, but that

a sacrifice should be made of his body, which was done the next day after, by the

voluntary effusion of his blood: and of any other sacrificing of Christ for sin the

scripture speaketh not. For although the scripture saith that our Saviour Christ is

a continual intercessor” for us unto his Father, yet no scripture calleth that intercession

a sacrifice for sin, but only the effusion of his blood, which it seemeth you make

him to do still, when you say that he sufl'ereth ; and so by your imagination he should

now still be crucified, if he now suffer, as you say he doth. But it seemeth you

pass not greatly what you say, so that you may multiply many gallant words to

the admiration of the hearers. But forasmuch as you say that Christ ofl'ereth him

self in the celebration of the supper, and also that the church offereth him, here I

would have you declare how the church offereth Christ, and how he offereth him

self, and wherein those offerings stand, in words, deeds, or thoughts, that we may

know what you mean by your daily offerings of Christ. Of offering ourselves unto

God in all our acts and deeds, with lauds and thanksgiving, the scripture maketh

 

[' One link true gold, but all copper be, 155L] [2 Is now a continual intercessor, 1551.]
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mention in many places: but that Christ himself in the holy communion, or that

the priests make any other oblation than all christian people do, because these be

papistical inventions without scripture, I require nothing but reason of you, that you

should so plainly set out these devised ofi'eriugs, that men might plainly understand

what they be, and wherein they rest. N0w in this comparison, truth it is, as you say,

that you have spent many words, but utterly in vain, not to declare, but to darken

the matter. But if you would have followed the plain words of scripture, you needed

not3 to have tarried so long, and yet should you have made the matter more clear a

great deal.

Now followeth my last comparison.

They say, that Christ is corporally in many places at one time, affirming amt-m

that his body is corporally and really present in as many places as there Pariwn

be hosts consecrated. We say, that as the sun corporally is ever in heaven,

and no where else, and yet by his operation and virtue the sun is here in

earth, by whose influence and virtue all things in the world be corporally

regenerated, increased, and grow to their perfect state; so likewise our Saviour

Christ bodily and corporally is in heaven, sitting at the right hand of his

Father, although spiritually he hath promised to be present with us upon

earth unto the world’s end. And whensoever two or three be gathered toge

ther in his name, he is there in the midst among them, by whose supernal ‘ grace

all godly men be first by him spiritually regenerated, and after increase and

grow to their spiritual perfection in God, spiritually by faith eating his

flesh, and drinking his blood, although the same corporally be in heaven, far

distant from our sight.

“WINCHESTER.

The true teaching is, that Christ’s very body is present under the form of bread, in as Bwearrfiwef

many hosts as be consecratc, in how many places soevcr the hosts be consecrate, and is there Wiiii-heherq

really and wbstantially, which words “ really and substantially” be implied, when we say, truly 'Really, sub

_ present. The word “cmporally” may have an ambiguity and doublcness in respect and rclu

Zion: one is to the truth of the body present, and so it may be said, Christ is corporally nny'

prcsmt in sacrament; if the word5 corporally be referred to the manner of the presence, then

we should say, Christ’s body were present afier a corporal manner, which we say not, but 'Manner of

in a spiritual manner,- and therefore not locally nor by manncr of quantity, but in such pwm'

manner as God only knoweth, and yet doth us to understand by faith the truth of the very

presence, exceeding our capacity to comprehend the manner “how.” This is the very true on", me

latching to afirm the truth of the presence of Christ’s very body in the sacrament, even of

the same body that xufcrcd, in plain, simple, evident terms and words, such as cannot by

cavillation be mistaken and construed, so near as possibly man’s infirmity permitteth and

sufereth. Now let us consider in what sort the author and his company, which he calleth 9],

“we say,” do understand the sacrament, who go about to eapress the same by a similitude

of the creature of the sun, “which sun,” this author saith, “is ever corporally in heaven, and

no where else, and yet by operation and virtue is here in earth: so Christ is corporally in

heaven, 80.” In this matter of similitmles, it is to be taken for a truth undoubted, that there uGod's

is no crmture by similitude, no any language of man able to empress God and his mystc- my'wfi"
cannot be

ries. For and things that be seen or heard might throughly crpress God’s invisible myate- aggwgly

ries, the nature whereof is that they cannot throughly be expressed, they were no mysteries: “minim,”

and yet it is true, that of things visible, wherein God workcth wonderfully, there may be

great resemblances“, some shadows, and as it were inductions, to make a man astonied in

consideration of things invisible, when he seelh things visible so wonderfully wrought, and to

have so marvellous qfects. And divers good catholic devout men have by divers natural

things gone about to open unto us the mystery of the Trinity, partly by the sun, as the au

thaw-7 doth in the sacrament, partly by fire, partly by the soul of man, by the musician’s

 

[3 You needed not indecd,1551.] &c., 1551.]

[‘ Superna], i. e. heavenly.] [6 Some resemblances, 1551.]

1‘ Present in the sacrament, but if the word, [7 As this author, 1551.]
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science, the art, the touch with the player’s fingers, and the sound of the chord, wherein wit'

hath all travailed the matter, yet remaineth dark, ne cannot be throughly set forth by any

similitude. But to the purpose of this similitude of the sun, which sun, this author saith, “is

only corporally in heaven, and no where else," and in the earth the operation and virtue of

the sun: so as by this author’s supposal, the substance of the sun should not be in wrth,

but only by operation and virtue: wherein if this author erreth, he doth the reader to un

derstand, that if he err in consideration of natural things, it is no marvel though he err

in heavenly things. For, because I will not of myself begin the contention with this author

of the natural work of the sun, I will bring forth the saying of J'Iartin Bucer, now resi

dent at Cambridge, who vehemently, and for so much truly, afirmeth the true real presence

of Christ's body in the sacrament: for he saith, Christ said not, this is my spirit, this is

my virtue, but, “this is my body:” wherefore, he saith, we must believe Christ’s body to be

there, the same that did hang upon the cross, our Lord himself; which in some part to de

clare, he useth the similitude of the sun for his purpose, to prove Christ’s body present really

and substantially in the sacrament, where this author useth the same similitude to prove the

body of Christ really absent. I will write in here as Bucer speaketh it in Latin, ea‘pound

ing the twenty-sixth chapter of St hIatthew, and then I will put the same in English.

Bucer's words be these:

Ut sol vero uno in loco coeli visibilis circumscriptus est, rsdiis tamcn suis prnesens

vcre et substantialiter exhibetur ubilibet orbis: its. Dominus etiamsi circumscribatur

uno loco coeli arcani et divini, id est gloriae Patris, vorbo tamen suo et sacris symbolis

vere ct totus ipso Deus at homo prmsons exhibetur in sacra. coena, eoque substantialiter;

quam prazsentiam non minus certo agnoscit mens credens verbis his Domini et symbolis,

quam oouli vidont et habent solem praasontem demonstratum et cxhibitum sun. corpomli

luce. Res ism arcane. est, et novi Testamenti, res fidei: non sunt igitur hue admittendm

cogitationes do pracsentatione corporis, qum constat ratione hujus vita: etiamnum patibilis

et fluxse. Verbo Domini simpliciter inhserendum est, ct dobet fides sensuum defectui

prmbero supplementum. Which is thus much in English: “As the sun is truly placed de

terminately in one place of the visible heaven, and yet is truly and substantially present by

means of his beams elsewhere in the world abroad: so our Lord, although he be comprehmded

in one place of the secret and divine heaven, that is to say, the glory of his Father, yet

nevertheless by his word and holy tokens he is erhibit present truly whole God and man,

and therefore in substance in his holy supper,- which presence man’s mind, giving credit to

his words and tokens, with no less certainty acknowledgeth, than our eyes see, and have the

sun present, evhibited, and shewed with his corporal light. This is a deep secret matter, and

of the new testament, and a matter of faith; and therefore herein thoughts be not to be re

ceived of such a presentation of the body as consisteth in the manner of this life transitory,

and suly'ect to safer. We must simply cleave to the word of Christ, and faith must relieve

the default of our senses.”

Thus hath Bucer expressed his mind, whereunto, because the si-militude of the sun doth

not answer in all parts, he noteth wisely in the end, how this is a matter of faith, and

therefore upon the foundation of faith we must speak of it, thereby to supply where our

senses fail. For the presence of Christ, and whole Christ, God and man, is true, although

we cannot think of the manner “how.” The chief cause why I bring in Bucer is this, to

shew how, in his judgment, we have not only in earth the operation and virtue of the sun,

but also the substance of the sun, by mean of the sun-beams, which be of the same substance

with tlw sun, and cannot be divided in substance from it; and therefore we have in earth the

substantial presence of the sun, not only the operation and virtue. And howsoever the sun

above in the distance appeareth unto us of another sort, yet the beams that touch the earth

be of the same substance with it, as clerks say, or at the least as Bucer saith, whom I never

heard accompted papist ; and yet for the real and substantial presence of Christ's very body

in the sacrament, writeth pithily and plainly, and here encountereth this author with his simi

litude of the sun directly; whereby may appear, how much soever Bucer is esteemed other

wise, hc is not with this author regarded in the truth of the sacrament, which is one of the

high mysteries in our religion. And this may sufice for that point of the similitude, where

this author would have Christ none otherwise present in the sacrament, than he promised to

be in the assembly of such as be gathered together in his name: it is a plain abolition of the

mystery of the sacrament, in the words whereof Christ’s human body is exhibit and made

 

[' “'herein when wit,1551.]
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present with his very flesh to feed us, and to that singular and special efi'ect‘b’ the other pre

sence of Christ in the assembly made in his name is not spoken of,- and it hath no appearance

of learning in scriptures, to conclude under one consideration a specialty and a generality.

And therefore it was well answered of him that said, “If I could tell reason, there were no AUgun.

fait :” if I could shew the like, it were not singular. Which both be notabb in this sa- 33,1513”,

crament, where condemning all reason, good men both constantly believe that Christ sitteth on

the right hand of his Father, very God and man, and also without change of place doth

nevertheless make himself by his power present, both God and man, under the form of bread

and wine, at the prayer of the church and by the ministry of the same, to give li e to such

as with faith do according to his institution in his holy supper worthily receive him, and to

the condemnation of such as do unworthily presume to receive him there. For the worthy

receiving of whom we must come endued with Christ, and clothed with him seemly in that

garment, to receive his most precious body and blood, Christ whole God and man, whereby

he then dwelleth in us more abundantly, confirming in us the ejects of his passion, and es

tablishing our hope of resurrection, then to enjoy the regeneration of our body, with a full

redemption of body and soul, to live with God in glory for wer.

CANTERBURY.

In this comparison I am glad that at the last we be come so near together; for 'Acrincord

you be almost right heartily welcome home, and I pray you let us shake hands to

gether“. For we be agreed, as me seemeth, that Christ’s body is pment, and the

same body that suffered: and we be agreed also of the manner of his presence. For

you say that the body of Christ is not present but after a spiritual manner, and so

say I also. And if there be any difi'erenoe between us two, it is but a little and in

this point only: that I say that Christ is but spiritually in the ministration of the

sacrament, and you say that he is but after a spiritual manner in the sacrament.

And yet you say that he is corporally in the sacrament, as who should say that

there were a difference between spiritually, and a spiritual manner; and that, it were

not all one, to say that Christ is there only after a spiritual manner, and not only

spiritually.

But if the substance of the sun be here corporally present with us upon earth, Thtpl'fléncfl

then I grant that Christ's body is‘so likewise: so that he of us two that erreth in °nhe'"“'

the one, let him be taken for a vain man, and to err also in the other. Therefore I 93.

am content that the reader judge inditferently between you and me, in the corporal

presence of the sun; and he that is found to err, and to be a fool therein, let him

be judged to err also in the corporal presence of Christ’s body.

But now, master Bucer, help this man at need: for he that hath ever hitherto M.Bu<1r.

cried out against you, now being at a pinch driven to his shifts, cricth for help upon

you; and although he was never your friend, yet extend your charity to help him

in his necessity. But master Bucer saith not so much as you do: and yet if you

both said that the beams of the sun he of the same substance with the sun, who

would believe either of you both? Is the light of the candle the substance of the

candle? or the light of the fire the substance of the fire? Or is the beams of the

sun any thing but the clear light of the sun? Now, as you said even now of me,

if you err so far from the true judgment of natural things, that all men may perceive

your error, what marvel is it if you err in heavenly things?

And why should you be offended with this my saying, that Christ is spiritually

present in the assembly of such as be gathered together in his name? And how can

you conclude hereof, that this is a plain abolition of the mystery of the sacrament,

because that in the celebration of the sacrament I say that Christ is spiritually

present? Have not you confessed yourself that Christ is in the sacrament but after

a spiritual manner? And after that manner he is also among them that be assembled

together in his name. And if they that say so do abolish the mystery of the sum-a

ment, then do you abolish it yourself, by saying that Christ is but after a spiritual

 

[' Special effect, which in the 0ther,155l.] [3 Together omitted, 15:,“
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manner in the sacrament, after which manner you say also that he is in them that

be gathered together in his name, as well as I do, that say he is spiritually in both.

But he that is disposed to pick quarrels, and to ealumniate all things, what can

be spoken so plainly, or meant so sincerely, but he will wrest it unto a wrong

sense? I say that Christ is spiritually and by grace in his supper, as he is when

two or three be gathered together in his name, meaning that with both he is spi

ritually, and with neither corporally; and yet I say not that there is no difference.

For this difference there is, that with the one he is sacramentally, and with the other

not sacramentally, except they be gathered together in his name to receive the sacra

ment. Nevertheless the selfsame Christ is present in both, nourisheth and fecdcth both,

if the sacrament be rightly received. But that is only spiritually, as I say, and only

after a spiritual manner, as you say.

And you say further, that before we receive the sacrament, we must come endued

with Christ, and seemly clothed with him. But whosoever is endued and clothed with

Christ hath Christ present with him after a spiritual manner, and hath received Christ

whole both God and man, or else he could not have everlasting life. And therefore

is Christ present as well in baptism as in the Lord's supper. For in baptism be we

endued with Christ, and seemly clothed with him, as well as in his holy supper we

eat and drink him.

wuscnrsrnn.

Thus I have perused these difercnces, which, well considered, methinlc mlficient to take away

and appease all such (lifercnces as might be moved against the sacrmne-nt, the faith whereof

hath ever prevailed against such as have impugned it. And I have not read of any that hath

written against it, but somewhat hath against his enterprise in his writings appeared, whereby

to confirm it, or so evident untruths afirmcd, as whereby those that be as indifercnt to the

truth as Salomon was in the judgment of the living child, may discern the very true mother

from the other, that is to say, who plainly intend the true child to continue alive, and who

could be content to have it be destroyed by diviawn. God of his infinite mcrcy have pity on us,

and grant the true jitith of this holy mystery uniformly to be conceived in our undcrstandi-nys,

and in one form of words to be utter-at and preached, which in the book of common prayer

is well termed, not distant from the catholic faith in my judgment.

CANTERBURY.

You have so perused these difl'erences, that you have made more difl'ercncc than

ever was before: for where before there were no more but two parts, the true catholic

doctrine, and the papistical doctrine, now come you in with your new fantastical in

ventions, agreeing with neither part, but to make a song of three parts, you have

devised a new voluntary descant, so far out of tune, that it agreeth neither with the

tenor nor mean, but maketh such a shameful jar, that godly ears abhor to hear it.

For you have taught such a doctrine as never was written before this time, and uttered

therein so many untruths and so many strange sayings, that every indifferent reader

may easily discern that the true christian faith in this matter is not to be sought at your

hands. And yet in your own “ writings appeareth something to confirm the truth, quite

against your own enterprise," which maketh me have some hope, that after my answer

heard, we shall in the principal matter no more strive for the child, seeing that yourself

have confessed that Christ is but after a spiritual manner present with us. And there

is good hope that God shall prosper this child to live many years, seeing that now I

trust you will help to foster and nourish it up as well as I.

And yet if division may shew a step-mother, then be not you the true mother

of the child, which in the sacrament make so many divisions. For you divide the

substances of bread and wine from their proper aecidences, the substances also of

Christ’s flesh and blood from their accidcnces, and Christ’s very flesh sacramentally

from his very blood, although you join them again per concmnitantiam; and you divide

the sacrament so that the priest receiveth both the sacrament of Christ’s body and

of his blood, and the lay people (as you call them) receive no more but the sacra

ment of his body, as though the sacrament of his blood and of our redemption

pertained only to the priests. And the cause of our‘ eternal life and salvation you
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divide in such sort between Christ and the priest, that you attribute the beginning

thereof to the sacrifice of Christ upon the cross, and the continuance thereof you attri

bute to the sacrifice of the priest in the mass, as you do write plainly in your last book.

Oh! wicked step-mothers, that so divide Christ, his sacraments, and his people!

After the difi‘erences followeth the third, fourth, fifth, and sixth chapters of my

book, which you bind as it were altogether in one fardell, and cast them quite away,

by the figure which you call “rejection,” not answering one word to any scripture or 95,

old writer, which I have there alleged for the defence of the truth. But because the

reader may see the matter plainly before his eyes, I shall here rehearse my words

again, and join thereto your answer. My words be these.

Now to return to the principal matter, lest it might be thought a new device Book “,1

of us, that Christ, as concerning his body and his human nature, is in heaven, Oglgisiltftbr.

and not in earth; therefore by God’s grace it shall be evidently proved, that this migiifiiiii
is no new devised matter, but that it was ever the old faith of the catholic mmmm

church, until the papists invented a new faith, that Christ really, corporally,

naturally, and sensibly is here still with us in earth, shut up in a box, or

within the compass of bread and wine.

This needeth no better nor stronger proof than that which the old authors The proof

bring for the same, that is to say, the general profession of all christianpeople in the common creed, wherein, as concerning Christ’s humanity, they fix“

be taught to believe after this sort: That he was conceived by the Holy '

Ghost, born of the virgin Mary: that he suffered under Pontius Pilate: was

crucified, dead and buried: that he descended into hell, and rose again the

third day, that he ascended into heaven, and sitteth at the right hand of his

almighty Father, and from thence shall come to judge the quick and dead.

This hath been ever the catholic faith of christian people, that Christ (as

concerning his body and his manhood) is in heaven, and shall there continue

until he come down at the last judgment.

And forasmuch as the creed maketh so express mention of the article of

his ascension, and departing hence from us, if it had been another article of

our faith, that his body tarrieth also here with us in earth, surely in this

place of the creed was so urgent an occasion given to make some mention

thereof, that doubtless it would not have been passed over in our creed with

silence. For if Christ (as concerning his humanity) be both here, and gone

hence, and both these two he articles of our faith, when mention was made

of the one in the creed, it was necessary to make mention of the other, lest

by professing the one we should be dissuaded from believing the other, being

so contrary the one to the other.

To this article of our creed accordcth holy scripture, and all the old ancient Chnv- Iv

doctors of Christ’s church. For Christ himself said, “I leave the world,‘and go to geieéilfillivyim

my Father.” And also he said, “ You shall ever have poor folks with you, butyou shall not ever have me with you.” And he gave warning of this error

beforehand, saying that the time would come when many deceivers should be mam“

in the world, and say, “ Here is Christ, and there is Christ, but believe them not,”

said Christ. And St Mark writeth in the last chapter of his gospel, that the Mark m.

Lord Jesus was taken up into heaven, and sitteth at the right hand of his

Father. And St Paul exhorteth all men to seek for things that be above in Col-iii.

heaven, “ where Christ,” saith he, “ sitteth at the right hand of God” his Father.

Also he saith, that “we have such a bishop, that sitteth in heaven at the need-m,

right hand of the throne of God’s majesty;" and that he, “having ofi'ered Heb-1

 

[‘ Fardel, i.c. a bundle]
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one sacrifice for sins, sitteth continually at the right hand of God, until his

enemies be put under his feet as a footstool.” And hereunto consent all the

old doctors of the church.

First Origen upon Matthewl reasoneth this matter, how Christ may be

called a stranger that is departed into another country, seeing that he is with

us alway unto the world’s end, and is among all them that be gathered to

gether in his name, and also in the midst of them that know him not; and

thus he rcasoneth: If he be here among us still, how can he be gone hence

as a stranger departed into another country ? whereunto he answereth, that

Christ is both God and man, having in him two natures. And as a

man he is not with us unto the world’s end, nor is present with all his faithful

that be gathered together in his name: but his divine power and spirit is

ever with us. Paul, saith he, was absent from the Corinthes in his body,

when he was present with them in his spirit: so is Christ, saith he, gone

hence, and absent in his humanity, which in his divine nature is every where.

And in this saying, saith Origen, we divide not his humanity, (for St John

writeth, that “ no spirit that divideth Jesus can be of God,”) but we reserve to

both his natures their own properties.

In these words Origen hath plainly declared his mind, that Christ’s body

is not both present here with us, and also gone hence and estranged from us.

For that were to make two natures of one body, and to divide the body of

Jesus, forasmuch as one nature cannot at one time be both with us, and absent

from us. And therefore saith Origen, that the presence must be under

standed of his divinity, and the absence of his humanity.

And according hereunto St Augustine writeth thus in an Epistle Ad Dardw

num : “ Doubt not but Jesus Christ as concerning the nature of his manhood is

now there, from whence he shall come. And remember well and believe the pro

fession of a christian man, that he rose from death, ascended into heaven,

sitteth at the right hand of his Father, and from that place, and none other,

shall he come to judge the quick and the dead. And he shall come, as the

angels said, as he was seen go into heaven, that is to say, in the same form

and substance, unto the which he gave immortality, but changed not nature.

After this form, (saith he, meaning his man’s nature,) we may not think that

he is every where. For we must beware, that we do not so stablish

his divinity, that we take away the verity of his body’.” These be St Au

gustine’s plain words. And by and by after he addeth these words: “ The

Embd_l557-] Lord Jesus as God is every where, and as man is in heaven“.” And finally

he concludeth this matter in these few words: “ Doubt not but our Lord Jcsus

Christ is every where as God, and as a dweller he is in man that is the temple

of God, and he is in a certain place in heaven, because of the measure of

a very body .
 

4”

[‘ Secundum ham: divinitntis sum naturam non

peregrinatur, sell peregrinatur sccundum dispensa

tionem corporis quod suscepit._l-liec autem dicen

tes non solvimus suscepti corporis hominem, cum

sit scriptum apud Johannem, “ Omnis spiritus qui

solvit Jesum, non est ex Deo :” aed unicuique sub

stantia: proptietatem servamus.—Origen. in Matt.

cap.xxv. Tract. 33. Ed. Bened. Tom. III. p. 883.]

[5’ Noli itaque dubitare ibi uunc ease hominem

Christum Jesum, unde venturus est, memoriterque

recole et fideliter tene Christianam eonfessioncm, quo

niam resurrexit a mortuis, ascendit in cmlum, sedet

ad dexteram Patric, nee alinndc quam inde venturus

on ad vivos monuosque judicandos. Et sic venturus

est, illa angelica voce testante, quemadmodum ire

visus est in coclum, id est, in eadem carnis forms

atque substantia, cui profecto immortalitatem dedit,

naturam non abstulit. Secundum hanc formam non

est putandus ubique difl‘usus. Cavendum est enim,

ne ita divinitatem nstruamus hominis, ut veritatem

corporis auferamus.-_August. de Prazseutia Dei, ad

Dardanum,(Epist. lvii.) Lib. x. cap.iii. Pars Vin.

Basil. ap. Amerbach. 1506.]

[3 Una enim persona Deus ct homo est, et

utrumque est unus Christus Jesus, ubique per id

quod Deus est, in cmlo autem per id quod homo.

_.Ibid. cap. iv.]

[‘ Et ubique totum presentem essc (i. e. Chris.
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And again St Augustine writeth upon the gospel of St John: “Our Saviour grating}.

Jesus Chris ,” saith St Augustine, “is above, but yet his truth is here. His body '

wherein he arose is in one place, but his truth is spread every where”?

And in another place of the same book St Augustine expounding these Tract. 50.

words of Christ, “ You shall ever have poor men with you, but me you shall

not ever have,” saith, tha “ Christ spake these words of the presence of his

body“. For,” saith he, “ as concerning his divine majesty, as concerning his

providence, as concerning his infallible and invisible grace, these words be fulfilled

which he spake, ‘ I am with you unto the world’s end.’ But as concerning the

flesh which he took in his carnation’, as concerning that which was born of the

virgin, as concerning that which was apprehended by the Jews, and crucified

upon a tree, and taken down from the cross, lapped in linen clothes and

buried, and rose again, and appeared after his resurrection ; as concerning that8

flesh, he said, ‘ You shall not ever have me with you.’ Wherefore seeing that

as concerning his flesh he was conversant with his disciples forty days, and 7

they accompanying, seeing, and not following him”, he went up into heaven,

both he is not here (for he sitteth at the right hand of his Father), and yet

he is here, for he departed not hence as concerning the presence of his divine '

majesty. As concerning the presence of his majesty, we have Christ ever

with us; but as concerning the presence of his flesh, he said truly to his

disciples, ‘ Ye shall not ever have me with you.’ For as concerning the presence

of his flesh, the church had Christ but a few days; yet now it holdeth him fast

by faith, though it see him not with eyes.” All these be St Augustine’s words.

Also in another book", entitled to St Augustine, is written thus : “We must gyms}?

believe and confess that the Son of God (as concerning his divinity) is invisible,

without a body, immortal, and incireumscriptible: but as concerning his huma

nity, we ought to believe and confess that he is visible, hath a body, and is

contained in a certain place, and hath truly all the members of a man."

Of these words of St Augustine it is most clear, that the profession of

the catholic faith is, that Christ (as concerning his bodily substance and nature

of man) is in heaven, and not present here with us in earth. For the nature

and property of a very body is to be in one place, and to occupy one place,

and not to be everywhere, or in many places at one time. And though the

 

tum Jesum) non dubites tanquam Deum, et in

eodcm tcmplo Dei esse tanquam inhabitanteln

enim recessitprzesentiamajestatis. Aliter. Secundum

przesentiam majestatis semper habcmus Christum :

Deum, et in loco aliquo cmli propter veri cor

poris modum.—Ibid. cap. xx.]

[5 Sui-sum est Dominus, sed etiam hie est ve

ritas Dominus. Corpus cnim Domini, in quo resur

rexit, uno loco esse potest: veritas ejus ubique dif

fuse est-August. in Evangelium Joannis, Tract.

xxx. Pars 1x.]

['5 Loquebatur enim de przesentia corporis aui.

Nam secundum majestatem sunm, secundum provi

dentiam, secundum inefi'abilem etinvisibilem gratiatn

impletur quod ab eo dictum est, Ecce ego vobiscum

sum omnibus diebus usque ad consummntionem ste

cnli. Secundum camem vero quam verbum assmnp

sit, secundum id quod de virgins natus est, secun

dum id quod a Judzeis eomprehensus est, quod ligno

confirms, quad de cruce depositus, quod linteis in

volutus, quod in sepnlchro eonditus, quod in resur

rectione manifestatus, non semper hsbebitis me

vobiscum. Qua-re? Quoniam conversatus est sc

eundum eurporis pra‘sentiam quadraginta diebus

cum discipulis suis, et eis deducentibus videndo,

non sequendo, ascendit in cwlum, et non est hic.

Ibi enim sedet ad dexteram Petris: et hic est. Non

 

secundum pnesentiam earnis recte dictum est disci

pulis, Me autem non semper habebitis. Habuit

enim illum ecelesia secundum prmsentiam earnis

paucis diebus: mode fide tenet, oculis non videt.

._Ibid. Tract. l. Pars 1x.]

[7 Incarnation, 1551.]

[a The, 1551.]

[9 And following him, 165]. Thisisevidently a

misprint in that edition, which Cranmer appears to

have corrected as it was printed in the 1580 edition,

since the words of Augustine are, “videndo, non

sequendo." See note 6.]

[10 Et idcirco eundem Dei filium secundum

substantiam divinitatis sure invisibileln et incor

poreum et immortalem et incircumscriptum nos

credere et confiteri oportet. Juxta humanitatem vero

visibilem, corporeum, localem, atque omnia membra

humane veraciter habentem credere convcnit ct con

fiteri._August. dc Essentia Divinitntis, Pars x.

Ibid. This treatise is censured as spurious. Vid.

“James’ Corruptions of Scripture, Councils, and

Fathers.” p. 53. Lond. 1843. Riveti Crit. Sacr.

p. 395. Geneva. 1626.]
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body of Christ after his resurrection and ascension was made immortal, yet this

nature was not taken away, for then, as St Augustine saith, it were no very body.

And further St Augustine sheweth both the manner and form how Christ is here

present with us in earth, and how he is absent, saying that he is present by his

divine nature and majesty, by his providence, and by grace ; but by his human

nature and very body he is absent from this world, and present in heaven.

Cyrillus likewise, upon the gospel of St John‘, agreeth fully with St Angus

tine, saying: “ Although Christ took away from hence the presence of his body,

yet in majesty2 of his Godhead he is ever here, as he promised to his disciples

at his departing, saying, ‘ I am with you ever unto the world’s end.’”

And in another place of the same book St Cyril saith thus: “ Christian

people must believe, that although Christ be absent from us as concerning his

body, yet by his power he governeth us and all things, and is present with all

them that love him. Therefore he said: ‘Truly, truly I say unto you, where

soever there be two or three gathered together in my name, there am I in the

midst of them.’ For like as when he was conversant here in earth as a man,

yet then be filled heaven, and did not leave the company of angels; even

so being new in heaven with his flesh, yet he filleth the earth, and is in them

that love him. And it is to be marked, that although Christ should go away

only as concerning his flesh, (for he is ever present in the power of his divinity,)

yet for a little time he said he would be with his disciples3.” These be the words

of St Cyril.

St Ambrose also saith, that “we must not seek Christ upon earth, nor in

earth, but in heaven, where he sitteth at the right hand of his Father‘.”

And likewise St Gregory writeth thus: “ Christ,” saith he, “ is not here

by the presence of his flesh, and yet he is absent no where by the

presence of his majestya.”

What subtlety, thinkest thou, good reader, can the papists now imagine to

defend their pernicious error, that Christ his human nature6 is bodily here in

earth, in the consecrated bread and wine; seeing that all the old church of

Christ believed the contrary, and all the old authors wrote the contrary ‘I

For they all affirmed and believed, that Christ, being but one person,

hath nevertheless in him two natures or substances, that is to say, the

nature of his Godhead, and the nature of his manhood. They say further
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[uKpdu xpéuov 1466' vipu'iv Ede-cram ¢v|m'.—-Ibid.

Lib. IX. cap. xxi. Tom. IV. p. 747.]

[‘ Ergo non supra terram, nec in term, nec se

cundum carnem te quarrere debemus, si volumus

invenire. Num- enim secundum camcm jam non

novimus Christum. Denique Stephanus non supra.

terrain qumsivit, qui stantem te ad dexteram I)ei

vidiL-Ambros. in Lucam, Lib. x. cap. xxiv.

Tom. III. p. 109. Colon. Agrip. 1616.]

[‘5 Non est hic, dicitur, per prmsentiam camis,

qui tamen nusquam deerat per przesentiam majesta

tis.--Gregorii Papa: Op. Homil. xxx. Tom. II.

p. 123. J. Antv. 1672.]

[6 That Christ in his human nature, 1551.]

[1 Oii'rau alGKGI-G'O'IILGOG ¢pavofiwrcs dpeim, ii-rt xiv

#9: Tot? mic-[mu 'yévrrrai 151d Ttiu o'a'pKa, wapéo'fm

wa'hw oildév fi'r-rov 'roir s'v aim-q“), Kai s'rtrra'rria'n

70?: Show vi Qeia “re Kai (Zion-roe air'roil (pine.—

Cyril. Alex. in Evangelium Joannis. Lib. VI

Tom. IV. p- 600. Ed. Aubert. Paris. 1638._But

Cranmer‘s quotation is evidently made from the

Latin edition, which readses follows : Sed diligen

ter hic animadvertendum, quod etsi corporis sui

prmsentism hinc subduxerit, majestate tamen divi

nitatis semper adest : sicut ipse a discipulis abiturus

pollicetur : Ecce ego vobiscum sum omnibus diebus

usque ad consummationem saeculif-Tom. I. col.

323. Basil. 1566.]

[’ In his majesty, 1551.]

[3 AtaKe'io'em as tisiu az'ua'yKaTov eivat ¢flfti 'rou‘n

0'1 7! ¢pov0|7crw dpliu'm, Kai itipupémyv e'xovo't 'Hiv

aria-rm, nit cl Kai three-nu Iifuiw 'rfi o'upKi, Tail! qrpds

9:6” Kai ra-rs'pa wstha'psvoe a'rodnm'av, (JAN 01'“:

7!? Oeiq dumz'pfl Tepte'rei -ru‘ mip'lrarra, Kai eup

1rdpea~rt 'ro'is‘ a'ya‘lrdm'w ab-ro'v. Anti 'ya'p 'rm 'l'Ol-I'FD

Kai IE¢KIUKEIF 'Afuill, a'fniu, X6710 I'IIAIII, Zi'Irou étiv

duuaxtiéu'rcs aim 560 I} Tprie sis 'rd i-Iuiv Gnu/La, 4K6 i
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more, that Christ is both gone hence from us unto heaven, and is also here with

us in earth, but not in his human nature, (as the papists would have us to

believe,) but the old authors say that he is in heaven, as concerning his man

hood, and nevertheless both here and there, and every where, as concerning his

Godhead. For although his divinity be such, that it is infinite, without measure,

compass, or place, so that as concerning that nature he is circumscribed with no

place, but is every where, and filleth all the world: yet as concerning his human

nature, he hath measure, compass, and place, so that when he was here upon

earth, he was not at the same time in heaven; and now that he has ascended

into heaven, as concerning that nature he hath now forsaken the earth, and is

only in heaven. For one nature that is circumscribed, compassed, and measured, smug.

cannot be in divers places at one time. That is the faith" of the old catholic figépgtpblyigg

church, as appeareth as well by the authors before rehearsed, as by these that "one time

hereafter followeth.

St Augustine, speaking that a body must needs be in some place, saith, that Ad Dsrda
if it be not within the compass of a place, it is nowhere; and if it be nowhere, num'

. I s U . . ' 'ri us e

then it 1s not . And St Cyril, consldermg the proper nature of a very body, gyml-lyd
1b. ii.

said, that if the nature of the Godhead were a body, it must needs be in a

place, and have quantity, greatness, and circumscription”.

If then the nature of the Godhead must needs be circumscribed, if it were

a body, much more must the nature of Christ’s manhood be circumscribed, and

contained within the compass of a certain place.

Didymus also, in his book dc Spiritu Sancto, which St Jerome did translate, ms rustle

proveth, that the Holy Ghost is very God, because he is in many places at one ft‘dt‘itfi.

time, which no creature can be. For, saith he, all creatures, visible and invisible,

be circumscribed and environed either within one place, (as corporal and visible

things be,) or within the propriety of their own substance, (as angels and invisible

creatures be;) so that no angel, saith he, can be at one time in two places. And

forasmuch as the Holy Ghost is in many men at one time, therefore, saith he,

the Holy Ghost must needs be God 1°.

The same afiirmeth St Basil, that the angel which was with Cornelius, was gagging;
not at the same time with Philip; nor the angel which spake to Zachary in the agar-Hi

altar, was not the same time in his proper place in heaven. But the Holy Ghost

was at one time in Habakkuk, and in Daniel in Babylon, and with Jeremy in

prison, and with Ezekiel in Chober; whereby he proveth that the Holy Ghost is

God 1 1.

Wherefore the papists, (which say, that the body of Christ is in an infinite

number of places at one time,) do make his body to be God, and so confound the

 

[7 This is the faith, I55], and Orig. ed.]

["Nsm spatia Iocorum tolIe corporibus, nus

quam erunt; et quia nusquam erunt, nec erunt.

Tolle ipsa corpora qualitatibus Lcorporum, non erit

ubi sint, et ideo necesse est ut non sint.-_August.

ad Dardanum, cap. viii. Pars VIII. Basil. ap.

Amerbach. 1506.]

[9 Ei 76p 3km: 10/15: 're Kai pepwpofr, Kai (5|!

EKcTvoL dumb, vi Oet'a ¢licns a've'xe'rai, vocicew Kai

o'clpa' si 5i 'roii'ro, Kai c'v 'rzi'mg wziv'rms' 1rov, Kai

iv peye’tiei, Kai womi—Cyril. cum Hermia Dialo

gns de Trinitate, Lib. n. (corpora non sunt sine

loco et circumscriptione). Tom. V. Pars I. p. 447.

Ed. Aubert. Paris. 1638.]

[m Ipse Spiritus ssnctus, si unus de creaturis

esset. saltem circnmscriptam haberet substsntiarn,

sicut universe qua facta sunt. Nam etsi non circum

[FRANMEIL]

 scribantur loco ct finibus invisibiles creatures, tamen

proprietate substantie finiuntur. Spiritus sutem

sanctus, cum in pluribus sit, non habet substan

tism circumscriptam.--Didymus do Spiritn Sancto,

Lib. 1. cap. i. ad calcem Hieron. Ed. Villars.

Tom. II. p. 10.5.]

[n 'O 'ya‘p 'rlii Koplmht'qi i'lrw'rlis dy'yehor oI'IK

fill till "rm'rrqi Kai 'n’apa‘ 'rqi ‘IPIM-K'lrlp‘ 006; b d1rd T05

Bumanrrnpiov 'rqi Zaxapiq dmits'yo'pevor Ku'rti 'rciv

aim-(iv Kaipt‘w Kai év oupnvqi 'rviu 0iKEl’llliG'fll’dHl hrhri

pou. 'rti ps'v 'rm ’I'IICDIUJ buofi TE Kai e'v 'Afifiaxobp.

c'vsp'yeiv, Kai év Ammik éwi his Baflvhwuiac rewi

"EU'I'GL'KIZi e'v'rqi Ka'rafiphim’y [sipn'rai] slum pe'ra'

'Iepqu'ou, Kai pe-rti 'IeIeKniX é-ri 'rm? Xofia'p. “run-:

“a 1dp Kupiou wcrhoipwke 'rriu oiKouiir'unv. Basil.

de Spiritu Sancto, cap. xxii. Tom. II. p. 342.

Paris. "537.1
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two natures of Christ, attributing to his human nature that thing which belong

eth only to his divinity; which is a most heinous and detestable heresy.

Against whom writeth Fulgentius in this wise, speaking of the distinction

and diversity of the two natures in Christ:

“One and the self-same Christ,” saith he, “of mankind was made a man,

compasscd in a place, who of his Father is God, without measure or place. One

and the self-same person, as concerning his man’s substance, was not in heaven,

when he was in earth, and forsook the earth when he ascended into heaven:

but as concerning his godly substance, which is above all measure, he neither left

heaven when he came from heaven, nor he left not the earth, when he ascended

into heaven: which may be known by the most certain word of Christ himself,

who, to shew the placing of his humanity, said to his disciples, ‘I ascend up to

my Father and your Father, to my God and your God.’ Also when he had

said of Lazarus that he was dead, he added, saying: ‘I am glad for your

sakes, that you may believe, for I was not there.’ But to shew the unmeasurable

compass of his divinity, he said to his disciples, ‘Behold, I am with you always

unto the world’s end.’ Now how did he go up into heaven, but because he is a

very man, contained within a place? Or how is he present with faithful people,

but because he is very God, being without measure ‘ ?”

Of these words of Fulgentius it is declared most certainly, that Christ is not

here with us in earth but by his Godhead, and that his humanity is in heaven

only, and absent from us.

Yet the same is more plainly shewed, if more plainly can be spoken, by

Vigilius, a bishop and an holy martyr. He writeth thus against the heretic

Eutyches, which denied the humanity of Christ, holding opinion that he was

only God, and not man: whose error Vigilius confuting, proveth that Christ

had in him two natures joined together in one person, the nature of his Godhead,

and the nature of his manhood. Thus he writeth”:

“Christ said to his disciples, ‘If you loved me you would be glad, for I go

unto my Father.’ And again he said, ‘It is expedient for you that I go, for if

I go not, the Comforter shall not come unto you.’ And yet surely the eternal

Word of God, the virtue of God, the wisdom of God, was ever with his Father,

 

 

John xiv.

John xvi.

[1 Unus idemque secundum earnem de metre

ternpomliter natus, qui secundum divinitatem de

Patre permanet sempiternus: unus idemque homo

localis ex homine, qui est Deus immensus ex Pa

tre: unus idemque secundum humanam substan

tiam absens ca‘lo, cum asset in terra, et derelinquens

ten-am, cum asceudisset in cuelum; secundum divi

nam vero immensamque substantiam, nec cozlum

dimittens, cum de crelo descendit, nec terrain dese

rens, cum ad cmlum ascendlt. Quod ipsius Domini

certissimo potent cognosci sermone; qui ut loculem

ostenderet humaniuuem suam, dicit discipulis suis,

“ Ascendo ad Patrem meum et ad Patrem vestrum,

Deum meum et Deum vestrum." De Lazaro quo

que cum dixisset, "‘ Lazarus mortuus est,“ ad.

junxit dicens : “E: gaudeo propter vos, ut credatis,

quoniam non eram ibi.” Immensitatem vero sua

divinitatis ostendens discipulis dicit: “Ecce ego vo

biscum sum omnibus diebus, usque ad consumma

tionem sa-culi." Quomodo autem aacendit in ccelum,

nisi quia localis et verus est homo? aut quomodo

adest fidelibus suis, nisi quia idem immensus et

verus est DeusP—Fulgem. ad Trasimundum Re

gem. Lib. n. cup.xiii. p. 107. Paris. 1684.]

[’ Ait discipulis suis, “ Si diligerelis me, gaude

retis, quia vudc ad Pntrem, quia Pater majorme est."

Et iterum: “Expedit vobis ut ego earn; si enim

ego non abiero, Paracletus ad vos non veniet." Er

certe verbum Dei, virtus Dei, sapientia. Dei, scmper

apud Patrem et in Patre fuit, etiam quando in nobia

nobiscum fuit. Neque enim cum terrena miseriror

diter incoluit, de cmlesti habitatione recessit. Cum

Pan-e enim ubique at totus pari divinitate, quem

nullus continet locus. Plena aunt quippe omnia

Filio, nec est aliquis locus divinitatis ejus przesemia

vacuus. Unde ergo et quo se iturum dicit, ant

quomodo se ad Patrem perrecturum adserit, a quo

sine dubio nunqunm recessit ? Sed hoc erat ire ad

Patrem et recedere a nobis, auferre de hoe mundo

naturam quam susceperat ex nobis. Vides ergo ei

dem nature: proprium fuisse, ut auferretur et abiret

a nobis, qua: in fine temporum reddenda est nobis,

secundum attestantium vocem angelorum, “ Hie

Jesus, qui receptus est a vobis, sic veniel, quemad

modum vidistis cum euntem in ccclum." Nam vide

miraculum, vide utriusque proprietatis mysterium :

Dei Filius, qui secundum hummitatem suam recessit

a nobis, secundum divinitatcm susrn ait nobis,

“ Ecce ego vobiscum sum omnibus diebus usque

ad ecnsummationem szrculi."_Vigilius Afer Ad

versus Eutychen, Lib. 1. Tom. V. p. 712. Colon.

Agrip. l(il8.]
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and in his Father, yea, even at the same time when he was with us, and in us.

For when he did mercifully dwell in this world, he left not his habitation in

heaven: for he is every where whole with his Father, equal in divinity, whom no

place can contain; for the Son filleth all things, and there is no place that lacketh

the presence of his divinity. From whence then, and whither did he say he

would go? Or how did he say, that he went to his Father, from whom doubt

less he never departed; but that to go to his Father, and from us, was to

take from this world that nature which he received of us? Thou seest therefore

that it was the property of that nature to be taken away and go from us, which

in the end of the world shall be rendered again to us, as the angels witnessed,

saying: ‘ This Jesus which is taken from you, shall come again like as you saw

him going up'into heaven.’ For look upon the miracle, look upon the mystery

of both the natures: the Son of God, as concerning his humanity, went from us;

as concerning his divinity, he said unto us: ‘Behold, I am with you all the

days unto the world’s end)”

Thus far have I rehearsed the words of Vigilius, and by and by he con

cludeth thus“: “ He is with us, and not with us. For those whom he left, and

went from them, as concerning his humanity, those he left not, nor forsook them

not, as touching his divinity. For as touching the form of a servant, which he

took away from us into heaven, he is absent from us; but by the form of God,

which goeth not from us, he is present with us in earth, and nevertheless, both

present and absent, he is all one Christ.”

Hitherto you have heard Vigilius speak, that Christ, as concerning his bodily

presence and the nature of his manhood, “is gone from us, taken from us, is

gone up into heaven, is not with us, hath left us, hath forsaken us.” But as

concerning the other nature of his deity, “he is still with us,” so that he is both

“ with us, and not with us, with us in the nature of his deity, and not with us 100

in the nature of his humanity.” And yet more clearly doth the same Vigilius 2,2251%:

declare the same thing in another place, saying‘ :

“ If the word and flesh were both of one nature, seeing that the word is every

where, why is not the flesh then every where ? For when it was in earth, then

verily it was not in heaven: and now when it is in heaven, it is not surely in

earth. And it is so sure that it is not in earth, that as concerning it we look

for him to come from heaven, whom as concerning his eternal word we believe

to be with us in earth. Therefore by your doctrine,” saith Vigilius unto Eutyches,

who defended that the divinity and humanity in Christ was but one nature, “either

the word is contained in a place with his flesh, or else the flesh is every where

Acts i.

Matt. ult.

 

 
[3 Sed et nobiscum est, et non est nobiscum.

Quin quos reliquit, et a quibus discessit humanitate

sus, non reliquit nec deseruit divinitate sua. Per

for-mam enim servi, quam sbstulit a nobis in cwlum,

abseus est nobis: per formam Dei, qua: non recedit

a nobis, in ten-is prmsens est nobis; tamen et pne

sens et absens ipse unus idemque est n0bis.—lhid.]

[‘ Si vel-bi et carnis una natura est, quomodo,

cum verbum ubique sit, non ubique inveniatur et

taro? Namque qusndo in term i'uit, non erat utique

in cmlo : et nunc, quia in cmlo est, non est utique

in term, et in tantum non est, ut secundum ipsam

Christum spectemus ventunim de cmlo, quem se

cundum vel-bum nobiscum esse crediinus in tens.

lgitur secundum vos, aut verbum cum came sua

loco continetur, aut caro cum verbo ubique est,

quando una nature. contrarium quid et diversum

non recipit in se ipsa. Diversum est autem et longe

dissimile circumscribi loco, et ubique esse; et quia

verbum ubique est, cam sutem ejus ubique non est,

appsret unum eundemque Christum utriusque esse

naturre; et esse quidem ubique secundum natursm

divinitstis sum, et loco contineri secundum nstursm

humsnitatis sum: creatum esse, et initium non ha

bere: moi-ti subjacere, et mori non posse: quod

unum illi est ex natura verbi, qua Deus est, aliud ex

nsturs cnmis, qua idem Deus homo est. Igitur unus

Dei Filius, idemque hominis factus Filius; habet

initium ex natura camin sum, et non habet initium

ex natura. divinitatis sum: creatus est per nsturam

carnis sum, et non est creatus per naturam divinita

tis sue: circumscribitur loco per naturam carnis

sum et loco non capitur per naturam divinitatis sue :

minor est etiam angelis per naturam carnis sure, et

Equslis est l’atri secundum nsturam divinitatis

sum: mortuus est nature camis sure, et non est

mortuus natura divinitatis sum—Ibid. Lib. 1v.

p. 722.]
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with the word. For one nature cannot receive in itself two diverse and contrary

things. But these two things be diverse and far unlike, that is to say, to be

contained in a place, and to be every where. Therefore inasmuch as the word

is every where, and the flesh is not every where, it appeareth plainly, that one

Christ himself hath in him two natures; and that by his divine nature he is

every where, and by his human nature he is contained in a place; that he is

. created, and hath no beginning; that he is subject to death, and cannot die:

whereof one he hath by the nature of his word, whereby he is God, and the

other he hath by the nature of his flesh, whereby the same God is man also.

Therefore one Son of God, the self-same was made the son of man; and he hath

a beginning by the nature of his flesh, and no beginning by the |nature of his

Godhead. He is created by the nature of his flesh, and not created by the

nature of his Godhead. He is comprehended in a place by the nature of his

flesh, and not comprehended in a place by the nature of his Godhead. He is

inferior to angels in the nature of his flesh, and is equal to his Father in the

nature of his Godhead. He died by the nature of his flesh, and died not by the

nature of his Godhead. This is the faith and catholic confession, which the apo—

stles taught, the martyrs did corroborate, and faithful people keep unto this day.”

All these be the sayings of Vigilius, who according to all the other authors

before rehearsed, and to the faith and catholic confession of the apostles, martyrs,

and all faithful people unto his time, saith, that as concerning Christ’s humanity,

when he was here on earth, he was not in heaven, and now when he is in

heaven, he is not in earth; for one nature cannot be both contained in a place in

heaven, and be also here in earth at one time. And forasmuch as Christ is here

with us in earth, and also is contained in a place in heaven, he proveth thereby,

that Christ hath two natures in him, the nature of a man, whereby he is gone

from us, and ascended into heaven, and the nature of his Godhead, whereby he

is here with us in earth. So that it is not one nature that is here with us, and

that is gone from us, that is ascended into heaven and there contained, and that

is permanent here with us in earth. Wherefore the papists (which now of late

years have made a new faith, that Christ’s natural body is really and naturally

present both with us both here in earth', and sitteth at the right hand of his

Father in heaven,) do err in two very horrible heresies:

The one, that they confound his two natures, his Godhead and his manhood,

attributing unto his humanity that thing which appertaineth only to his divinity,

that is to say, to be in heaven, earth“, and in many places at one time. The

other is, that they divide and separate his human nature or his body, making of

one body of Christ two bodies and two natures, one which is in heaven, visible

and palpable, having all members and proportions of a most perfect natural

man; and another which they say is in earth here with us, in every bread

and wine that is consecrated, having no distinction, form, nor proportion of

members: which contrarieties and diversities, as this holy martyr Vigilius saith,

cannot be together in one nature.

“'INCHESTER.

These dzferenccs end in thcforty-eighth leaf; in the second column. I intend now to touch the

further matter of the book with the manner of handling of it3, and where an evident untruth is,

there to join an issue, and where sleight and craft is, there to note it in the whole.

The matter of the book, from thence unto the fifiy-sirth lea]; touching the being of Christ in

 

[1 Both with us here in earth, 1551, and Orig. ed.] [‘I In heaven and earth, 155], Orig. ed.]

[8 Of the handling of it, 1561.]
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Maven and not in earth, is out of purpose superfluous. The article of our creed that Christ

ascended to heaven, and sitteth on the right hand of his Father, hath been and is most con

stantly believed of true christian men, which the true faith of Christ’s real presence in the

sacrament doth not touch or impair. Nor Christ being whole God and man in the sacra

ment, is thereby either out of heaven, or to be said conversant in earth, because the co'nuer- *Christ'ru

sation is not earthly, but spiritual and godly, being the ascension of Christ, the end of his 5.353%?“

conversation in earth; and therefore all that reasoning of the author is clearly void, to {imam

travail to prove that is not denied, only for a sleight to make it seem as though it were 'Sleight.

denied.

CANTERBURY.

Here is such a sleight used by you, as is worthy to be noted of 'all men. For I :vgifiigmxb

go not only about to prove in this place only that Christ, as concerning his human "Is

nature, is in heaven, (which I know you deny not,) but I prove also that he is so in

heaven, that he is not in earth, which you utterly deny, and it is the chief point in

~ contention between us. But by this craft of appeaching me of sleight, that I go about

to prove that thing which you deny not, (which is untrue,) you have used such a sleight,

that you pass over eight leaves of my book together, wherein I prove that Christ, as

concerning his corporal presence, is not here in earth, and you answer not one word to

any of my arguments. And I pray thee note, good reader, what a strange manner of

sleight this is, to pass over eight leaves together clearly unanswered, and that in the

chief point that is in variance between us, under pretence that I use sleight, where

in deed I use none, but prove plainly that Christ is not bodily in heaven and in earth,

both at one time. If he had but touched mine arguments glancing by them, it had

been somewhat: but utterly to fly away‘, and not once to touch them, I think thou

“iilt no small sleight and craft therein. And methink in good reason, the

matter ought to be judged against him for default of answer, who being present

answereth nothing at all to the matter whereof he is accused; seeing that the law

saith: Qui tacet, comentire oidetur. '

'et Smith is to be commended in respect of you, who attempteth at the least to Smith.

see what shifts he could make to avoid my proofs, and- busieth himself rather than

he would stand mute, to say something to them. And yet in deed it had been as

good for him to have said nothing at all, as to say that which is nothing to the

purpose.

First to the scriptures by me alleged particularly, he utterly answereth nothing. (Alrigen,
To Origen and St Augustine by name, and to all the other authors by me alleged, ugiliilgrte'

he maketh this brief answer in general, that whatsoever those authors say, they mean

no more, but that Christ is not here in earth visibly, naturally, and by circumscrip- gain

tion, and yet nevertheless he is in the sacrament above nature, invisibly, and without '

circumscription. This subtle distinction hath Smith devised, (or rather followeth other

papists therein,) to answer the authors which I have alleged. And yet of Smith’s own

distinction it followeth, that Christ is not in the sacrament carnally and corporally.

For if Christ be in the sacrament but supernaturally, invisibly, and without circum

scription, then he is not there carnally and corporally, as St Augustine reasoneth ad

Dardanum‘. But yet Smith only saith that the authors so meant, and proveth not

one word of his saying, supposing that the old holy writers be like to the papists,

which write one thing, and when they list not, or cannot-defend it, they say they

mean another.

For those authors make no such distinction as Smith spcakcth of, aflirming divers

and contrary things to be in one nature of Christ in divers respects; but their dis

tinction is of the two natures in Christ, that is to say, the nature of his Godhead, and

the nature of his manhood. And they aflirm plainly, that the diversity whereof they

spake cannot be in one nature, as you say it is, but must needs argue and prove

diversity of natures. And therefore by that diversity and instinction' in Christ they

prove against the heretics that Christ hath two natures in him; which were utterly

 

i'_‘ To flcc away, 1551.] [5 See note 8, p. 97.] [° Distinction, 1551.]
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no proof at all, if one nature in divers respects might have that diversity: for the

heretics should have had a ready answer at hand, that such diversity proveth not

that Christ had two natures, for one nature may have such diversity, if it be true

that Smith saith. And so Smith, with other papists which saith as he doth, putteth

a sword in the heretics' hands to fight against the catholic faith. This, good reader,

thou shalt easily perceive, if thou do no more but read the authors which I have

in this place alleged.

And yet, for thy more ready instruction, I shall make a brief rehearsal of the

chief cfl'ect of them, as concerning this matter. To answer this question, how it can

be said that Christ is a stranger, and gone hence into heaven, and yet is also here

with us in earth, Smith and other papists resolve this matter by divers respects in

one nature of Christ; but the old catholic writers which I alleged, resolve the matter

by two natures in Christ, aflirming most certainly that such two diverse things cannot

have place both in one nature. And therefore say they, that Christ is gone hence

and is absent in his humanity, who in his deity is still here with us. They say also

that as concerning his man's nature, the catholic profession in our creed teacheth us

to believe that he hath made it immortal, but not changed the nature of a very man's

body; for his body is in heaven, and in one certain place of heaven, because that

so requireth the measure and compass of a very man’s body.

It is also, say they, visible, and hath all the members of a perfect man's body.

And further they say, that if Christ's body were not contained within the compass

of a place, it were no body, insomuch that if the Godhead were a body, it must

needs be in a place, and have quantity, bigness, and circumscription. For all crea

tures, say they, visible and invisible, be circumscribed and contained within a certain

compass, either locally within one place, as corporal and visible things be, or eLse

within the property of their own substance, as angels and invisible creatures be. And

this is one strong argument whereby they prove that the Holy Ghost is God, because

he is in many places at one time, which no creature can be, as they teach. And

yet they say moreover, that Christ did not ascend into heaven but by his humanity,

nor is not here in earth but by his divinity, which hath no compass nor measure.

And finally they say, that to go to his Father from us, was to take from us that

nature which he received of us: and therefore when his body was in earth, then

surely it was not in heaven; and now when it is in heaven, surely it is not in

earth. For one nature cannot have in itself two sundry and contrary things.

All thingsl here rehearsed be written by the old ancient authors which I have

alleged, and they conclude the whole matter in this wise, that this is the faith

and catholic confession, which the apostles taught, the martyrs did corroborate, and

faithful people keep unto this day. Whereby it appeareth evidently, that the doc

trine of Smith and the papists at that day was not yet sprung, nor had taken no root.

Wherefore diligently ponder and weigh, I beseech thee, gentle reader, the sayings

of these authors, and see whether they say, that one nature in Christ may be both

in heaven and in earth, both here with us and absent from us at one time; and

whether they resolve this matter of Christ's being in heaven and in earth, as Smith

doth, to be understand of his manhood in diversity of these respects visible and in

visible. And when thou hast well considered the authors' sayings, then give credit

to Smith as thou shalt see cause.

But this allegation of these authors hath made the matter so hot, that the bishop

of \Vinchester durst not once touch it, and Smith, as soon as he had touched it,

felt it so scalding hot, that he durst not abide it, but shrank away by and by for

fear of burning his fingers. Now hear what followeth further in my book.

But now, seeing that it is so evident a matter, both by the express

words of scripture, and also by all the old authors of the same, that our Saviour

Christ (as concerning his bodily presence) is ascended into heaven, and is

not here in earth: and seeing that this hath been the true confession of

 

[I All these things, 1551.]
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the catholic faith ever since Christ’s ascension; it is now to be considered

what moved the papists to make a new and contrary faith, and what scrip

tures have they2 for their purpose. What moved them I know not, but their

own iniquity, or the nature and condition of the see of Rome, which is of

all other most contrary to Christ, and therefore most worthy to be called

the see of antichrist. And as for scripture, they allege none but onlyr one,

and that not truly understanded, but to serve their purpose wrested out of

tune, whereby they make it to jar and sound contrary to all other scriptures

pertaining to the matter.

“Christ took bread,” say they, “blessed, and brake it, and gave it to his Thcargu.

disciples, saying, This is my body.” These words they ever still repeat $311? the

and beat upon, that Christ said, “This is my body.” And this saying they

make their sheet-anchor, to prove thereby as well the real and natural pre

sence of Christ’s body in the sacrament, as their imagined transubstantiation.

For these words of Christ, say they, be most plain and most true. Then 104,

forasmuch as he said, “ This is my body,” it must needs be true that that

thing which the priest holdeth in his hands is Christ’s body. And if it be

Clu'ist's body, then can it not be broad. \Vhereof they gather by their reason

ing, that there is Christ’s body really present, and no bread.

New forasmuch as all their proof hangeth only upon these words, “This Theanswcr.

is my body :” the true sense and meaning of these words must be examined.

But, say they, what need they any examination ‘2 what words can be more

plain, than to say, “This is my body ?”

Truth it is indeed, that the words be as plain as may be spoken; but Thain re

that the sense is not so plain, it is manifest to every man that weigheth
substantially the circumstances of the place. For when Christ gave bread MY-“umy

to his disciples, and said, “This is my body,” there is no man of any dis

cretion, that understandeth the English tongue, but he may well know by

the order of the speech that Christ spake those words of the bread, calling

it his body : as all the old authors also do aflirm, although some of the papists

deny the same. Wherefore this sentence cannot mean as the words seem and

purport, but there must needs be some figure or mystery in this speech,

more than appeareth in the plain words. For by this manner of speech plainly

understand without any figure, as the words lie, can be gathered none other

sense, but that bread is Christ’s body, and that Christ’s body is bread; which

all christian ears do abhor to hear. Wherefore in these words must needs be

sought out another sense and meaning than the words of themselves do bear.

And although the true sense and understanding of these words be suf- gmgtggliliéd

fieiently declared before, when I spake of transubstantiation, yet to make the m4 gird

matter so plain that no scruple or doubt shall remain, here is occasion given at?“

more fully to entreat thereof: in which process shall be shewed, that these

sentences of Christ, “This is my body,” “This is my blood,” be figurative

speeches. And although it be manifest enough by the plain words of. the

gospel, and proved before in the process of transubstantiation, that Christ spake l

of bread, when he said, “This is my body ;” likewise that it was very wine

which he called his blood; yet lest the papists should say, that we suck '

this out of our own fingers, the same shall be proved by testimony of the

old authors, to be the true and old faith of the catholic church: whereas

the school authors and papists shall not be able to shew so much as one

word of any ancient author to the contrary.

 

[" They have, 1551, and Orig. cd.1
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First, Irenseus, writing against the Valentinians, in his fourth book saith,

that “Christ confessed bread (which is a creature) to be his body, and the

cup to be his blood.” And in the same book he writeth thus also: “The

bread wherein the thanks be given is the body of the Lord.” And yet

again in the same book he saith, that Christ taking “bread of the same

sort that our bread is of, confessed that it was his body; and that that

thing which was tempered in the chalice was his blood.” And in the fifth

book he writeth further, “that of the chalice (which is his blood) a man is

nourished, and doth grow by the bread,” which is his body‘.

These words of Irenaaus be most plain, that Christ taking very material

bread, a creature of God, and of such sort as other bread is which we do

use, called that his body, when he said, “This is my body;” and the wine

also which doth feed and nourish us, “he called his blood.”

Tertullian likewise, in his book written against the Jews, saith that “Christ

called bread his body’.” And in his book against Marcion he oftentimes re

peateth the self-same words.

And St Cyprian, in the first book of his epistles, saith the same thing, that

“ Christ called such bread as is made of many corns joined together his body,

and such wine he called his blood, as is pressed out of many grapes, and made

into wine’.” And in his second book he saith these words: “ Water is not the

blood of Christ, but wine‘.” And again in the same epistle he saith, that “it

was wine which Christ called his blood; and that if wine be not in the chalice,

then we drink not of the fruit of the vine“.” And in the same epistle he saith,

that “ meal alone, or water alone, is not the body of Christ, except they be both

joined together, to make thereof breadfi"

Epiphanius also saith that Christ, speaking of a “loaf which is round in

fashion, and cannot see, hear, nor feel, said of it: ‘ This is my body”.”

And St Jerome, writing ad Hedibiam, saith these words: “ Let us mark

that the bread which the Lord brake, and gave to his disciples, was the body of

our Saviour Christ, as he said unto them : ‘ Take and eat; this is my bodys.’ ”

 

 

Hier- Id
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[l Sed ct suis discipulis dans consilium, primi

tias Dee offerre de suis creatur'rs, non quasi indi

genti, sed ut ipsi nec infructuosi nee ingrati sint,

cum qui ex creature est panic accepit, et gratin:

egil, dicens : “ Hoe est corpus menm." Et calicem

similiter, qui est ex ea creatura, qua est secundum

nos, suum sunguinem confessus est, et novi Testa

menti novum docuit ob1stionem._1rena2us, contr.

Vslent. Lib. 1v. cap. 32, p. 323. Quomodo uutem

constahit eis, eum panem in quo gratim sctm sint,

corpus ease Domini sui-Quemadmodum enim qui

est a tem penis, percipiens invocstionem Dei, jam

non communis panis est, sed eucharistia, ex duabus

rebus constans, terrena ei. cmlesti. Cap. 34. pp.

326, 7. Quando ergo et mixtus calix et factus pa

nis percipit verbum Dei, et fit eucharistia sanguinis

et corporis Christi, ex quibus augetur et consistit

carnis nostrm substantia. Lib. v. cap. ii. p. 397.

ed. Oxon. 1702.]

[7 Sic enim Christos revelavit, panem corpus

suum appellsns. Tertullian. sdversus Judn'os,

p. 196, ct sdversus Marcionem, Lib. iv. p. 458.

Lutetie Paris. 1664.]

[-'I Nani quando Dominus corpus suum panem

vocat dc multorum granorum adunatione congestum ;

et quando sanguinem suum vinum appellat, de bo

tris atque acinis plurimis cxpressum atque in unum

coacium. (Editio Erasmica in vinum ).-Cyprian.

ad Magnum. Lib. I. Epist. vi. p. 208. Paris.

1574.]

[4 Sanguis Christi non aqua est utiquc, sed vi

hum-Id. ad Ceecilium. bib. 11. Epist. iii. p. 143.]

[5 Vinum fuisse, quod sanguinem suum dixit.

Quomodo autem de creatura vitis novum vinum cum

Christa in regno patris bibemus, si in secrificio Del

pstris ct Christi vinum non offerimus nee calicem

Domini dominica traditione miscemus?- Ib. p,

145.]

[" Quomodo nee corpus Domini potest esse fa

rina sola, an! aqua sols, nisi utrumque adunatum

fuerit et copulatum, e! panis unius colnpage solida

tum.-Ib. 146.]

[7 'Avéarrq iv 70; def-Inlay, xal 5X03: Tdde' Kai

soxaplornio'ac c116, 'roi-ro poo éa'ri 7666' Kai lipi

;uw Zi'rl 00x 106v érriu, 065% b'powll, 01': 1'37 éva'a'pxzp

also“, 01': 1'27 a'opa'rq: eezi'rrrrr, oi: "refs xapalc'rfipal

1'60 pchév; 1'0 péu ya'p firm rrpo'y'yuhocifiés Kai

a'uaio'on-rov, uic 1rpcls 'm‘u dihmpav‘ Kai 1i0e'hnucv

Xa'pi-n el'rrciu, Tofr'ro' [.400 éo'rl. “roam—Epiphanius,

in Ancorato, Cup.1vii. Tom. 11. p. 60. Ed. Patav.

Paris. 1622.]

[8 Nos autcm sudiamus pancm, quem fregit

Dominus, deditque discipulis suis, csse corpus

Domini Salvatoris, ipso dicente ad cos : “ Accipite

et comedite, hoc est corpus meum."_Hieron. He

dibim. Quest. ii. Tom. III. p. 95. Franeof. 1684.]
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And St Augustine also saith, “that although we may set forth Christ by magma

mouth, by writing, and by the sacrament of his body and blood, yet we call 4~ ' ' '

neither our tongue, nor words, nor ink, letters, nor paper, the body and blood

of Christ; but that we call the body and blood of Christ, which is taken of the

fruit of the earth, and consecrated by mystical prayer.” And also he saith: Rs vglbi.

“Jesus called meat his body, and drink his blood°.” Serpi: 2

Moreover Cyril upon St John saith, that “ Christ gave to his disciples JCyrill.Iinb‘
pieces of bread, saying: ‘ Take, eat; this is my body“! ” 120;.“i4.‘ ' v'

Likewise Theodoretus saith: “When Christ gave the holy mysteries, hecalled bread his body, and the cup mixed with wine and water, he called his

blood".”

By all these foresaid authors and places, with many more, it is plainly

proved, that when our Saviour Christ gave bread unto his disciples, saying,

“Take and eat; this is my body ;” and likewise when he gave them the cup,

saying, “Divide this among you, and drink you all of this, for this is my blood;”

he called then the very material bread his body, and the very wine his blood.

That bread, I say, that is one of the creatures here in earth among us, and

that groweth out of the earth, and is made of many grains of corn ,beaten into

flour, and mixed with water, and so baken and made into bread, of such sort

as other our bread is, that hath neither sense nor reason, and finally that

fecdeth and nourisheth our bodies; such bread Christ called his body, when

he said, “This is my body :” and such wine as is made of grapes pressed

together, and thereof is made drink, which nourish“ the body, such wine he

called his blood.

This is the true doctrine, confirmed as well by the holy scripture, as by all

ancient authors of Christ’s church, both Greeks and Latins; that is to say,

that when our Saviour Christ gave bread and wine to his disciples, and spake

these words, “This is my body, this is my blood,” it is very bread and

Wine which he called his body and blood.

Now let the papists shew some authority for their opinion, either of scrip

ture, or of some ancient author. And let them not constrain all men to follow

their fond devices, only because they say it is so, without any other ground

or authority, but their own bare words. For in such wise credit is to be given

to God’s word only, and not to the word of man. As many of them as I have

read (the bishop of Winchester only excepted) do say, that Christ called not 106.

bread his body, nor wine his blood, when he said, “ This is my body, this

is my blood.” And yet in expounding these words they vary among them

selves; which is a token that they be uncertain of their own doctrine.

For some of them say, that by this pronoun demonstrative “this” Christ

understood not the bread and wine, but his body and blood.

And other some say, that by the pronoun “this” he meant neither the bread

nor wine, nor his body nor blood; but that he meant a particular thing un

 

[" Potuinamen significando pra-dicare Dominum [1‘I Toi: 1a‘p "'51; ws-n'w-reuxo'm 8iaxka'o-as 1'6”

Jesum Christum, aliter per linguam suam, aliter a'p'rov édidou, Xé-ywv' Adfirre, 4m'ye'rs' roB-ré

per epislolsm, aliter per sacmmentum corporis et tld‘l'l -rd mind p0u.—Cynll. in Joannem. Lib. 1v.

sanguinis ejus. Nee linguam quippe ejus, nec cap. 14. Tom. IV. p. 360. Ed. Aubert. Paris.

membranes, nec atramentum, nec significantes [638. In the Latin version, fragmenla panis

sonos lingus editos, nec signs literarum conscrip- dtdilJ

ta pelliculis, corpus Christi ct sanguinem dici- [ll ’Eu 1% 7e 'rfi 'nilv ,uw-rnpiwu 'mzpaddo'fl crime.

mus,sed illud tanmm quod ex fructibus terrazaccep- 'rc'lv ci'p'rov éxa'kws, mi atna T6 whim-Theo

turn et prece mystics wnsecratum.-Augustin. de doretus in Dialogo 1. Tom. IV. p. ‘26. Hale

Trinitate. Lib. in. cap. 4. Pan v. Basil. up. 1769-94-1

Amerbach. 1506.] [‘2 Nourisheth, 1561, and Orig ed.]
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certain, which they call indiuiduum vagum, or imlividuum in genere; I trow

some mathematical quiddity, they cannot tell what'.

But let all these papists together shew any one authority, either of scrip

ture or of ancient author, either Greek or Latin, that saith as they say, that

Christ called not bread and wine his body and blood, but individunm vagum ;

and for my part I shall give them place and confess that they say true.

And if they can shew nothing for them of antiquity, but only their own bare

words, then it is reason that they give place to the truth confirmed by so many

authorities, both of scripture and of ancient writers, which is, that Christ called

very material bread his body, and very wine made of grapes his blood.

“'INCIIESTER.

Afier this the author occupieth a great number of haves, that is to say, from the fifiy

seventh lcaf unto the seventy-fourth, to prove Christ’s words, “ This is my body,” to be a figu

rative speech. Sleight and shift is used in the matter, without any efectucd consecuthm, to him

that is learned.

First, the author with, Christ called “bread” his body, confessed2 “bread” his body. To

this is answered, Christ's calling is a making, as St Paul saith: Vocat ea qua: non sunt,

tanquam ca qua: sint; “He callclh that be not as they were.” And so his calling (as Chry

sostoms and the Greek commentaries say) is a making; which also the catechism teacheth,

translated by Justus Jomts in Germany, and aficr by this author in English. Tcrtnllian

saith.- “Christ made bread his body ;” and it is all one speech in Christ being God, declaring

his ordiIul-nccs, whether he use the word “call,” or “make.” for in his mouth to call is to make 4.

Cyprhm saith5 according hereunto, how bread is by God’s omnipotewwy made flesh.

whereupon also this speech, ‘Bread is flcsh,’ is as much to say as ‘madc fle.9h;’ not that bread

being bread is flesh, but that was bread is flash by God’s omnipotelwy; and so this author,

cntreuting this miter as ho doth, hath partly opened the faith of transubstanlialiun. For

indeed brmd being bread is not Christ’s body, but that was bread is now Christ's body,

because bread is made Christ’s body, and bwausc Christ called bread his body, which was in

Christ to make bread his body. When Christ mode water wine, the speech is very proper to

say, water is made wine. For afller like mamwr of speech we say, Christ just'ifieth a

wicked man, Christ saveth sinners, and the physician hath made the sick. man whole, and

such diet will make an whole man sick. All these speeches be proper and plain, so as the

construction6 be not made captions and sophistical, to join that was to that now is, forgetting

the mean work.

When Christ said, “ This is my body,” there is no7 mcessit-y that the denwmtratjon “this”

should be referred to the outward visible matter, but may be referred to the invisible sub

stance. As in the speech of God the Father upon Christ in baptism: “ This is my Son.”

And here, when this author tdkcth his recreation to speak of the feigning of the papists,

I shall join this issue in this place, that he umlerstandeth not what he saith, and his

knowledge he no better than is uttered here in the pen, to be in this point clearly condemned

of ignorance.

CANTERBURY.

Here is another sleight, such as the like hath not lightly been seen. For where

I wrote thatywhen Christ said, “This is my body,” it was bread that he called his

body, you turn the matter to make a dcseant upon these two words, “calling” and

 

diccndo, id est, figura corporis mci.--Tertullian.[' The various opinions may be found collected

sdversus Marcionem. Lib. iv. pp. 457, 8. Lu.by bishop Jewell in his Reply to Harding, Article

24. on Indioiduum cagum, p. 462, &c.]

[2 Christ confessed bread, 1551.]

[a 5141‘ 'roirro nildis ei'lre, mi wrrpri‘ynu'ros Ta‘ vim

6D1’0,(I‘XX11‘ kahobv'ros, -r|iu wheiova ci/kohiau ISIIXIIHI.

din-map t)‘rr'p, A. 1'. é.-(,'hrysost. in Epist. Ml R0111.

Hom. viii. Tom. 1X. p. 504. Ed. Boned]

[‘ Acceplum panem, ct disnihulum diheipulis,

corpus illum sutun iecit, hoc est corpus meum

tetiaa Paris. 1664.]

[5 Panis isle quem Dominus diseipulis porrigc

but, non efligie sed nature nmtalus, omnipoteniia

vcrbi factus cst caro.—Cyprian. (Arnoldi) Dc Ca'na

Domini. p. 468. Paris. 1574.]

[6 So as construction, but not made captious,

Orig. ed. “'inch.]

[7 no inserted from edit. 1.351.]
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“making,” that the minds of the readers should be so occupied with the discussion of

these two words, that in the meantime they should forget what thing it was that

was called and made. Like unto men that dare larks“, which hold up an hoby,

that the larks’ eyes being ever upon the hoby, should not see the net that is laid on

their heads.

And yet finally you grant that which Smith dcnieth, that it was bread which

Christ called his body, when he said, “This is my body." And so that which

was not his body in deed he called his body, who calleth things that be not, as Rom. iv.

they were the things in deed. And if his calling be making, then his calling bread g‘hflhfl'
nst'i call

his body is making bread his body: and so is not only Christ’s body made present, ingbe

but also the bread is made his body, because it is called as body; and so must "“km‘

bread be the thing whereof Christ's body is made: which before you denied in the

eleventh comparison, calling that saying so foolish, that it were “not tolerable to be

devised by a scoifer in a play to supply when his fellow had forgotten his part."

And thus should you conclude yourself, if Christ’s calling were making, which in

deed is not true: for then should Christ have made himself a vine, when he called John xv

himself a vine; and have made St John the blessed virgin Mary's son, when he called John xix.

him her son; and should have made his apostles vine-branches, when he called them John xv.

so; and should have made Peter a devil, when he called him devil. mm. “a.

After, when you come to make answer unto the authors cited by me in this place,

first you skip over Irene, the eldest author of them all, because, I think, he is too lrenmus.

hard meat for you well to digest, and therefore you will not once taste of him.

In Tertullian and Cyprian you agree again, that when Christ said, “This is Tertullian.

my body," it was bread that he called his body. And so when he said “this” hemeant the bread, making demonstration upon it: as before you have said more at as???”

D ,, n: a

large in your book, which you named, “ The Detection of the Devil's Sophistry . body.

And herein you say more truly than the other papists do, (which deny that the dc

monstration was made upon the bread,) although you say not true in the other part

that Christ's calling was making.

And if his calling be changing of the bread and making it the body of Christ, Conversion

yet then it is not true to speak of the bread, and to say that it is the body of Christ. iiivimyiimfl

For when one thing is changed into another, the first still remaining, it may be said

both that it is made the other thing, and that it is the other thing, (as when cloth

is made a gown, we may say this cloth is made a gown, and also this cloth is a

gown ;) but when the former matter or state remaincth not, it may be said that it

is made the other thing, but not that it is the other thing: as when Christ had turned ‘Jflhnii

water into wine '°. ,And likewise, although we say, a wicked man is made just, a sick

man is made whole, or an whole man sick, yet it is no true speech to say a wicked

man is just, a sick man is whole, or an whole man is sick; because the former state

remaineth not. And therefore, although it might in speech be allowed that the bread 108.

is made Christ's body, when the bread is gone, yet can it not be proper and approved

speech to say, it is his body, except the bread remain still. For of that thing which

is not, it cannot be said that it is Christ’s body. For if it be his body, it must

needs be by the rule of logic, 0 tertio alljacente ad secumlum adjaccm.

And I marvel how you have overshot yourself in this place, when you teach

how and after what manner bread- is made Christ's body. “Not that bread (say Chrig's body

you) being bread is his body, but that which was bread is now made his body:” $223M

whereof it followeth necessarily that his body is made of bread. For as the wine in Johnii.

the Cana of Galilee was made of water, when the substance of water was turned into

the substance of wine ; so if in the sacrament the substance of bread be turned into

the substance of Christ's body, then is his body in the sacrament made of bread: which

 

[h To darc larks, i. e. to frighten in order to replied to by Hooper and others before the publi.

catch them. An hoby, i. e. a species of hawk] cation of Cranmer‘s first book on the Sacramem_]

I9 Gafdiner‘s “Detection of the Devil‘s So- [‘0 In Ed. 155], after “as when Christ had

phistrie, whcrwirh he robbeth the \mleamed people turned water into wine," follow these words, “It

ofthe true byleef in the meal blessed Sacrament of was true to say water is made wine, but not to say

the aulter,“ was first published in 1546, and was water is winc.“]
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in1 the eleventh comparison you afiirmed to be so foolish a saying, as were “not

tolerable to be devised by a scofl’er in a play to supply when his fellow had for

gotten his part."

Therefore I have not here “partly opened the faith of transubstantiation," as you

say of me ; but you have here manifestly opened the wisdom of the papistical doctrine,

which is more foolish than were to be devised by a scofi'er in a play.

But what need I much to contend with you in this place, seeing that you grant

the thing for the which I cited all these authors, that is to say, that Christ called

bread his body when he said, “This is my body?"

And in your “Detection of the Devil's Sophistry," as you call it, you say that

Christ spake plainly, “This is my body," making demonstration of the bread when

he said, “This is my body." But it seemeth you be sorry that you have granted

so much, and that you spake those words unadvisedly, before you knew what the

papists had written in this matter”; and now, when you perceive how far you

vary from them, you would fain call your words back again, and prepare a way for

the same, saying thus: “ \Vhen Christ said, ‘This is my body,’ there is no necessity

that the demonstration ‘this' should be referred to the outward visible matter, but

may be referred to the invisible substance." In these your words it seemeth you

begin to doubt in that thing which before you certainly aflirm without all doubt.

And when you have confessed the whole matter that I do here prove, which is

only this, that Christ called bread his body, and wine his blood, when he said, “This

is my body, this is my blood:" yet you conclude your answer with an issue of

mine ignorance, that it is so great that I “understand not what I say, if my know

ledge be no better than is uttered here in my pen." And yet my words be so plain,

that the least child, as they say, in the town may understand them. For all my

study is to speak plain, that the truth may be known, and not with dark speeches,

as you do, to hide the truth. But when I had made a plain issue against all the

papists in general, it had been your part to have joined in the said issue, and not

to devise new issues.

But because neither you nor Smith dare join with me in mine issue, I shall re

peat mine issue again, and take it for confessed of you both, because neither of you

dare say the contrary, and join an issue with me therein. My issue is this: “Let

all the papists together shew any one authority, either of scripture or of ancient author,

either Greek or Latin, that saith as they say, that Christ called not bread and wine

his body and blood, but individumn vagum ; and for my part I shall give them place

and confess that they say true. And if they can shew nothing for them of anti

quity, but only their own bare words, then it is reason that they give place to the

truth confirmed by so many authorities, both of scripture and of ancient writers,

which is, that Christ called very material bread his body, and very wine made of

grapes his blood."

Now it shall not be much amiss to examine here the wise device of M. Smith,

what he can say to this matter, that the opinion of divers dectors may be known,

as well of Doctor Smith, as of Doctor Gardiner. “ It is very false," saith Smith to me,

“that you do say, that as these words ‘This is my body’ do lie, there can be gathered

of them none other sense, but that bread is Christ’s body, and that Christ's body is

bread. For there can no such thing be gathered of those words, but only that Christ

gave his disciples his very body to eat, into which he had tnmed the bread, when

he spake those words.’ First, Smith useth here a great and manifest falsehood in

reciting of my sentence, leaving out those words, which should declare the truth of

my saying. For I say, that by this manner of speech plainly understand without any

figure, there can be gathered none other sense, but that bread is Christ's body. In

which my sentence he leaveth out these words, “by this manner of speech plainly un

derstand without any figure ;" which words he so material, that in them resteth the

pith and trial of the whole sentence.

When Christ took the five loaves and two fishes, and looking up into heaven

 

[1 Is in, edit. [580. by a manifest error.] [9 In thatmancr, 1551.]
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blessed them, and brake them, and gave them unto his disciples, that they should Markyi

distribute them unto the people, if he had then said, Eat; this is meat, which shall Jghri

satisfy your hunger: by this manner of speech, plainly understand without any figure,

could any other sense have been gathered, but that the bread and fishes which he

gave them was meat? And if at the same time he had blessed wine, and commanding

them to drink thereof, had said, “This is drink which shall quench your thirst :" what could

have been gathered of those words, plainly understand without any figure, but that

he called wine drink? So likewise when he blessed bread and wine, and gave them

to his disciples, saying, “Eat, this is my body;” “Drink, this is my blood:" what

can be gathered of this manner of speech, plainly understand without any figure, but

that he called the bread his body, and wine his blood ? For Christ spake not one word

there of any changing or turning of the substance of the bread, no more than he did

when he gave the loaves and fishes. And therefore the manner of speech is all one,

and the changing of the substances can no more be proved by the phrase and fashion

of speech, to be in the one than in the other, whatsoever you papists dream of your

own heads without scripture, that the substance of the bread is turned into the sub_

stance of Christ's body.

But Smith bringeth here news, using such strange and novelty of speech, as Smith.

other papists use not; which he doth either of ignorance of his grammar, or else that

he dissenteth far from other papists in judgment. For he saith, that Christ had 110.

turned the bread when he spake these words, “This is my body." And if Smith

remember his accidence, the preterpluperfect tense signifieth the time that is more

than perfectly past; so that if Christ had turned the bread when he spake those

words, then was the turning done before and already past, when he spake those

words, which the other papists say was done after, or in the pronunciation of the

words. And therefore they use to speak after this sort, that when he had spoken

the words, the bread was turned, and not that he had turned the bread when he

spake the words.

Another novelty of speech Smith useth in the same place, saying, that Christ

called his body bread, because he turned bread into it; it seemeth and appeareth

still to be it, it bath the quality and quantity of bread, and because it is the food

of the soul, as corporal meat is of the body. These be Smith's words, which if he

understand of the outward form of bread, it is a novelty to say, that it is the food

of the soul; and if he mean of the very body of Christ, it is a more strange novelty

to say, that it hath the quantity and quality of bread. For there was never man,

I trow, that used that manner of speech, to say that the body of Christ bath the

quantity and quality of bread, although the papists use this speech, that the body

of Christ is contained under the form, that is to say, under the quantities and qua

lities of bread.

Now when Smith should come to make a direct answer unto the authorities of

the old writers, which I have brought forth to prove that Christ called bread his

body, when he said, “This is my body;' Smith answereth no more but this: “The

doctors which you, my lord, allege here for you, prove not your purpose." Forsooth,

a substantial answer, and well proved, that the doctors by me alleged prove not

my purpose; for Smith saith so. I looked here, that Smith should have brought

forth a great number of authors to approve his saying, and to reprove mine, specially

seeing that I ofl'ered fair play to him, and to all the papists joined with him in

one troop.

For after that I had alleged for the proof of my purpose a great many places

of old authors, both Greeks and Latins, I provoked the papists to say what they

could to the contrary. “Let all the papists together," said I, “shew any one autho

rity for them, either of scripture or ancient author, either Greek or Latin, and for

my part I shall give them place. And if they can shew nothing for them of anti

quity, then is it reason that they give place to the truth, confirmed by so many

authorities, both of scripture and of ancient writers, which is, that Christ called

very material bread his body, and very wine made of grapes his blood.”

Now I refer to thy judgment, indifferent reader, whether I offered the papists
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reason or no; and whether they ought not, if they had any thing to shew, to have

brought it forth here: and forasmuch as they have brought nothing, (being thus

provoked with all their counsel,) whether thou oughtest not to judge, that they have

nothing in deed to shew, which if they had, without doubt we should have heard

of it in this place. But we hear nothing at all, but these their bare words, “Not one

of all these doctors saith as ye do, my Lord." Which I put in thy discretion, indif

ferent reader, to view the doctor's words by me alleged, and so to judge.

But they say not that there is only bread in the sacrament, saith Smith, and

not Christ's body: what then? What is that to purpose here in this place, I pray

you? For I, go not about in this place to prove that only bread is in the sacra

ment, and not Christ’s body: but in this place I prove only, that it was very bread,

which Christ called his body, and very wine which he called his blood, when he

said, “This is my body, this is my blood :" which Smith with all his rablement'

of the papists deny, and yet all the old authors aflirm it with doctor Stephen Gar

diner, late bishop of Winchester also, who saith, “that Christ made demonstration

upon the bread, when he said, ‘This is my body '." And as all the old authors

be able to countervail the papists, so is the late bishop able to match Smith in

this matter; so that we have, at the least, a Rowland for an Oliver. But shortly

to comprehend the answer of Smith: where I have proved my sayings, a dozen

leaves together, by the authority of scripture and old catholic writers, is this_a suf

ficient answer, only to say without any proof, that all my travail is lost? and that all

that I have alleged is nothing to the purpose? Judge indiil'erently, gentle reader,

whether I might not, by the same reason, cast away all Smith's whole book, and

reject it quite and clean with one word, saying, “All his labour is lost, and to no

purpose.” Thus Smith and Gardiner being answered, I will return again to my book,

where it followeth thus.

Now this being fully proved, it must needs follow consequently, that this

manner of speaking is a figurative speech. For in plain and proper speech,

it is not true to say that bread is Christ’s body, or wine his blood. For

Christ’s body bath a soul, life, sense, and reason: but bread hath neither

soul, life, sense, nor reason. ‘

Likewise in plain speech it is not true, that we eat Christ’s body, and

drink his blood. For eating and drinking, in their proper and usual signi

fication, is with the tongue, teeth, and lips, to swallow, divide, and chaw in

pieces: which thing to do to the flesh and blood of Christ, is horrible to be

heard of any Christian.

So that these speeches, “ To eat Christ’s body and drink his blood,” “to

call bread his body, and wine his blood'i,” be speeches not taken in the proper

signification of every word, but by translation of these words, “eating” and

“drinking,” from the signification of a corporal thing to signify a spiritual

thing; and by calling a thing that signifieth by the name of the thing which

is signified thereby. Which is no rare nor strange thing, but an usual man

ner and phrase in common speech. And yet, lest this fault should be im

puted unto us, that we do feign things of our own heads without authority,

(as the papists be accustomed to do,) here shall be cited suflicieut authority,

as well of scripturesa as of old ancient authors, to approve the same.

First, when our Saviour Christ, in the sixth of John, said, that he was

the bread of life, which whosoever did eat, should not die, but live for ever;

and that the bread which he would give us, was his flesh; and therefore

whosoever should eat his flesh, and drink his blood, should have everlasting

[1 With all the rablement, 1551.] 1 words, “ to call bread his hody,and winehis blood."]

[’ Ed. 155], and also (he Orig. ed., omit these
[a As well oi'scripturc, I55], and Orig. ell]
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life; and they that should not eat his flesh, and drink his blood, should not

have everlasting life: when Christ had spoken these words, with many 112.

more, of the eating of his flesh, and drinking of his blood, both the Jews,

and many also of his disciples, were ofl'ended with his words, and said: “ This

is an hard saying. For how can he give us his flesh to be eaten?” Christ,

perceiving their murmuring hearts, (because they knew none other eating of

his flesh, but by chawing and swallowing,) to declare that they should not

eat his body after that sort, nor that he meant of any such carnal eating,

he said thus unto them: “What if you see the Son of man ascend up

where he was before? It is the spirit that giveth life, the flesh availeth

nothing: the words which I spake unto you be spirit and life.”

These words our Saviour Christ spake, to lift up their minds from earth

to heaven, and from carnal to spiritual eating, that they should not phantasy

that they should with their teeth eat him present here in earth: for his

flesh so eaten, saith he, should nothing profit them. And yet so they should

not eat him, for he would take his body away from them, and ascend with

it into heaven; and there by faith, and not with teeth, they should spiritually

eat him, sitting at the right hand of his Father. And therefore, saith he,

“The words which I do speak be spirit and life:” that is to say, are not

to be understand, that we shall eat Christ with our teeth, grossly and car

nally, but that we shall spiritually and ghostly with our faith eat him, being

carnally absent from us in heaven; and in such wise as Abraham and other

holy fathers did eat him, many years before he was inearnated and born,

as St Paul mith: “That all they did eat the same spiritual meat that we won

do, and drink‘ the same spiritual drink; that is to say, Christ.” For they

spiritually by their faith were fed and nourished with Christ’s body and

blood, and had eternal life by him, before he was born, as we have now,

that come after his ascension.

Thus have you heard the declaration of Christ himself, and of St Paul,

that the eating and drinking of Christ’s flesh and blood is not taken in the

common signification, with mouth and teeth to eat and chaw a thing, being

present, but by a lively faith in heart and mind to chaw and digest a

thing, being absent, either ascended hence into heaven, or else not yet born

upon earth.

\VINCHEBTER.

In the sidieth leaf the author entreateth, whether it be a plain speech of Christ to say,

“Eat and drink,” speaking of his body and blood. I answer, the speech of itself is proper,

commanding them present to eat and drink that is proponed for them: and yet it is not requi

site that the nature of man should with like common efect work, in eating and drinking that

hmvsnly meat and drink, as it doth in earthly and carnal meats. In this mystery man

doth as Christ ordained, that is to say, receive with his mouth that is orderal to be received

with his mouth, granting it nevertheless of that dignity and estimation, that Christ‘s words afirm :

and whether he so doth or no, Christ’s ordinmtce is as it is in the substance of itself alone,

whereof no good man jzulgeth carnally or grossly, ne dismtsseth the unfaithfitl question “how,”

which he cannot conceive, but leaveth the deepness thereof, and doth as he is bidden. This

mystery receiveth no man’s thoughts. Christ’s institution hath a properly in it, which cannot

be discussed by man’s sensual reason. Christ‘s words be spirit and life, which this author

wrestdh with his own gloss, to exclude the truth of the eating of Christ’s flesh in his supper. [Term men

And yetfor a align, if a man would join issue with him, putteth :0 his speech the words $33???
devour

“grossly” and “carnally,” which words in such a rude understanding be terms meetcr to ar- “mm.

press how dogs devour paunches, than to be inculked in speaking of this high mystery. Wherein 'igl'

 

[‘ Drank, 155]. and Orig. ed.]
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I will make the issue with this author, that no catholic teaching is so framed1 with such terms,

as though we should eat Christ’s most precious body grossly, carnally, joining those words so

together. For else “carnally” alone may have a good signification, as Hilary useth it: but

contrariwise speaking in the catholic teaching of the manner of Christ’s presence, they call it

a spiritual manner of presence, and yet there is present by God’s power the very true natural

body and blood of Christ, whole God and man, without leaving his place in heaven: and

in the holy supper men use their mouths and teeth, following Christ’s commandment in the

receiving of that holy sacrament, being in faith suficiently instruct, that they cannot, ne do

not tear, consume, or violate that most precious body and blood, but unworthily receiving it,

are cause of their own judgment and condemnation.

CANTERBURY.

Eating and drinking with the mouth being so plain a matter, that young babes

learn it, and know it before they can speak, yet the cuttle here with his black

colours and dark speeches goeth about so to cover and hide the matter, that neither

young nor old, learned nor unleamed, should understand what he mcaneth. But for

all his masking, who is so ignorant but he knoweth, that eating in the proper and

usual signification is to bite and chaw in sunder with the teeth? And who knoweth

not also, that Christ is not so eaten? Who can then be ignorant that here you

speak a. manifest untruth, when you say that Christ's body to be eaten is of itself a

proper speech, and not figurative? Which is by and by confessed by yourself, when

you say that we do not eat that heavenly meat as we do other carnal meats, which

is by chawing and dividing with the mouth and teeth. And yet we receive with

the mouth that is ordained to be received with the mouth, that is to say, the sacra

mental bread and wine, estceming them nevertheless unto us, when we duly receive

them, according unto Christ's words and ordinance.

But where you say, that of the substance of Christ's body no good man judgeth

carnally, ne discusseth the unfaithful question “how”: you charge yourself very sore

in so saying, and seem to make demonstration upon yourself, of whom may be said,

Ex ore tuo te judico. For you both judge carnally in afiirming a carnal presence,

and a carnal eating; and also you discuss this question “how,” when you say that

Christ's body is in the sacrament really, substantially, corporally, carnally, sensibly,

and naturally, as he was born of the virgin Mary, and suffered on the cross.

And as concerning these words of Christ, “The words which I do speak be

spirit and life;” I have not wrested them with mine own gloss, as you misreport,

but I have cited for me the interpretation of the catholic doctors and holy fathers of

the church, as I refer to the judgment of the reader.

But you teach such a carnal and gross eating and drinking of Christ's flesh and

blood, as is “more meet to express how dogs devour paunches, than to set forth the

high mystery" of Christ's holy supper. For you say that Christ's body is present

really, substantially, corporally, and carnally, and so is eaten; and that we eat Christ's

body as eating is taken in common speech: but in common speech it is taken for

chawing and gnawing, as dogs do paunches: wherefore of your saying it followeth,

that we do so eat Christ’s body, as dogs eat paunches ; which all christian ears abhor

for to hear.

But why should I join with you here an issue in that matter which I never spake?

For I never read, nor heard no man that said, saving you alone, that we do eat

Christ grossly, or carnally, or as eating is taken in common speech without any figure;

but all that ever I have heard or read say quite clean contrary. But you, who aflirm

that we eat Christ carnally, and as eating is taken in common speech, (which is car

nally and grossly to chew with the teeth,) must needs consequently grant, that we

eat him grossly and carnally, as dogs eat paunches. And this is a strange thing to

hear, that where before you said, that Christ is present but after a spiritual manner,

now you say that he is eaten carnally.

 

[1 So formed, Orig. ed. Winch.]
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And where you say, that in the holy supper men use their mouth and teeth,

truth it is that they so do, but to chaw the sacrament, not the body of Christ.

And if they do not tear that most precious body and blood, why say you then that

they eat the body of Christ, as eating is taken in common speech? And wherefore

doth that false papistical faith of pope Nicholas, (which you wrongfully call catholic,) "'2

teach that Christ's body is torn with the teeth of the faithful? De Consecr. dist. 2. Ego ’. fifgfgg

Now follow the particular authorities which I have alleged for the interpretation

of Christ's words, which if you had well considered, you would not have said, as

you do, that I wrested Christ's words with mine own gloss. For3 I begin with

Origen, saying:

And Origen, declaring the said eating of Christ’s flesh and drinking of mgfflhig 7_

his blood not to be understand as the words do sound, but figuratively,

writeth thus upon these words of Christ: “Except you eat my flesh, and 1°11“ "

drink my blood, you shall not have life in you.” “ Consider,” saith Origen‘,

“ that these things written in God’s books are figures, and therefore examine

and understand them as spiritual, and not as carnal men. For if you un

derstand them as carnal men, they hurt you, and feed you not. For even

in the gospels is there found letter that killeth. And not only in the old

testament, but also in the new is there found letter that slayeth him, that

doth not spiritually understand that which is spoken. For if thou follow the

letter or words of this that Christ said, ‘Except you eat my flesh, and

drink my blood,’ this letter killeth.”

Who can more plainly express in any words, that the eating and drink

ing of Christ’s flesh and blood are not to be taken in common signification,

as the words pretend and sound, than Origen doth in this place?

WINCHPETER

Now I will touch shortly what may be said to the particuhzr authorities brought in by

this author. Origen is noted (among other writers of the church) to draw the tart to alle- Origen“.

gories, who doth not thereby mean to destroy the truth of the letter, and therefom when he

speaketh of a figure, saith not there is only a figurc5, which exclusive “only’ being away, (as it

is not by any author catholic taught that the speech of Christ of the eating qf his

flash to be only a figure) this author hath nothing auanced his purpose. As for spiritual

understanding meanah not any destruction of the letter where the same may stand with the

rules of our faiths. All Christ’s words be an and spirit, containing in the letter many times

that is above our capacity, as specially in this place of the eating of his flesh, to discuss

the particularities of “how ;” and yet we must believe to be true that Christ saith, (although

we cannot tell how:) for when we go about to discuss of God’s mystery “how,” then we fall

from faith, and wax carnal men, and would have God’s ways like ours. 115

CANTERBURY.

Here may every man that readeth the words of Origen plainly see, that you seek in

this weighty matter nothing but shifts and cavillations. For you have nothing answered

 

[' Ego Berengarius . . . . .anathematizo omnem I dicuntur. Si enim quasi camales ista suscipitis,
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directly to Origen, although he directly writeth against your doctrine. For you say

that the eating of Christ's flesh is taken in the proper signification without a. figure.

Origen saith there is a figure. And Origen saith further, that it is only a figurative

speech, although not adding this word “only,” yet adding other words of the same

effect. For he saith, that we may not understand the words as the letter soundeth :

and saith further, that if we understand the words of Christ in this place as the

letter soundeth, the letter killeth. Now who knoweth not, that to say these words,

“ not as the letter soundeth," and “the letter killeth," be as much to say, as only

spiritually, and only otherwise than the letter soundeth? \Vhercfore you must spit

upon your hands and take better hold, or else you cannot be able to pluck Origen

so shortly from me. And I marvel that you be not ashamed thus to trifle with the

ancient authors in so serious a matter, and such places, where the reader only look

ing upon the author's words may see your dealing.

The next is Chrysostom, whom I cite thus.

Chrysostnm

in Johannrrn

Horn. 46.

And St John Chrysostoml aflirmeth the same, saying, that “if any man

understand the words of Christ carnally, he shall surely profit nothing thereby.

For what mean these words, ‘tho flesh availeth nothing’? He meant not of

flesh”, (God forbid!) but he meant of them that fleshly and carnally understood

those things that Christ spake. But what is carnal understanding? To

understand the words simply as they be spoken, and nothing else. For we

ought not so to understand the things which we see, but all mysteries must

be considered with inward eyes, and that is spiritually to understand them.”

In these words St John Chrysostom sheweth plainly that the words of

Christ concerning the eating of his flesh and drinking of his blood, are not to be

understand simply, as they be spoken, but spiritually and figuratively.

WINCHESTER.

Chryrortorn. St Chrysostom dcclareth himself; how mysteries must be considered with inward eyes,

which is a, spiritual umlerstwnding, whereby the truth of the mystery is awt (as it were by

a figurative speech) impaired, but with an humility of understanding in a certain faith of

the truth marvelled at. And here the author of this book3 useth a sleight to join figuratively

to apifitually, as though they were always all one, which is not so.

CANTERBURY.

As you have handled Origen before, even so do you handle Chrysostom. Where

fore I only refer the reader to look upon the words of Chrysostom recited in my book,

who saith, that to understand the words of eating of Christ's flesh, simply as they be

spoken, is a carnal understanding. And then can it be no proper speech, (as you

say it is,) because it cannot be understand as the words be spoken, but must have

another understanding spiritually.

Then followeth next St Augustine, of whom I write thus:

Au slinu:

dc octrina

And yet most plainly of all other St Augustine doth declare this matter

c'"‘-“-""-"-in his book De doctrina Christiana, in which book he instructeth christian

people how they should understand those places of scripture which seem hard

and obscure.

“ Seldom,” saith he, “is any diflieulty in proper words, but either the circum

stance of the place, or the conferring of divers translations, or else the original
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tongue wherein it was written, will make the sensev plain. But in words that be

altered from their proper signification, there is great diligence and heed to be

taken. And specially we must beware, that we take not literally any thing

that is spoken figuratively: nor contrariwise, we must not take for a figure

any thing that is spoken properly.” “Therefore must be declared,” saith St

Augustine, “the manner how to discern a. proper speech from a figurative.

Wherein,” saith he, “must be observed this rule, that if the thing which is spoken

be to the furtherance of charity, then it is a proper speech, and no figure. So

that if it be a commandment that forbiddeth any evil or wicked act, or

commandeth any good or beneficial thing, then it is no figure. But if it

command any ill or wicked thing, or for-biddethi anything that is good and

beneficial, then it is a figurative speech. Now, this saying of Christ,

‘Except ye cat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you shall

have no life in you,’ seemeth to command an heinous and wicked thing:

therefore it is a figure, commanding us to be partakers of Christ’s passion,

keeping in our minds, to our great comfort and profit, that his flesh was

crucified and wounded for us‘.” This is briefly the sentence of St Augustine

in his book De doctrina Chflstz'ana.

And the like he writeth in his book De catechisandis rudibue‘, and in his Dedicnlcch
if- o 7 . . ru .eup.v ...

book Contra adversarzum legis et prophetarum , and 1n divers other places, Elma"

which for tediousness I pass over. For if I should rehearse all the authorities $21,723)“

of St Augustine and others, which make mention of this matter, it would weary

the reader too much. l

Wherefore to all them that by any reasonable means will be satisfied, these

things before rehearsed are suflicient to prove, that the eating of Christ’s flesh and

drinking of his blood is not to be understand simply and plainly (as the words

do properly signify), that we do eat and drink him with our mouths: but it is a

 

f1 forbid, 1651, and Orig. ed.] [8 De sacramento sane quod- accepit. cum ei

[5 Rarissime igitur et difiicillime inveniri potest bene commendatum fuerit, signaculs quidem re

ambiguitas in propriis verbis, quantum ad libros rum divinarum esse visibilin, sed res ipsas invisi

divinarum scripturarum spectatl quam non aut cir- biles in eis honomri: nec sic habendam esse illam

cumstantia ipsa sermonis qua cognoscitur scripto- speciem benedictione sanctificatam, quemadmodum

nnn intentio, aut interpretum collatio, aut præce- habetur in usu quolibet. Dicendum etiam quid sig

dentis linguae solvat inspeetio. Sed verborum g nificet et sermo ille quem audivit, quid in illo con

tnnslatorum ambiguitates. de quibus deinceps lo- diat [condatur], cujus illa res similitudinem gerit.

quendum est, non mediocrem curam iudustrinmque Deinde monendus est ex hxic occssione. ut si quid

desiderant. Nam in principio cavendum est, ne etiam in scripturis audiatquod camaliter wnegetiam

figuiatum locutioncm ad litersm accipiam-neque si non intelligitv credat tamen spiritale aliquid signi

illud quod proprio verbo significatur, refert ad aliam ficari, quod ad sanctos mores futuramque vitam per

tiguificationern.-Auguntin. de Doctrina Christiana, tineat. Hoc autem ita breviter disceL ut quicquid

Lib. 1n. Cup. iv. v. Pars Iv. Basil. ap Amer- audierit ex libris canonicis, quod ad dilectionem

beda I506. Demonstrsndus est igitur prius rnodus ætemitatis et veritatis et sanctitatis et ad dilecti

inveniendæ locutionisapropriane an figurata sit. Ib. onem proximi referre non possit. figurate dictum vel

Cap. 1:. Servsbitur ergo in locutionibus figurntis gestum esse credat; atque ita conetur intelligere ut

regula hujusmodiz ut tam diu versetur diligenti con- ad illam geminam referat dilectionem.-Augustin.

tidentione quod legitur1 donec adregnum charitatis de cntechizandis rudibus, Cap. xxvi. Pars rv.]

intcrpretatio perducatun Si autem hoc jam proprie [7 Sicut mediatorem Dei et hominum, hominem

Ion“, nulla putetur figuram locutio. Si præccp- christum Jesum, carnem suam nobis manducan

tin locutio est, aut fisgitium aut facinus vetzms. dam bibendumque sanguinem dsntem, fideli corde

aut utilitatem aut bcneticentiam jubensg non est atque ore suscipimusz quamvis horribilius videatur

figurata: si autem iiagitiuln aut facinus videtur humanum carnem manducare, quam perimere, et

jubere, aut utilitatem aut beneiicentiam vetarey humanum sanguinem potarc quam funderc: atque

figuram est. ‘Nisi manducaveritis,‘ inquit, ccarnem in omnibus sanctis scripturis, secundum santo fidei

Filii hominis et sanguinem biberitisp non habebitis regulam figurate dictum vel factum si quid exponi

vitnm in vobis :' facinus vel iiagitium videter ju- tur, de quibuslibet rebus et verbis quæ sacris pagi

bere. Figun est ergo, præcipiens passioni Domini nis continentur, expositio illa ducatur, non mper

esse communicsndumj et suaviter atque utiliter re- namer scd sapienter audiamus.-Augustin. contra

condendum in memoria, quod pro nobis caro ejus adversarium legis et Prophetarum, bib. 1!. Cup. ix.

crucitixs et vulneratn sit. lb. Cap. xv. xvi.] Pars vn|.]

 

8—2



116 THE THIRD BOOK.
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'Contrlry.

figurative speech spiritually to be understand, that we must deeply print and

fruitfully believe in our hearts, that his flesh was crucified and his blood shed

for our redemption. And this our belief in him is to eat his flesh and drink his

blood, although they be not present here with us, but be ascended into heaven:

as our forefathers before Christ’s time did likewise eat his flesh and drink his

blood, which was so far from them, that he was not yet then born.

“'INCHFBTER.

St Augustine, according to his rules of a figurative and proper speech, taketh this speech.

“Except ye eat,” 80., for a figurative speech; because it scemeth to command in the letter

carnally understanded an heinous and wicked thing to eat the flesh of a man, as man’s

carnal imagination conceiveth it: as appeared by the Capharnaites, who murmured at it.

And therefore because only faithful men can by faith understand this mystery of the eating

of Christ’s flesh in the sacrament, in which we eat not the carnal flesh of a common man, as

the letter soundeth, but the very spiritual flesh of Christ, God and man, as faith teacheth;

it is in that respect well noted for a figurative speech, for that it hath such a sense in the

letter as is hidden from the unfaithful : so as the same letter being to faithful men spirit

and life (who in humility of faith understandeth the same), is to the faithful1 a figure, as

containing such a mystery as by the outward bark of the letter they understand not: upon

which consideration it seemeth probable that the other fathers, also a great secrecy

in this mystery of the sacrament, wherein is a work of God inefable, such as the ethnick cars

could not abide, they termed it a figure, not thereby to diminish the truth of the mystery, as

the proper and special name of a figure doth, but by the name of a figure reverently to cover

so great a secrecy, apt only to be understanded of men believing: and there/me the said

fathers, in some part of their works, in plain words ezpress and declare the truth of the

mystery, and the plain doctrine thereof according to the catholic faith, and in the other part

pass it oocr with the name of a figure, which consideration in St Augustine’s writings may

be evidently gathered: for in some place no man more plainly openeth the substanoe of the

sacrament than he doth, speaking expressly of the very body and blood of Christ contained

in it; and yet therewith in other places noteth in those words a figure, not thereby to contrary

his other plain sayings and doctrine, but meaning by the word “figure” to signify a secret

deep mystery hidden from carnal understanding. For avoiding and expelling of which

carnality he giveth this doctrine here of this text: “Except ye eat,” 80., which, as I said '

beforc, in the bare literal sense implieth to carnal judgment other carnal circumstances to

attain the same flesh to be eaten, which in. that carnal sense cannot be but by wickedness.

But what is this to the obeying of Christ’s commandment in the institution of his supper.

when he himself2 delivcreth his body and blood in these mysteries, and biddeth “eat and

drink ?” There can be no ofence to do as Christ biddeth, and therefore St Augustine’s rule

pertaineth not to Christ’s supper, wherein when Christ willeth us to use our month, we ought

to dare do as he biddeth; for that is spiritual understanding, to do as is commanded without

carnal thought or murmuring in our sensual device how it can be so. And St Augustine

in the same place, speaking de communieando passionibus Christi, declareth plainly he mcaneth

of the sacrament.

CANTERBURY.

If thou takest not very good heed, reader, thou shalt not perceive where the euttle

becometh. He wrappeth himself so about in darkness, and he cometh not near the net

by a mile, for fear he should be taken. But I will draw my net nearer to him that he

shall not escape. I say that the words which Christ spake of the eating of his flesh

and drinking of his blood were spoken by a figure, and he would avoid the matter by

saying, that “those words have a spiritual mystery in them ;" which is most true, and

nothing contrary to my saying, but confirmeth the same. For the words of eating and

drinking be figurative speeches, because they have a secret and hid spiritual mystery

in them, and cannot be taken otherwise than in that spiritual mystery, which is a

 

[‘ Unfaithful, 1551. See p. 118, at the beginning] [’ When himself delivereth, 1551.]
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figure. And, moreover, you plainly here confess, that to eat Christ's flesh and to drink

his blood be figurative speeches. But you traverse the cause, wherefore they be figu

rative speeches; which is not material in this place, where my process is only to prove

that they be figurative speeches. And forasmuch as you grant here all that I take upon

me to prove, which is that they be figurative speeches, what needeth all this superfluous

multiplication of words, when we agree in the matter which is here in question?

And as for the cause of the figure, you declare it far otherwise than St Augustine

doth, as the words of St Augustine do plainly shew to every indifferent reader. For

the cause, say you, is this, that “in the sacrament we eat not the carnal flesh of a

common man, as the letter soundeth, but the very spiritual flesh of Christ, God and

man, and in that respect it is well noted for a figurative speech."

In which one sentence be three notable errors or untruths. The first is, that you

say “the letter soundeth that we eat the carnal flesh of a common man ;" which your

saying the plain words of the gospel do manifestly reprovc. For Christ, separating

118.

himself in that speech from all other men, spake only of himself, saying, “My flesh John vi.

is very meat, and my blood is very drink: he that eateth my flesh and drinketh my

blood, dwelleth in me and I in him." The second is, that you call the flesh of Christ

a “spiritual flesh," as before you said that he is spiritually eaten. And so by your doc

trine his flesh is spiritual, and is spiritually eaten, and all is spiritual: which hath

need of a favourable interpretation, if it should be counted a sound and catholic teach

ing. And if all be spiritual and done spiritually, what meaneth it then that in

other places you make so often mention that he is present and eaten camally, corporally,

and naturally?

The third is, that you say “ the speech of Christ is noted figurative in respect of

the eating of the flesh of a. common man," which is utterly untrue. For the authors

note not the figurative speech in that respect; but as Christ spake of his own flesh joined

unto his divinity, whereby it giveth life, even so do the authors note a figurative

speech in respect of Christ's own flesh, and say thereof that the letter cannot be true

without a figure. For although Christ be both God and man, yet his flesh is a very

man’s flesh, and his blood is truly man's blood, (as is the flesh and blood of his blessed

mother,) and therefore cannot be eaten and drunken properly, but by a figure. For he

is not meat and drink of the body, to be eaten corporally with mouth and teeth, and

to be digested in the stomach: but he is the meat of the soul, to be received spiritually

in our hearts and minds, and to be chawed and digested by faith.

And it is untrue that you here say, that “ the proper and special name of a figure

diminisheth the truth of the mystery." For then Christ in vain did ordain the figures,

if they diminish the mysteries.

And the authors term it here a figure, not thereby to “cover the mystery," but to

open the mystery, which was indeed in Christ’s words by figurative speeches understand.

And with the figurative speech were the ethnick and carnal ears offended, not with the

mystery, which they understood not. And not to the ethnick and carnal, but to the

faithful and spiritual ears, the words of Christ be figurative, and to them the truth of

the figures be plainly opened and declared by the fathers: wherein the fathers be worthy

much commendation, because they travailed to open plainly unto us the obscure and figu

rative speeches of Christ. And yet in their said declarations they taught us, that these

words of Christ, concerning the eating of his flesh and drinking of his blood, are not

to be understanded plainly, as the words properly signify, but by a figurative speech.

Nor St Augustine never wrote in all his long works, as you do, that Christ is in

the sacrament corporally, camally, or naturally, or that he is so eaten, nor, I dare

boldly say, he never thought it. For if he had, he would not have written so plainly,

as he doth in the places by me alleged, that we must “beware that we take not literally

any thing that is spoken figuratively." And specially he would not have expressed

by name the words of “eating Christ's flesh and drinking his blood," and have

said that they be figurative speeches. But St Augustine doth not only tell how we

may not take those words, but also he dcclareth how we ought to take and under

stand the eating of Christ's flesh and drinking of his blood, which, as he saith, is this:

“To keep in our minds, to our great comfort and profit, that Christ was crucified and

119.
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shed his blood for us, and so to be partakers of his passion. This," saith St Augustine,

“is to eat his flesh and to drink his blood."

And St Augustine saith not as you do, that Christ's words he “figurative to the

unfaithful ;" for they be figurative rather to the faithful than to the unfaithful. For

the unfaithful take them for no figure or mystery at all, but rather mrnally, as the

Capernaites did. And there is indeed no mystery nor figure in eating with the mouth

(as you say Christ's flesh is eaten), but in eating with the soul and spirit is the

figure and mystery. For the eating and drinking with the mouth is all one to the

faithful and unfaithful, to the carnal and spiritual, and both understand in like what

is eating and drinking with the mouth. And therefore in no place do the doctors

declare, that there is a figure or mystery in eating and drinking of Christ's body with

our mouths, or that there is any truth in that mystery; but they say clean contrary,

that he is not eaten and drunken with our mouths. And if in any place any old

author write, that there is a figure or mystery in eating and drinking of Christ with

An '|st.de_ our mouths, shew the place if you will have any credit. St Augustine specially (whom
war is Dmm- . . - .

111:]. you do here allege for your purpose) saith directly against you: Noltte parare fauces

:5. sad cor, “Prepare not your mouth or Jaws, but your heart.” And Ill another place

he saith, Quid paras ventrem at dentem? Crulc et manducasti: “\Vhy dost thou

prepare thy belly and teeth? Believe, and thou hast eaten.”

But to avoid the saying of St Augustine by me alleged, you say that St Augus

tine's rule pertaineth not to Christ's supper: which your saying is so strange, that

you be the first that ever excluded the words of Christ from his supper. And St

Augustine meant as well at the supper as at all other times, that the mating of

Christ's flesh is not to be understanded carnally with our teeth (as the letter signi

fieth), but spiritually with our minds, as he in the same place dcclareth. And how

can it be that St Augustine’s rule pertaineth not to Christ's supper, when by the

rule1 he expoundeth Christ's words in the sixth of John, which you say Christ spake

of his supper? Did Christ speak of his supper, and St Augustine's words expounding

the same pertain not to the supper? You make St Augustine an expositor like

yourself, that commonly use to expound both doctors and scriptures clean from the

purpose, either for that by lack of exercise in the scriptures and doctors you under

stand them not, or else that for very frowardness you will not understandR any thing

that misliketh you. And where you say that we must do as Christ commanded us,

without carnal thought or sensual device, is not this a carnal thought and sensual

device which you teach, that we eat Christ corporally with our teeth; and contrary

to that which you said before, that Christ's body in the sacrament is a spiritual

body, and eaten only spiritually? Now how the teeth can eat a thing spiritually, I

pray you tell me.

Now thou swst, good reader, what avail all those glosses of “carnal flesh and spiritual

flesh,” of “the flesh of Christ, and the flesh of a common man," of “a figure to the un

faithful, and not to the faithful," that “the fathers termed it a figure, because else the

120. ethnick ears could not abide it,” and “because they would reverently cover the mystery.”

And when none of these shifts will serve, he runneth to his sheet-anchor, that St

Augustine's rule pertaineth nothing to Christ’s supper. Thus mayest thou see, with

what sincerity he haudleth the old writers. And yet he might right well have spared

all his long 'talk in this matter, seeing that he agreeth fully with me in the state

of the whole cause, that to eat Christ's flesh and to drink his blood bc figurative

speeches. For he that dcclareth the cause why they be figurative speeches agreeth

in the matter that they be figurative speeches. And so have I my full purpose in

this article.

Now hear what followeth in my book.

grams“. The same authors did say also, that when Christ called the bread his

:ygiolgéi '1' body, and the wine his blood, it was no proper speech that he then used;

gay?” but as all sacraments be figures of other things, and ye have the very names

[‘ By that rule, l551.] [2 You will understand, 1551.]
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of the things which they do signify; so Christ instituting the sacrament of

his most precious body and blood, did use figurative speeches, calling the The bread

bread by the name of his body, and the wine he called his blood, becauseit represented his blood. hisblood.

Tertullian herein writing against Marcion“, saith these words: “Christ did gygfhflfrlf

not reprove bread, whereby he did represent his very body.” And in the $1?

same book he saith, that Jesus “taking bread and distributing it amongst his

disciples made it his body, saying, ‘This is my body;’ that is to say,” saith

Tertullian, “a figure of my body.” And therefore, saith Tertullian, “that

Christ called bread his body, and wine his blood,” because that in the old

testament bread and wine were figures of his body and blood.

“'INCHESTER.

Tertulliam speaking of the representation of Christ’s very body, in which place he termcth Teflullinnus.

“the some body,” spcakcth cathclicly in such phrase as St Jerome speaketh: and then Ter

tullian saith afierward, as this author therein truly bringcth him forth, that com "me "meme"

the bread his body, which bread was in the mouth of the prophet a figure of his body.

Wherefore it followeth by Tertullz'an’s confession, when Christ made the bread his body, that

Christ ended the figure, and made it the truth, making now his body that was before the

figure of his body. For if Christ did no more but make it a figure still, then did he not

make it his body, as Tcrtullian himself saith he did. And Tertulli-an therefore, being read

thus, as appeareth to me most probable, that “that is to say” in Tertullian should be only

nfmed to the erplication of the first “this,” as when Tertullian had alleged C'hn'st's words,

saying “this is my body,” and puttcth to of his own, “ that is to say, the figure of my body,“

than words, “that is to say,” should serve to declare the demonstration “this” in this wise,

“that is to say, this,” which the prophet called the figure of the body, is now my body. And

so Tm'tzzllian said before that Christ had made bread his body, which bread was a figure of

his body with the prophet, and now endeth in the very truth, being made his body by con

version (as Cyprian sheweth) of the nature of bread into his body. Terlullian reasoned

against the Marciom'sta; and because a figure in the prophet significth a certain un eig-ned

truth of that is signified, seeing Christ’5 body was figured by bread in the prophet Jeremy,

it appeareth Christ had a true body; and that the bread was of Christ approved for a

figure, he made now his very body‘. And this may be said eo'flcn-tly to Tertullian, who

rmsoning against heretics useth the commodity of arguing, and gi-veth no doctrine of the

sacrament to further this author’s purpose. And what advantage should the heretics have of

Tertullimz, if he should mean that these words, “ This is my body," had only this sense, ‘this

is the figure of my body,’ having hi-nwelf said blfore that Christ made bread his body? If so

plain speech, to make bread his body, containcth no more certainty in understanding but the 121

figurc of a body, why should not they say, that a body in Christ should ever be spoken of

a body in a figure, and so no certainty of any true body in Christ by Tertullian’s words?

This place of Tertullian is no secret point of learning, and hath been of (Ecolampadius and

other alleged, and by other catholic men answered unto it; whereof this author may not think

now as upon a wrangling argument to satisfy a conjecture devised, thereby to confirm a new

latching. Finally, Tertullian tcrmeth it not an only figure, which this author must prove,

or else he doth nothing.

 

[3 Sed ille quidem usque nunc nec aquam repro- u: panis crucifigeretur. Cur autcm panem corpus

hawk-nee panem, quo ipsum corpus suum reprse- suum appellst, et nun magis peponem, quem Mar

ceutat. Tertullianus, Adversus Marcionem. Lib. i. cion oordis loco habuit? Non intelligens vererem

p. 372. Acceptum panem etdislributum discipulis, fuisse istam figuram corporis Christi, diccmis per

corpus illum suum fecit, ‘Hoc est corpus meum‘di- Hieremiam, “ adversus me cogitaverum cogitatum

cendo, id est, figura corporis mei. Figure autem dicentes,Venite,conjiciamus lignuminpanem ejus;"

non fuissct, nisi veritatis esset corpus. Ceterum scilicet crucem in corpus ejus. Itaque illuminator

vacua res, quod est phantasma, figuram capere non antiquitatum quid tunc voluerit significasse panem

possct. Aut si propterea pauem corpus sibi linxit, satis declaravit, corpus suum vocans panem. lbid.

quis corporis carebat verilate: ergo panem debuit Lib. iv. pp. 457, 8. Paris. [664.]

traders pro nobis. Faciebat ad unitatem Marcionis, [‘ he made it now his very body, l551.]
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Tertullian

nith not "an

only figure."

122.

CANTERBURY.

Oh what a wrangling and wresting is here made! What crooks be cast! what

leaping about is here, to avoid a foil! And yet I refer to any indifferent man

that shall read the place of Tertullian, to judge whether you have truly expounded

him, or in the wrestling with him be quite overthrown, and have a flat fall upon

your back. For Tertullian saith not, that the bread was a figure of Christ's body

only in the prophet, as you expound Tertullian, but saith, “that bread and wine

were figures in the old testament, and so taken in the prOphets, and now be figures

again in the new testament, and so used of Christ himself in his last supper."

And where Tertullian saith, that Christ made bread his body, he expoundeth him

self how Christ made bread his body, adding by and by these words, “that is to say,

a figure of his body.” But if thou canst forbear, good reader, (when thou readest the

fond handling of Tertullian by this ignorant and subtle lawyer,) I play thee laugh

not; for it is no matter to be laughed at, but to be sorrowed, that the most ancient

authors of Christ's church should thus be eluded in so weighty causes. 0 Lord,

what shall these men answer to thee at the last day, when no cavillations shall have

place?

These be Tertullian’s words: “Jesus taking bread, and distributing it among his dis

ciples, made it his body, saying, ‘This is my body,' that is to say, a figure of my body."

Here Tertullian expoundeth not the saying of the prophet, but the saying of Christ,

“This is my body." And where Tertullian hath but once the word “this,” you say

“the first this." And so you make a wise speech to say “the first," where is but

one. And Tertullian speaketh of “this” in Christ's words, when he said, “This is my

body;" and you refer them to the prophet's words, which be not there, but be spoken

of long after. And if you had not forgotten your grammar and all kind of speech,

or else hurled away all together purposely to serve your own wilful device, you would

have referred the demonstration‘ of his antecedent before, and not to a thing that in

order cometh long after. And “bread” in the prophet was but a figurative speech, but

in Christ's words was not only a figurative speech, but also a figurative thing; that is

to say, very material bread, which by a figurative speech Christ ordained to be a

figure and a sacrament of his body. For as the prophet by this word “bread” figured

Christ's body, so did Christ himself institute very material bread to be a figure of his

body in the sacrament. But you refer “this” to the bread in the prophet, which

Christ spake, as Tertullian saith, of the bread in the gospel. And Christ’s words

must needs be understanded of the bread which he gave to his apostles, in the time

of the gospel, after he had ended the supper of the law. And if Christ made the

bread in the prophet his very body, which was no material bread, but this word

“bread,” then did Christ make this word bread his body, and converted this word

bread into the substance of his body. This is the conclusion of your subtle sophisti

cation of Tertullian's words.

Now, as concerning St Cyprian, whom you here allege, he spake of a sacramental,
and not of a corporal and carnal conversion, as shall be plainly declared, when I come i

to the place of Cyprian, and partly I have declared already in mine other book.

And Tertullian proved not in that place the verity of Christ's body by the figure

of the prophet, but by the figure which Christ ordained of his body in his last supper.

For he went not about to prove that Christ should have a body, but that he had then

a true body, because he ordained a figure thereof, which could have had no figure, as

Tertullian saith, if it had been but a fantastical body, and no true body in deed.

W'herefore this which you say, in answering to the plain words of Tertullian, may

be said of them that care not what they say; but it cannot be “said evidently," that is

spoken so sophistically.

But “if so plain speech" of Tertullian, say you, that Christ “made bread his body,

contain no more certainty in understanding but the figure of a body, why should not the

body of Christ ever be taken for a figure, and so no certainty of any true body to

 

[‘ The demonstrative, 1551.]
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be in Christ ?" This reason had been more fit to be made by a man that had lost

both his wit and reason. For in this place Tertullian must needs be so understand,

that by the body of Christ is understand the figure of his body, because Tertullian

so expoundeth it himself. And must it be always so, because it is here so? Must

ever Christ's body be taken for a figure, because it is here taken for a figure, as

Tertullian saith? Have you so forgotten your logic, that you will make a good

argument, a particular-i ad uni-cereals? By your own manner of argumentation,

because you make a naughty argument here in this place, shall I conclude that you

never make none good? Surely this place of Tertullian, as you have handled it, is

neither secret nor manifest point either of learning, wit, or reason, but a mere so

phistication, if it be no worse.

“'hat other papists have answered to this place of Tertullian, I am not igno

rant, not I am sure you be not so ignorant but you know that never none answered

as you do. But your answer varicth as much from all other papists', as yours and

theirs also do vary from the truth.

Here the reader may note by the way, how many foul shifts you make to avoid

the saying of Tertullian. First you say, that “bread was a figure in the prophet's

mouth, but not in Christ's words." Second, that the thing which the prophet spake

of was not that which Christ spake of. Third, that other have answered this place

of Tertullian before. Fourth, that you call this matter but “a wrangling argument.”

Fifth, that if Tertullian call bread a figure, yet he “termeth it not only figure’."

These be your shifis. Now let the reader look upon Tertullian’s plain words, which

I have rehearsed in my book, and then let him judge whether you mean to declare

Tertullian’s mind truly, or no.

And it is not requisite for my purpose to prove that bread is only a figure, for

I take upon me there to prove no more but that the bread is a figure representing

Christ's body, and the wine his blood. And if bread be a figure, and not only a

figure, then must you make bread both the figure and the truth of the figure.

Now hear what other authors I do here allege.

128.

And St Cyprian the holy martyr saith of this matter, that “ Christ’s blood (3 111mm,

is shewed in the wine, and the people in the water that is mixed with the wine; ii'b'n'xpm'

so that the mixture of the water to the wine signifieth the spiritual commixtion

and joining of us unto Christa.”

By which similitude Cyprian meant not that the blood of Christ is wine,

or the people water, but as the water doth signify and represent the people, so

doth the wine signify and represent Christ’s blood; and the uniting of the

water and wine together signifieth the uniting of Christian people unto Christ

himself.

And the same St Cyprian in another place, writing hereof, saith, that

“Christ in his last supper gave to his apostles with his own hands bread and

wine, which he called his flesh and blood; but in the cross he gave his very

body to be wounded with the hands of the soldiers, that the apostles might

declare to the world, how and in what manner bread and wine may be the flesh

and blood of Christ.” And the manner he straightways dcclareth thus, that

“those things which do signify, and those things which be signified by them,

may be both called by one name‘.”

De unctiqne

Chrimums.

 

[2 He termeth it not an only figure, 1551.]

[3 Videmus in aqua populurn intelligi, in vino

vero ostendi sanguinem Christi. Quando autem in

calice vino aqua miscetur, Christo populus adunatur,

et credentium plebs ei, in quem credidit, copulatur

at conjungiturr-Cyprian. Epist. lxiii. Czecilio

fratri. (bib. 11. Epist. iii.) p. 146. Par. 1674.]

[‘ Dedit itaque Dominus noster in menu, in qua

ultimum cum Apostolic parlicipavit convivium, pro

priis minibus panem et vinum : in cruce vero mani

bus militum corpus trudidit vulneraudum; ut in

Apostolis secretius impressa sincera veritas, e! vera

sinceritas, exponeret gentibus, quomodo vinum ct

panis caro esset et sanguis, et quibus rationibus

causze cfl'ectibus convenirent, et diversa nomina vel

species ad unam reducerentur essentiam, ct signifi

Cantia ct significata eisdein vocabulis cenaeremur.

Cyprian. De unctione Chrismntis, p. 477. This
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Here it is certain, by St Cyprian’s mind, wherefore and in what wise bread

is called Christ’s flesh, and wine his blood; that is to say, because that every

thing that representeth and signifieth another thing, may be called by the name

of the thing which it signifieth.

And therefore St John Chrysostom saith, that “ Christ ordained the table

of his holy supper for this purpose, that in that sacrament he should daily shew

unto us bread and wine for a similitude of his body and blood'.”

St Jerome likewise saith upon the gospel of Matthew, that “Christ took

bread, which eomforteth man’s heart, that he might represent thereby his very

body and bloo¢ ".”

Also St Ambrose, if the book be his that is entitled De his qui mysteriis

initiantur, saith, that “ before the consecration another kind is named, but after

the consecration the body of Christ is signified. Christ said his blood: before

the consecration it is called another thing, but after the consecration is signified

the blood of Christ’.”

And in his book De Sacramentis, if that be also his, he writeth thus:

“Thou dost receive the sacrament for a similitude of the flesh and blood of

Christ, but thou dost obtain the grace and virtue of his true nature‘."
a

receiving the bread, in that food thou art partaker of his godly substance.”

And in the same book he saith: “As thou hast in baptism received

the similitude of death, so likewise dost then in the sacrament drink the

similitude of Christ’s precious blood°.” And again he saith in the said book:

“The priest saith, ‘ Make unto us this oblation to be acceptable,’ which is

the figure of the body and blood of our Lord Jesu Christ‘.”

And upon the epistle of St Paul to the Corinthians he saith, “that in

eating and drinking the bread and wine, we do signify the flesh and blood,

which were offered for us. And the old testament,” he saith, “was instituted

in blood, ‘because that blood was a witness of God’s benefit; in signification

and figure whereof we take the mystical cup of his blood, to the tuition

of our body and souli.”

Of these places of 'St Chrysostom, St Jerome, and St Ambrose, it is clear,

that in the sacramental bread and wine is not really and corporally the very

 

Treatise is spurious._Vid. Jsmes' Corruptions of

Scripture, &c. p. 19. Lond. 1843.]

[l The passage is not in the Greek of Chrysos

tom. It stands as follows in the Homily, “incerto

austere," printed in the Latin edition of Chrysos

tom, Psris. 1570. Tom. I. col. 720. Et quia istam

mensam prmparavit servis et ancillis in conspectu

eorum, ut quotidie in similitudinem corporis et san

guinis Christi panem et vinum secundum ordinem

Melchisedech nobis ostenderet in sacramento, its di

cit, Parasli in compeclu mco mensam adversm eos

qui lribulanl me.]

[’ Cmanlibus autem eis, accepit Jesus panem,

§c. Postquam typicum paschn fuerat impleturn,

et agni carnes cum apostolis comederat, assumit

panem, qui confortat cor hominis, et ad verum

psscha: transgreditur sacramentum; ut quomodo in

pnefiguratione ejus Melchisedec, summi Dei sscer

dos, panem et vinum ofi'erens fecerat, ipse quoque

veritatem sui corporis et sanguiuis reprmsentaret._

Hieronymus, Commentarii in Matt. Lib. 1v. cap.

26. Tom. IX. p. 64. Francof. 1684.]

[8 Ipse clamat Dominus Jesus ; Ilac est corpus

meum. Ante benedictionem verborum cmlestium

species nominntur, post consecrationem corpus

Christi signilicatur. Ipsc dicit sanguinem suum.

 

Ante consecrationem aliud dicitur, post consecra

tionern sanguis nuncupstur. Ambros. de Initiandis.

Tom. IV. p. 166. Ed. Colon. Agrip. 1616.]

[‘ Ideo in similitudine quidem accipis sacra

mentum, sed vere nature grntism virtuzemque eon

sequeris: tu, qui sccipis carnem, divine: ejus sub

stantie in i110 participaris slimento. De Sacram.

Lib. v1. cap. i. Tom. IV. p. 176.]

[5 Sicut enim mortis similitudinem sumpsisti,

ita etiam similitudinem pretiosi sunguinis bibis.-_

Lib. rv. cap. iv. Tom. 1V. p. 173.]

[8 Dicit sacerdos : Fae nobis, inquit, hanc obla

tionem adscriptam, rationabilem, acceptabilem :

quod it in figursm corporis et sanguinis Domini

nostri Jesu Christi.-lb. Lib. 1v. cap. v. Tom. 1V.

p. 173.]

[7 Quin enim morte Domini 1iberati sumus, hu

jus rei memores, in edendo et potando camem et san

guinem, quse pro nobis oblata sunt, significant“.

Testamentum ergo sanguine coustitutum est, quin

beneficii divini sanguis testis est. 1n cujus typum

nos caliccm mysticum sanguinis ad tuitionem cor

poris et snimac nostne percipimus._Id. in 1 Co

rinth. xi. Tom. 111. p. 184. But these commen

taries are considered to be spurious.]
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natural substance of the flesh and blood of Christ, but that the bread and wine Signs and

. . . . . . . . figures have

be snmhtudes, mysteries and representations, slgnifieatlons, sacraments, figures, 3:: gig-3: or

and signs of his body and blood: and therefore be called, and have the name of yggcipyfiiuv

his very body“, flesh, and blood.

WINCHESTER.

Cyprian shall be touched after, when we speak of him again. Cyprianus.

Chrysostom shall open himself herwfier plainly. Chrymlnm,

St Jerome speaketh here very pithily, using the word “represent,” which signifieth a true llieronym.

real exhibition: for St Jerome speakcth of the representation of the truth of Christ’s body,

which truth emeludah an only figure. For howsoever the visible matter of the sacrament be

a figure, the invisible part is a truth: which St Jerome with is here represented, that is to

say, made present, which only significatwn doth not.

St Ambrose shall uficr declare himself: and it is not denied, but the authors in speaking QfAmbrosius.

the sacrament used these words, “sign,” “figure,” “similitzule,” “token ;” but those speeches can We author

elude not the verity and mat of the body and blood of Christ, for no approved author hath $3.?“ °“"

this exclusion“, to say an only sign, an only token, an only simili-tude, or an onlycation, which is the issue with this author.

CANTERBURY.

Here you shift off St Cyprian and Chrysostom with fair promise to make answer Hieronymus.

to them hereafter, who approve plainly my saying, that the bread represcnteth Christ's

body, and the wine his blood; and so you answer here only to St Jerome. In answering

to whom you were 10th, I see well, to leave behind any thing that might have any

colour to make for you, that expound this word “ represent"_ in St Jerome to signify Represent.

real exhibition. Here appeareth that ye can, when you list, change the signification

of words, that can make secure to signify faccre, and facere to signify sacrg'ficare,

as you do in your last book. And why should you not then in other words (when

it will serve for like purposes) have the like liberty to change the signification of

words when you list? And if this word “represent” in St Jerome's words sig

nify real exhibition, then did Melchisedech really exhibit Christ’s flesh and blood,

Who, as the same St Jerome saith, did represent his flesh and blood by offering

bread and wine.

And yet in the Lord’s supper, rightly used, is Christ’s body exhibited indeed

spiritually, and so really, if you take really to signify only a spiritual and not anosuy.

corporal and carnal exhibition. But this real and spiritual exhibition is to the receivers

of the sacrament, and not to the bread and wine.

And mine issue in this place is no more, but to prove that these sayings of Christ,

“This is my body, this is my blood,” be figurative speeches, signifying that the

bread reprcsenteth Christ's body, and the wine his blood; which foraslnuch as you

confess, there needed no great contention in this point, but that you would seem in

words to vary, where we agree in the substance of the matter, and so take occasion

to make a long book, where a short would have served.

And as for the exclusion‘° “only,” many of the authors, as I proved before, have 125

the same exclusive, or other words equivalent thereto. And as for the sacramental

signs, they be only figures. And of the presence of Christ’s body yourself hath this

exclusive, that Christ is but after a spiritual manner present, and I say he is but spi

ritually present.

Now followeth St Augustine.

And yet St Augustine sheweth this matter more clearly and fully than any Alu Supt.

of the rest, specially in an epistle which he wrote ad Bonifacium, where he gang

[8 The Original ed., and that of 1551, omit the I ['J This exclusive, 1551.]

word “ body ” in this sentence] [“' The exclusive, 1551.]



124 THE THIRD BOOK.

saith: “ That a day or two before Good Friday, we use in common speech

to say thus, ‘To-morrow, or this day two days, Christ sufi'ered his passion ;’

where in very deed he never suffered his passion but once, and that was

many years past. Likewise upon Easter-day we say, ‘This day Christ

rose from death ;’ where in very deed it is many hundred years sithens he

rose from death. Why then do not men reprove us as liars, when we speak

in this sort, but because we call these days so, by a similitude of those days

wherein these things were done in deed? And so it is called that day, which

is not that day in deed, but by the course of the year it is a like day. And

such things be said to be done that day for the solemn celebration of the

sacrament, which things in deed were not done that day, but long before.

Was Christ offered any more but once? And he offered himself: and yet

in a sacrament or representation, not only every solemn feast of Easter, but

every day he is offered to the people; so that he doth not lie that saith,

‘He is every day ofi'ered.’ For if sacraments had not some similitude or likeness

of those things whereof they be sacraments, they could in no wise be sacraments.

And for their similitude and likeness, commonly they have the name of the

things, whereof they be sacraments. Therefore, as after a certain manner of

speech the sacrament of Christ’s body is Christ’s body, the sacrament of Christ’s

blood is Christ’s blood; so likewise the sacrament of faith is faith. And

to believe is nothing else but to have faith; and therefore when we answer

for young children in their baptism, that they believe, which have not yet

the mind to believe, we answer that they have faith, because they have the

sacrament of faith. And we say also that they turn unto God, because of

the sacrament of conversion unto God; for that answer pertaineth to the cele-'

bration of the sacrament. And likewise speaketh the apostle of baptism,

saying, that ‘by baptism we be buried with him into death :’ he saith not

that we signify burial, but he saith plainly, that we be buried. So that the sa

crament of so great a thing is not called but by the name of the thing itself'.”

Hitherto I have rehearsed the answer of St Augustine unto Boniface, a.

learned bishop, who asked of him, how the parents and friends could answer

for a young babe in baptism, and say in his person that he believeth and

convertcth unto God, when the child can neither do nor think any such

things.

Whereunto the answer of St Augustine is this: that forasmuch as baptism

is the sacrament of the profession of our faith, and of our conversion unto

 

[1 Nempe smpe its loquimur, ut pascha pro- l essent. Ex hsc autem similitudine plemmque etiam

pinquaute dicamus, crastinam vel perendinam Do- \ ipsarum rerum nomina accipiunt. Sicut ergo

mini passionem, cum ille ante tam multos unuos secundum quendiun moduln aacramentum corporis

psssus sit, nec omnino nisi semel illa. psssio facts Christi corpus Christi est, sacrsmemum sanguinis

sit. Nempe ipso die Dominico dicimus, ‘Hodie Christi sanguis Christi est, its sacramentum fidei

Dominus resurrexit,’ cum ex quo resurrexit tot auni fides est. Nihil est autem aliud credere quarn

transierunt. Cur nemo tam ineptus est, ut nos ita fidem habere. Ac per hoe cum respondetur par

loquentes argue! essc mentitos, nisi quia istos dies vulus credere, qui fidei nondum habet afi'ectum,

secundum illorum quibus hmc gesta sunt similitu- respondetur fidem haberc propter fidei sacramentum,

dinem nuncupamus, ut dicatur ipse dies qui non est ct convertere se ad Deum propter conversionis

ipse, sed revolutione temporis similis ejus; et sacramentum, quia et ipsa responsio ad celebra

dicatur illo die fieri, propter sacramenti celebra- tionem pertinet sacramenti. Sicut deipso baptismo

tionem, quod non illo die, sed jam olim factum Aposwlus, ‘Consepulti,’ inquit, ‘surnus Christo

est? Nonne semel immolstus est Christus in se per baptismum in mortam.‘ Non sit, sepulturam

ipso ? et tamen in sacramento non solum per omnes significavimus: sed prorsus sit, ‘ Consepulti sumus.’

pascha: solemnitates, sed omni die populis immo- Sacramentum ergo tanta: rei non nisi ejusdem rei

latnr, nec utique mentitur qui interrogntus eum vocabulo nuncnpavit. Augustin. ad Bonifacium

responderit immolari. Si enim sacraments qusn- de Bapt. parvul. Epist. xxiii. Tom. II. p. 36.

dam similitudinem earum rerurn quarum sacra- Paris. 1637.]

menta sunt non haberent, omnino sacraments non
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God, it becometh us so to answer for young children coming thereunto, as to

the2 sacrament appertaineth, although the children in deed have no knowledge of

such things.

And yet in our said answers we ought not to be reprehcnded as vain men

or liars, forasmuch as in common speech we use daily to call sacraments and

figures by the names of the things that be signified by them, although they

be not the same thing indeed. As every Good Friday, as often as it returneth

from year to year, we call it the day of Christ’s passion: and every Easter-day

we call the day of his resurrection: and every day in the year, we say that

Christ is ofi'ered: and the sacrament of his body, we call it his body: and

the sacrament of his blood, we call it his blood: and our baptism St Paul

calleth our burial with Christ. And yet in very deed Christ never sufi'ered

but once, never arose but once, never was offered but once, nor in very

deed in baptism we be not buried, nor the sacrament of Christ’s body is

not his body, nor the sacrament of his blood is not his blood. But so they

be called, because they he figures, sacraments, and representations of the

things themselves, which they signify, and whereof they bear the names.

Thus doth St Augustine most plainly open this matter in his epistle t0

Bonifacius.

Of this manner of speech, (wherein a sign is called by the name of Super was.

the thing which it signifieth,) speaketh St Augustine also right largely in fitm'Qw‘

his questions super Leviticum, et contra Adamantium, declaring how blood

in scripture is called the soul. “ A thing which signifieth," saith he, “is wont Lev. xvii.

to be called by the name of the thing which it signifieth, as it is written in

the scripture: ‘The seven ears be seven years.” The scripture saith not, Gen. xii.

‘signifieth seven years.’ ‘And seven kine be seven years,‘ and many other

like. And so said St Paul, ‘that the stone was Christ,“ and not that it lCor.x.

signified Christ, but even as it had been he indeed, which nevertheless was

not Christ by substance, but by signification. Even so,” saith St Augustine,

“because the blood signifieth and representeth the soul, therefore in a sacra

ment or signification it is called the soula.” And contra Adamantium he Contra Ads.

writeth much like, saying: “ In such wise is blood the soul, as the stone cniiinllg-m'

was Christ; and yet the apostle saith not that the stone signified Christ, but

saith it was Christ. And this sentence, ‘blood is the soul,’ may be under- Lev. xvii.

stand to be spoken in a sign or figure; for Christ did not stick to say,

‘This is my body,’ when he gave the sign of his body‘.”

Here St Augustine, rehearsing divers sentences, which were spoken figu

ratively, that is to say, when one thing was called by the name of another,

and yet was not the other in substance, but in signification, as “ the blood

is the soul ;” “seven kine be seven years ;” “seven ears be seven years ;”

“the stone was Christ ;” among such manner of speeches, he rehearseth those

126.

 

P That, Orig. ed. and 1551.]

[3 Solet autem res qua significat,ejus rei nomine

quam significat nuncupari, sicut scriptum est,

‘Septem spicae septem anni sunt.‘ Non enim dixit,

scptem annos significant. ‘ Et septem boves septem

anni suntz‘ et multa hujusmodi. Hinc est quod

dictum est: 'Petra mt Christus.‘ Non enim dixit,

petra significat Christum, sed tanquam hoc esset,

quod utique per substantiam non hoe erat, sed per

Iignificationem. Sic et sanguin, quoniam propter

Viulem quandam corpulentiam animnm significat,

in sacramentis anima dictus est-Augustin. super

Levit. Lib. m. Qumst. lvii. Tom. IV. p. 95.]

[4 Sic est enim sanguis anima, quomodo pctra

erat ChI'lStUSL—de quibus [loquebatur] Apostolus

cum hac diceret, nec (amen ait, ‘petra significabut

Christum,’ sed ait, ‘petra erat Christus.’ Qua: rur

sus ne carnaliter acciperetur, spiritalem ille vocal :

id est, eam spiritalitcr intelligi docet.

Possum etiam interpretari przeceptum illud in

signo ease positum. Non enim Dominus dubituvit

dicere, ‘ Hoc est corpus meum,‘ cum signum duet

corporis sui.-lbid. contra Adamantium, cap. 12.

pars iii. Basil. ap. Amerbach. 1506.

The position of these quotations is reversed by

Cranmer.]
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Multan“. words which Christ spake at his last supper, “This is my body.” Which de

clareth plainly St Augustine's mind, that Christ spake those words figura

tively, not meaning that the bread was his body by substance, but by sig

nification.

Contra uqn- And therefore St Augustine saith, contra Maximinum, that “in the sacra
iliil-nc‘iiiigim' ments we must not consider what they be, but what they signify; for they

be signs of things, being one thing and signifying another‘.” Which he

1n Lih.Sen- doth shew specially of this sacrament, saying: “ The heavenly bread, which
tcminnlm

l’mr'refl dc is Christ’s flesh, by some manner of speech is called Christ’s body, when
comet-ml.

.'.",‘,’;,§;,u_.. in very deed it is the sacrament of his body. And that offering of the

flesh, which is done by the priest’s hands, is called Christ’s passion, death,

and crucifying, not in very deed, but in a mystical signification”.

WINCHESTER.

As for St Augustine ad Bonifaeium, the author shall perceive his fault at Martin Bucer’s

hand, who in his epistle dcdicatory of his mzarratio'rw of the gospels, rehearseth his mind of

humus. St Augustine in this wire. Est (scribit divus Augustinus) secundum qucndam modum

sacramentum corporis Christi corpus Christi ; sacramcntum sanguinis Christi sanguis

Christi. At secundum quem modum? Ut significet tantum corpus et sanguinom Domini

127. absentia? Absit: honorari enim et percipi in symbolis visibilibus corpus ct sanguinem

Domini, idem passim scribit. These words of Bucer may be thus Englishcd: “St Augustine

uriteth : ‘ The sacrament of the body of Christ is afier a certain manner the body of Christ,

the sacrament of the blood of Christ, the blood of Christ.’ But afier what manner? that it should

signify only the body and blood absent 3' Absit, in no wise,- for the same St Augustine writeth

in many places, the body and blood of Christ to be honoured, and to be received in those visible

tokens." Thus saith Bucer, who understandeth not St Augustine to say the sacrament of Christ’s

body, to be Christ’3 body after a certain- manncr of specch, as this author doth: nor St Augustine

hath no such words, but only, secundum qucndam rnodum, after a certain manner, wherennto

to put “ ofspeech” is an addition more than truth required of necessity. In these words ofBucer

may appear his whole judgment concmting St Augustine, who afirmcth the very true presence Qf

the thing in the sacrament; which truth established in the matter, the calling it a sign, or

a taken, a figure, a similitude, or a chewing, makcth no matter when we understand the thing

really present that is signified. Which and it were not indeed in the sacrament, why should it,

afier Bucer’a truc understanding of St Augustine, be honoured there? Arguing upon men’s

speeches may be without end; and the authors-3 upon diverse respects speak of one thing diversely.

'Mmm" for Therefore we should resort to the pith and knot of the matter, and see what they say in or

doctrine

shoyhlhbe pounding the special place, without contention, and not what they utter in the heat of their dispu—

iiiaeyeiiqsrnind tation, ne to search their dark and ambiguous place-1, wherewilh to confound that they speak

iiiiiiiiiiim openly and plainly.

contention.

CANTERBURY.

M.13uccr. What need you to bring Martin Bucer to make me answer, if you could answer

yourself ? But becausc you be ashamed of the matter, you would thrust Martin Bucer

in your place, to receive rebukc‘ for you. But in this place he caseth you nothing at

all; for he saith no more but that the body and blood of Christ be exhibited unto

the worthy receivers of the sacrament, which is true, but yet spiritually, not cor.

porally.
 

[1 Hmc enim sacraments aunt, in quibus non

quid sit, sed quid Ostendant semper attenditur: quo

niam signa aunt rerum, aliud existentia, aliud sig

nificantia._1bid. contra Maximinum, Lib. 111. cap.

22. para xr. Basil. up. Amerbach. 1506.]

[:2 Sicut ergo cmlestis panis, qui vere Christus

caro eat, suo modo vocatur corpus Christi, cum

revere sit sacramentum corporis Christi, illius vide

licet, quod visibilc, palpabile, moi-tale in cruce est

suspensum ; vocaturque ipsa immolatio camis, qusr

sacerdotis manibus fit, Christi passio, mors, cruci.

fixio, non rei veritate, sed significante mysterio.

Corpus Juris Canonici. Gratiani Decreti, tert. pars.

De consecrat. Dist. ii. “ Hoc est." cap. xlviii. Tom.

1. col. 1937. Lugd. Filth-Cranmer quoted this

passage from the Corpus Juris Canonici, and not

from Augustine.]

[3 Thauctour, 1551.]

[‘ To receive the rebuke for you, 1551.]
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And I never said that Christ is utterly absent, but I ever afiirmed that he is truly The true

and spiritually present, and truly and spiritually exhibited unto the godly receivers :but corporally is he neither in the receivers, nor in or under the forms of bread or

wine, as you do teach clearly without the consent of master Bucer, who writeth no

such thing.

And where I allege of St Augustine, that the sacrament of Christ’s body is called

Christ’s body, after a certain manner of speech, and you deny that St Augustine

meant of a certain manner of speech, but saith only after a. certain manner: read

the place of St Augustine who will, and he shall find that he speaketh of the manner

of speech, and that of such a manner of speech, as calleth one thing by the name of

another, where it is not the very thing in deed. For of the manner of speech is all

the process there, as appeareth by these his words: “A day or two before Good

Friday, we use in common speech to say, To-morrow, or this day two days, Christ

suffered, &c. Likewise upon Easter-day we say, This day Christ rose. And why

do no men reprove us as liars, when we speak in this sort? And we call those days

so by a similitnde, 8:0. And so it is called that day, which is not that day in deed.

And sacraments commonly have the name of the things whereof they be sacraments.

Therefore as after a certain manner the sacrament of Christ's body is Christ's body;

so likewise the sacrament of faith is faith. And likewise saith St Paul, that in baptism

we be buried, he saith not that we signify burial, but he saith plainly that we be

buried: so that the sacrament of so great a thing is called by the name of the thing." 128

All these be St Augustine’s words, shewing how in the common use of speech one

thing may have the name of another. Wherefore when Doctor Gardiner saith that

St Augustine spake not of the manner of speech, thou mayest believe him hereafter as

thou shalt see cause, but if thou trust his words too much, thou shalt soon be deceived.

As for the real presence of Christ in the sacrament, I grant that he is really pre

sent after such sort as you expound really in this place, that is to say, in deed, and Really.

yet but spiritually. For you say yourself, that he is but after a spiritual manner

there, and so is he spiritually honoured, as St Augustine saith.

But as concerning heat of disputation, mark well the words of St Augustine, good

reader, cited in my book, and thou shalt see clearly that all this multiplication of

words is rather a juggling than a direct answer. For St Augustine writeth not in

heat of disputation, but tempcrately and gravely, to a learned bishop, his dear friend,

who demanded a question of him. And if St Augustine had answered in heat of

disputation, or for any other respect otherwise than the truth, he had not done the

part of a friend, nor of a learned and godly bishop. And whosoever judgeth so of

St Augustine, hath small estimation of him, and sheweth himself to have little know

ledge of St Augustine.

But in this your answer to St Augustine, you utter where you learned a good

part of your divinity, that is, of Albertus Pighius, who is the father of this shift, and Ajlx-rtus

with this sleight eludeth St Augustine when he could no“ otherwise answer: as P'ghw‘

you do now shake ofi' the same St Augustine, resembling as it were in that point

the lively countenance of your father Pighius.

Next in my book followeth Theodoret.

And to this purpose it is both pleasant, comfortable, and profitable to read Erma?

Theodoretus in his dialogues, where he disputeth and sheweth at length how

the names of things be changed in scripture, and yet things remain still.

And for example he proveth that the flesh of Christ is in the scripture

sometime called a vail or covering, sometime a cloth, sometime a vestment,

and sometime a stole: and the blood of the grape is called Christ’s blood,

and the names of bread and wine, and of his flesh and blood, Christ doth

so change, that sometime he calleth his body corn or bread, and sometime

[5 none, 1551.]
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contrary he calleth bread his body. And likewise his blood sometime he

calleth wine, and sometime contrary he calleth wine his blood.

For the more plain understanding whereof it shall not be amiss to re

cite his own sayings in his foresaid dialogues, touching this matter of the

holy sacrament of Christ’s flesh and blood. The speakers in these dialogues be

Orthodoxus, the right believer, and Eranistes, his companion, but not under

standing the right faith.

Orthodoxus saith to his companion: IDost thou not know that God calleth

bread his flesh ? ERAN. I know that.

On'rn. And in another place he calleth his body corn.

ERAN. I know that also, for I have heard him say: “ The hour is

come that the Son of man shall be glorified,” &c. “Except the grain of corn

.that falleth in the ground die, it remaineth sole; but if it die, then it bringeth

forth much fruit.”

ORTH. When he gave the mysteries or sacraments, he called bread his

body, and that which was mixt in the cup he called his blood.

Em. So he called them.

On'rn. But that also which was his natural body may well be called his

body, and his very blood also may be called his blood.

ERAN. It is plain.

ORTH. But our Saviour without doubt changed the names, and gave to

the body the name of the sign or token, and to the token he gave the name

of the body. And so when he called himself a vine, he called blood that

which was the token of blood.

Em. Surely thou hast spoken the truth. But I would know the cause

wherefore the names were changed.

ORTH. The cause is manifest to them that be expert in true religion.

For he would that they which be partakers of the godly sacraments, should

not set their minds upon the nature of the things which they see, but by

the changing of the names should believe the things which be wrought in

them by grace. For he that called that, which is his natural body, corn and

bread, and also called himself a vine, he did honour the visible tokens and

signs with the names of his body and blood, not changing the nature, but

adding grace to nature.

ERAN. Sacraments be spoken of sacramentally, and also by them be

manifestly declared things which all men know not.

ORTH. Seeing then that it is certain that the patriarch called the

Lord’s body a vestment and apparel, and that now we be entered to speak of

godly sacraments, tell me truly of what thing thinkcst thou this holy meat

to be a token and figure; of Christ’s divinity, or of his body and blood?

Em. It is clear that it is the figure of those things whereof it beareth

the name.

ORTH. Meancst thou of his body and blood?

ERAN. Even so I mean.

ORTH. Thou hast spoken as one that loveth the truth: for the Lord

when he took the token or sign, he said not, This is my divinity; but “ This

is my body,” and “This is my blood.” And in another place: “ The

bread which I will give is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the

world.”

ERAN. These things be true, for they be God’s words.

 

[l Theodorem, in Dialogo i. Tom. Iv. pp. 25-27.Ha1w.1769-94.]
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All these writeth Theodoretus in his first dialogue. {if}! $311“;

And in the second he writeth the same in effect, and yet in some thing2 gig-mfg,

more plainly, against such heretics as affirmed, that after Christ’s resurrection Lima?“

and ascension his humanity was changed from the very nature of man“ and iiieiii'iiiiiin
turned into his divinity. Against whom thus he writeth‘: ggguliizefiilap

On'rn. Corruption, health, sickness, and death, be accidents, for they Dialogues

go and come.

Emu. It is meet they be so called.

On'rn. Men’s bodies after their resurrection be delivered from corrup—

tion, death, and mortality, and yet they lose not their proper nature.

Em. Truth it is.

Os'rn. The body of Christ therefore did rise quite clean from all cor- gals-isn

ruption and death, and is impassible, immortal, glorified with the glory of pgnhigg fie

God, and is honoured of the powers of heaven, and it is" a body, and hath

the same bigness that it had6 before.

Em. Thy saying7 seem true and according to reason; but after he

was ascended up into heaven, I think thou wilt not say, that his body was 130.

not turned8 into the nature of his Godhead 9.

Cam. I would not so say for the persuasion of man’s reason: nor I am

not so arrogant and presumptuous to affirm any thing which scripture passeth

over in silence. But I have heard St Paul cry, “that God hath ordained Actsxvii.

a day when he will judge all the world in justice by that man which he

appointed before, performing his promise to all men, and raising him from

death.” I have learned also of the holy angels, that he will come after Am i.

that fashion, as his disciples saw him go to heaven. But they saw a nature

of a certain bigness, not a. nature which had no bigness. I heard further

more the Lord say: “ You shall see the Son of man come in the clouds of Mathxxiv.

heaven.” And I know that every thing that men see hath a certain bigness:

for that nature that hath no bigness cannot be seen. Moreover to sit in

the throne of glory, and to set the lambs upon his right hand, and the

goats upon his left hand, signifieth a thing that hath quantity and bigness.

Hitherto have I rehearsed Theodoretus’ words, and shortly after Eranistes

saith“:

ERAN. We must turn every stone, as the proverb saith, to seek out

the truth, but specially when godly matters be propounded.

On'rn. Tell me then the sacramental signs which be ofi'ered to God by

his priests, whereof be they signs, sayest thou?

Em. Of the Lord’s body and blood.

On'rn. Of a very body ? or not of a very body?

Em. Of a very body.

ORTH. Very well, for an image must be made after a true pattern:

for painters follow nature, and paint the images of such things as we see

with our eyes.

Em. Truth it is.

Oa'rn. If therefore the godly sacraments represent a true body, then

is the Lord’s body yet still a body, not converted into the nature of his God

head, but replenished with God’s glory.

 

[’ Things, lfibl, and Orig. ed.] Of 1580-]

[8 Of a man, 1551, and Orig. ed.] [7 Sayings, 15M, and Orig. ed]

[‘ Id. in Dialogo ii. Tom. IV. pp. 122, 3.] [" \Vas turned, 1551, and Orig. ed.]

I” And yet it is. 1551. and Orig. ed.] [* or the Godhead, 1551, and Orig. ed.]

[‘ Hath, 1551. The Orig. ed. reads with that [‘0 Theodoret. ubi supra, pp. 122, 3-]

[cnaxrmm]
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ERAN. It cometh in good time that thou makest mention of God's sacra

ments; for by the same I shall prove that Christ’s body is turned into another

nature. Answer therefore unto my questions.

ORTH. I shall answer.

ERAN. What callest thou that which is offered before the invocation of

the priest?

ORTH. We must not speak plainly; for it is like that some be present

which have not professed Christ.

Emu. Answer covertly.

Oa'ru. It is a nourishment made of seeds that be like.

Em. Then how call we the other sign ?

Oa'm. It is also a common name that signifieth a kind of drink.

Emm. But how dost thou call them after the sanctification?

Guru. The body of Christ, and the blood of Christ.

ERAN. And dost thou believe that thou art made pa'rtaker of Christ’s

body and blood?

Ou'rn. I believe so.

ERAN. Therefore as the tokens of God’s body and blood be other things

before the priest’s invocation, but after the invocation they be changed, and

be other things; so also the body of Christ after his assumption is changed

into his divine substance.

Oa'm. Thou art taken with thine own net. For the sacramental signs

go not from their own nature after the sanctification, but continue in their

former substance, form, and figure, and may be seen and touched as well as

before: yet in our minds we do consider what they be made, and do repute

and esteem them and have them in reverence, according to the same things

that they be taken for. Therefore compare their images to the pattern, and

thou shalt see them like. For figurel must be like to the thing itself. For

Christ’s body hath his former fashion, figure, and bigness, and, to speak at

one word, the same substance of his body: but after his resurrection it was

made immortal, and of such power, that no corruption nor death could come

unto it; and it was exalted unto that dignity, that it was set at the right

hand of the Father, and honoured of all creatures, as the body of him that

is the Lord of nature.

Em. But the sacramental token changeth his former name; for it is no

more calledas it was before, but is called Christ’s body. Therefore must his

body after his ascension be called God, and not a body.

On'ru. Thou scemest to me ignorant: for it is not called his body

only, but also the bread of life, as the Lord called it. So the body of Christ

we call a godly body, a body that giveth life, God’s body, the Lord’s body,

our master’s body; meaning2 that it is not a common body, as other men’s

bodies be, but that it is the body of our Lord Jesu Christ, both God and

man.

This have I rehearsed of the great clerk and holy bishop Theodoretus,

whom some of the papists perceiving to make so plainly against them, have

defamed, saying that he was infected with the error of Nestorius.

Here the papists shew their old accustomed nature and condition, which

is even in a manifest matter rather to lie without shame, than to give place

unto the truth, and confess their own error. And although his adversaries

[' 3 "Elm, l55|-] [" So the Orig. edit. and 1155!; that of 1580 has name ning.)
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falsely bruitcd such a fume against him, when he was yet alive, nevertheless [oucmieo

he was purged thereof by the whole council of Chalcedon, about eleven hundred Elam-m

years ago- ‘ fEC'iiZiT'i-fnba

And furthermore in his book which he wrote against hercsies, he specially “"5374

condemneth Nestorius by name. And also all his three books of his dialogues

before rehearsed he wrote chiefly against Nestorius, and was never herein

noted of error this thousand year, but hath ever been reputed and taken for

an holy bishop, a great learned man, and a grave author, until now at this

present time, when the papists have nothing to answer unto him, they begin

in excusing of themselves to defame him.

Thus much have I spoken for Thcodoretus, which I pray thee be not

weary to read, good reader, but often and with delectation, deliberation, and

good advertisement to read. For it containeth plainly and briefly the- true

instruction of a christian man, concerning the matter, which in this book we

treat upon.

First, that our Saviour Christ in his last supper, when he gave bread and

wine to his apostles, saying, “ This is my body; this is my blood ;” it was bread panama.

which he called his body, and wine mixed in the cup which he called his blood : {gammy

so that he changed the names of the bread and wine, which were the mysteries, 34- 1551-1

sacraments, signs, figures, and tokens of Christ’s flesh and blood, and called 132.

them by the names of the things which they did represent and signify; that

is to say, the bread he called by the name of his very flesh, and the wine

by the name of his blood.

Second, that although the names of bread and wine were changed after

sanctification, yet, nevertheless, the things themselves remained the selfsame

that they were before the sanctification, that is to say, the same bread and

wine in nature, substance, form, and fashion.

The third, seeing that the substance of the bread and wine be not changed,

Why be then their names changed, and the bread called Christ’s flesh, and

the wine his blood? Thcodoretus sheweth that the cause thereof was this,

that we should not have so much respect to the bread and wine (which we

see with our eyes, and taste with our months) as we should have to Christ

himself, in whom we believe with our hearts, and feel and taste him by our

faith, and with whose flesh and blood (by his grace) we believe that we be

spiritually fed and nourished. These things we ought to remember and revolve

in our minds, and to lift up our hearts from the bread and wine unto Christ

that sitteth above. And because we should so do, therefore after the con

sccration they be no more called bread and wine, but the body and blood

of Christ.

The fourth, it is in these sacraments of bread and wine, as it is in the

very body of Christ. For as the body of Christ before his resurrection and

after is all one in nature, substance, bigness, form, and fashion; and yet it

is not called as another common body, but with addition, for the dignity of

his exaltation, it is called a heavenly, a godly, an immortal, and the Lord’s

body: so likewise the bread and wine before the consecration and after is

all one in nature, substance, bigness, form, and fashion; and yet it is not

called as other common bread, but for the dignity whereunto it is taken, it

is called with addition, heavenly bread, the bread of life, and the bread of

thanksgiving. '

The fifth, that no man ought to be so arrogant and presumptuous to

aflirm for a certain truth in religion any thing which is not spoken of in

holy scripture. And this is spoken to the great and utter condemnation of

9—2
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the papists, which make and unmake new articles of our faith from time

to time at their pleasure, without any scripture at all, yea, quite and clean

contrary to scripture. And yet will they have all men bound to believe

whatsoever they invent, upon peril of damnation and everlasting fire. And

yet will they constrainl with fire and fagot all men to consent (contrary

to the manifest words of God) to these their errors in this matter of the

holy sacrament of Christ’s body and blood:

First, that there remaineth no bread nor wine after the consecration, but

that Christ’s flesh and blood is made of them.

Second, that Christ’s body is really, corporally, substantially, sensibly,

and naturally in the bread and wine.

Thirdly, that wicked persons do eat and drink Christ‘s very body and

blood.

Fourthly, that priests ofi'er Christ every day, and make of him a new

sacrifice propitiatory for sin.

Thus for shortness of time I do make an end of Theodoretus, with

other old ancient writers, which do most clearly affirm that to eat Christ’s

body and to drink his blood be figurative speeches. And so be these sen

tences likewise which Christ spake at his supper: “This is my body;" “this

is my blood.”

WINCHIETER.

The author bringeth in Theodoret, a Greek, whom to discuss particularly were long and

tedious: one notable place there is in him which toucheth the point of the matter, which place

Peter Martyr allegeth in Greek, and then translateth it into Latin, not exactly as other have

done to the truth; but as he hath done, I will write herea. Ami then will I write the same,

translated into English by one that hath translated Peter Martyfs book; and then will I add

the translation of this author, and finally, the very truth of the Latin, as I will abide by,

and join an issue with this author in it, whereby thou, reader, shalt perceive with what sin

cerity things be handled.

Peter Martyr hath of Theodoret this in Latin, which the same Theodoret, in a dislmtation

with an heretic, maketh the catholic man to say: Captus es iis qua: tetendcras retibus.

Neque enim post sanctificationem mystics symbola ills. propria sua natura egrediuntur;

manent enim in priori sua. substantial, et figure, et specie, adeoque et videntur, et pal

pantur, quemadmodum et antea. Intelliguntur autem qum facts. aunt, et creduntur, et

adorantur tanquam ea existentia, quse creduntur. He that translateth Peter Martyr in

English, doth erpress these words thus: “ Lo, thou art now caught in the same net which thou

hadst set to catch me in. For those same mystical signs do not depart away out of their own

proper nature afier the hallmm'ng of them. For they remain still in their former substance,

and their former shape, and their former kind, and are even8 as well seen and felt as they

wwe afore. But the things that are done are understandoi, and are believed, and are wor

shipped, even as though they were in very deal the things that are believed.” This is the common

translation into English of Peter Martyr‘s book translated, which this author doth translate

after his fashion thus: “ Thou art taken with thine own net; for the sacramental signs go

not from their own nature after the sanctifieation, but continue in their former substance, form,

and figure, and be seen and touched as well as before. Yet in our minds we do consider

what they be made, and do repute and esteem them and have them in reverence according to

the same things that they be taken for." Thus is the translation of this author. Mine English

of this Latin is thus.

“ Thou art taken with the same nets thou didst lay forth. For the mystical tokens alter

the sanetification go not away out of their proper nature. For they abide in their jbrmer

substance, shape, and form, and so far forth, that they may be seen and felt as they might

before. But they be undcrstanded that they be made, and are believed, and are worshipped,

as being the same things which be believe .” This is my translation, who in the first sentence

 

[1 And they would constrain, 1551, and Orig. ed.] [3 Ever, 1651. Orig. ed. Winch. reads with cd.

[' I will write in here, 1551.] l 1580.]
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mean not to vary from the other translations touching the remain of substance, shape, form,

or figure: I will use all those names. But in the second part, where Theodoret speaketh of our

belief what, the tokens be made, and where he saith those tokens be worshipped, as being the

same things which be believed, thou mayest see, reader, how this author fiieth the words “believe”

and “worship,” which the common translation in English doth plainly and truly express,

howsoever the translator4 swerved by colour of the word tanquam, which there, afier the Greek,

signifieth the truth, and not the similitade only; like as St Paul, Vocat ea qua: non sunt,

tanquam slut, which is to make to be in deed, not as though they were. And the Greek is there

0': Krra, as it is here o'o'mrep e’niva bur-(15. And it were an absurdity to believe things other

wise than they be, as though they were, and very idolatry to worship 'wittingly6 that is not, as

though it were in deed. And therefore in these two words, that they believed 7 that they be made

and be ZL'OYShiWQd, is declared by Theodoret his fiu'th of the very true real presence of Christ’s

gloriousflesh, whereunto the Deity is united, which flesh St Augustine, consonantly to this Theodoret,

said must be worshipped before it be received. The word “worshipping” put here in English is

to express the word adorantur, put by Peter in Latin, signi/ying adoring, being the verb in

Greek of such signification, as is used to e.rpress godly worship with bowing of the knee.

Now, reader, what should I say by this author, that conveyeth these two words of believing

and worshipping, and instead of them cometh in with reverence, taking, reputing, and esteem

ing? whereof thou mayest esteem how this place of Theodoret pinched this author, who could 134.

not but see that adoring of the sacrament sign-ifieth the presence of the body of Christ to

be adored, which else were an absurdity; a-nd therefore the author took pain to ease it with

other words of calling, believing, reputing, and esteemi-ng, and for adoration, reverence. Con

sider what praise this author giveth Theodoret, which praise condemneth this author sore.

For Theodoret, in his doctrine, would have us believe the mystery, and adore the sacrament, IAdoratlon

where this author after in his doctrine prqfesseth there is nothing to be worshipped at all. £3,219“

If one should now say to me, “ Yea, sir, but this Theodoret seemeth to condemn transubstan-_

tiation, because he speaketh so of the bread :" thereunto shall be answered when I speak of

transubstantiation, which shall be after the third and fourth book discusseda. For bejbre the

truth of the presence of the substance of Christ’s body may appear, what should we talk of

transubstantiation? I will travail no more in Theodoret, but leave it to thy judgment, reader,

what credit this author ought to have, that handleth the matter after this sort.

CANTERBURY.

This bladder is so puffed up with wind, that it is marvel it brasteth not. But

be patient awhile, good reader, and suffer until the blast of wind be past, and thou

shalt see a great calm, the bladder broken, and nothing in it but all vanity.

There is no difference between your translation and mine, saving that mine is more

plain, and giveth less occasion of error; and yours, as all your doings be, is dark and

obscure, and containeth in it no little provocation to idolatry. For the words of

Theodoret., after your interpretation, contain both a plain untruth and also manifest

idolatry; for the signs and tokens which he speaketh of, be the very forms and sub

stances of bread and wine. For the nominative case to the verb of adoring, in Thcodorct,

is not the body and blood of Christ, but the mystical tokens, by your own translation:

which mystical tokens if you will have to be the very body and blood of Christ, what

can be spoken more untrue or more foolish? And if you will have them to be wor

shipped with godly worship, what can be greater idolatry? Wherefore I, to eschew

such Occasions of error, have translated the words of Theodoretus faithfully and truly

as his mind was, and yet have avoided all occasions of evil: for tanquam, or dimrep

e'seTva 6'v1-a, signifieth not the truth, as you say, but is an adverb of similitude, as it

is likewise in this place of St Paul: Vocat ea gum non srmt, tanquam sint. For St

 

[' 1h" milaml’, 1551-] air ixcfua ihrra iisrrp 1Ld'l'6llt'1'tll- Theodoret. ubi

[5 The original of Theodor-ct is as follows : supra, p. 126.]
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Rev. xiii.

0

Paul saith, “as though they were ;’ which indeed were not, as he said the next word

before, mm mm, “they be not." And nevertheless unto God all things be present; and

those things which in their nature be not yet present, unto God were ever present,

in whom he not these successions of time, before and after: for Christ the Lamb in

Pm. lxxxill. his present was slain before the world began; and a thousand year to his eyes be but

2 Pet. iii.

A st. do

n22 car

as it were yesterday; and one day before him is as it were a thousand year, and a

thousand year as one day.

And if you had read and considered a saying of St Augustine, De doctrine Christiana,

gimme-iii Lih. m. cap. 9, you might have understand this place of Theodoret better than you

135.

do. “ He serveth under a sign," saith St Augustine, “ who worketh or worshippeth any

sign, not knowing what it signifieth. But he that worketh or worshippeth a pro—

fitable sign ordained of God, the strength and signification whereof he understandeth,

he worshippeth not that which is seen and is transitory, but rather that thing whereto

all such signs ought to be referred.” And anon after he saith further: “At this time

when our Lord Jesus Christ is risen, we have a most manifest argument of our freedom,

and be not burdened with the heavy yoke of signs which we understand not; but

the Lord and the teaching of his apostles hath given to us a. few signs for many,

and those most easy to be done, most excellent in understanding, and in performing

most pure; as the sacrament of baptism, and the celebration of the body and blood

of our Lord, which every man when he receiveth knoweth whereunto they be re

ferred, being taught that he worship not them with a carnal bondage, but rather

with a spiritual freedom. And as it is a vile bondage to follow the letter, and to

take the signs for the things signified by them; so to interpret the signs to no profit,

is an error that shrewdly spreadeth abroad'." These words of St Augustine, being con

ferred with the words of Theodoret, may declare plainly what Theodoret’s meaning

was. For where he saith that we may not worship with a carnal bondage the visi

ble signs, (meaning of water in baptism, and of bread and wine in the holy c0mmunion,)

when we receive the same, but rather ought to worship the things whereunto they

be referred, he meant that although those signs or sacraments of water, bread,

and wine ought highly to be esteemed, and not to be taken as other common water,

baker's bread, or wine in the tavern, but as signs dedicated, consecrated, and referred

to an holy use; and by those earthly things to represent things celestial; yet the very

true honour and worship ought to be given to the celestial things, which by the visi

ble signs be understand, and not to the visible signs themselves. And nevertheless,

both St Augustine and Theodoret count it a certain kind of worshipping the signs,

the reverent esteeming of them above other common and profane things, and yet

the same principally to be referred to the celestial things represented by the signs;

and therefore saith St Augustine potim, “rather.” And this worship is as well in the

sacrament of baptism, as in the sacrament of Christ's body and blood. And there

fore, although whosoever is baptized unto Christ, or eateth his flesh and drinkcth his

blood in his holy supper, do first honour him; yet is he corporally and carnally nei

ther in the supper, nor in baptism, but spiritually and effectually.

Now where you leave the judgment of Theodoret to the reader, even so do I also,

not doubting but the indifferent reader shall soon espy, how little cause you have so

to boast, and blow out your vain-glorious words as you do. But hear now what

followeth next in my book.

[' Sub signo enim servit qui operarur ant vene.

ratur sliqusm rem significantem, nesciens quid sig

nificet: qui vero ant operatur, aut veneratur utile

signum divinitus institutum, eujus vim significa

tionemque intelligit, non hoe venerstur quod videtur

et transit, sed illud potius quo talia cuncts refe

renda stint—Hoe vero tempore posteaquam resur

rectione Domini nostri manifestissimum indicium

nostrm lihertatis illuxil, nec eonim quidem signorum,

q uazjam intelligimus, operationegravi onerati sum us;

sed quredam paucs pro multis, earlcmque factu fa

cillima, cl intellect“ auguslissima, ct observntiunc

csstissima ipse Dominus e! apostoliea tradidit dis

ciplina: sicuti est haptismi saeramentum, et cele

bratio corporis et sanguinis Domini. Quze unusquis

que cum percipit, quo referantur imhutus agnoscit,

ut ea non carnali servitute, sed spiritali potius

libertate veneretur. Ur autem literam sequi, et signs

pro rebus qure iis significsntur accipere, servilis in

iirmitalis est; its inuliliter signa interpretlri, male

vsgantis erroris est. Augustin. De docuina

Christiana, Lib. In. 0012.9. Pars rv. Basil. up.

Amcrbach. Milli]
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And marvel not, good reader, that Christ at that time spake in figures, guns".
\gurative

when he did institute that sacrament, seeing that it is the nature of all sacrm xterm:

ments to be figures. And although the scripture be full of schemes, tropes,

and figures, yet specially it useth them when it speaketh of sacraments.

When the ark, which represented God’s majesty, was come into the army

of the Israelites, the Philistines said that God was come into the army. And 185m. iv.

God himself said by his prophet Nathan, that from the time that he hadQSmvii

brought the children of Israel out of Egypt, he dwelled not in houses, but

that he was carried about in tents and tabernacles. And yet was not God

himself so carried about, or went in tents or tabernaclcs: but because the

ark, which was a figure of God, was so removed from place to place, he 13¢

spake of himself that thing, which was to be understand of the ark.

And Christ himself oftentimes spake in similitudes, parables, and figures; peppauhim

as when he said: “The field is the world, the enemy is the devil, the seed is“???

is the word of God;” “John is Elias;” “I am a vine, and you be the mitig

branches;” “1 am bread of life;” “my Father is an husbandman, and he 31,31";

hath his fan in his hand, and will make clean his floor, and gather the {$211,

wheat into his barn, but the chafi' he will cast into everlasting fire ;" “ I have Johniv.

a meat to eat which you know no ;” “work not meat that perisheth, but

that endureth unto everlasting life;” “I am a good shepherd;” “the Son mg'éifl»

of man will set the sheep at his right hand, and the goats at his left hand;” 11m?“

“1 am a door, one of you is the devil;” “whosoever doeth my Father’s will, gel: ti.

he is my brother, sister, and mother :” and when he said to his mother Mm xii

and to John, “This is thy son,” “this is thy mother.” John m.

These, with an infinite number of like sentences, Christ spake in parables,

metaphors, tropes, and figures. But chiefly when he spake of the sacraments,

he used figurative speeches.

As when in baptism he said, “that we must be baptized with the Holy Actsi.

Ghost,” meaning of spiritual baptism. And like speech used St John the Baptist, Mm- iii

saying of Christ, “ that he should baptize with the Holy Ghost and fire.”

And Christ said, “that we must be born again, or else we cannot see the John m.

kingdom of God.” And said also: “ Whosoever shall drink of that water which mm a. y

I shall give him, he shall never be dry again. But the water which I shall :3“$2325?

give him, shall be made within him a well, which shall spring into ever- mks?“

lasting life.” And St Paul saith, “that in baptism we clothe us with Christ, amid-1.

and be buried with him.” This baptism and washing by the fire and the Holy ' '

Ghost, this new birth, this water that springeth in a man and floweth into

everlasting life, and this clothing and burial, cannot be understand of any

material baptism", material washing, material birth, clothing, and burial; but

by translation of things visible into things invisible, they must be understand

spiritually and figuratively.

After the same sort the mystery of our redemption, and the passion of

our Saviour Christ upon the cross, as well in the new as in the old testa

ment, is expressed and declared by many figures and figurative speeches.

As the pure paschal lamb without spot signified Christ, the etfusion of $1131!”

the lamb’s blood signified the efi'usion of Christ’s blood; and the salvation '

of the children of Israel from temporal death by the lamb’s blood signified

our salvation from eternal death by Christ’s blood.

And as Almighty God, passing through Egypt, killed all the Egyptians'

heirs in every house, and left not one alive, and nevertheless he passed by

 

[' 0f any baptism, 1551.]
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the children of Israel’s houses, where he saw the lamb’s blood upon the doors,

and hurted none of them, but saved them all by the means of the lamb’s

blood; so likewise at the last judgment of the whole world, none shall be passed

over and saved but that shall be found marked with the blood of the most

pure and immaculate Lamb, Jesus Christ. And forasmuch as the shedding of

that lamb’s blood was a token and figure of the shedding of Christ’s blood

then to come; and forasmuch also as all the sacraments and figures of the

old testament ceased and had an end in Christ; lest by our great unkindness we

should peradventure be forgetful of the great benefit of Christ, therefore at

his last supper, (when he took his leave of his apostles to depart out of the

world,) he did make a new will and testament, wherein he bequeathed unto

us clean remission of all our sins, and the everlasting inheritance of heaven.

And the same he confirmed the next day with his own blood and death.

And lest we should forget the same, he ordained not a yearly memory,

(as the paschal lamb was eaten but once every year,) but a daily remembrance

he ordained thereof in bread and wine, sanctified and dedicated to that purpose,

saying: “This is my body; this cup is my blood, which is shed for the

remission of sins: do this in remembrance of me :”—admonishing us by these

words, spoken at the making of his last will and testament, and at his departing

out of the world, (because they should be the better remembered,) that when

soever we do eat the bread in his holy supper, and drink of that cup, we

should remember how much Christ hath done for us, and how he died for

our sakes. Therefore saith St Paul: “ As often as ye shall eat this bread,

and drink the cup, you shall shew forth the Lord’s death until he come.”

And forasmuch as this holy bread broken, and the wine divided, do repre

sent unto us the death of Christ now past, as the killing of the paschal lamb

did represent the same yet to come; therefore our Saviour Christ used the same

manner of speech of bread and wine, as God before used the paschal lamb'.

For as in the old testament God said, “This is the Lord’s pass-by, or

passover”; even so saith Christ in the new testament, “ This is my body;

this is my blood.” But in the 01d mystery and sacrament the lamb was

not the Lord’s vcry pass0ver_ 0r passing by, but it was a figure which repre

sented his passing by: so likewise in the new testament the bread and wine

be not Christ’s very body and blood, but they he figures, which by Christ’s

institution be unto the godly receivers thereof sacraments, tokens, significations,

and representations of his very flesh and blood; instructing their faith, that

as the bread and wine feed them corperally and continue this temporal life,

so the very flesh and blood of Christ feedeth them spiritually, and giveth

everlasting life. -

And why should any man think it strange to admit a. figure in these

speeches. “This is my body,” “this is my blood;” seeing that the communi

cation the same night, by the papists’ own confessions, was so full of figura

tive speeches? For the apostles spake figuratively when they asked Christ,

“where he would eat his passover or pass-by :” and Christ himself used the same

figure, when he said: “ I have much desired to eat this passover with you.”

Also, to eat Christ’s body and to drink his blood, I am sure they will not say

that it is taken properly, to eat and drink, as we do eat other meats and

And when Christ said, “This cup is a new testament in my blood,” here

in one sentence be two figures: one in this word, “ cup,” which is not taken for

the cup itself, but for the thing contained in the cup: another is in this word,

 

[1 Of the Paschal Lamb, 1551.]
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“ testament ;” for neither the cup, nor the wine contained in the cup, is Christ’s

testament, but is a token, sign, and figure, whereby is represented unto us his

testament, confirmed by his blood.

And if the papists will say, as they say indeed, that by this cup is neither

meant the cup, nor the wine contained in the cup, but that thereby is meant

Christ’s blood contained in the cup, yet must they needs grant that there is a

figure. For Christ’s blood is not in proper speech the new testament, but it is

the thing that confirmed the new testament. And yet by this strange interpre

tation the papists make a very strange speech, more strange than any figurative

speech is. For this they make the sentence: “ This blood is a new testament

in my blood.” Which saying is so fond and so far from all reason, that the

foolishness thereof is evident to every man.

138.

\VINCIIF'STER.

As for the use of figurative speeches to be accustomed in scripture is not denied. But

Philip Melancthon in an epistle to Gfcolampadius of the sacrament, giveth one good note of Mehncthon.

observation in deference between the speeches in God’s ordinances and commandments, and Samar:

otherwise? For if in the understanding3 of God’s ordinances and commandments figures may :bhmemndem

be oficn received,- truth shall by allegories be shortly subverted, and all our religion reduced

to significatimw. There is no speech so plain and simple but it hath some piece of a figurative :_°°“'id°"

speech, but szwh as ezpresseth the common plain understanding,- and then the common use q/‘spigumive

the figure causeth it to be taken as a common proper speech. As these speeches, “drink up mabéldc

this cup,” or “eat this dish4," is indeed a figurative speech, but by custom made so common Imp"

that it is reputed the plain speech, because it hath but one only understanding commonly

received. And when Christ said, “ This cup is the new testament,” the proper speech thereof

in letter hath, an absurdity in reason, and faith also. But when Christ said, “This is my

body,” although the truth of the literal sense hath an absurdity in carnal reason, yet hath it

no absurdity in humility offaith, nor repugneth not to any other truth of scripture. And seeing

it is a singular miracle of Christ whereby to ezercise us in the faith, understanded as the

plain words signify in their proper same, there can no reasoning be made of other figurative

speeches to make this to be theirfellow and like unto them. No man denieth the use offigurative

speeches in Christ’s supper, but such as be equal with plain proper speech, or be erpounded

by other evangelists in plain speech.

CANTERBURY.

I see well you would take a dung-fork to fight with, rather than you would lack

a weapon. For how highly you have esteemed Melzmcthon in times past, it is

not unknown. But whatsoever Melancthon saith, or howsoever you understand

Mclancthon, where is so convenient a place to use figurative speeches as when figures

and sacraments be instituted? And St Augustine giveth a plain rule how we may

know when God’s commandments be given in figurative speeches", and yet shall neither

the truth be subverted, nor our religion reduced to significations. And how can

it be but that in the understanding of God's ordinances and commandmcnts figures

must needs he often received, (contrary to Melancthon's saying,) if it be true that you

say, “that there is no speech so plain and simple, but it hath some piece of a. figurative

speech ?" But now be all speeches figurative, when it plemth you. What need I then

to travail any more to prove that Christ in his supper used figurative speeches, seeing

that all that he spake was spoken in figures by your saying?

And these words “This is my body," spoken of the bread, and “This is my blood,"

 

[2 The epistle referred to appears to be that in

serted in (Ecolampsdii Dialogus, Quid de Eucharis

tia veleres tum Grmci tum Latini senserint, Basil.

1590. “Nullam enim firmam rationem invenio,

quze Conscienlia: disccdcnti a proprietmc verborum

satisfnciat .... ..Cum proprietas verborum cum nullo

articulo fidei pugnct, uulla satis magns cause cst .

cur eam deseramus."
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spoken of the cup, express no plain common understanding, whereby the common use of

these figures should be equal with plain proper speeches, or cause them to be taken

as common proper speeches: for you say yourself, “that these speeches in letter have

an absurdity in reason." And as they have absurdity in reason, so have they “absurdity

in faith." For neither is there any reason, faith, miracle, nor truth, to say that material

bread is Christ's body. For then it must be true that his body is material bread, a

conrersa ad coneertentem ; for of the material bread spake Christ those words, by your

confession'. And why have not these words of Christ, “ This is my body," an absurdity

both in faith and reason, as well as these words, “This cup is the new testament,"

seeing that these words were spoken by Christ as well as the other, and the credit

of him is all one whatsoever he saith?

But if you will needs understand these words of Christ, “This is my body," as the

plain words signify in their proper sense, (as in the end you seem to do, repugning

therein to your own former saying,) you shall see how far you go, not only from

reason, but also from the true confession of the christian faith.

Christ spake of bread, say you, “This is my body ;" appointing by this word “this”

the bread: whereof followeth, as I said before, if bread be his body, that his body

is bread: and if his body be broad, it is a creature without sense and reason, having

neither life nor soul; which is horrible of any christian man to be heard or spoken.

Hear now what followeth further in my book.

Now forasmuch as it is plainly declared and manifestly proved, that Christ

called bread his body, and wine his blood, and that these sentences be figurative

speeches; and that Christ, as concerning his humanity and bodily presence, is

ascended into heaven with his whole flesh and blood, and is not here upon

earth; and that the substance of bread and wine do remain still, and be received

in the sacrament, and that although they remain, yet they have changed their

names, so that the bread is called Christ’s body, and the wine his blood; and

that the cause why their names be changed is this, that we should lift up our

hearts and minds from the things which we see unto the things which we believe

and be above in heaven; whereof the bread and wine have the names, although

they be not the very same things in deed: these things well considered and

weighed, all the authorities and arguments, which the papists feign to serve

for their purpose, be clean wiped away.

For whether the authors, which they allege, say that we do eat Christ‘s

flesh and drink his blood; or that the bread and wine is converted into the

substance of his flesh and blood; or that we be turned into his flesh; or that in

the Lord’s supper we do receive his very flesh and blood; or that in the bread

and wine is received that which did hang upon the cross; or that Christ hath left

his flesh with us; or that Christ is in us and we in him; or that he is whole

here and whole in heaven; or that the same thing is in the chalice, which

flowed out of his side; or that the same thing is received with our month, which

is believed with our faith; or that the bread and wine after thc consecration be

the body and blood of Christ; or that we be nourished with the body and blood

of Christ;_or that Christ is both gone hence and is still here; or that Christ at

his last supper bare himself in his own hands: these and all other like sentences

may not2 be understanded of Christ’s humanity literally and carnally, as the

words in common speech do properly signify; for so doth no man eat Christ's

flesh, nor drink his blood, nor so is not the bread and wine3 after the conse

cration his flesh and blood, nor so is not his flesh and blood whole here in earth

eaten with our mouths, nor so did not Christ take himself in his own hands.

 

words, “ turned into his flesh and blood, nor we into

him; nor so is the bread and wine,“ and the passage

then runs on as above, “ after the consecration," die.)

[l By your own confession, 155L]

[7 Not omitted in edit. 1580.]
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But these and all other like sentences, which declare Christ to be here in earth,

and to be eaten and drunken of christian people, are to be understanded either 140.

of his divine nature, (whereby he is everywhere,) or else they must be under

standed figuratively, or spiritually. For figuratively he is in the bread and

wine, and spiritually he is in them that worthily eat and drink the bread and ,1

wine; but really, carnally, and corporally, he is only in heaven, from whence

he shall come to judge the quick and dead.

This brief answer will sufiice for all that the papists can bring for their

purpose, if it be aptly applied. And for the more evidence hereof, I shall

apply the same to some such places, as the papists think do make most for

them, that by the answer to those places the rest may be the more easily

answered unto.

\VINCHESTER.

In the seventyifourth leaf this author goeth about to give a general solution to all that

may be said of Christ‘s being in earth, in heaven, or in the sacrament ,- and giveth instructions

how these words of Christ’s divine nature, figuratively, spiritually, really, carnally, corporally,

may be placed : and thus he saith: “Christ in his divine nature may be said to be in the earth,

figuratively in the sacrament, spiritually in the man that receiveth, but really, carnally, cor

porally, only in heaven.” Let us comider the placing of these terms. When we say Christ

is in his divine nature everywhere, is he not really also everywhere, according to the true 'Really.

essence of his Godhead? in deed everywhere? That is to say, not in fantasy, nor imagination,

but verily, truly, and therefore really, as we believe, so in deed every where? And when Christ

isspiritually in good men by grace, is not Christ in them really by grace? but infantasy and

imagination? And therefore whatsoever this author saith, the word “really” may not have such

restraint to be rq/Ztrred only to heaven, unless the author would deny that substance of the God

head, which as it comprehendcth all, being incomprehensible, and is everywhere without limitation

Qfplacc, so as it is, truly it is, in deed is, and therefore really is; and therefore of Christ must be

said, wheresoever he is in his divine nature by power or grace, he is there really, whether we speak

of heaven or earth.

As for the terms “carnally” and “corporally,” as this author seemeth to use them in other 'cimullv.

placu of this book to evpress the manner of presence of the human nature in Christ, I marvel 'corporany'

by what scripture he shall 4 prove that Christ’s body is so cam-ally and corporally in heaven,

'e be assured by faith, grounded upon the scriptures, of the truth of the being of Christ’s flesh

and body there, and the same to be a true flesh and a true body; but yet in such sense as this

author useth the terms carnal and corporal against the sacrament to imply a grossness, he

cannot so attribute those terms to Chn'st’s body in heaven. St Augustine after the gross sense

of carnally, saith : “ Christ rcigneth not carnally in heaven.” And Gregory N :ianzen saith : Apgust. dc

“Although Christ shall come in the last day to judge, so as he shall be seen; yet there is in himno grossness,” he saith, and rqferrcth the manner of his being to his knowledge only. “ And ourresurrection,” St Augustine saith, “although it shall be of our true flesh, yet it shall not be car

nally.” And when this author hadli defamed as it were the terms “carnally” and “corporally,”

as terms of grossness, to whom he used always to put as an adversative the term “spiritually,”

as though carnally and spiritually might not agree in one; new for all that he would place

them both in heaven, where is no carnality, but all the manner of being spiritual, where is no

grossness at all, the secrecy of the manner of which life is hidden from us, and such as eye hath

not seen, or ear heard, or ascended into the heart and thought ofman.

I know these terms carnally and corporally may have a good understanding out of the “Jew Christ

mouth of him that had not defamed them with grossness, or made them adversaries to spiritual;and a man may say Christ is corporally in heaven because the truth of his body is there, and wl'iilydm

carnally in heaven because his flesh is truly there: but in this understanding both the words hcawn'

carnally and corporally may be coupled with the word spiritually, which is against this author’s

teaching, who appointeth the word spiritually to be spoken of Christ's presence in the man that

received the sacrament worthily, which speech I do not disallow; but as Christ is spiritually in the

man that doth receive the sacrament worthily, so is he in him spiritually before he receive, or else 141,

he cannot receive worthily, as I have before said. And by this appcarcth how this author, to

[4 Win, 1551.] [»* H.111], 15-'»I.]
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frame his general solution, hath used neither of the terms “really,” “carnally,” and “cmporallyl,”

or “spiritually,” in a convenient order, but hath in his distribution misused them notably. For

Christ in his divine nature is really everywhere, and in his human nature is carnally and cor

porally, as these words signify substance of the flesh and body, continually in heaven to the day

heaven. of judgment, and nevertheless after that signification present in the sacrament also. And in

those terms in that signification the fathers have spoken of the2 efect of the eating of Christ in

the sacrament, as in the particular solutions to the authors hereafter shall appear. hlarry as

touching the use of the word “figuratively,” to say that Christ is figuratively in the bread and

wine, is a saying which this author hath not proved at all, but is a doctrine before this divers

times reproved, and now by this author in England renewed.

CANTERBURY.

Although my chief study he to speak so plainly that all men“ may understand every

thing what I say, yet nothing is plain to him that will find knots in a rush. For when

I say that all sentences which declare Christ to be here in earth, and to be eaten and

drunken of christian people, are to be understandcd either of his divine nature, (whereby

he is everywhere,) or else they must be understanded figuratively or spiritually; (for

figuratively he is in the bread and wine, and spiritually he is in them that worthily

eat and drink the bread and wine; but really, camally and corporally, he is only in

heaven ;) you have termed these my words as it likcth you, but far otherwise than

I either wrote or meant, or than any indifl'erent reader would have imagined.

For what indifferent reader would have gathered of my words, that Christ in his

divine nature is not really in heaven? For I make a disjunctive, wherein I declare a

plain distinction between his divine nature and his human nature. And of his divine

nature I say in the first member of my division, which is in the beginning of my aforesaid

words, that by that nature he is everywhere. And all the rest that followeth is spoken

of his human nature, whereby he is carnally and corporally only in heaven.

Really. And as for this word “really,” in such a sense as you expound it, (that is to say,

not in fantasy nor imagination, but verily and truly,) so I grant that Christ is really,

not only in them that duly receive the sacrament of the Lord's supper, but also in them

that duly receive the sacrament of baptism, and in all other true christian people at

other times when they receive no sacrament. For all they be the members of Christ's

body, and temples in whom he truly inhabitcth, although corporally and really (as

the papists take that word “ really") be be only in heaven, and not in the sacrament.

And although in them that duly receive the sacrament he is truly and in deed, and

not by fancy and imagination, and so really, (as you understand “ really,") yet is he not

in them corporally, but “spiritually,” as I say, and “only after a spiritual manner,"

as you say.

Camalllayland And as for these words, “ carnally” and “corporally,’

wrpo 3

I defame them not; for I mean

by carnally and corporally none otherwise than after the form and fashion of a man's

body, as we shall be after our resurrection, that is to say, visible, palpable, and cir

cumscribed, having a very quantity with due proportion and distinction of members,

in place and order, one from another. And if you will deny Christ so to be in heaven,

142. I have so plain and manifest scriptures against you, that I will take you' for no christian

man, except that you revoke that error. For sure I am that Christ's natural body hath

Gmssly- such a grossness, or stature and quantity, if you will so call it, because the word gross

ness, grossly taken, as you understand it, soundcth not well in van incorruptible and

immortal body.

Marry, as for any other grossness, as of eating, drinking, and gross avoiding of the

same, with such other like corruptible grossness, it is for gross heads to imagine or think

either of Christ, or of any body glorified.

Augustinus. And although St Augustine may say, that Christ reigncth not carnally in heaven,

yet he saith plainly, that his body is of such sort that it is circumscribed and contained

in one place.
 

[' Carnally, corporally, or spiritually, 155L] I the intermediate words]

[2 0fthc sacrament, Orig. cd. Winch. omitting [“ So that all men, IJJIJ
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And Gregory Nazianzen meant that Christ should not come at the last judgment Nuisnzenus.

in a eorruptible and mortal flesh, as he had before his resurrection, and as we have

in this mortal life, (for such grossness is not to be attributed to bodies glorified ;) but

yet shall he come with such a body as he hath since his resurrection, absolute and

perfect in all parts and members of a man’s body, having hands, feet, head, mouth,

side and wounds, and all other parts of a man visible and sensible, like as we shall all

appear before him at the same last day, with this same flesh in substance that we now

have, and with these same eyes shall we see God our Saviour. Marry to what fineness

and pureness our bodies shall be then changed, no man knoweth in the peregrination

of this world, saving that St Paul saith, “that he shall change this vile body, that Phil-iii.

he may make it like unto his glorious body." But that we shall have diversity of

all members, and a due proportion of men’s natural bodies, the scripture manifestly

dcclareth, whatsover you can by a sinister gloss gather of Nazianren to the contrary,

that glorified bodies have no flesh nor grossness.

But see you not how much this saying of St Augustine (that our resurrection

shall not be camally) maketh against yourself? For if we shall not rise carnally,

then is not Christ risen camally, nor is not in heaven carnally. And if he be not

in heaven carnally, how can he be in the sacrament camally, and eaten and drunken

earnally with our mouths, as you say he is? And therefore, as for the terms “car

nally and corporally,” it is you that defame them by your gross taking of them, and

not I, that speak of none other grossness, but of distinction of the natural and sub

stantial parts, without the which no man's body can be perfect.

And whereas here, in this process, you attribute unto Christ none other presence arising,“

in heaven but spiritual, without all manner of grossuess or carnality, so that all heaven but

manner of being is spiritual, and none otherwise than he is in the sacrament, here :Ufllelfllala-‘Yiihrtif.

I join an issue with you for a joint, and for the price of a fagot. I wondered all An In“ .

this while that you were so ready to grant, that Christ is but after a spiritual

manner in the sacrament; and now I wonder no more at that, seeing that you say

he is but after a spiritual manner in heaven. And by this means we may say that

he hath but a spiritual manhood, as you say that he hath in the sacrament but a

spiritual body. And yet some carnal thing and grossness he hath in him, for he hath

flesh and bones, which spirits lack; except that to all this impiety you will add, 143

that his flesh and bones also be spiritual things, and not carnal. And it is not with

out some strange prognostication, that you be now waxed altogether so spiritual.

Now as concerning the word “figuratively,” what need this any proof, that Christ figuratively

is in the sacraments figuratively? which is no more to say but sacramcntally. And

you grant yourself that Christ, under the figure of visible creatures, gave invisibly

his precious body. And you say that Christ said, “This is my body,” using the

outward signs of the visible creatures. And this doctrine was never reproved of any

catholic man, but bath at all times and of all men been allowed without contra

diction, saving now of you alone. New followeth my answer to the authors parti

cularly.

And first, to St Clement. My words be these.

They allege St Clement, whose words be these, as they report: “The $355

sacraments of God’s secrets are committed to three degrees: to a priest, a aging?“

deacon, and a minister: which with fear and trembling ought to keep the

leavings of the broken pieces of the Lord’s body, that no corruption be found

in the holy place, lest by negligence great injury he done to the portion of

the Lord’s body.” And by and by followeth: “So many hosts must be

offered in the altar as will suflice for the people. And if any remain, they

must not be kept until the morning, but be spent and consumed of the clerks

with fear and trembling. And they that consume the residue of the Lord’s

body may not by and by take other common meats, lest they should mix

that holy portion with the meat, which is digested by the belly, and avoided

by the fundament. Therefore if the Lord’s portion be eaten in the morning,
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1 44.

Clement.

the ministers that consume it must fast unto six of the clock; and if they do

take it at three or four of the clock, the minister must fast until the evening.”

Thus much writcth Clement of this matter: if the epistle which they allege

were Clement’s, (as in deed it is not, but they have feigned many things in

other men’s names, thereby to stablish their feigned purposes,) nevertheless

whosesoevcr the epistle was, if it be thoroughly considered, it maketh much

more against the papists than for their purpose. For by the same epistle

appeareth evidently three special things against the errors of the papists.

The first is, that the bread in the sacrament is called the Lord's body,

and the pieces of the broken bread be called the pieces and fragments of the

Lord’s body, which cannot be understand but figuratively.

The second is, that the bread ought not to be reserved and banged up, as

the papists everywhere do use.

The third is, that the priests ought not to receive the sacrament alone,

(as the papists commonly do, making a sale thereof unto the people,) but they

ought to communicate with the people.

And here is diligently to be noted, that we ought not unreverently and

unadvisedly to approach unto this meat1 of the Lord’s table, as we do to

other common meats and drinks, but with great fear and dread, lest we should

come to that holy table unwortliily, wherein is not only represented, but also

spiritually given unto us, very Christ himself.

And therefore we ought to come to that board of the Lord with all reve

rence, faith, love, and charity, fear, and dread, according to the same.

\VINCHESTER.

Let us now consider what partimtlar answers this author deviscth to make to the fathers

of the church ,' andfirst what he saith to St Clement’s Epistle, his handling whereof is worthy

to be noted. -

First, he saith the epistle is not Clement’s, but feigned, as he saith many other things be for

their purpose, he saith, which solution is short and may be soon learned of naughty men, and

naughtily applied further as they list. But this I may say, this epistle were of the

papists, then do they shew themselves fools that could feign no better, but so as this author

might of theirfeigned epistle gather three notes against them. This author’s notes be these: first,

“that the bread in the sacrament is called the Lord's body, and that the broken bread be called

the pieces andfragments of the Lord’s body.” Mark well, reader, this note that speaketh so much

of bread, where the words of the epistle in the part here alleged name no bread at all. If this

author hath read so much mention of broad in another2 part of the epistle, why bringeth.

he not that forth to fortify his note? I have read afier the same3 epistle, panes sanctum-ii,

but they would not help this author’s note; and yet for the other matter joined with thcm, they

would slander another way. And therefore seeing this author hath left them out, I will go no

further than is here alleged.

The calling of bread by enunciation for a name is not material, because it signifieth that was.

but in that is here alleged is no mention of bread to prove the note; and to faithful men the

words of the epistle reverently express the remain of the mysteries, in which when many hosts be

ojered in the altar, according to the multitude that should communicate, those many hosts after

consecration be not many bodies of Christ, but of many breads one body of Christ. And yet, as

we teach in England now in the book of common prayer, in every part of that is broken is the

whole body of our Saviour Christ. Man’s words cannot suflice to express God’s mysteries, nor

can‘ utter them so, as froward reason shall not find matter to wrangle. And yet to stay reason

may suflice, that as in one loaf of bread broken every piece broken is a piece of that bread, and

every piece of the bread broken is in itself a whole piece of bread, and so whole bread,for every

piece hath an whole substance of bread in it: so we truly speak of the host consecrated, to avoid

 

[‘ The meat, 1551, and (Mg. ed.] I

[2 Any other, 1551.]

[a In the same, 1513].]

[4 (‘annot, Orig. ed. “'inchJ
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thefanmsy of multiplication of Christ's body, which in all the hosts, and all the parts of the

hosts, is but one, not broken nor distritnite by pieces, and yet in a speech, to tell and signify

that is broken, called in name the leaving “pieces of the body,” “portion of the body,” “residue

of the body ;” in which nevertheless each one piece is Christ’s whole body.

So as this speech having a figure, hath it of necessity to avoid the absurdity, whereby to

signify a multitude of bodies, which is not so, and the sound of the speech christian cars do

abhor. But this I ask, where is the matter of this author’s note, that bread iscalled Christ’s

body? where there is no word of bread in the words alleged; and if there were, as there is

not, it were worthy no note at all. For that name is not abhorred, and the catholic faith

teacheth that the fraction is in the outward sign, and not in the body of Christ, invisibly

present, and signified so to be present by that visible sign. The second note of this author is

touching reserving, which Clement might seem to deny, because he ordered the remain to be

received of the clerks, thinking so best; not declaring eapressly that nothing might be reserved

to the use of them that be absent. The contrary whereof appeareth by Justin the Martyr-5, Junim AWL

who testifieth a reservation to be sent to them that were sick, who and they dwell jar from 2'

the church, as they do in some places, it may by chance in the way, or trouble in the sick man,

tarry till the morning or it be And Cyril6 write-th erpressly, that in case it so doth, Cyrillusad

the mystical benediction, by which terms he calleth the sacrament, rcmaineth still in force. alo‘ymm

iVhen this author findeth fault at hanging up of the sacrament, he blameth only his own

country and the isles hereabout; which fault Linehood'l, after he had travelled other countries 'Linehood

found here, being the manner of custody in reservation otherwise used than in other parts. 8112:"

But one thing this author should have noted 12/ Clement’s words when he speaketh Qffearingand trembling, which and the bread were never the holier, as this author teachcth, and but nsm'd'

only a signification, why should any man fear or tremble more in their presence than he

doth when he hearcth of Christ's supper, the gospel read, or himself or any other saying his

creed, which in words signify as much as the bread doth, if it be but a signification? And

Peter Martyr saith, that words signi/y more clearly than these signs do, and saith further Petm'Martyr.

in his disputation with Chcdsay, that we receive the body of Christ, no less by words than l,fi,“.‘,‘i{;f,';,,

by the sacramental signs; which teaching it were true, why should this sacrament be trcm- ffif’gm'g“

bled at? But because this author noteth the epistle of Clement to be feigned, I will not

make with him any foundation of it, but note to the'reader the third note, gathered by this

author of Clement’s words, which is, “that priests ought not to receive alone,” which the

words of the epistle prove not. It sheweth indeed what was done, and how the feast is indeed

prepared for the people as well as the priest.

And I never read any thing of order in law or ceremony forbidding the people to com

municate with the priest, but all the old prayers and ceremonies sounded as the people did

communicate with the priest. And when the people is prepared for, and then come not, but

fearing and trembling forbear to come, that then the priest might not receive his part alone,

the words of this epistle shew not. And Clement, in that he speaketh so of leavings, seemeth

to think of that case of disappointment of the people that should come, providing in that

case the clerks to receive the residue; whereby should appear, if there were no store of clerks, but

only one clerk, as some poor churches have no more, then a man might rather make a note of

Clement’s mind, that in that case one priest might receive all alones, and so upon a chance keep

the feast alone. But whatsoever we may gather, that note of this author remaineth unproved, .

that the priest ought not to receive alone.

And here I dare there/ore join an issue with this author, that none of his three feigned notes

is grounded of any words of this that he noteth afi’igned epistle, taking only words9 that he

allegcth here. This author upon occasion of this epistle, which he calleth feigned, speaketh more

reverently of the sacrament than he doth in other places, which methink worthy to be noted of me.

Here he saith that very Christ himself is not only represented, but also spiritually given unto us

145.

 

An issue.
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[1' Receive alone, Orig. ed. “'inch.]

[9 The only words, 155]]



144 THE THIRD BOOK.

Acts xvi.

1 Car. at.

2 Tim. iii.

146.

Clement's

cpislles

feigned.

in this table; for so I understand the word “wherein.” And then if very Christ himself he

represented and given in the table, the author nwaneth not the material table, but by the word

“table” the meat upon the table,- as the word mensa, “a table,” doth signify in the 16th of the

Acts, and the 10th of the Corinthians]. Now very Christ himself be given in the meat, then

is he present in the meat to be given. So as by this teaching very Christ himself is 'not only

figuratively in the table, that is to say, the meat of the table, which this author now calleth repre

senting, but is also spiritually given in the table, as these words sound to me. But whether this

author will say very Christ himself is given spiritually in the meat, or by the meat, or with the

meat, what scripture hath he to prove that he saith, if the words of Christ be only a figurative

speech, and the bread only signify Christ’s body? For if the words of the institution be but in

figure, man cannot acid of his device any other substance or efeet than the words of Christ

purport: and so this supper, after this author's teaching in other places of his book, where he

would have it but a signification, shall be a bare memory of Christ’s death, and signify only

such communication of Christ, as we have otherwise by faith in that benefit of his passion,

without any communication of the substance of his flesh in this sacrament, being the same

only a figure, if it were true that this author would persuade in the conclusion of this book,

although by the way he saith otherwise, for fear percase and trembling, that he eoneeiveth even

of an epistle which he himself saith is feigned.

CANTERBURY.

It is no marvel, though this epistle feigned by the papists many years pasved do

vary from the papists in these latter days. For the papistical church at the beginning

was not so corrupt as it was after, but from time to time increased in errors and cor

ruption more and more, and still doth, according to St Paul's saying: “Evil men and

deceivers wax over worse, both leading other into error, and erring themselves." For

at the first beginning they had no private masses, no pardons in purgatory, no reser

vation of the bread ; they knew no masses of Scala Ca’li, no lady psalters, no transub

stantiation; but of later days all these, and an infinite number of errors besides, were

invented and devised without any authority of God’s word. As yourself have newly

invented. a great sort of new devices contrary to the papists before your time, as that

Christ is in the sacrament camally and naturally; that the demonstration was made

upon the bread when Christ said, “This is my body ;” that the word “satisfactory”

signifieth no more but the priest to do his duty; with many other things, which

here for shortness of time I will omit at this present, purposing to speak of them

more hereafter. And the epistles of Clement were feigned before the papists had run

so far in errors as they be now. For yet at that time was not invented, as I said,

the error of transubstantiation, nor the reservation of the sacrament, nor the priests

did not communicate alone without the people. But that the said epistle of Clement

was feigned, be many most certain arguments. For there be five epistles of Clement

so knit together, and referring one to another, that if one be feigned, all must needs

be feigned.

Now neither Eusebius in Ecclesiastica Historia, nor St Jerome, nor Gennadius, nor

any other old writer, maketh any mention of those epistlee; which authors, in rehearsing

what works Clement wrote, (not leaving out so much as one epistle of would

surely have made some mention of the five epistles, which the papists long before our

time feigned in his name, if there had been any such in their time.

Moreover those epistles make mention, that Clement at James's request wrote unto

him the manner of Peter's death: but how could that be, seeing that James was dead

seven years before Peter? For James died the seventh year, and Peter the fourteenth

year, of Nero the emperor.

Thirdly, it is contained in the same epistlcs, that Peter made Clement his successor,

which could not be true, forasmuch as next to Peter succeeded Linus, as all the his

tories tell.

Fourthly, the author of those epistles saith, that he made the book called Itinerarium

 

[‘ To the Corinth. l55l.] [’ As yourself newly invented, 1551.]
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Clementis, which was but feigned in Clement’s name, as it is declared, Dist. xv., Sancta’.

And then it followeth likewise of the other epistles.

Fifihly, the author of those epistles taketh upon him to instruct St James in the

sacraments, and in all manner fashion‘ how he should use himself in his vocation,

as he5 should say, that James, who learned of Christ himself, knew not how to use

himself in the necessary points of Christ's religion, except Clement must teach him.

Sixthly, there be few things in those epistles that either be observed at this day, or

were at any time observed sithens Christ's religion first began.

Seventhly, a great number of scriptures in those epistles be so far wrested from

the true sense thereof, that they have an evil opinion of Clement that think that he

would do such injury to God's word.

Eighthly, those epistles spake of palls, and archdeacons, and other inferior orders, 147

which is not like that those things began so soon, but (as the histories“) were in

vented many years after Peter's time.

And finally, in one of those epistles is contained a most pernicious heresy, that all

things ought to be common, and wives also, which could not be the doctrine of Clement,

being the most pestilcnt error of the Nicolaites, whom the Holy Ghost doth hate, as Rev. ii.

he testifieth in the Apocalypse.

Now, all these things considered, who, having either wit or good opinion of the

apostles and their disciples, can think that they should write any such epistles?

But the epistle of St Clement, say you, speakcth not of bread. \Vhat was it then, Clement

I pray you, that he meant, when he spake of the broken pieces in the Lord's supper? i335.“

If it were not bread, it must be some other thing which Christ did eat at that supper.

Peradventure you will say, as some stick not to say now-a-days, that Christ had some

other meat at that supper than bread, as, if he fared daintily, (which we never read,) you

might imagine he had capon, partridge, or pheasant; or, if he fared hardly, at the least

you would say he had cheese to eat with his bread, because you will defend that he

did not eat dry bread alone. Such vain phantasies men may have, that will speak

without God's word, which maketh mention in that holy supper of nothing but of

bread and wine. But let it be that Christ had as many dishes as you can devise, yet

I trust you will not say, that he called all those his body, but only the bread. And so

St Clement, speaking of the broken pieces of the Lord’s body, of the residue and frag

ments of the Lord's body, of the portion and leaving of the Lord's body, must needs

speak all this of bread. And thus is it manifest false that you say, that the epistle of

Clement speaketh nothing of bread.

And then, forasmuch as he calleth the leavings of the same the broken pieces of

the Lord's body, and the fragments and portion thereof he calleth the fragments and

portion of the Lord's body, he sheweth that the bread remaineth, and that the calling

thereof the Lord's body is a figurative speech. The body of Christ hath no fragments

nor broken pieces, and therefore the calling here is so material, that it proveth fully Callingof

the matter, that to call bread Christ’s body is a figurative speech. And although to marl.

avoid the matter you devise subtle cavillations, saying that calling is not material,

because it signifieth that was; yet they that have understanding, may soon discern

what a vain shift this is, imagined only to blind the ignorant reader's eyes. But if

that which is bread before the consecration be after no bread, and if it be against

the christian faith to think that it is still bread, what occasion of error should this

be, to call it still bread after consecration? Is not this a great occasion of error to

call it bread still, if it be not bread still?

And yet in this place of Clement the calling can in no wise signify that was before

consecration, but must needs signify that is after consecration. For this place speaketh

of fragments, broken pieces, and leavings, which can have no true understanding before

consecration, at what time there be yet no broken pieces, fragments, nor leavings, but

be all done after consecration.
 

[1‘ Item Itinerarium nomine Petri Apcstoli, quod Tom. 1. col. 57. Lugd. 1618.]

appellatur sanctiClememis, Lib. vnr. apocryphum. [4 In all manner and fashion, 1551.]

~Corpus Juris Canonici. Gratian. Decreti Prims [5 As who should say, 1551.]

para. Dist. xv.cap.3. “Sancta Romano Ecdesia." [" As the histories tell, 1551.]
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But you wrangle so much in this matter to avoid absurdities, that you snarl your

148. self into so many and heinous absurdities, as you shall never be able to wind yourself

out. For you say that Christ's body, (which in all the hosts and in all the parts of the

hosts is but one, not broken, nor distributed,) is called the leaving pieces of the body,

portion of the body, residue of the body, and yet every piece is Christ’s whole body;

which things to be spoken of Christ's body christian ears abhor for to hear. And

if you will say that your book is false, that you meant all these leaving pieces, portion,

and residue, to be understand of the hosts, and not of Christ’s body, then you confess

the hosts, which be broken, to be called by name the leavings or pieces of Christ's body,

the portion of his body, the residue of his body, by a figurative speech, which is as

much as I speak in my first note. And so appeareth how vainly you have travailed

for the confutation of my first note.

gamm- Now as touching the second note: Clement dcclareth expressly, that nothing might
I be reserved. For where he saith, that “if any thing remain, it must not be kept until

the morning, but be spent and consumed of the clerks ;” how could he declare more

plainly that nothing might be reserVed, than by those words?

And as for Justin, he spwketh not one word of sick persons, as you report of him.

And concerning Cyril ad Calosyriuml, would to God that work of Cyril might come

abroad! for I doubt not but it would clearly discuss this matter; but I fear that some

papists will suppress it, that it shall never come to light. And where you say, that

Linehood found fault with his own country of England, and blamed this realm because

they hanged up the sacrament, contrary to the use of other countries ; you have well

excused me that I am not the first finder of this fault, but many years ago that fault

was found, and that it was not the use of other countries to hang it up. And yet the

use of other countries was fond enough, even as they had charge and commandment

from Innocentius III. and Honorius III.”

Receiving And as for the receiving of the sacrament with fear and trembling, ought not they

filillfift'f“ that be baptized in their old age, or in years of discretion, come to the water of

baptism with fear and trembling, as well as to the Lord’s supper? Think you that

Simon Magus was not in as great damnation for the unworthy receiving of baptism,

as Judas was for the unworthy receiving of the Lord's supper? And yet you will not

say that Christ is really and corporally in the water, but that the washing in the water

is an outward signification and figure, declaring what God worketh inwardly in them

that truly be baptized. And likewise speaketh this epistle of the holy communion.

For every good christian man ought to come to Christ’s sacraments with great fear,

humility, faith, love, and charity.

Aux-m. m And St Augustine saith that the gospel is to be received or heard with no less

Honhffi. fear and reverence than the body of Christ. Whose words be these: Interrogo cos,

fratres et sorores, dicite mihi : Quid? Tobie plus ease ridvtur eerbum Dei an (70177143

Christi? Si cerc aultis responder-a, hoe utique dicere Jebetis, quad mm sit min-us

cnrbum Dei quam cmpus Christi. Et ideo quanta solicitudine observamus, quando nobis

corpus Ckn'sti miniatratur, ut m'kil ea: 1'ps0 dc nostris manilms in terram cadat, lanta

solicitudine obsmemus, ne arm-bum Dei quad nobis croyatur, dum aliquid aut cogitamus

149- aut loquimur, dc cords nostro pcreat : quia non minus rem crit qui rerbum Dci negli

genter audien't, quam ills qui corpus Christi in terram aulcrc sua mgligentia per

miserit. “ I ask this question of you, brethren and sistern,” saith St Augustine, “ answer

me, Whether you think greater, the word of God, or the body of Christ? If you

will answer the truth, verily, you ought to say thus: That the word of God is no less

than the body of Christ. And therefore with what carefulness we take heed, when

the body of Christ is ministered unto us, that no part thereof fall out of our hands

on the earth, with as great carefulness let us take heed, that the word of God which

is ministered unto us, when we think or speak of vain matters, perish not out of our

hearts. For he that heareth the word of God negligently shall be guilty of no less

fault than he that sufi‘ereth the body of Christ to fall upon the ground through his

 

[' This Treatise was published in 1605, with a [2 Decretal. Greg. Lugd. 1618. Lib. Ill. Tit.

translation in Latin by Bonavent. Vulcanius.-Vid. xliv. cap. i. and Tit. xli. cap. x.]

10. Geo. \Valch. Biblioth. Patrist. p. 446.]
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negligence." This is the mind of St Augustine. And as much we have in scripture

for the reverent hearing and reading of God’s holy word, or the neglecting thereof,

as we have for the sacraments.

But it seemeth by your pen and utterance of this matter, that you understand not The causes of

the ground and cause, whereupon should arise the great fear and trembling in their iigiiiiiiiiig.

hearts, that come to receive the sacraments; for you shew another consideration thereof

than the scripture doth. For you seem to drive all the cause of fear to the dignity

of the body of Christ, there corporally present and received; but the scripture dcclareth

the fear to rise of the indignity and unworthiness of the receivers. ‘“ He that eateth and

drinketh unworthily,” threateneth God’s word, “ eateth and drinketh his own damnation.”

And Cmturio, considering his own unworthiness, was abashed to receive Christ into Matt. viii.

his house, saying: “ Lord, I am not worthy that thou shouldest come under the covering

of my house.” And the same thing made Peter afraid to be near unto Christ, and to

say: “ Go from me, O Lord, for I am a sinner." And all christian men ought not to Luke v.

fear and tremble only, when they receive the sacraments, but whensoever they hear God's

word, and threatenings pronounced against sinners.

Now as concerning the third note, thou shalt see plainly, good reader, that here’ is Thelpeovlq
nothing here answered directly, but more cavillations sought, and shift to avoid. For iii:c31°21?“

if all the old prayers and ceremonies sound, as the people did communicate with the

priest, (as you say they do, and so they do indeed, and that as well in the communion

of drinking as eating,) then either the people did communicate with them in deed, and

received the sacrament under both the kinds, or else the prayers had been false, and

the ceremonies frustrate and in vain. And is it like, that the priests in that time would

have used unto God such untrue prayers, as should declare that the people did commu

nicate with them, if in deed none did communicate with them? as it should have been

by your imagined chances and cases.

But it appcareth by the words of the epistle, that the whole multitude of the people

that was present did communicate at those days, so that the priest could not commu

nicate alone, except he would communicate when no man was in the church. But by

the answer of this sophister here in this place, thou mayest see an experience, good

reader, whether he be as ready to see those things that make against him, as he is

painful and 'studious to draw (as it were) by force all things to his purpose, to make 150.

them, at the least, to seem to make for him, although they he never so much against

him. As appeareth by all these his suppositions, that all the people which were pre

pared for should in those days withdraw themselves from the communion, and not one

of them come unto it; that the clerks should receive all that was provided for the

people; that one clerk should receive that which many clerks ought to have received.

And so in conclusion by only his feigned suppositions he would persuade, that the priest

should receive all alone.

By such pretty cases, of the people disappointing the priests, and of lack of store of

clerks, you might daily find‘ cavillations with all godly ordinances. For whereas God mic paschill

ordained the paschal lamb to be eaten up clean in every house; and where there were mmb'

not enough in one house to eat up the lamb, they should call of their neighbours so

many as should sufiice to eat up the whole lamb, so that nothing should remain: here

you might bring in your “upon a chance," that they that lacked company to eat up

a. whole lamb, dwelt alone far from other houses, and could not come together ; or could

not get any such lamb as was appointed for the feast, or if their neighbours lacked

company also. And what if they had no spit to roast the lamb? And whereas it

was commanded, that they should be shoed, what if perchanco they had no shoes? And

if perchance a man’s wife were not at home, and all his servants falled sick of the sweat

or plague, and no man durst come to his house, then must he turn the spit himself,

and eat the lamb all alone. Such chances you purposely devise, to establish your private

mass, that the priest may eat all alone. But by such a like reason as you make here,

a man might prove, that the priest should preach or say matins to himself alone, in

case, as you say, that the people, which should come, would disappoint him. For what

 

[3 That there is nothing, 1551.] [‘ Dayly, and find, 1551.]
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if the people disappoint the priest, say you, and come not to the communion? \Vhat

if the people disappoint the priest, say I, and come not to matins nor sermon? shall

he therefore say matins and preach, when no man is present but himself alone? But

your imagined case hath such an absurdity in it, as is not tolerable to be thought to

have been in christian people in that time, when Clement's 'epistles were written, that

when all the people should receiVe the communion with the priest, yet not one would

come, but all would disappoint him. And yet in that case I doubt not but the priest

would have abstained from ministration unto more opportunity, and more access of

christian people, as he would have done likewise in saying of matins and preaching.

“'herefore in your case I might well answer you, as St Jerome answered the argument

made in the name of the heretic Jovinian, which might be brought against the com

mendation of virginity, “ \Vhat if all men would live virgins, and no man marry?

how should then the world be maintained?" “What if heaven fall,” said St Jerome?

“'hat if no man will come to the church? is your argument ; for all that came in those

days received the communion. IVhat if heaven fall? say I. For I have not so evil

opinion of the holy church in those days, to think that any such thing could chance

among them, that no one would come, when all ought to have come.

Now when you come to your issue, you make your case too strait for me to

join an issue with you, binding me to the bare and only words of Clement, and refusing

utterly his mind. But take the words and the mind together, and I dare adventure

an issue to pass by any indifi'erent readers, that I have proved all my three notes.

And where you say, that upon occasion of this epistle I speak more reverently of

the sacrament than I do in other places: if you were not given altogether to calurn

niate and deprave my words, You should perceive in all my book through, even from

the beginning to the end thereof, a constant and perpetual reverence given unto the

sacraments of Christ, such as of duty all christian men ought to give.

Nevertheless you interpret this word “wherein” far from my meaning. For I mean

not that Christ is spiritually either in the table, or in the bread and wine that be set

upon the table; but I mean that he is present in the ministration and receiving of

that holy supper, according to his own institution and ordinance: like as in baptism,

Christ and the Holy Ghost be not in the water, or font, but be given in the minis

tration, or to them that be truly baptized in the water.

And although the sacramental tokens be only significations and figures, yet doth

Almighty God efl'ectually work, in them that duly receive his sacraments, those divine

and celestial operations which he hath promised, and by the sacraments be signified.

For else they were vain and unfruitful sacraments, as well to the godly as to the

ungodly. And therefore I never said of the whole supper, that it is but a significa

tion or a bare memory of Christ's death; but I teach that it is a spiritual refreshing,

wherein our souls be fed and nourished with Christ's very flesh and blood to eternal

life. And therefore bring you forth some place in my book, where I say that the

Lord's supper is but a bare signification without any effect or operation of God in

the same; or else eat your words again, and knowledge that you untruly report me.

But hear what followeth further in my book.

Here I pass over Ignatius and Irenaaus, which make nothing for the papists’

opinions, but stand in the commendation of the holy communion, and in exhor

tation of all men to the often and godly receiving thereof. And yet neither

they, nor no man else, can extol and commend the same sufiiciently, according

to the dignity thereof, if it be godly used as it ought to be.

WINCHESTER.

This author saith he passeth over Ignatius and Irenams; and why? Because they make

nothing, he saith, for the papiste’ purpose. With the word “papist” the author playeth at his

pleasure. But it shall be evident that Irene doth plainly confound this author’s 1214171050, in

the denial of the true presence of Christ’s very flesh in the sacrament; who, although- he use

'not the words “real and substantial," yet he doth efi'cctually comprehend in his speech of the

sacrament the virtue and strength of those words. And for the truth of the sacrament is
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Iremeus specially alleged, insomuch as Melancthon, when he writeth to @colampadius, that ghilip-Me

he will allege none but such as speak plainlyl, he allegeth Iremeus for one, as appeareth by n“

his said epistle to (Ecolampadius. And (Ecolampadius himself is not troubled so much with

answering any other to shape any manner of evasion, as to answer Irenceus, in whom he

notably stumbleth. And Peter Martyr, in his work, granteth Irenee to be specially alleged, to

whom when he goeth about to answer, a man may evidently see how he masketh himself. 152.

And this author bringeth in Clement’s epistle, of which no great count is made, although it

be not contemned, and passeth over Irenccus, that speaketh evidently in the matter, and was

as old as Clement, or not much younger. And because Ignatius was of that age, and is

alleged by Theodoret to have written in his epistle ad Smyrnenses, whereof may appear his

faith of the mystery of the sacrament, it shall serve to good purpose to write in the words

of the same Ignatius here upon the craiit of the said Theodoret”, whom this author so much Theodoret.

commendeth: the words of Ignatius be these: Eucharistias et oblationes non ndmittunt, quod DW'J'

non confitcantur eucharistiam esse carnom sorvatoris nostri Jesu Christi, quse pro peccatis

nostris passe. est, quam Pater sua benignitate suscitavit. Which wordsbe thus much in English;

“They do not admit eucharistias and ‘oblations,’ because they do not confess eucharistiam to

be the flesh of our Saviour Jam Christ: which jlesh sufered for our sins, which flesh the

Father by his benignity hath stirred up.” These be Ignatius' words, which I have not throughly

Englished, because the word ouohar'istia cannot be well Englished, being a word of mystery,

and signifieth (as Irenwus openeth) both the parts of the sacrament, heavenly and earthly,

visible and invisible. But in that Ignatius openeth his faith thus, he taketh3 eucharistia to

be the flesh of our Saviour Christ that sufiered for us, he dcclareth the sense of Christ’s words,

“ This is my body,” not to be figurative only, but to eapress the truth of the very flesh there

given; and therefore (Ignatius saith) eucharistia. is the jlesh of our Saviour Christ, the same

that sufered and the same that rose again. Which words of Ignatius so pithily open the

matter, as they declare therewith the faith4 also of Theodoret that doth allege him, so as if

the5 author would make so absolute a work as to peruse all the fathers’ sayings, he should

not thus leap over Ignatius, nor Irene neither, as I have before declared. But this is a colour

of rhetoric called “ rejection” of that is hard to answer, and is here a pretty shift or sleight, osmghL

whereby thou, reader, mayest consider how this matter is handled.

CANTERBURY.

It shall not need to make any further answer to you here as concerning Irenaeus,

but only to note one thing, that if any place of Irenaaus had served for your purpose,

you would not have failed here to allege it. But because you have nothing that

maketh for you in deed, therefore you allege nothing in especial, (lest in the answer

it should evidently appear to be nothing) and so slide you from the matter, as though

all men should believe you, because you say it is so.

And as for the place of Irenee alleged by Melancthon in an epistle, (Ecolampadius“ 1mm

(without any such troubling of himself as you imagine) maketh a plain and easy answer

thereto; although Melancthon wrote not his said epistle t0 (Ecolampadius, (as you,

negligently looking upon their works, be deoeived,) but to Fridericus Myconius. And

 

[1 Nonnulli sine delectu maximum numerum

testimoniorum oongesserunt, in quibus pleraque

aunt ambigua ct ohscnra: nos tantum ea recitavi

mus, qua: videbantur ease quam maxime perspicua.

Melancth. Epist. Frid. Myconio. This Epistle

is inserted in (Ecolampadins‘s Dialogue referred

to above, p. 137. The above quotation will be found

in p. 33 of the edition there described]

[9 Eilxapur’rias Kai 1rpoa¢optic ol'nc dvrodéxov

we", did 'rd mi buoho‘yeiu 'rriu sbxaptrriav a’a'pxa

elven 1'05 Earriipos viudw 'lmroi; Xpm-roh, 71in inrip

"rtilv a'uap'niiw rind“! 'rrafioinrau, iiv xpnrr-ro'rvrn

6 na'rrip ii'yflplv. Theodoretus. Dialog. iii. Tom.

IV. p. 231. Hale. 1769-94.]

[3 Thus as he taketh, 1551.]

l" Therewith that faith, Orig. ed. \Vinch.]

[5 So as if this author, 1551.]
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num .- Iremeus dicit, Calicem cucharistia: commu

nicatiouem sanguinis Domini, et panem quem

frangimus communicationem corporis ejus. Item

dicit: Calicem, qui est creatura, suum corpus con

firmavit, ex quo auget corpora nostra. Quando

ergo et mistus calix et factus panis percipit verburn

Dci, fit eucharistia sanguinis et corporis Christi, ex _

quibus nugetur et subsistit carnis nostrm substantia.

...Idem et alio loco dicit: Qnomodo dicunt camera

in corruptionem devenire, et non percipere vitam,

qua: s. corpore Domini et sanguine alitur? The

“ plain and easy answer“ of (Eoolampadius begins

thus : At si ego essem Valentinus vel Manichzeus,
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igitur resurrecluri sumus. lnutilis enim esset conse

quentia. (Ecolampad. Dialog. pp. 51, 52,188, scqq.][6 The passages of Irenwus quoted by Melanc
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the words of Irenee alleged by Melancthon mean in effect no more, but to prove that

our bodies shall rise again, and be joined unto our souls, and reign with them in the

eternal life to come. For he wrote against Valentine, Marcion, and other heretics,

which denied the resurrection of our bodies, from whom it seemeth you do not much

dissent, when you say that our bodies shall rise spiritually‘, if you mean that they shall

rise without the form and fashion of men's bodies, without distinction and proportion

of members. For those shall be marvellous bodies, that shall have no shape nor

fashion of bodies, as you say Christ's body is in the sacrament, to whose body ours

shall be like after the resurrection.

153. But to return to answer Irenee clearly and at large, his meaning was this, that

iiiigdbdiiiitii as the water in baptism is called aqua rqaeneram, “the water that doth regenerate,"

2‘32; if,“ and yet it doth not regenerate in deed, but is the sacrament of regeneration wrought

by the Holy Ghost, and called so to make it to be esteemed above other common

waters: so Christ confessed the creatures of bread and wine, joined unto his words

in his holy supper, and there truly ministered, to be his body and blood; meaning

thereby, that they ought not to be taken as common bread, or as bakers’ bread, and

myth wine drunken in the tavern, (as Smith untruly jesteth of me throughout his book ;)

but that they ought to be taken for bread and wine wherein we give thanks to God,

and therefore be called ezwllaristia corporis at sanguinis Domini, “the thanking of

Christ's body and blood," as Irenee termeth them; or mysten'a coqvorie et aanguinis

Domini, “the mysteries of Christ’sI flesh and blood," as Dionysius calleth them; or

aacramenta 0011mm} ct sanguinis Domini, “the sacraments of Christ's flesh and blood,”

as divers other authors use to call them. And when Christ called bread and wine

his body and blood, why do the old authors change, in many places, that speech of

Christ, and call them elw/mristia, mysteria, et sacramenta tor-port's et sanguinis Domini,

“the thanksgiving, the mysteries, and the sacraments of his flesh and blood,” but

because they would clearly expound the meaning of Christ's speech, that when he

called the bread and wine his flesh and blood, he meant to ordain them to be the

sacraments of his flesh and blood?—according to such a speech as St Augustine

exprcsseth, how the sacraments of Christ’s flesh and blood be called his flesh and

blood, and yet in deed they be not his flesh and blood, but the sacraments thereof,

signifying unto the godly receivers, that as they corporally feed of the bread and wine,

(which eomfort‘ their hearts and continue this eorruptible life for a season,) so spiritually

they feed of Christ’s very flesh, and drink his very blood. And we be in such sort

united unto him, that his flesh is made our flesh, his holy Spirit uniting him and

Rwy, us so together, that we be flesh of his flesh, and bone of his bones, and make all

COL'L'W' one mystical body, whereof he is the head, and we the members. And as feeding,

nourishing, and life, cometh from the head, and runneth into all parts of the body;

so doth eternal nourishment and life come from Christ unto us completely and fully,

as well into our bodies as souls. And therefore if Christ our head be risen again,

then shall we that be the members of his body surely rise also; forasmuch as the

1001.“. members cannot be separated from the head, but seeing that as he is our head and

eternal food, we must needs by him live with him for ever. This is the argument

of Irenee against those heretics which denied the resurrection of our bodies. And

these things the sacraments of bread and wine declare unto us: but neither the carnal

presence, nor the carnal eating of Christ's flesh, maketh the things so to be, nor

Irenee meant no such thing. For then should all manner of persons that receive the

sacraments, have everlasting life, and none but they.

Thus have I answered to Irenee plainly and shortly, and (Ecolampadius needed

not to trouble himself greatly with answering this matter. For by the corporal eating

and drinking of Christ's flesh and blood, Irenee could never have proved the resur

rection of our bodies to eternal life.

rncrnanyr. And Peter Martyr‘ makcth the matter so plain, that he concludeth Irenaeus' words

to make directly against the doctrine of the papists.

[i Sllifimala 1551-] . [u Comforteth theirhearts,sndcontinueth,155l.]

[g H"! 1551-] l [‘ ll'enmus adrenal hmeticos Valentlninnos,
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The answer also is easily made to the place which you allege out of Ignatius, 154

where he calleth eucllaristia the flesh of our Saviour Jesus Christ. For he meaneth

no more but that it is the sacrament of his flesh, or the mystery of his flesh, or, as

Irenee said, eucharistia of his flesh, as even now I declared in mine answer to Irenee.

And your long process here may have a short answer gathered of your own words.

This word euckaristia, say you, “ cannot be well Englished:" but the body of Christ

is good and plain English; and then if em/zaristia be such a thing as cannot be well -

Englished, it cannot be called the body of Christ, but by a figurative speech. And

how can you then conclude of Ignatius' words, that “This is my body," is no figura

tive speech? It seemeth rather that the clean contrary may be concluded. For if

these two speeches be like and of one sense, (“elwlzaristia is Christ's body,” and “This

is my body,") and the first be a declaration of the second, is this a good argument,

The first is a figure, ergo, the second is none? Is it not rather to be gathered upon

the other side thus, The first is a declaration of the second, and yet the first is a

figure, ergo, the second is also a figure? And that rather than the first; because the

declaration should be a more plain speech than that which is declared by it.

And as for your “colour of rhetoric," which you call “rejection,” it is so familiar

with yourself, that you use it commonly in your book, when I allege any author, or

speak any thing that you cannot answer unto.

And yet one thing is necessary to admonish the reader, that Ignatius in this epistle

entreateth not of the manner of the presence of Christ in the sacrament, but of the

manner of his very body, as he was born of his mother, crucified, and rose again,

appeared unto his apostles, and ascended into heaven: which things divers heretics

said were not done verily in deed, but apparently to men's sights, and that in deed

he had no such carnal and corporal body, as he appeared to have. And against such

errors speaketh that epistle, and not of the real and corporal presence of Christ in the

sacrament; although euclzam'stz'a, or the sacrament, be ordained for a remembrance of that

very body, and so hath the name of it, as the sacraments“ have the names of the things

which they signify. But by ,this so manifest writhing" of the mind of Ignatius from

that true sense’ and purpose that was meant, to another sense and purpose that was

not meant, may appear the truth of the papists, who wrast and misconstrue all old

ancient writers and holy doctors to their wicked and ungodly purposes.

Next in my book followeth mine answer to Dionysius.

Dionysius also, whom they allege to praise and extol this sacrament, (as ghgggy‘eial

indeed it is most worthy, being a sacrament of most high dignity and per- ghfifgft

fection, representing unto us our most perfect spiritual conjunction unto Christ, “‘1” a“

and our continual nourishing, feeding, comfort, and spiritual life in him,) yet

he never said that the flesh and blood of Christ was in the bread and wine,

really, corporally, sensibly and naturally, (as the papists would bear us in hand;)

but he calleth ever the bread and wine signs, pledges, and tokens, declaring

unto the faithful receivers of the same, that they receive Christ spiritually, and

that they spiritually eat his flesh and drink his blood. And although the bread

and wine be figures, signs, and tokens of Christ’s flesh and blood, (as S. Dionyse

calleth them, both before the consecration and after,) yet the Greek annotations

upon the same Dionyse do say, that the very things themselves be above in heaven. 155.

And as the same Dionyse maketh nothing for the papists’ opinions in this point

 

‘ Psnis terrenus,‘ inquit, ‘accepta vocatione a verho militudinem, im corpora nostra illam sumeutia, non

Dei, non amplius est communis panis, sed eflicimr

eucharistia, qua: constat ex duabus rebus, nimirum

terrena et cmlesti.’ In primis non negat eucharis

tiam panem esse, nisi illurn communem feceris.

Posreu dicit, ex duabus rebus constnre, quarum

unl terrestris est, ut penis, alters ccelestis, ut corpus

Christi. Atque ut ex una pane retinctur veritas,

rciliccz quoad corpus Domini, its in alters es: con

leruudn, videlicet quoad pauem. E: midi: per si

suut amplius corruptibilia.--Peter Martyr. De

sacramento Eucharistizr, p. 94, 5. Tiguri. 1552.]

[5 As sacraments, 1551.]

[6 \Vriting, 1551.]

[7 From the true sense, 1551.]

[a This treatise is spurious; for proof of which

see “James’ Corruption: of Scripture," &c. p- 7,

Ed. London. 1843.]
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of Christ’s real and corporal presence, so in divers other things he maketh quite

and clean against them, and that specially in three points; in transubstantiation, in

reservation of the sacrament, and in the receiving of the same by the priest alone.

“'11?CW.

As touching Dionysius, a wise reader may, without any note of mine, see how this author

is troubled in him, and calleth for aid the help of him that made the Greek commentaries

upon Dionysius, and pleadeth therewith theform of the words “ really,” “ corporally,” “sensibly,”

and “naturally,” whereof two, that is to soy, “reall_1/’ and “sensibly,” the old authors in syllables

used not,for so much as I have read, but “corporally” and “naturally” they used speaking ofthis

sacrament. This Dionyse spake of this mystery after the dignity of it, not contending with

any other for the truth of it as we do now, but extolling it as a marvellous high mystery,

which, the bread be never the holier, and were only a signification, (as this author teacheth,)

were no high mystery at all. As for the things of the sacrament to be in heaven, the church

teacheth so, and yet the same things be in deed present in the sacrament also, which is a

mystery so deep and darkfrom man’s natural capacity, as is only to be believed super-naturally,

without asking of the question “how,” whereof St Chrysostom nmlcoth an exclamation in this wise:

“0 great benevolence of God towards us! Ile that sitteth above with the Father, at the

same hour is holden here with the hands of all men, and giveth himself to them that will

clasp and embrace himl.” Thus saith Chrysostom, confissing to be above and here the same

things at once, and not only'2 in men’s breasts but hands also, to declare the inward work of

God, in the substance of the visible sacrament, whereby Christ is present in the midst of our

senses, and so may be called sensibly present, although man’s senses cannot comprehend and

feel, or taste of him in their proper nature. But as for this Dionyse, he doths, without

argument, declare his faith in the adoration he malz’th of this sacrament, which is openly

testified in his works, so as we need not to doubt4 what his faith was. As for this author’s

notes, they be5 dcscant voluntary“, without the tenor part, being belike ashamed to alkge the

text itself, lest his three notes might seem feigned without ground, as before in St Clement’s

epistle, and therefore I will not trouble the reader with them.

CANTERBURY.

I ask no more of the reader, but to read my book, and then to judge how much

I am troubled with this author. And why may I not cite the Greek commentaries

for testimony of the truth ? Is this to be termed a “calling for aid '4’" Why is not then

the allegation of all authors a calling for aid? Is not your doing rather a. calling for

aid, when y0u be fain to fly for succour to Martin Luther, Bucer, Melancthon, Epinus,

Jonas, Peter Martyr, and such other, whom all the world knowcth you never favoured,

but ever abhorred their names? May not this be termed a “calling for aid," when you

be driven to such a. strait and need, that you be glad to cry to such men for help,

whom ever you have hindered and defamed as much as lay in you to do?

And as for pleading of those words, “really,” “corporally,” “sensibly,” and

“naturally,” they be your own terms, and the terms wherein resteth the whole con

tention between you and me: and should you be offended because I speak of those

terms? It appeareth now that you be 10th to hear of those words, and would very

gladly have them put in silence, and so should the variance between you and me be

clearly ended. For if you will confess, that the body of Christ is not in the sacra

ment really, corporally, sensibly, and naturally, then you and I shall shake hands,

and be both earnest friends of the truth. ‘

And yet one thing you do here confess, (which is worthy to be noted and had

not found in in memory,) that you read not in any old author, that the body of Christ is really

any old

author. and sensibly in the sacrament. And hereunto I add, that none of them say, that
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[5 Notes be dcscant, 1551.]

[6 Descent voluntary: i.e. a song or tune com

posed in parts, played at. will without any settled

rule or rhythm]

[1 '9 Ti]: 9505 ¢thav9pw1ria¢ b Its-rd 1-09 cm

rpds‘ a'vm xultn'lucvoc, Ira-rd 'rr'lu dipau éxe'ivqv 'rlBu

a'n’a'v-rwv Krrrrixe'ral xepc'l, Kal didmmv min-6|! 'roir

flovhons'uots‘ Tept'rrlifao'llm Kal wepthaBEiv.-

Chrysosmm. de Sacerdotio. Lib. 111. Tom. I.

p. 382. Ed. Bened.]

[’ At once, not only, See. 1551.]

  
“r

~.~____



OF THE PRESENCE OF CHRIST. 153

he is in the bread and wine corporally nor naturally. No, never no papist said, that

Christ's body is in the mrament naturally nor carnally, but you alone, (who be

the first author of this gross error, which Smith himself condemneth, and denieth Smith.

that ever7 Christian man so taught,) although some say that it is there “really,” some

“substantially,” and some “sensibly.”

Now as concerning the high mystery which St Denys speaketh of, he dcclareth the same

to be in the marvellous and secret working of God in his reasonable creatures, (being made

afier his image, and being his lively temples, and Christ’s mystical body,) and not in the

unreasonable and unsensible and unlively creatures of bread and wine, wherein you say

the deep and dark mystery standeth. But notwithstanding any holiness or godliness Holinesin
wrought in the receivers of them, yet they be not the more holy or godly in themselves, it'fin'tfm‘

but be only tokens, significations, and sacraments of that holiness, *which Almighty

God by his omnipotent power worketh in us. And for their holy significations they

have the name of holiness“, as the water in baptism is called aqua sanctificans, unda

regeneram, “hallowing or regenerating water," because it is the sacrament of regenera

tion and sanctification.

Now as concerning Chrysostom's saying, that Christ is in our hands, Chrysostom Christiuour

saith, (as I have rehearsed in my book,) not only that he is in our hands, but also hand"

that we see him with our eyes, touch him, feel him, and grope him, fix our teeth in

his flesh, taste it, break it, eat it, and digest it, make red our tongues, and dye them

with his blood, &c.; which things cannot be understand 0f the body and blood of

Christ but by a figurative speech, as I have more at large declared in my fourth book,

the eighth chapter. And therefore St Augustine, De Verln's Domini sermone xxxiii. A !in.de

saith clean contrary to Chrysostom, that we touch not Christ with our hands: “lV01L.v.i',ei:mD§n':1‘

tangimus Dominum,” saith he. This speech therefore of Chrysostom dcclareth not the 33'

inward work of God in the substance of the visible sacrament, but signifieth what God

worketh inwardly in true believers.

And whereas you say, that my notes “ be descant voluntary without the tenor part,”

I have named both the book and chapter where St Dionyse telleth, how the priest,

when he cometh to the receiving of the sacraments, he divideth the bread in pieces,

and distributeth the same to all that be present; which one sentence containeth suf—

ficiently all my three notes. So that if you be disposed to call my notes descant, there

you may find the plain song or tenor part of them. And it is no marvel that you

cannot judge well of my descant, when you see not, or will not see, the plain song,

whereupon the descent was made.

Now followeth Tertullian, of whom I write thus:

The answerFurthermore they do allege Tertullian”, that he constantly aflirmeth that in _

the sacrament of the altar we do eat the body and drink the blood of our 3135133?

Saviour Christ. To -whom we grant, that our flesh eateth and drinketh the :21» 2

bread and wine, which be called the body and blood of Christ, because, as

Tertullian saith, they do represent his body and blood, although they be

not really the same in very deed. And we grant also, that our souls by faith

do eat his very body and blood '°, but that is spiritually, sucking out of the same

everlasting life. But we deny that unto this spiritual feeding is requiring" any

real and corporal presence.

And therefore this Tertullian speaketh nothing against the truth of our

157.
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catholic doctrine, but he speaketh many things most plainly for us, and

against the papists, and specially in three points:

First, in that he saith that Christ called bread his body.

The second, that Christ called it so, because it representeth his body.

The third, in that he saith, that by these words of Christ, “This is my

body,” is meant, “This is a figure of my body.”

WINCHESTER.

. Of Tertullian I have spoken before, and so hath this author also 1forgotten here', one

Temm'mm- notable thing in Tertullian, where Tertullian saith, that “Christ made the bread his body,”

not only called it so, as appear2 by Tertullian’s words, reported by this author before. This

note that I mine now of Tertullian mketh against this author’s purpose, but yet it maketh

with the truth, which this author should not impugn. The second note gathered of Tertul

lian, by this author, is not true ,' for Christ called it his body, and made it his body, as

Tertullian saith. And the third note of this author is in cmttroversy of reading, and must

be so understanded, as may agree with the rest of Tertullian’s sayings, which, after my

reading, doth evidently prove, and at the least doth not improve, the catholic doctrine of

Christ’s church universally received, although it improveth that which this author calleth here

our catholic doctrine, most impmdently3 and untruly reporting the same.

CANTERBURY.

I desire no more but that the reader will look upon the place of Tertullian before

mentioned, and see what you speak there, and what is mine answer thereto, and so

confer them together and judge.

And that the reader will note also, that here covertly you have granted my first

note, that Christ called bread his body, but so slyly, that the reader should not by

your will perceive it. And where you deny my‘ second note upon Tertullian, that

Christ called it his body, because it represented his body, the words of Tertullian be

these: “That Christ reproveth not bread, wherein he representeth his own body‘.”

As for my third note, yet once again, reader, I beseech thee turn back and look upon

the place, how this lawyer hath expounded Tertullian, if thou canst with patience

abide to hear of so foolish a gloss.

And where he saith that this author Tertullian “must be so understand as may agree

with the rest of his sayings," would to God you would so do not only in Tertullian,

but also in all other authors! for then our controversy should be soon at a point. And

it is a most shameless impudency of you, to afirm that the catholic church universally

158. teacheth that Christ is really, sensibly, corporally, naturally, carnally, and substantially,

present in the visible forms of bread and wine, seeing that you cannot prove any one

of these your sayings, either by scripture, or by the consent of, the catholic church, but

only by the papistical church, which now many years hath borne the whole swing.

Now followeth Origen, to whom I answer: thus.

{he-mm Moreover they allege for them Origen, (because they would seem to have
uOrlgen. , . t - .

Egg-"i m'any ancient authors favourers of their erroneous doctrme,) which Orrgen

is most clearly against them. For although he do say, as they allege, that

those things which before were signified by obscure figures, be now truly,

vin deed, and in their very nature and kind, accomplished and fulfilled; and

for the declaration thereof he bringeth forth three examples, one of the stone

that floweth water, another of the sea and cloud, and the third of manna, 'which

in the old testament did signify Christ to come, who is now come in deed, and

is manifested and exhibited unto us, as it were face to face and sensibly, in his

word, in the sacrament of regeneration, and the sacraments of bread and wine:

 

[1 Also, and forgotten here, 1551.] bavit Creatoris,....nec panem, quo ipsum corpusl
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yet Origcn meant not that Christ is corporally either in his word, or in the

water of baptism, or in the bread and wine; nor that we carnally and cor

porally be regenerated and born again, or eat Christ’s flesh and blood. For

our regeneration in Christ is spiritual, and our eating and drinking is a spiritual

feeding; which kind of regeneration and feeding requireth no real and corporal

presence of Christ, but only his presence in spirit, grace, and effectual operation.

And that Origen thus meant that Christ’s flesh is a spiritual meat, and his

blood a. spiritual drink, and that the eating and drinking of his flesh and blood

may not be understand literally, but spiritually, it is manifested by Origen’s

own words, in his seventh homily upon the book called Leviticus; where he groggy

sheweth that those words must be understand figuratively, and whosoever un

derstandeth them otherwise, they be deceived, and take harm by their own

gross understanding. ' '

WINCWTER

Origen’s words be 'very plain, and meaning also, which speak of nwmifestation and with Outwa

bi-tion, which be two things to be verified three ways in our that is to say, in the

word, and regeneration, and the sacrament of bread and wine, as this author termeth it:

which Origen saith not so, but thus, “the flesh of the word of God,” not meaning in every

of these after one sort, but after the truth of the scripture in each of them. Christ in his

word is manifested and exhibited unto us, and by faith, that is, of hearing, dwelleth in us

spiritually; for so we have his Spirit. Of baptism St Paul saith, “as many as be baptized

be clad in Christ." Now, in the sacrament of bread and wine, by Origen’s rule, Christ

should be manifested and exhibited unto us after the scriptures, so as the sacrament of bread

and wine should not only signify Christ, that is to say, preach him, but also echibit him ZOdgen hath

sensibly, as Origen’s words be reported here to be. So as Christ’s words, “This is my mgiiiiiidum

body,” should be words not Qf'figure or shewing, but of exhibiting CVm'st’s body unto us, and iuiiiiisrtili'iie

sensibly, as this author allcgeth him, which should signify, to be received with our mouth, asChrist commanded, when he said, “Take, eat, 80." diuersely from the other two ways, in 'Enm‘

which by Christ’s Spirit we be made participant of the benefit of his passion wrought in Menlsgy

his manhood. But in this sacrament we be made participant of his Godhead, by his humanity §§§df!!‘,'“““'

exhibit unto us for food: and so, in this mystery, we receive him man and God ,- and in the 3;"

other, by mean of his Godhead, be participant of the eject of his passion sufered in his manhood. 'Pmkem'

In this sacrament Christ’s manhood is represented and truly present, whereunto the God

head is most certainly united, whereby we receive a pledge of the regeneration of our flesh, 159.

to be in the general resurrection spiritual with our soul, as we have been in baptism made

spiritual by regeneration of the soul: which in the full redemption of our bodies shall be

made perfect. And therefore this author may lnot compare baptism with the sacrament

throughly; in which baptism Christ’s manhood is not really present, although the virtue and

eject of his most precious blood be there: but the truth of the mystery of this sacrament is

to have Christ’s body, his flesh and blood, exhibited, whereunto eating and drinking is, by

Christ in his supper, In which supper Christ said, “This is my body,” which

Bucer noteth; and that Christ said not, “ This is my spirit,” “ This is my virtue.” W’herefore,

afler Origen’s teaching, if C'hm'st be not only mani/‘ested, but also exhibited “sensibly” in the :mgly

sacrament, then is he in the sacrament in deed, that is to say, “really ;” and then is he there 'Suusuim

“substantially,” because the substance of the body is there; and is there, “corporally' also, :lébrporally.

because the very body is there; and “naturally,” because the natural body is there; not un- .Namnuy'

derstanding corporally and naturally in the manner of presence, nor sensibly neither. For

then were the manner of presence within man’s capacity, and that is false: and there/“ore the

catholic teaching is, that the manner of Christ’s presence in the sacrament is spiritual and

supermztural, not corporal, not carnal, not natural, not sensible, not perceptible, but only

spiritual, the “how” and manner whereof God knoweth; and we, assured by his word, know

only the truth to be so, that it is there in deed, and therefore really to be also received with

our hands and mouths; and so sensibly there, the body that sufered, and therefore his natural

body there, the body of very flesh, and therefore his carnal body, the body truly, and there

fore his corporal body there. But as for the manner of presence, that is only spiritual, as

I said before, and here in the inculcation of these words. I am tedious to a learned reader, but

yet this author enf‘orceth me thereunto, who with these words, “carnally,” “corporally,” “grossly,”

yril
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160.

As It were.

“sensibly,” “naturally,” applying them to the manner of presence, doth maliciouslyl and crafiily

carry away the reader from the simplicity of his faith; and by such absurdities, as these

words grossly understanded import, astonisheth the simple reader in consideration of the mat

ter, and useth these words, as dust afore their eyes, which to wipe away, I am enforced to

repeat the understanding of these words oflener than elsewhere necessary. These things well

considered, no man doth more plainly confound this author than this saying of as

he allegeth it, whatsoever other sentences he would pick out of Origen, when he math liberty

of alhgories to make him seem to say otherwise. And as I have declared afore, to understand

Christ's words spiritually, is to understand them as the Spirit of God hath taught the church,

and to esteem God’s mysteries most true in the substance of the thing so to be, although the

manner erceedeth our capacities, which is a spiritual understanding of the same. And here

also this author putteth in for “figuratively,” “spiritually 2,” to deceive the reader.

CANTERBURY.

You observe my words here concerning Origen so captiously, as though I had gone

about scrupulously to translate his sayings word by word, which I did not; but because

they were very long, I went about only to rehearse the effect of his mind briefly and

plainly, which I have done faithfully and truly, although you captiously carp and

reprehend the same.

And wherein, craftily to alter the sayings of Origen, you go about to put a diversity

of the exhibition of Christ in these three things, in his word, in baptism, and in his

holy supper, as though in his word and in baptism he were exhibited spiritually, and

in his holy supper sensibly to be eaten with our mouths: this distinction you have

dreamed in your sleep, or imagined of purpose. For Christ after one sort is exhibited

in all these three, in his word, in baptism, and in the Lord's supper; that is to say,

spiritually, and for so much in one sort, as before you have confessed yourself. And

Origen puttcth no such diversity as you here imagine, but dcclareth one manner of

giving of Christ unto us in his word, in baptism, and in the Lord’s supper; that is

to say, in all these three secundum specicm; that as unto the Jews Christ was given

in figures, so to us he is given in specie, that is to say, in rei veritate, in his very

nature: meaning nothing else but that unto the Jews he was promised in figures, and

to us, after his incarnation, he is married and joined in his proper kind, and in his

words and sacraments as it were sensibly given.

But howsoever I report Origen, you captiously and very untruly do report me.

For whereas I say, that in God's word, and in the sacraments of baptism and of the

Lord's supper, Christ is manifested and exhibited unto us, as it were face to face and

sensibly, you, leaving out these words, “as it were," make a quarrel to this word.

“sensibly;” or rather, you make that word “sensibly” the foundation of all your

weak building, as though there were no difference between “sensibly,” and “as it

were sensibly ;" and as it were all one thing a man to lie sleeping, and as he were

sleeping; or dead, and as he were dead. Do not I write thus in my first book,

“that the washing in the water of baptism is as it were a showing of Christ be

fore our eyes, and a sensible touching, feeling, and groping of him?" And do these

words import that we see him and grope him in deed? And further I say, “that

the eating and drinking of the sacramental bread and wine is as it Were a showing of

Christ before our eyes, a smelling of him with our noses, and a feeling and groping

of him with our hands.” And do we therefore see him in deed with our corporal

eyes, smell him with our noses, and put our hands in his side and feel his wounds?

If it were so in deed, I would not add those words, “as it were." For what speech

were this, of a thing that is in deed to say, “as it were?" For these words, “as

it were," signify that it is not so in deed. So now likewise in this place of ()rigen,

where it is said, “that Christ in his words and sacraments is manifested and exhibited

unto us, as it were face to face and sensibly," it is not meant that Christ is so exhi

bited in deed face to face and sensibly, but the sense is clean contrary, that he is
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not there given sensibly, nor face to face. Thus it appeareth how uprightly you

handle this matter, and how truly you report my words. But the further you pro

ceed in your answer, the more you shew crafty juggling, legerdemain, pass a God's name

to blind men's eyes, strange speeches, new inventions, not without much impiety as

the words sound, but what the meaning is no man can tell but the maker himself.

But as the words be placed, it seemeth you mean, that in the Lord's supper we be

not “ made by Christ's Spirit participant of the benefit of his passion ;” nor by baptism

or God’s word we be not “made participant of his Godhead by his humanity:" and

furthermore by this distinction, (which you feign without any ground of Origen,) we

receive not “man and God" in baptism; nor in the Lord's supper we be not “by means

of his Godhead made participant of the effect of his passion." In baptism also, by

your distinction, we receive not “a pledge of the resurrection of our flesh," but in the

Lord's supper; nor Christ is not truly present in baptism. \Vhich your said differ

ences do not only derogate and diminish the effect and dignity of Christ’s sacraments, 161.

but be also blasphemous against the ineffable unity of Christ’s person, separating his

divinity from his humanity. Here may all men of judgment see by experience, how

divinity is handled when it cometh to the discussion of ignorant lawyers.

And in all these your sayings (if you mean as the words he), I make an issue 'Threeissue

with you for the price of a fagot. And where you say, that “our flesh in the formym

general resurrection shall be spiritua,” here I offer a like issue, except you under- An ilsuc.

stand a spiritual body to be a sensible and palpable body, that hath_ all perfect

members distinct; which thing in sundry places of your book you seem utterly to

deny. And where you make this difference between baptism and this sacrament, that f'l‘hc emu

in baptism Christ is not really present, expounding “ really present" to signify no more “m'

but to be in deed present, yet after a spiritual manner, if you deny that presence to

be in baptism; yet the third fagot I will adventure with you, for your strange and

ungodly doctrine within twenty lines together; who may in equality of error contend

with the Valentines, Arians, or Anabaptists.

But when you come here to your “lies” (declaring the werds, “sensibly,” “really,” pita");
“substantially,” “corporally,” and “naturally"), you speak so fondly, unlearnedly, and n y‘

ignorantly, as they that know you not might think that you understood neither grammar,

English, nor reason. For who is so ignorant but he knoweth that adverbs that end

in “1y” be adverbs of quality, and being added to the verb they express the manner,

form, and fashion how a thing is, and not the substance of it? As speaking wisely,

learnedly, and plainly, is to speak after such a form and manner as wise men, learned,

and plain men, do speak: and to do wisely and godly is to do in such sort and

fashion as wise and godly men do. And sometime the adverb “1y” signifieth the

manner of a thing that is in deed, and sometime the manner of a thing that is not.

As when a man speaketh wisely, that is wise indeed: and yet sometimes we say,

“fools speak wisely ;" which although they be not wise, yet they utter some speeches in

such sort as though they were wise. The king, we say, useth himself princely in

all his doings, (who is a. prince in deed,) but we say also of an arrogant, wilful, and

proud man, that he useth himself princely and imperiously, although he be neither prince

nor emperor: and yet we use so to speak of him, because of the manner, form, and

fashion of using himself. And if you answer foolishly and unlearnedly, be you there

fore a fool and unlearned? Nay, but then your answers be made in such wise, manner,

sort, and fashion, as you were neither learned nor wise. Or if you send to Home or

receive private letters from thence, be you therefore a papist? God is judge thereof;

but yet do you popishly, that is to say, use such manner and fashion as the papists

do. But where the form and manner lacketh, there the adverbs of quality in “1y”

have no place, although the thing be there in deed. As when a wise man speaketh

not in such a sort, in such a fashion and wise, as a wise man should speak, not

withstanding that he is wise in deed, yet we say not that he speaketh wisely, but

foolishly. And the godly king David did ungodly when he took Bersabe, and slew 95m, ‘1,

Urie her husband, because that manner of doing was not godly. So do all Englishmen

understand by these words, “sensibly,” “substantially,” “corporally,” “naturally,” “car- 162.

nally," “spiritually,” and such like, the manner and form of being, and not the thing itself
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without the said forms and manners. For when Christ was born, and rose from death,

and wrought miracles, we say not that he did these things naturally, because the

mean and manner was not alter a natural sort, although it was the selfsame Christ

in nature. But we say that he did eat, drink, sleep, labour, and sweat, talk, and

speak naturally, not because only of his nature, but because the manner and fashion

of doing was such as we use to do. Likewise when Jesus passed through the people,

and they saw him not, he was not then sensibly and visibly among them; their eyes

being letted in such sort that they could not see and perceive him. And so in all

the rest of your adverbs, the speech admittcth not to say that Christ is there sub

stantially, corporally, carnally, and sensibly, where he is not after a substantial, cor

poral, carnal, and sensual form and manner. This the husbandman at his plough,

and his wife at her rock', is able to judge, and to condemn you in this point, and

so can the boys in the grammar-school, that you speak neither according to the

English tongue, grammar, nor reason, when you say that these words and adverbs,

“sensibly,” “corporally,” and “naturally,” do not signify a corporal, sensible, and natural

manner. I have been here somewhat long and tedious, but the reader must pardon

me; for this subtile and evil device of your own brain, without ground or autho—‘

rity, containeth such absurdities, and may cast such mists before men's eyes to blind

them that they should not see, that I am constrained to speak thus much in this

matter, and yet more shall do, if this suflicc not. But this one thing I wonder much

at, that you being so much used and accustomed to lie, do not yet know what

“ly” meancth.

But at length in this matter, (when you see none other shiflg) you be fain 'to fly

to the church for your shot-anchor”. And yet it is but the Romish church. For the

old and first church of Christ is clearly against you. And Origen saith not as you

do, that “to understand the said words of Christ spiritually is to understand them

as the Spirit of God hath taught the church ;" but to understand them spiritually is

to understand them otherwise than the words sound: “for he that understandeth

them after the letter,” saith Origen, “undcrstandeth them carnally, and that under

standing hurteth and dcstroyeth. For in plain understanding of eating and drinking

without trope or figure, Christ's flesh cannot be eaten, nor his blood drunken."

Next followeth in order St Cyprian, of whom I write thus:

And likewise meant Cyprian, in those places which the adversaries of the

truth allege of him, concerning the true eating of Christ’s very flesh and

drinking of his blood. For Cyprian spake of no gross and carnal eating

with the mouth, but of an inward spiritual and pure eating with heart and

mind: which is to believe in our hearts that his flesh was rent and torn

for us upon the cross, and his blood shed for our redemption; and that

the same flesh and blood now sittcth at the right hand of the Father, making

continual intercession for us: and to imprint and digest this in our minds,

putting our whole afliance and trust in him, as touching our salvation, and

offering ourselves clearly unto him, to love and serve him all the days of

our life; this is truly, sincerely, and spiritually to eat his flesh, and to drink

his blood.

And this sacrifice of Christ upon the cross was that oblation, which Cyprian

saith was figured and signified before it was done, by the wine which Noe

drank, and by the bread and wine which Melchisedech gave to Abraham, and

by many other figures which St Cyprian there rehearseth. And now when

Christ is come, and hath accomplished that sacrifice, the same is figured,

signified, and represented unto us by that bread and wine, which faithful

people receive daily in the holy communion. Wherein like as with their

mouths carnally they eat the bread and drink the wine, so by their faith

 

[l Rock : i.e. a distafi', or staff, held in the hand, I twirling a spindle below._|

from which, in spinning, the wool was spun by [2 Shot-anchor, the same as sheet-anchor.]
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spiritually they eat Christ’s very flesh and drink his very blood. And hereby

it appeareth, that St Cyprian clearly afiirmeth the most true doctrine, and is

wholly upon our side.

And against the papists he teacheth most plainly, that the communion

ought to be received of all men under both kinds: and that Christ called

bread his body, and wine his blood: and that there is not transubstantiation,

but that bread remaineth there as a figure to represent Christ’s body, and

wine to represent his blood, and that those which be not the lively members of

Christ do eat the bread and drink the wine, and be not nourisheda by them;

but the very flesh and blood of Christ they neither eat nor drink.

Thus have you declared the mind of St Cyprian.

WINCHESTER.

As touching Cyprian, this author maketh an exposition of his own device, which he would cypmm.

have taken for an answer unto him. lVhereas Cyprian of all other, like as he is ancient

within two hundred and fifty years of Christ, so did he write very openly in the matter; and

therefore hlelancthon, in his epistle to @colampadiue, did choose him for one whose words Melsnemon.

in the ajirmation of Christ’s true presence in the sacrament had no ambiguity. And like

judgment doth Ifippinus, in his book before alleged, give of Cyprianus’ faith in the Stldrtl-‘Hlpplnus

ment: which two I allege to countervail the judgment of this author, who speaketh of his own

head as it likcth him, playing with the words “gross” and “carnal,” and using the word “repre

sent,” as though it erpressed a figure only. Hippinns, in the said book, allegeth Cyprian to

say, (Lib. iii. ad Quirinum4) “that the body of our Lord is our sacrifice in flesh,” meaning, Qypriun.hl_b.

as Hippinus saith, “euchm'istiam,” wherein St Augustine, (as Hippinus saith further) in the quin

praycr for his mother, speaking of the bread and wine of eueharistia, saith, “that in it is

dispensed the holy host and sacrifice, whereby was cancelled the bill obligatory that was against

us.” And further, Hippinus saith, that “the old men called the bread and wine of our Lord’s

supper a sacrifice, an host, and oblation, for that specially, because they believed and taught

the true body of Christ and his true blood to be distribute in the bread and wine of cueha

ristia;” and, as St Augustin saith, ad Jnnuarium, “to enter in, and be received with the Augustinus.

mouth of them that eat.” These be Hippinus’ very words, who, because he is, I think, in this

author’s opinion, taken for no papist, I rather speak in his words than in mine own, whom

in another part of this work this author doth, as it were for charity, by name slander to

be a papist. Wherefore the said Hippinus’ words shall be, as I think, more weighty to

oppress this author’s talk than mine be; and therefore, howsoever this author handleth before

the words of St Cyprian (do Unctiono Chrismatis), and the word “shewing” out of his epis

tles, yet the same Cyprian’s faith appcareth so certain otherwise, as those places shall need

nofurther answer of me here, having brought forth the judgment of Ilippinus and Melancthon

how they understand St Cypm'an’s faith, which thou, reader, oughtest to regard more than the

assertion of this author, specially when thou hast read how he hath handled Hilary, Cyril,

Theophylact, and Damascene, as I shall hereafter touch.

CANTERBURY.

Whether I “make an exposition of Cyprian by mine own device,” I leave to the 164

judgment of the indifi'erent reader. And if I so do, Why do not you prove the same

substantially against me? For your own bare words, without any proof, I trust the

indifferent reader will not allow, having such experience of you as he hath. And

if Cyprian of all other had writ“ most plainly against me, as you say without proof, Mellncthon.

who thinketh that you would have omitted here Cyprian's words, and have fled to Evin“

Melancthon and Epinus for succour?

 

[3 And be nourished, 1551, and Orig. ed.] thios prime: Quicunque ederit panem, ant biberit

[4 Cum timore et honors Eucharistiam accipicn- cslicem Domini indigne, reus erit corporis ct san

dam. In Levitico: Anima sutem quacunquc man- guinis Domini.-Cyprian. “ad Quirinum," Lib. m.

ducaverit ex came sacrificii salutaris, quod est cap. 94. p. 390. Paris. 1574.]

Domini, et immunditia ipsius super ipsum est, [5 Had written, 1551.]

peribit auima illa. dc populo suo. Item ad Corin
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Cyprian ad

Quirinum.

cap. 91.

And why do you allege their authority for you, which in no wise you admit

when they be brought against you? But it seemeth that you be faint-hearted in

this matter, and begin to shrink; and like one that refuseth the combat, and findeth

the shift to put another in his place, even so it seemeth you would draw back your

self from the danger, and set me to fight with other men, that in the mean time you

might be an idle looker on. And if you as grand captain take them but as mean

soldiers to fight in your quarrel, you shall have little aid at their hands; for their

writings declare openly that they be against you more than me, although in this

place you bring them for your part, and report them to say more and otherwise

than they say indeed.

And as for Cyprian and St Augustine, here by you alleged, they serve nothing

for your purpose, nor speak nothing against me, by Epinus’ own judgment. For

Epinus saith, “That euclzaristia is called a sacrifice, because it is aremembrance of

the true sacrifice which was offered upon the cross, and that in it is dispensed the

very body and blood, yea, the very death of Christ, (as he allegeth of St Augustine

in that place,) the holy sacrifice whereby he blotted out and cancelled the obligation

of death, which was against us, nailing it upon the cross, and in his own person won

the victory, and triumphed against the princes and powers of darkness." This passion,

death, and victory of Christ is dispensed and distributed in the Lord’s holy supper,

and daily among Christ's holy people. And yet all this requireth no corporal presence

of Christ in the sacrament, nor the words of Cyprian ad Quirinum neither. For if

they did, then was Christ's flesh corporally present in the sacrifice of the old testa

ment fifteen hundred years before he was born; for of those sacrifices speaketh

that text alleged by Cyprian ad Quirinum, whereof Epinus and you gather these

words, “that the body of our Lord is our sacrifice in flesh." And howsoever you

wrest Melancthon or Epinus, they condemn clearly your doctrine, that “Christ's body

is corporally contained under the forms or accidents of bread and wine.”

Next in my book is Hilarius.

But Hilarius, think they, is plainest for them in this matter, whose words

they translate thus':

“ If the word were made very flesh”, and we verily receive the word being

flesh, in our Lord’s meat, how shall not Christ be thought to dwell naturally in

us? who being born man, hath taken unto him the nature of our flesh, that

cannot be severed, and hath put together the nature of his flesh t0 the nature of

his eternity under the sacrament of the communion of his flesh unto us. For so

we be all one, because the Father is in Christ, and Christ in us. Wherefore

whosoever will deny the Father to be naturally in Christ, he must deny first

either himself to be naturally in Christ, or Christ to be naturally in him. For

the being of the Father in Christ, and the being of Christ in us, maketh us to

be one in them. And therefore if Christ have taken verily the flesh of our

body, and the man that was verily born of the virgin Mary is Christ, and also

we receive under the true mystery the flesh of his body, by means whereof we

shall be one, (for the Father is in Christ, and Christ in us,) how shall that be

called the unity of will, when the natural property, brought to pass by the

sacrament, is the sacrament of unity ?”

 

The answer

to Hllarim. 8.

de Trinitlte.

[1 Si enim vere Verbum caro factum est, et nos

vere Verbum camem cibo dominico sumimus, quo

modo non naturaliter manere in nobis existimandus

est, qui et naturam carnis nostrae jam inseparabilem

sibi homo natus assumpsit, et naturam carnis sum

ad nsturam zstemitatis sub sacramento nobis ,eorn

municandse carnis admiscuit? Ita enim omnes

unum sumus, quia et in Christo Pater est, et

Christus in nobis est. Quisquis ergo naturaliter

Patrem in Christo negsbit, neget prius non natu

raliter vel se in Christa, vel Christum sibi inesse;

qnia in Christo Pater, et Christus in nobis, unuln

in his case nos faciunt. Si vere igitur camem cor

poris nostri Chriatus assumpsit, et vere homo ille,

qui ex Maria natus fuit, Christos est, nosque vere

sub mysterio carnem corporis sui sumimus, et per

hoc unum erimus, quia Pater in so est, ct ille in

nobis, quomodo voluntatis unitas apcritur, cum

naturalis per sacramentum proprietas perfects: sa

cramentum sit unitatis? Hilariun De Trinitate.

Lib. vur. pp. 133, 134. Ed. Basil. 1535.]

[2 If the word was made verily flesh, 155 , and

Orig. ed.]
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Thus doth the papists, (the adversaries of God’s word and of his truth,)

allege the authority of Hilarius, either perversely and purposely, as it seemeth,

untruly recitinga him and wresting his words to their purpose, or else not truly

understanding him.

For although he saith that Christ is naturally in us, yet he saith also that

we be naturally in him. And nevertheless, in so saying he meant not of the

natural and corporal presence of the substance of Christ’s body and of ours,

(for as our bodies be not after that sort within his body, so is not his body after

that sort within our bodies ;) but he meant, that Christ in his incarnation received

of us a mortal nature, and united the same unto his divinity, and so be we

naturally in him.

And the sacraments of baptism and of his holy supper, (if we rightly use

the same,) do most assuredly certify us, that we be partakers of his godly

nature, having given unto us by him immortality and life everlasting; and so

is Christ naturally in us. And so be we one with Christ, and Christ with us,

not only in will and mind, but also in very natural properties.

And so concludeth Hilarius against Arius, that Christ is one with his Father,

not in purpose and will only, but also in very nature.

And as the union between Christ and us in baptism is spiritual, and requireth

no real and corporal presence; so likewise our union with Christ in his holy

supper is spiritual, and therefore requireth no real and corporal presence.

And therefore Hilarius, speaking there of both the sacraments, maketh no

difi'erence between our union with Christ in baptism, and our union with him in

his holy supper: and saith further, that as Christ is in us, so be we in him;

which the papists cannot understand corporally and really, except they will say,

that all our bodies be corporally within Christ’s body. Thus is Hilarius answered

unto, both plainly and shortly.

WINCHESTER.

This answer to Hilary, in the seventy-eighth leaf4, requireth a plain, precise issue, worthy

to be tried5 apparent at hand. The allegation of Hilary toueheth specially me, who do say

and maintain that I cited Hilary truly (as the copy did serve), and6 translate him truly in

English afier the same words in Latin. This is one ismze which I qualify with the7 copy, Anislue.

because I have Hilary now better correct, which better correction settcth forth more lively the

truth than the other did, and therefore that I did translate was not so much to the advantage

of that I alleged Hilary for, as is that in the book that I have now better correct. Hilary/s

words in the book newly corrected be these: Si enim vere Verbum caro factum est, ct nos Hilarius

vere Vex-bum carnem cibo dominico sumimus, quomodo non naturaliter manere in nobis

existimandus est: qui et naturam earnis nostra: jam inseparabilem sibi homo natus as

sumpsen't 8, et naturam carnis sum ad naturam aeternitatis sub sacramento nobis communi

candze carnis admiscuit? Ita enim omnes unum sumus, quia et in Christo pater est, ct

Christus in nobis est. Quisquis ergo naturaliter Patrem in Christo negabit, neget prius

non naturaliter vel se in Christo vel Christum sibi incsse, quia in Christo Pater ct Christus

in nobis unum in iis9 esse nos faciunt. Si vere igitur carnem corporis nostri Christus

sumpsitlo, et vere homo ille qui ex Maria natus fuit Christus est, nosque vere sub mys- 166.

terio carnem corporis sui sumimus, et per hoc unum erimus, quia. Pater in 00 est et i110

in nobis, quomodo voluntatis unitas asseritur, cum naturulis per sacramentum proprietas

perfectaa" sacramentum sit unitatis? My translatimt is this: “ If the word was made verily

flesh, and we verily receive the word, being flesh, in our Lord’s meat, how shall not Christ be

thought to dwell naturally in us, who, being born man, hath taken unto him the nature of

 

[3 Citing, 1551, and Orig. eth] [R In Hilary, and in Orig. ed. W'inch. “as

[‘ i. e. of the original ulitien.] sumpsit.“]

[5 and apparent, 1551.] [' In Hilary, “1|is."]

[“ Did, 1561.] [1" “Assumpsil,” 1-351, as in Hilary ]

L’ A copy, 15:51.] [1' ln Hilary, “ prrfectn.“j
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our flesh that cannot be severed, and hath put together the nature of his flesh to the nature

of his eternity, under the sacrament of the communion of his flesh unto us? for so we be all

one, because the Father is in Christ, and Christ in us. Wherefore, whosoever will deny the

Father to be naturally in. Christ, must deny, first, either himself to be naturally in Christ,

or Christ not to be naturally in him; for the being of the Father in Christ, and the being of

Christ in us, maketh us to be one in them. And therefore, if Christ hath taken verily the

flesh of our body, and the man that was born of the virgin Mary is verily Christ, and also

u-e verily receive under a mystery the flesh of his body, by means whereof we shall be one, for

the Father is in Christ, and Christ in us; how shall that be called the unity of will, when the

natural propriety brought to pass by the sacrament is the sacrament of perfect unity?’

This translation difcreth from mine other, whereat this author flndeth fault; but wherein?

The word vero was in the other copy an adjective, and I it with mysterio, and there

fore said “the true mystery :" which word “ mystery” needed no such adjective “true,” for every

mystery is true of itself. But to say, as Hilary truly correct saith, “that we receive under

the mystery, truly, the flesh of Christ’s body,” that word “truly,” so placed, settcth forth lively

the real presence and substantial presence of that is received, and repeateth again the same

that was before said, to the more vehemcm'y of it. So as this correction is better than my

first copy, and according to this correction is Hilarius alleged by Melancthon to (Ecolam

padius for the same purpose I allege him. Another alteration in the translation thou seest,

reader, in the word perfectaa, which in my copy was perfecta, and so was joined to proprictas,

which now in the genitive case, joined to unitatis, giveth an ercellent sense to the dignity of

the sacrament, how the natural propriety by the sacrament is a sacrament of perfect unity,

so as the perfect unity of us with Christ is to have his flesh in us, and to have Christ bodiJy

and naturally dwelling in us by his manhood, as he dwelleth in us spiritually by his God

head: and now I speak in such phrase as Ililary and Cyril speak, and use the words

[as they use them,]1 whatsoever this author saith, as I will justify by their plain words.

And so I join now with this author an issue, that I have not perversely used the allega_

tion of Hilary, but alleged him as one that speaketh most clearly of this matter; which

Hilary, in his eighth book do Trinitat-e, entreateth how many divers ways we be one in

Christ, among which he accompteth faith for one: then he cometh to the unity in baptism,

where he handleth the matter above some capacities; and because there is but one baptism, and

all that be baptized be so regenerate in one dispensation, and do the same thing, and be one

in one, they that be one by the same thing be, as he saith, in nature one. From that unity

in baptism he cometh to declare our unity with Christ in flesh, which he calleth the sacra_

ment of perfect unity, declaring how it is when Christ, who took truly our flesh mortal in

the virgin's womb, delivereth us the same flesh glorified truly to be communicate with our

flesh, whereby as we be naturally in Christ, so Christ is naturally in us.- and when this is

brought to pass, then the unity between Christ and us is perfected. For as Christ is natu

rally in the Father of the same essence by the divine nature, [and God the Father naturally

in Christ his Son, very God of the same essence in the divine nature :]2 so we be naturally in

Christ by our natural flesh which he took in the virgin’s womb, and he naturally in us by the

same flesh in him glorified, and given to us, and received of us in the sacrament. For Hilary

saith in plain words, how Christ’s very flesh and Christ’s very blood, received and drunken

(accepts. ct hausta), bring this to pass. And it is notable, how Hilary comparcth together

the “truly” in Christ’s taking of our flesh in the virgin’s womb, with the “truly” of our

taking of his flesh (in cibo dominico) in our Lord’s meat: by which words he ezpresseth

the sacrament, and aficr reproveth those that said, we were only united by obedience and will

of religion to Christ, and by him so to the Father, as though by the sacrament offlesh and

blood no propriety of natural communion were given unto us: whereas both by the honour

given unto'us we be the sons of God, and by the Son dwelling carnally in us, and we

being corporally and inseparably unite in him, the mystery of true and natural unity is to

be preached. These be Hilarg/s words. For this latter part, where thou hearest, reader, the

Son of God to dwell carnally in us, not after man’s gross imaginatum, for we may not so

think of godly mysteries, but “camwlly” is referred to the truth of Christ’s flesh, given to

us in this sacrament; and so is “naturally” to be understandcd, that we receive Christ’s

natural flesh for the truth of it, as Christ received our natural flesh of the virgin, although

we receive Christ’s flesh glorified incorruptiblc, very spiritual, and in a spiritual manner

delivered unto us. Here is mention made of the word “corporal ;” but Ishall speak of that

 

A" BUG.
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H iluius.

167.

I Camslly.

lNatumlly.

[I These words are omitted in the 1580. ed.] [’ This clause is found only in the Orig. ed. W'incl|.]
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in the discuss-ion of Cyril. This Hilary was before St Augustine, and was known both of

him. and St Jerome, who called him Tubam Latini oloquii against the Ariana. Never man

found fruit at this notable place of Hilary. Now let us consider how the author of this

book forgetteth himself; to call Christ in as naturally by his Godhead, which were then to

make us all gods by nature, which is over-great an absurdity, and Christ in. his divine

nature dwelleth only in his Father naturally, and in us by grace. But as we receive him

in the sacrament of his flesh and blood, if we receive him worthily, so dwelleth he in as

naturally, for the natural3 communication of our nature and his. And therefore, where this

author reporteth Hilary to make 'no difi'erence between our union to Christ in baptism, and

in the supper, let him trust in‘ him no more that told him so: or if this author will take

upon him as of his own knowledge, then I must5 say, and he were another) would say, an

answer in French, that I will not eapress. And hereupon will I join in6 the issue, that in An 'mue.

Hilary the matter is so plain otherwise than this author rehearseth, as it hath no colour of

defence to the contrary. And what Hilary speaketh of baptism and our unity therein, I have

before touched; and this unity in flesh is afier treated apart.

What shall I say to this so manifest untruth, but that it confirmeth that I have in other

observed, how there was never one of them that I have read writing against the sacrament,

but hath in his writings said somewhat so evidently in the matter, or out of the matter, dis

crepant from truth, as might be a certain mark to judge the quality of his spirit? '

CANTERBURY.

Here you confess that you cited Hilary untruly, but you imputc the fault to your

copy. What copy you had I know not, but as well the citation of Melaucthon, as

all the printed books that ever I saw, have otherwise than you have written ; and

therefore it seemeth that you never read any printed book of Hilarius. Marry it might

be that you had from Smith a false copy written, who informed me that you had of Smith

him all the authorities that. be in your book: and having all the authorities that

he had with great travail gathered, by and by you made your book, and stole from

him all his thank and glory, like unto Esop's chough, which plumed himself with

other birds’ feathers. But wheresoever you had your copy, all the books set

forth by public faith have otherwise than you have cited. And although the false

allegation of Hilary touchcth you somewhat, yet chiefly it toucheth Smith, who hath

erred much worse in his translation than you have done, albeit neither of you both

handle the matter sincerely and faithfully, nor agree the one with the other.

But I trow it be your chance to light upon false books. For whereas in this sen

tence, Quisquis eryo naturaliter Patrem in Ohristo negabit, neyet prius naturaliter rel

se in Christa, rel Christum sibi inesse, one false print for naturaliter hath non natu- 3,... Wm.

raliter; it seemeth that you chanced upon that false print. For if you have f011ndm"']68_

Hilary truly corrected, as you say you have, your fault is the more, that out of a

true copy would pick out an untrue translation. And if you have so done, then by

putting in a little pretty “not,” where none ought to be, with that little pretty trip

you have clean overthrown yourself. For if it be an error to deny that Christ is not

naturally in us, (as it is rchearsed’ for an error,) then must it be an error to affirm

“that Christ is naturally in us." For it is all one thing to deny8 that he is not, and to

afirm that “he is naturally in us." And so by your own translation you overthrow

yourself quite and clean, in that you say in many places of your book, that “Christ

is naturally in us," and ground your saying upon Hilary: whereas now, by your own

translation, Hilary rejccteth that clearly as an heinous error.

And as concerning this word “truly,” it sctteth not lively forth a real and sub- Truly.

stuntial presence, as you say it doth; for Christ is truly in all his faithful people, and

they” truly eat his flesh and drink his blood, and yet not by a real and corpora], but

by a spiritual and effectual presence.

And as concerning the word perfecta or perfectly", in the print which I have of your Perfefla.

 

P Mutual, Orig. ed. Winch] [7 As it is here rehearsed, 1551.]

[4 Trust him, 1551.] [a To deny, omitted in ed. 1580.]

[5 [would nay, (if he were anoLher,) an answer [’I There, 1580.]

in French, Orig. ed. \Vinch.] [1" Perfecta or perfect, ed. 155L]

[' Join the issue, 1551.]
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John V.

John vi.

Nltura! I y.

1 69.

l

book, is neither of both, but be left quite out. Nevertheless that fault I impute to

no untruth‘ in you, but rather to the negligence either of your pen or of the printer.

But for the perfectness of the unity between Christ and us, you declare here

the' perfect unity to be that which is but the one half of it. For the perfect unity

of us with Christ is, not only to have Christ corporally and naturally dwelling in us,

but likewise we to dwell corporally and naturally in him. And Hilary dcclareth the

second part to pertain to our unity with Christ, as well as the first; which of sleight

and policy you leave out purposely, because it declareth the meaning of the first part,

which is not that Christ is in them that receive the sacrament, and when they receive

the sacrament only, but that he naturally tarrieth and dwelleth in all them that per

tain to him, whether they receive the sacrament or no. And as he dwelleth natu

rally in them, so do they in him.

And although you have excused your perversity by your false copy, yet here I

will join an issue with you, that you did neither allege Hilary’s words before truly,

nor yet now do truly declare them. As for the first part, you have confessed your

self that you were deceivcd by a false copy: and therefore, in this part, I plead

that you be guilty by your own confession. And as concerning the second part, Hilary

speaketh not of the unity of Christ with the sacrament, nor of the unity of Christ

with us only when we receive the sacrament, nor of the unity of us with Christ only,

but also with his Father; by which unity we dwell in Christ and Christ in us, and

also we dwell in the Father and the Father in us. For as Christ being in his Father,

and his Father in him, hath life of his Father, so he being in us, and we in him, giveth

unto us the nature of his eternity, which he received of his Father; that is to say, im

mortality and life everlasting, which is the nature of his Godhead. And so have we

the Father and the Son dwelling in us naturally, and we in them, forasmuch as he

giveth to us the nature of his eternity which he had of his Father, and honoureth us

with that honour which he had of his Father. But Christ giveth not this nature

of eternity to the sacrament, except you will say that the sacrament shall have ever

lasting life; as you must needs say, if Christ dwell naturally in it, after Hilary's

manner of reasoning. For by the saying of Hilary, where Christ dwelleth, there

dwelleth his Father, and giveth eternal life by his Son.

And so be you a goodly saviour, that can bring to everlasting life both bread

and drink, which never had life. But as this nature of eternity is not given to the

sacrament, so is it not given to them that unworthily receive the sacrament, which

eat and drink their own damnation. Nor it is not given to the lively members of

Christ only when they receive the sacrament, but so long as they spiritually feed upon

Christ, eating his flesh and drinking his blood, either in this life or in the life to come:

for so long have they Christ naturally dwelling in them, and they in him. And as the

Father naturally dwelleth in Christ, so by Christ doth be naturally dwell in us.

And this is Hilary’s mind, to tell how Christ and his Father dwell naturally in his

faithful members, and what unity we have with them, (that is to say, an unity of nature,

and not of will only), and not to tell how Christ dwclleth in the sacrament, or in them

that unworthily receive" it, that he dwelleth in them at that time only, when they

receive the sacrament. And yet he saith that this unity of faithful people unto God

is by faith taught by the sacrament of baptism and of the Lord's table, but wrought

by Christ by the sacrament and mystery of his incarnation and redemption, whereby he

humbled himself unto the lowliness of our feeble nature, that he might exalt us to the

dignity of his godly nature, and join us unto his Father in the nature of his eternity.

Thus is plainly declared Hilary’s mind, who meant nothing less than, as you say,

to entreat how many divers ways we be one in Christ, but only to entreat and prove

that we be naturally in Christ, and Christ in us. And this one thing he proveth by

our faith, and by the sacrament of baptism, and of the Lord’s supper, and still he saith

as well that we be naturally and corporally in him, as that he is naturally in us.

And where you speak of the unity in baptism, and say that Hilary “handleth that

matter above some capacities ;" howsoever Hilary handleth the matter, ‘you handle it
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in such sort as I think passeth all men's capacities, unless yourself make a large com

mentary thereto. For what these your words mean, “Because there is but one baptism,

and all that be baptized be so regenerate in one dispensation, and do the same thing,

and be one in one, they that be one by the same thing be, as he saith, in nature one ;"

and what that one thing is which they do that be baptized; I think no man can tell,

except you read the riddle yourself.

And now to your issue. If you can show of the words of IIilary in this place, that

Christ is naturally in the sacraments of bread and wine, or in wicked persons, or in

godly persons only when they receive the sacrament, then will I confess the issue to

pass upon your side, that you have declared this author truly, and that he maketh most

clearly for you against me. And if you cannot shew this by Hilary’s words, then must

you hold up your hand and say, “Guilty!”

And yet furthermore, when Hilary saith that we be naturally in Christ, he meaneth

not that our bodies be contained within the compass of his body, but that we receive 170,

his natural eternity. And so likewise, when he saith that Christ dwelleth naturally and

carnally in us, he meaneth not that his body is contained corporally within the compass

of our mouths or bodies, (which you must prove by his plain words, if you will justify

your issue, that he speaketh most clearly for you,) but he meancth that Christ communi

cateth and giveth unto us the nature of his eternity or everlasting life. And he dwelleth

in us by his incarnation, as St John saith: Verbum caro factum est, et habitat-it in nobis, John i.

“The word was made flesh, and dwelled in us." And as he may be said to dwell in

us by receiving of our mortal nature, so may we be said to dwell in him by receiving the

nature of his immortality. And “never man found fault,” as you truly say, “at this notable

place of Hilary ;" nor, again, never learned man hitherto expounded him as you do.

And when I said that Christ is in us naturally by his Godhead, I forgat not what

I said, as you say of me; for I plainly expounded what I meant by naturally, that is to

say, not by natural substance to make us gods, but by natural condition giving unto

us immortality and everlasting life which he had of his Father, and so making us par

takers of his godly nature, and uniting us to his Father. And if we attain to the unity

of his Father, why not unto the unity of the Godhead, not by natural substance, but by

natural propriety? As Cyril saith that we be made the children of God and heavenly

men by participation of the divine nature, as St Peter also teacheth. And so be we one 2 Pet. i.

in the Father, in the Son, and in the Holy Ghost.

And where you say that we “receive Christ in the sacrament of his flesh and blood,

if we receive him worthily ;” here you have given good evidence against yourself, that we

receive him not, and that he dwelleth not in us naturally, except we receive him worthily.

And therefore where you say that there is “none that writeth against the truth in the

sacrament, but he hath in his writings somewhat discrepant from truth, that might be a

certain mark to judge his spirit;" this is so true, that yourself diiTcr not only from the

truth in a. number of places, but also from your own sayings.

And where you bid Ine “trust him no more that told me that Hilary maketh no

difference between our union in Christ in baptism, and in his holy supper,” it was very

Hilary himself of whom I learned it, who saith that in both the sacraments the union

is natural, and not in will only. And if you will say the contrary, I must tell you the

“French answer" that you would tell me. And herein I will not refuse your issue. “line issue.

Now come we to Cyril, of whom I write as followeth.

And this answer to3 Hilarius will serve also unto Cyril, whom they allege Theunswer
. - . . . to Cynllus.

to speak after the same sort that Hilarius doth, that Chnst IS naturally in us. {gram-w.

The words which they recite be these‘: “We dcny not,” saith Cyril against the '
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1 Cor. vi.

John vi.

John xv.

Col. ii.

heretic, “but we be spiritually joined to Christ by faith and sincere charity;

but that we should have no manner of conjunction in our flesh with Christ,

that we utterly deny, and think it utterly discrepant from God’s holy scrip

tures. For who doubteth but Christ is so the vine-tree, and we so the branches,

as we get thence our life? Hear what St Paul saith: ‘We be all one body

with Christ, for though we be many, we be one in him: all we participate

in one food.’ Thinketh this heretic that we know not the strength and

virtue of the mystical benediction? which when it is made in us, doth it not

make Christ by communication of his flesh to dwell corporally in us? Why

be the members of faithful men’s bodies called the members of Christ? ‘Know

you not,’ saith St Paul, ‘that your members he the members of Christ ‘? And

shall I make the members of Christ parts of the whore’s body ? God forbid.’

And our Saviour also saith: ‘ He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood,

dwelleth in me and I in him.’ ”

Although in these words Cyril doth say, that Christ doth dwell corporally in

us when we receive the mystical benediction, yet he neither saith that Christ

dwelleth corporally in the bread, nor that he dwelleth in us corporally only at

such times as we receive the sacrament, nor that he dwelleth in us and not

we in him; but he saith as well, that we dwell in him, as that he dwelleth in us.

Which dwelling is neither corporal nor local, but an heavenly, spiritual, and

supernatural dwelling, whereby so long as we dwell in him and he in us, we have

by him everlasting life. And therefore Cyril saith in the same place, that

Christ is the vine, and we the branches, because that by him we have life. For

as the branches receive life and nourishment of the body of the vine, so receive

we by him the natural property of his body, which is life and immortality, and

by that means we, being his members, do live and are spiritually nourished.

And this meant Cyril by this word “ corporally,” when hesaith that Christ

dwelleth corporally in us. And the same meant also St Hilarius by this word

“ naturally,” when he said that Christ dwelleth naturally in us. And as

St Paul, when he said that in Christ dwelleth the full divinity “ corporally,” by

this word “ corporally” he meant not that the divinity is a body, and so by that

body dwelleth bodily in Christ. But by this word “ corporally" he meant, that the

divinity is not in Christ accidentally, lightly, and slenderly, but substantially and

perfectly, with all his might and power: so that Christ was not only a mortal

man to suffer for us, but also he was immortal God able to redeem us.

So St Cyril, when he said that Christ is in us “ corporally,” he meant that

we have him in us, not lightly and to small effect and purpose, but that we have

him in us substantially, pithily, and efi'ectually, in such wise that we have by him

redemption and everlasting life.

And this I suck not out of mine own fingers, but have it of Cyril‘s own

express words, where he saith‘: “A little benediction draweth the whole man to
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God, and filleth him with his” grace, and after this manner Christ dwelleth in us,

and we in Christ.”

But as for corporal eating and drinking with our mouths, and digesting with

our bodies, Cyril never meant that Christ doth so dwell in us, as he plainly

dcclareth. “ Our sacrament,” saith he, “ doth not affirm the eating of a man, 4mm,“

drawing wickedly christian people to have gross imaginations and carnal fantasies iiiflilghhii.

of such things as be fine and pure, and received only with a sincere faith 3.” 5PM“

“ But as two waxes, that be molten and put together, they close so in one, that:

every part of the one is joined to every part of the other, even so," saith Cyril,

“he that receiveth the flesh and blood of the Lord, must needs be so joined

with Christ, that Christ must be in him, and he in Christ‘.”

By these words of Cyril appeareth his mind plainly, that we may not

grossly and rudely think of the eating of Christ with our mouths, but with our

faith, by which eating, (although he be absent hence bodily, and be in the

eternal life and glory with his Father,) yet we be made partakers of his nature,

to be immortal, and have eternal life and glory with him.

And thus is declared the mind as well of Cyril as of Hilarius.

1 72.

WINCHESTER.

The author saith, such answer as he made to Hilary will serve for Q/ril; and indeed, to Cyril

sny truth, it is made after the same sort, and hath even such an error as the other had, saving

it may be accused by ignorance. For where the author travaileth here to ea‘pound the word

“corporally,” which is a sore word in Cyril against this author, and therefore taketh labour

to temper it with the word corporaliter in St Paul, applied to the dwelling of the divinity

in Christ; and yet not content therewith, maketh further search, and would gladly have somewhat

to confirm his fancy out of Cyril himself, and seeketh in Cyril where it is not to be found,

and seeketh not where it is to be found: (for Cyril telleth himself plainly, what he meaneth

by the word “corporally,” which place and this author had found, he might have spared a

great many of words uttered by divination; but then the truth of that place hindereth and

quaileth in manner all the book :) I will at my peril bring forth Cyril’s own words truly upon

the 17th chapter of St John.

Corporaliter Filius per benedictionem mysticam nobis ut homo unitur, spiritualitor C 0rlilr

autem ut Deus5. Which be in English thus much to say: “ The Son is unite as man cor- Lib.ix.cap..

porally to us by the mystical benediction, spiritually as God.” These be Cyril’s words, who

nameth the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ the mystical benediction, and sheweth '

in this sentence, how himself understandeth the words “corporallgf’ and “spiritually ;" that

is to say, when Christ ulniteth himself to us as man, which he doth giving his body in this

sacrament to such as worthily receive it, then he dwelleth in them corporally, which Christ

was before in them spiritually, or else they could not worthily receive him to the eject of

that unity corporal and corporal dwelling,- by which word “corporal” is understanded no

grossncss at all, which the nature of a mystery ewcludeth, and yet keepeth truth still, being

the understanding only attained by faith. But where the author of the book allegeth Cyril
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in words to deny the eating of a man, and to aim the receiving in this sacrament to be only by

faith,- it shall appear, I doubt not, upon further discussion, that Cyril saith not so, and

the translations of Cyril into Latin after the print of Basil, in a book called “Antidotum,”

and of whole Cyril’s works printed at Cologne, have not in that place such sentence: so as

following the testimony of those books set forth by public faith in two sundry places, I should

calb the allegation of Cyril made by this author in this point untrue, as it is indeed in the

matter untrue. And yet because the original error proccedeth from (Ecolampadius, it shall

serve to good purpose to direct the original fault to him; as he well dcseructh to be, as he is

noted guilty of it, whose reputation deceived many in the matter of the sacrament; and being

well noted how the same Glcolampadius corrupteth Cyril, it may percase somewhat work with

this author, to consider how he hath in this place been deceived by him. I will write here the

very words of Cyril in Greek, as they be of (Ecolampadius brought forth and published in

his name; whereby the reader that undcrstandetlt the Greek, as many do at this time, may judge

of (Ecolampadius' conscience in handling this matter. The words of Cyril be alleged of

(Ecolampadius to be these in Greek: 'Ap' abv oi: Prepay flva vibv xa‘c Xpw'rbw napd row in

6:017 eebv X6701! 'rbv ¢aw6pevov Elva; BLaBeBatoiJV-rat, a; Kai 'rb Ti); dnoerrohiic npoavevipqrm

xpilpa, ain: dvdpam'otbayiav fipiw d1ro¢aivn 'rb pumipiov, napla'rzinl dvoalms (is c'Errrihavs

ivvoias 'riiw mo-rcuévrwv voinl, Ktll ho'ylo'pois‘ dvapmrivms e'mxnpéw, i1 po'vy mi deaf] Kill

dfrrninp rim-u hapfidve'ral.

These words be by (Ecolampadius translated in this wise: Nonno igitur eum qui videtur

filium et Christum, alium a D00 verbo, qui ex Deo essc affirmant, cui apostolatus functio

tribute. sit? Non enim sacramentum nostrum hominis mandueationem asserit, mentcs

credentium ad crassas cogitotioncs irreligiose introtrudens, et humanis cogitationibus

subjicere enitens ca qua: Bola, ct pura, et inexquisitn. fide capiuntur. This is (Ecolam

padius' translation of the Greek, as the same is by Glcolampadius alleged. Which, com

pared with the Greek, and the congruity and phrase of the Greek tongue considered, doth

plainly open a corruption in the Greek teat. First, in the word bwBcBawfiv-rm, which should

be a participle in the singular number 8iaBcBaiév, as nupwrciiv, and e’mxupév, all which

participles depend of the third person reproved of Cyril, and nominative case to the verb

d1r0¢alvu, which bath the noun pva'nipwv his accusative case; for cangruity will not safer

puarq'pwv to be the nominative case, as (E'colampadius maketh it, because napio-rév and

e'mxupiinl should then depend on it, which be the masculine gender, and pva'rripwv the neuter:

and besides that, the sense hath so no good reason to attribute assertion to the mystery by

the way of declaration: the mystery of nature secret hath need of declaration, and maleth

none, but hideth rather; and the mystery cannot declare properly that should lead or subdue

men to vain imagination. But Cyril, intending to reprove the conclusion of him that attri

buteth to that is seen in Christ the naturel (meaning the person of his humanity,) the ojice

of the apostle, and so thereby secmeth to make in Christ two several persons, esteeming that

is seen another son from the second person, sheweth how that man so concluding“ doth afirm

an absurdity, that is to say, declareth+ that mystery of our humanam commixtionem, for so

hath the public translation, and not dvflpmrodmyiav, which should signify eating of a man,

as (Ecolampadius would have it, and cannot with this construction to make puzrnjptav the

accusative case have any sense; and then that man so concluding may be said therewith

landing: the mind of them that believe into slender and dark imaginations or thoughts, and

so|| going about to bring under man’s reasonings mch things as be taken§ or understandcd by

an only simple, bare, and no curious faith. And this is uttered by Cyril by interrogation,

'Ap' 013v, which continueth unto the last word of all that is here written in Greek, ending in the

word hapBdvc'rm. But @colampadius, to frame these words to his purpose, corrupteth the

participle biafleflauiw, and maketh it blaBcBawfiwm, whereby he might cut of the interroga

tive; and then is he yet join to add evidently that is not in the Greek, a copulative causal

enim; and then when uvo'rlipmv is, by the cutting of the interrogation and the addition of

enim, made the nominative case, then cannot napio-rfiw and c'mxupciw depend of it, because

of the gender, and 11‘: pva-rripwv, because of the article, detcrmineth the principal mystery in

_Christ’s person; and after-1 public translation, it should seem the Greek word was not dwdpm

1m¢ayiau, but dvdponrouryiav, which in the public translation is ezprcssed with these two

words, humanam commixtionem. This one place, and‘ there were no more like, may shew
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with what conscience (Ecolampadius handled the matter of the sacrament, who was learned

in the Greek tongue, much ercrciscd in translations, and had once written a grammar of

the Greek,- and yet in this place abuseth himself and the reader in perverting Cyril against

all congraities of the speech, against the proper significations of the words, against the con

venient connection of the matter, with depraoation of the phrase and corruption of certain

words, all against the common and public translation; and when he hath done all this, con

cludeth in the end that he hath translated the Greek faithfully, when there is by him used

no good faith at all, but credit and estimation of learning by him abused to deceive well

meaning simplicity, and scrueth for some defence to such as be bold to use and follow his

authority in this matter: as the author of the book seemeth to have followed him herein, for

else the public authentic translations which be abroad, as I said, of the prints of Basil and

Cologne, have no such matter; and therefore the fault of the author is to leave public truth

and search matter whispered in corners. But thus much must be granted, though in the prin

cipal matter, that in the mystery of the sacrament we must exclude all grossness, and yet for

the truth of God's secret work in the sacrament grant also, that5 in such as receive the sacra

ment worthily, Christ dwelleth in them corporally, as Cyril saith, and naturally and carnally, 174

as Hilary saith. And with this true understanding, after the simplicity of a Christian faith,

which was in thesefathers, Ililaijy and Cyril, the contention of these three envious words, in gross

capacities grossly taken, “natural,” “carnal,” and “corporal,” which carnality hath engendered,

might soon be much assuaged: and this author also, considering with himself how much he hath

been overseen in the understanding of them, and the speciality in this place of himself and

(Ecolampadius, might take occasion to repent and call home himself, who wonderfully wan

dereth in this matter of the sacrament, and having lost his right way, breakcth up hedges, and

lcapeth over ditches, with a wondermu travail to go whither he would not, being not yet (as

appeareth) determined where he would rest, by the variety of his own doctrine, as may ap

pear in sundry places, they be compared together.

CANTERBURY.

I said very truly when I said, that such answer as I made to Hilary will serve

for Cyril; for so will it do indeed, although you wrangle and strive therein never so

much: for Cyril and Hilary cntrcat both of one matter, that we be united together

and with Christ, not only in will, but also in nature, and be made one, not only in

consent of godly religion, but also that Christ, taking our corporal nature upon him,

hath made us partakcrs of his godly nature, knitting us together with him unto his

Father and to his holy Spirit. Now let the indifi'erent reader judge whether you or

I be in error, and whether of us both hath most need to excuse himself of ignorance.

Would God you were as ready humbly to yield in those manifest errors which be

proved against you, as you be stout to take upon you a. knowledge in those things,

wherein ye be most ignorant! But ¢mawria‘ is a perilous witch.

Now whereas I have truly expounded this word “corporally” in Cyril, when he saith Corporslly.

that Christ dwelleth corporally in us, and have declared how that word “ corporally," as

Cyril understandeth it, makcth nothing for your purpose, that Christ's flesh should be

corporally contained (as you understand the matter) under the form of bread, (for he

neither saith that Christ dwelleth corporally in the bread, nor that he dwelleth in

them corporally that be not lively members of his body, not that he dwelleth in

his lively members at such time only as they receive the sacrament, nor that he dwelleth

in us corporally, and not we in him; but he saith as well that we dwell in him,

as that he dwelleth in us;) and when I have also declared that Cyril's meaning was

this, that as the vine and branches be both of one nature, so the Son of God, taking

unto him our human nature, and making us partakors of his divine nature, giving

unto us immortality and everlasting life, doth so dwell naturally and corporally

in us, and maketh us to dwell naturally and corporally in him; and where, as

l have proved this by Cyril’s own words, as well in that place in his tenth book

upon St John's Gospel, the thirteenth chapter, as in his fourth book, the seventeenth

chapter; you answer no more to all this, but say that I “seek in Cyril where it is not

to be found, and seek not where it is to be found." A substantial anBWer, be you

sure, and a leamed. For you do here like a keeper which I knew once, required to
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follow a suit with his hound, after one that had stolen a deer; and when his hound

was in his right suit, and had his game fresh before him, and came near to the house

and place where the deer was indeed, after he had a little inkling that it was a special

friend of his that killed the deer, and then being 10th to find the suit, he plucked

back his hound, being in the right way, and appointed him to hunt in another place

where the game was not, and so deceived all them that followed him, as you would

here do to as many as will follow you. For you promise to bring the reader to a

place where he shall find the meaning of this word “corporally;" and when he cometh

t0 the place where you appoint, the word is spoken of there, but the meaning thereof

is not declared, neither by you nor by Cyril in that place: and so the reader, by

your fair promise, is brought from the place where the game is truly indeed, and

brought to another place where he is utterly disappointed of that he sought for.

For where you send the reader to this place of Cyril, “The Son is united as man

corporally unto us by the mystical benediction, spiritually as God": here indeed in this

sentence Cyril nameth this word “corporally,” but he telleth not the meaning thereof,

which you promised the reader that he should find here.

Nevertheless Cyril meaneth no more by these words, but that Christ is united unto

us two manner of ways, by his body and by his Spirit. And he is also a band and

knot to bind and join us to his Father, being knit in nature unto both; to us as a

natural man, and to his Father as natural God, and himself knitting us and God his

Father together.

And although Cyril say that Christ is united unto us corporally by the mystical

benediction, yet in that place the materiall benediction may well be understand of his

incarnation, which as Cyril and Hilary both call “an high mystery," so was it to us a

marvellous “benediction,” that he that was immortal God would become for us a mortal

man ; which mystery St Paul saith was “ without controversy great," and was hid from

the world, and at the last opened, that gentiles should be made partakers of the pro

mises in Christ, which by his flesh came down unto us.

But to give you all the advantage that may be, I will grant for your pleasure,

that by “the mystical benediction" Cyril understood the sacrament of Christ's flesh and

blood, as you say, and that Christ is thereby united corporally unto us. Yet saith

not Cyril, that this unity is only when we receive the sacrament, nor extendeth to all

that receive the sacrament, but unto them that, being renewed to a new life, be made

partakers of the divine nature, which nature Cyril himself upon the sixth chapter of

John dcclareth to be life. But he speaketh not one word of the corporal presence of

Christ in the forms of bread and wine, nor no more doth Hilary. And therefore I

may well approve that I said, that the answer made unto Hilary will very well also

serve for Cyril. And yet neither of them both hath one word that serveth for your

purpose, that Christ's flesh and blood should be in the sacrament under the forms of

bread and wine.

And where you say that Christ uniteth himself to us as man, when he giveth his

body in the sacrament to such as worthily receive it, if you will speak as Cyril and

other old authors used to do, Christ did unite himself to us as man at his incama

tion. And here again you give evidence against your own issue, affirming our unity

unto Christ no further than we receive the sacrament worthily. And then they that

receive it unworthily be not united corporally unto Christ, nor eat his flesh, nor drink

his blood; which is the plain mind both of Hilary and also of Cyril, and directly with

the state of my fourth book, and against your answer to the same.

And here you, pretending to declare again what is meant by this word “corporal,”

do tell the negative, that there is “no grossncss meant thereby,” but the affirmative,

what is meant thereby, you declare not as you promised. But if you mean plainly,

speak plainly, whether Christ's body, being in the sacrament under the forms of bread

and wine, have head, feet, arms, legs, back and belly, eyes, ears and mouth, distinct

and in due order and proportion? \Vhich if he lack, the simplest man or woman

knoweth that it cannot be a. perfect corporal man's body, but rather an imaginative
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or phantastical body, as Marcion and Valentine taught it to be. Express here fully

and plainly what manner of body you call this corporal body of Christ.

And where you say that I “allege Cyril to deny in words the eating of a man,

and to affirm the receiving in this sacrament to be only by faith," and yet it shall

appear by further discussing”, say you, that Cyril saith not so: if you had not rubbed

shame out of your forehead, you would not have said that he saith not so, and be

taken with so manifest an untrutb. For although you, like a grammarian, ruffle in

your cases, genders, numbers, and persons, and in matters of no learning trouble the

reader to show yourself learned, corrupting the Greek, Latin, and English, to draw

them to your purpose; yet shall you never prove that Cyril speaketh of any other

eating of Christ, but by faith.

And to make the matter plain, which it seemeth you yet understand not, I shall

shortly rehearse, as well the argument of Nestorius as the answer of Cyril. Nesto- Neswrius.

rins, the heretic, said that Christ was but a pure man, and not God, and that he

had but a common body such as other men have, whereunto the Godhead was only

assistant, as it is to other men. And to prove the same, he alleged Christ's own

words, when he said: “ He that eateth my flesh, &c." and “He that eateth me," and “As John vi.

the living Father sent me." And forasmuch as Christ said, that he had flesh, and

was eaten and sent, and God cannot be eaten nor sent, said Nestorius, therefore con

cluded he, that Christ was not God, but man, whose flesh might be eaten and sent:

whose gross argumentation Cyril confuting saith, “that by his rude reasoning of cat

ing, he drawcth men's minds wickedly to fancy of the eating of man's flesh, (meaning

of the eating thereof with tooth and mouth,) and so to imagine carnally and gromly

such things of Christ as be understand to be done with an only and pure faith."

And as Nestorins made his argument of the eating of man's flesh, even so did Cyril

make his answer of the eating of the same, and not of the commixtion thereof. For

unto what purpose should commixtion serve in that place, and whereunto should Christ's

body be commixted? Or why should Cyril charge l'estorius with commixtion in Christ,

seeing that he was charged with the clean contrary, as you say, that be separated

the natures in Christ, and did not confound and commixt them? And furthermore,

if Nestorius had made his argument of the eating, and Cyril had made his answer of

the commixtion, they had foughten Andabatarum more, as the proverb saith, “like two

blind men, that when one striketh in one place, the other holdeth up his buckler to 177.

defend in another place." Therefore may all men judge, that have any judgment at

all, how unjustly you judge and condemn that godly and excellent learned man, (Eco

lampadius, for this word dudpmrmpa'yiav, which you say would be a'vfipnwopuyiav, which

word in Greek I think was never read, nor hath in that place neither sense nor reason.

And what an heady and intolerable arrogancy is this of you, of your own vain con

jccturing to alter the Greek text without any Greek copy to ground yourself upon,

altering a'uepw'lrodia'yiav into a'vdpw'rropuyiav, and aiafiefiaioiiu-rm into 3cafiefiai5v, con

trary to the translations of (Ecolampadius and Musculus, not “whispered in corners,”

as you with your railing words would defame the matter, but published abroad to the

world. And at the end you conclude altogether with interrogation, contrary to the

two translations which yourself do allege, being printed, the one at Basil and the other

at Cologne. And you, using such a licence to alter and change all things at your plea

sure, are offended with (Ecolampadius for changing of any case, gender, number, verb

or participle, yea, for one tittle or prick of interrogation, which liberty hath ever been

sufi'ered in all interpreters, so they went not from the true sense. But you can spy

a little mote in another man's eye, that cannot see a great block in your own.

Nevertheless, if I should divine without the book, as you do, I would rather think

that Biaflsflaioiiwai should be 3|aflcBmoJ-rm, (for such small errors in one letter be

easily committed in the printing,) and then concluding with an interrogation, as you

would have it, the sense of the Greek should be this in English: “Doth not Nestorins

affirm, that he who was seen and sent is another Son and Christ beside the “lord,

which is God of God? Doth not he say, that our sacrament is the eating of a man,

unrevcrently leading faithful minds unto vain and gross imaginations, and going about
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to compass with man's phantasy those things which be received only with a pure and

simple faith ?" \Vhere Cyril in these Words reproveth Nestorius, in that he said that

our sacrament is the eating of a man. Doth not he himself affirm the contrary, that

our sacrament is not the eating of a man, as I said in my book? For else why

should he reprehend Nestorius for saying the contrary? And doth not Cyril say also,

that this sacrament “is received only with a pure and simple faith ?" And yet you

find fault with me, because I say that Cyril afiirmeth the receiving in this sacrament

to be only by faith; which your saying being so manifest contrary to Cyril's words,

I refer me to the judgment of all indifi'erent readers, what trust is to be given to you

in this matter. And as for (Ecolampadius, if the printer in the stead of rdpm-ruv

made wapm'raiv, and for e'mxeipov printed e'mxerpuiv, which may soon chance in printing,

then may pvo'rn'pmv be the nominative case, notwithstanding all your vehement in

veighing and vain babbling against (Ecolampadius.

Yet after your scurrility and railing against (Ecolampadius, you temper yourself

somewhat, saying that “ in such as receive the sacrament worthily, Christ dwelleth

corporally, as Cyril saith; and naturally and carnally, as Hilary saith." This is the

third evidence which you give against yourself, signifying that Christ is not corpo

rally in them that receive not the sacrament worthily.

And here you begin to smack of some true understanding, when you say that

178. Christ dwelleth in them that worthily receive the sacrament, so that you would add

thereto, that he dWelleth not only in them when they receive the sacrament, but when

soever by a lively faith they spiritually eat his flesh and drink his blood.

And where you say, that “by the variety of my doctrine it appeareth that I am

not yet determined whither to go," you keep still your old conditions, and shew your

self to be always one man, in this point to charge other men with your own faults.

For whereas my doctrine is throughly uniform and constant, yours is so variable and

uncertain, that you agree with no man, nor with yourself neither, as I intend by

God's grace particularly to set out in the end of my book.

And in these two authors, Hilary and Cyril, you vary three times from your

answer unto my fourth book. For here you say no more, but that Christ is cor

porally in them that receive the sacrament worthily: and in the answer to my fourth

book you say, that he is corporally in all them that receive the sacrament, whether

it be worthily or unworthily.

Now followeth thus in my book.

Mum And here may be well enough passed over Basilius, Grcgorius Nyssenus, and

£13233: Gregorius Nazianzenus, partly because they speak little of this matter, and

partly because they may be easily answered unto, by that which is before de

clared and often repeated; which is, that a figure hath the name of the thing

whereof it is the figure, and therefore of the figure may be spoken the same

thing that may be spoken of the thing itself. And as concerning the eating of

Christ’s flesh and drinking of his blood, they spake of the spiritual eating and

drinking thereof by faith, and not of corporal eating and drinking with the

mouth and teeth.

“'IXCHFSTER.

Baum“ As for Basil, Gregory Nyssen, and Gregory Nafiamen, this author with they speak

little of this matter, and indeed they spa/cal not so much as other do; but that they speak

is not discrepant, nor contrarieth not that other afore them had written. For in the old

eheréfi I church. the truth of this mystery was never tmpugncd openly and directly that we read of,

sawmill lug/bro Berengarius, five hundred years past, and secretly by one Bertram before that, but

)Yessaliani only by the Illcssalians, who said the corporal eating did qwitllcr good nor hurt. The

9‘ , _ I I I I IAellfh‘f‘flpo- Anthropomorplutes also, who said the virtue of the mystical bcnedzctzon endured not to

(he mt day, of whom Cyril speaketh, and the Nestorians by comecution of their learning,

that divided Christ’s flash from the deity. And where this author would have taken for a

true supposal, that Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, and Nysscn, should take the sacrament to be

IOnly' figurative only, that is to be denied. And likewise it is not true that this author tcuchcth,
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that of the figure may be spoken the same thing that may be spoken of the thing itself.

And that I will declare thus. Of the thing itself} that is, Christ’s very body being present

in deed, it may be said, “Adore it, worship it there,” which may not be said of the figure.

It may be said of the very thing being present there, that “it is a high miracle to be there,”

“it is above nature to be there,” “it is an high secret mystery to be there.” But none of

these speeches can be conveniently said of the only figure, that it is such a miracle, so above

nature, so high a mystery to be a figure. And therefore it is no true doctrine to teach,

that we may say the same of the figure, that may be said of the thing itself. And where

this author speaketh of the spiritual eating, and corporal eating, he remaineth in his ignorance

what the word “corporal” meancth, which I have opened in discussing of his answer to Cyril. 179.

Faith is required in him that shall eat spiritually, and the corporal eating institute in Christ’s $2,332?“

supper requireth the reverent use of man’s mouth, to receive our Lord’s meat and drink, his "0"" "'14"
Rotfeum adv.

own very flesh and blood, by his omnipotency prepared in that supper, which not spiritually, mum:

that is to say, not innocently2 (as St Augustine", in one place erpoundeth “ spiritually”) received, lAii‘;bringeth judgment and condemnation, according to St Paul's words. Joa'llltracl.

XXVI

CANTERBURY.

‘Vhere you say that “in the old church the truth of this mystery was never im

pugned openly," you say herein very truly; for the truth which I have set forth, was

openly received and taught of all that were catholic without contradiction, until the

papists devised a contrary doctrine. And I say further, that the untruth which you teach,

was not at that time improved of no man, neither openly nor privily. For how could your

doctrine be impugned in the old church, which was then neither taught nor known?

And as concerning Bertram, he did not write secretly; for he was required by Bertram

king Charles to write in this matter, and wrote therein as the doctrine of the church

was at that time, or else some man would have reprchcnded him, which never none

did before you, but make mention of his works unto his great praise and commendation.

And the Massalians were not reproved for saying, that “corporal eating doth neither 'Memliani.

good nor hurt," neither of Epiphanius, nor of St Augustine, nor Theodoret, nor of any

other ancient author that I have read. Marry, that the sacraments do neither good ¢n;l."11.'et‘iii‘

nor hurt, and namely baptism, is laid unto the Massalians’ charge; and yet the cor

poral receiving without the spiritual availeth nothing, but rather hurteth very much,

as appeared in Judas and Simon Magus. And as for the three hcrosies of the Mas

salians, Anthropomorphites, and Nestorians‘, I allow none of them, although you report

them otherwise than either Epiphanius or St Augustine doth.

And where you say that I “would have taken ‘for a supposal, that Basil, Nazianzen,

and Nyssene should take the sacrament to be figurative only," still you charge me untruly

with that I neither say nor think. For I knowledge, as all good christian men do,

that Almighty God worketh efl'ectually with his sacraments.

And where you report me to say another untruth, “ that of a figure may be spoken

the same thing, that may be spoken of the thing itself," that I say true therein wit

nesseth plainly St Augustine and Cyprian. And yet I speak not universally, nor

these examples that you bring make anything against my sayings. For the first

example may be said of the figure, if Dr Smith say true. And because you two 'Smifil

write both against my book, and agree so evil one with another, as it is hard for

untrue sayers to agree in one tale; therefore in this point I commit you together, to

see which of you is most valiant champion. And as for your other three examples, it

is not true of the thing itself, that Christ's body is present in the sacrament “ by miracle

or above nature," although by miracle and above nature he is in the ministration of his

holy supper among them that godly be fed thereat. And thus be your frivolous cavil

lations answered.

And where you say that I am ignorant what this word, “corporal,” mcancth, Corporal.
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surely then I have a very gross wit, that am ignorant in that thing, which every

130, ploughman knoweth. But you make so fine a construction of this word “corporal,”

that neither you can tell what you mean yourself, nor no man can understand you,

as I have opened before in the discussing of Cyril's mind.

And as for “the reverent use of man's mouth" in the Lord's holy supper, the bread

and wine outwardly must be reverently received with the month, because of the things

thereby represented, which by faith he received inwardly in our hearts and minds, and

not eaten with our mouths, as you untruly allege St Paul to say, whose words be of

the eating of the sacramental bread, and not of the body of Christ.

Now followeth next mine answer to Eusebius Emissenus, who is as it were your

chief trust and sheet-anchor.

The all", Likewise Eusebius Emissenus is shortly answered unto: for he speaketh

“mm not of any real and corporal conversion of bread and wine into Christ’s body

and blood, nor of any corporal and real eating and drinking of the same; but

he speaketh of a sacramental conversion of bread and wine, and of a spiritual

eating and drinking of the body and blood. After which sort Christ is as well

present in baptism, as the same Eusebius plainly there dcclareth, as he is in

the Lord’s table: which is not carnally and corporally, but by faith and spiri

tually. But of this author is spoken before more at large in the matter of

transubstantiation.

WINCHHTER.

Iimisscn. This author saith that Emisscn is shortly answered unto, and so is he, ifa man care not what

he saith, as Hilary was amwercd and Cyril. But else, there can no short or long answer con

found the true plain testimony of Emissen, for the common true faith of the church in the

sacrament. Which Emisscn hath this sentence, “ That the invisible priest, (by the secret power

with his word,) turne-th the roiin'ble creatures into the substance of his body and blood, saying

thus: ‘This is my body’; and again repeating the 807716 sanctification, ‘ This is my blood.’

W'herefore as at the beck of him commanding the heights of heavens, the decpness of the floods,

and largeness of lands were founded of nothing: by like power in spiritual sacraments, where

virtue commandeth, the eject of the truth smrcth.” These be Emissen’s words], declaring his

faith plainly of the sacrament, in such terms as cannot be wrestcd or urithed, who speaketh

of a turning and conversion of the visible creatures into the substance of Christ’s body and

blood: he saith not into the sacrament of Christ’s body and blood, nor figure of Christ’s body

and blood, whcrt'by he should mean a only sacramental conversion, as this author would have

it; but he saith, “into the substance of Christ’s body and blood [declaring the truth of Christ’s

body and bloodz] to be in the sacrament.” For the words “substance” and “truth” be of one

strength, and shew a difl'crence from a figure, wherein the truth is not in deed present, but signified

to be absent. And because it is a work supernatural, and a great miracle, this Emissen represseth

man’s carnal reason, and succourcth the weak faith with remembrance of like power of God in

the creation of this worlds, which were brought forth out of time by Emiasen, Christ’s body

ucre not in substance present, as Emissen’s words be, but in figure only, as this author teachcth.

‘OIIIY- And where this author co-upleth- together the two sacraments, of baptism and ofthc body and blood

of Christ, as tho-ugh there were no diference in the presence of Christ in either, he puttcth himself

in danger to be reproved of malice or ignorance. For although these mysteries be both- great,

and man’s regeneration in baptism is also a mystery and the secret work of God, and hath

a great marvel in that eject; yet it difereth from the mystery of the sacrament, touching the

181. manner of Christ’s presence, and the working of the efi‘ect also. For in baptism our union

with Christ is wrought without the real presence of Christ’s humanity, only in the virtue and

cfl'cct of Christ’s blood, the whole Trinity there working as author, in whose name the sacra

ment is expressly ministered, wherc our soul is regenerate and made spiritual, but not our

body in deed, but in hope only that for the Spirit of Christ dwelling in us our mortal bodies

shall be resuscitate, and as we have in baptism been buried with Christ, so we be assured to

be partakers of his resurrection. And so in this sacrament we be unite to Christ’s manhood

by this divinity. But in the sacrament of Christ’s body and blood we be in nature united to

Christ as man, and by his glorified flesh made partakers also of his divinity; which mystical
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union representeth unto us the high estate of our glOt‘ifiCtlllOtl, wherein body and soul shall in

the general resurrect-ion, by a marvellous regeneration of the body, be made both spiritual,

the special pledge whereof we receive in this saeranmzt, and therefore it is the sacrament (as

Hilary saith) of perfect unity. And albeit the soul of man be more precious than the body,

and the nature of the Godhead in Christ more eacellent than the nature of man in him glo

rified, and in baptism man’s soul is regenerate in the virtue and eject of Christ’s passion and

blood, Christ’s Godhead present there without the real presence of his humanity; although for

these respects the ercellency of baptism is great; yet because the mystery of the sacrament of

the altar, where Christ is present both man and God, in the efl'ectual unity that is wrought

between our bodies, our souls and Christ's, in the use of this sacrament, signifieth the perfect

redemption of ou-r bodies in the general resurrection, which shall be the end and consummation

of all our felicity. This sacrament of perfect unity is the mystery of our perfect estate, when

body and soul shall be all spiritual; and hath so a degree of ercelleney, for the dignity that

is esteemed in every end and per/Z'ction: wheriy‘ore the word “spiritual” is a necessary word ISpirituul.

in this sacrament, to call it a spiritual food, as it is indeed, for it is to work in our bodies

a spiritual (fest, not only in our souls: and Christ's body and flesh is a spiritual body and

fiesh‘, and yet a true body and flesh. And it is present in this sacrament afier a spiritual 'Spirituul

- - o I . n .manner, granted and taught of all true teachers, which we should receive also spiritually, which Tsapiliicthslly.

is by having Christ bqfore spiritually in us to receive it so worthily. Wherefore, like as in

the invisible substance of the sacrament there is nothing carnal but all spiritual, taking the

word “carnal” as it signifieth “grossly” in man’s carnal judgment: so where the receivers

of that food bring carnal lusts or desires, carnal fancies or imaginations with them, they

receive the same precious food unworthily to their judgment and condemnation. For they judge

not truly, after the simplicity of a true Christian faith, of the very presence of Christ’s body.

And this sujiceth to wipe out that this author hath spoken of Emissen against the truth.

CANTERBURY.

I have so plainly answered unto Emisscn in my former book, partly in this place,

and partly in the second part of my book, that he that 'reudeth over those two places,

shall see most clearly that you have spent a. great many of words here in vain, and need

no further answer at all.

but according to Emissenus' own mind, and which I proved by his own words.

And I had then such a care what I said, that I said nothing

But

if you find but one word that in speech soundeth to your purpose, you stick to that

word tooth and nail, caring nothing what the author’s meaning is.

And here is one great token of sleight and untruth to be noted in you, that you 'Asleight.

write diligently every word so long as they seem to make with you. And when you

come to the very place where Emissen dcclareth the meaning of his words, there you

leave all the rest out of your book, which cannot be without a. great untruth and

fraud, to deceive the simple reader. For when you have recited these words of Emissen,

“that the invisible priest by the secret power with his word tumeth the visible creatures

into the substance of his body and blood,” and so further as scrveth to your afi'ection,

when you come even to the very place where Emissen dcclareth these words, there you

leave and cut off your writing.

But because the reader may know what you have cut 011', and thereby know

Emissen's meaning, I shall here rehearse Emissen's words which you have left out. “

thou wilt know,” saith Emisseu‘, “how it ought not to seem to thee a. thing new and

 

[‘ Orig. ed. Winch. omits the words “is a spi

ritual body and flesh."]

[5 Item EusebiusEmisenus, 6._Recedat ergo

omne infidelitatis ambiguum: quandoquidem qui

nuctor est muneris, ipse etiam testis est veritatis.

Nam invisibilis Sacerdos visibiles creatures in sub

sumtiam corporis ct sanguinis sui verbo suo secrets

poi-estate convertit, its. dicens, Accipite, et come

dite : hoc est enim corpus meum: et sanctlficatione

repetita, Accipile, at bibite: hic est sanguis meus.

Ergo sicut ad nutum praeciplentis Domini repente

ex nihilo nubstiterunt excelsa cmlorum, profunda

fiuctuum, vaata terrarum: ita pari potestate in spi

rilualibus sacramentis ubi praecipit virtus, servit

efl‘ectus. Quanta itaque ct quam celebnndn bene

ficla vis divine baledictionis operetur. attende: ct

ut tibi mum at impossibile videri non dcbeat,

quod in Christi substantiam tenena ct monalia

convertuntur, teipsum, qui jam in Christa cs re

generatus, interroga: Dudum alienus la vita, pere

grinus a misericordia, a salutls via intrinsecus mor

tuus exulabas: subito initiatus Christi legibus, et

salutaribus mysteriis innovatus, in corpus ecclesim

non videndo sed credendo transiluisti, et de filio

perditionis adoplivus Del filius ficri occulta puritate

meruisti: in mensura visibili permanent, major

factus es teipso invisibiliter, sine quantitatis aug

mento: cum ipse atque idem eases, multo alter fidei



176 THE THIRD BOOK.

Tnnh.

Only.

183.

impossible, that earthly and incorruptible things be turned into the substance of Christ,

look upon thyself which art made new in baptism. \Vhen thou wast far from life,

and banished as a stranger from mercy and from the way of salvation, and inwardly

wast dead, yet suddenly thou begannest another new life in Christ, and wast made new

by wholesome mysteries, and wast turned into the body of the church, not by seeing,

but by believing; and of the child of damnation, by a secret pureness thou wast made

the son of God. Thou visibly didst remain in the same measure that thou hadst be

fore, but invisibly thou wast made greater, without any increase of thy body. Thou

wast the self same person, and yet by increase of faith thou wast made another man.

Outwardly nothing was added, but all the change was inwardly. And so was man

made the son of Christ, and Christ formed in the mind of man. Therefore as thou,

putting away thy former vileness, didst receive a new dignity, not feeling any change

in thy body; and as the curing of thy disease, the putting away thine infection, the

wiping away of thy filthiness, be not seen with thine eyes, but believed in thy mind;

so likewise when thou dost go up to the reverend altar to feed upon the spiritual meat,

in thy faith look upon the body and blood of him that is thy God, honour him,

touch him with thy mind, take him in the hand of thy heart, and chiefly drink him

with the draught of thy inward man." These be Emisscn’s own words. Upon which

words I gather his meaning in his former words by you alleged. For where you

bring in these words, “That Christ by his secret power with his word turneth the

visible creatures into the substance of his body and blood," straightways in these words by

me now rehearsed he sheweth, what manner of turning that is, and after what manner

the earthly and corruptible things be turned into the substance of Christ: “even so,"

saith he, “as it is in baptism,” wherein is no transubstantiation. So that I gather his

meaning of his own plain words, and you gather his meaning by your own imagination,

devising such phantastical things as neither Emissen saith, not yet be catholic.

And this word “trut ” you have put unto the words of Emissen, of your own

head, which is no true dealing. For so you may prove what you list, if you may

add to the authors what words you please. And yet if Emissen had used both the

words, “substance” and “truth,” what should that help you? For Christ is in sub

stance and truth present in baptism, as well as he is in the Lord's supper; and yet is

he not there carnally, corporally, and naturally.

I will pass over here, to aggravate the matter, how untruly you add to my words

this word “ only," in an hundred places, where I say not so: what true and sincere

dealing this is, let all men judge.

Now as concerning my coupling together of the two sacraments of baptism and

of the body and blood of Christ, Emissen himself coupleth them both together in this

place, and saith that the one is like the other, without putting any difi'erence, even as

I truly recited him. So that there appeareth neither “ malice nor ignorance" in me; but

in you, adding at your pleasure such things as Emissen saith not, to deceive the

simple reader, and adding such your own inventions, as be neither true nor catholic,

’ appeareth much shift and craft joined with untruth and infidelity.

For what christian man would say, as you do, that Christ is not indeed, (which you

call “really,") in baptism? Or that we be not regenerated, both body and soul, as

well in baptism as in the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ? Or that in

baptism we be not united to Christ’s divinity by his manhood? Or that baptism

representeth not to us the high state of our glorification, and the perfect redemption of

our bodies in the general resurrection? In which things you make difference between

baptism and the sacrament (as you call it) of the altar. Or what man that were

 

Errors.

processibus exlitisti : in exteriori nihil additum est,

et mum in interiorl mutatum est : ac sic homo

Christi filius efl'ectus, et Christus in homiuis meme

formalus est. Sicut ergo sine corporali sensu, prer

terita militate dcposila, subito novam indutus es

dignitatem : et sicut hoe, quod in re Deus la'sa

curavit, infecta diluil, immaculata detersit, non sunt

ocul'm nec sensibus tuls credita; ita cum revcremlum

altare cmlestibus cihis satiandus ascendis, sacrum

I)ei tui corpus et sanguinem fide respice, honors,

mirare, meme continge, cordis manu suscipe, et

maxime hsustn inleriore assume.-Corpus Juris

Canonici, Tom. I. Decreziterlia pars. “De (Jon

secrat." Dist. 1. cap. 35. "Quin corpus." col. 1926

28. Lugduni. llilll.j
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learned in God's word would affirm, that in the general resurrection our bodies and

souls shall be all spiritual? I know that St Paul saith that in the resurrection our Spiritual.

bodies shall be spiritual, meaning in the respect of such vileness, filthiness, sin, and cor

ruption, as we be subject unto in this miserable world: yet he saith not that our

bodies shall be all spiritual. For notwithstanding such spiritualness as St Paul speaketh

of, we shall have all such substantial parts and members as pertain to a very natural

man's body. So that in this part our bodies shall be carnal, corporal, real, and natural

bodies, lacking nothing that belongeth to perfect men's bodies. And in that' respect is

the body of Christ also carnal, and not spiritual. And yet we bring none other carnal

imaginations of Christ’s body, nor mean none other, but that Christ's body is carnal in

this respect, that it hath the same flesh and natural substance which was born of the

virgin Mary, and wherein he suffered and rose again, and now sitteth at the right hand

of his Father in glory; and that the same his natural body now glorified hath all the

natural parts of a man’s body in order, proportion, and place distinct, as our bodies

shall be in these respects carnal after our resurrection. \Vhich manner of carnalness

and diversity of parts and members if you take away now from Christ in heaven, and

from us after our resurrection, you make Christ new to have no true man’s body, but a

fantastical body, as Marcion and Valentine did: and as concerning our bodies, you run

into the error of Origen, which fancied and imagined, that at the resurrection all things

should be so spiritual, that women should be turned into men, and bodies into souls.

And yet it is to be noted by the way, that in your answer here to Emissene, you

make “spiritually” and a “spiritual manner" all one.

Now followeth mine answer to St Ambrose in this wise.

And now I will come to the saying of St Ambrose, which is always in 81363;“,

their mouths. “ Before the consecration,” saith he”, as they allege, “it is figflaim

bread, but after the words of the3 consecration it is the body of Christ.” “"1" "

For answer hereunto, it must be first known what consecration is.

Consecration is the separation of any thing from a profane and worldly use muon

unto a spiritual and godly use. '

And therefore when usual and common water is taken from other uses, and 3333,?“

put to the use of baptism in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the "Pi"

Holy Ghost, then it may rightly be called consecrated water, that is to say,

water put to an holy use.

Even so, when common bread and wine be taken and severed from other

bread and wine to the use of the holy communion, that portion of bread and

wine, although it be of the same substance that the other is from the which it is

severed, yet it is now called consecrated, or holy bread and holy wine.

Not that the bread and wine have or can have any holiness in them, but

that they be used to an holy work, and represent holy and godly things.

And therefore St Dionyse‘ called the bread holy bread, and the cup an holy Rfegffi‘gp'

cup, as soon as they be set upon the altar to the use of the holy communion. 1

But specially they may be called holy and consecrated, when they be sepa

rated to that holy use by Christ’s own words”, which he spake for that purpose,

saying of the bread, “This is my body,” and of the wine, “This is my blood." $21131“

So that commonly the authors, before these words be spoken, do take W“ “"'

the bread and wine but as other common bread and wine; but after those

words be pronounced over them, then they take them for consecrated and

holy bread and wine.

Not that the bread and wine can be partakers of any holiness or godliness,

[‘ So ed. 1551. In 1580, the] Tom. IV. p. 173. Colon. Agrip. l616.]

[’ Sed panic isle pmis eat ante verbs sacramen- [a \Vords of consecration, 1551, and Orig. ed.]

torum; ubi lccesse'rit consecratio, dc pane tit care ‘ [‘ Vid. supra, p. 151.]

[5 Of Christ‘s own words, 1551, and Orig. ed.]Christi. Ambroa. dc Sacrnmcntia, Lib. 1“. cap. iv. 12

[FRANMEK]



178 THE THIRD BOOK.

or can be the body and blood of Christ, but that they represent the very body

and blood of Christ, and the holy food and nourishment which we have by

him. And so they be called by the names of the body and blood of Christ,

as the sign, token, and figure is called by the name of the very thing which

it sheweth and signifieth.

And therefore as St Ambrose, in the words before cited by the adversaries,

saith, that “ before the consecration it is bread, and after the consecration it is

Christ’s body,” so in other places he doth more plainly set forth his meaning,

I13¢v1:23;“ saying these words: “Before the benediction of the heavenly words, it is

$191321“ called another kind of thing; but after the consecration, is signified the body

of Christ. Likewise before the consecration it is called another thing; but after

the consecration it is named the blood of Christ‘.” And again he saith: “\Vhen

I treated of the sacraments, I told you that that thing which is ofi‘ered before the

Efewi‘m words of Christ, is called bread; but when the words of Christ be pronounced,

"- "“P- ‘- then it is not called bread, but it is called by the name of Christ’s body'.”

By which words of St Ambrose it appearcth plainly, that the bread is

called by the name of Christ’s body afier the consecration ; and although it be

still bread, yet after consecration it is dignified by the name of the thing which

it representeth: as at length is declared before in the process of transubstan

tiation, and specially in the words of Theodoretus.

And as the bread is a corporal meat, and corporally eaten, so, saith St

new: Ambrose“, “is the body of Christ a spiritual meat, and spiritually eaten,” and

"- "Pi 1- that requireth no corporal presence.

\VINCIIFSTER.

Ambm'iul- As touching St Ambrose, this author taketh a great enterprise to wrestle with him, whose

plain and evident words must needs be a rule to try his other words by, any might be

writhed. What can be more plainly spoken than St Ambrose speaketh, when he saith these

words? “It is bread before consecration, but after it is Christ’s body4.” By the word “can

185, secration” is signified, as it is here placed, God’s omnipotent work. W’hercfore in this place

it comprehendeth as much as Emissene said in these words, “he converteth by the secret power

of his word.” God is the worker, and so consecration signifieth the whole action of his omni

potency in working the substance of this high mystery; and therefore the definition of the word

“ consecration," as it is generally taken, cannot be a rule to the understanding of it in this high

mystery, where it is used to erpress a singular work, as the circumstance of St Ambrose writing

Memcmm- doth declare. For as Philip Melancthon writeth to CEcolampadius, “St Ambrose would never

have travailed to accumulate so many miracles as he doth,” speaking of this matter to declare

God’s omnipotency, “ and he had not thought the nature of bread to be changed in this mystery?”

These be Mclancthon’s very words. Now to answer the question, as it were, at the word

Zigmfiwnml “change,” this author shall come with a “sacramental change,” which is a device in terms to

blind the rude readm'. St Ambrose doth erpress plainly what the change is when he wrileth

the words before rehearsed.

“It is bread before the consecration, but after it is the body of Christ.” Can a change be more

plainly declared? The near8 way for this author had been to have joined Ambrose with

Clement, and called him feigned by the papists, rather than after the effect of consecration so

opened by St Ambrose himself to travail to prove what it may signify, if it were in another

matter,“ and then to admonish the reader how the bread and wine have no holiness, which

 

[l Ante benedictionem verborum cmlestium spe- dem dixit, sed éwwéu-wv, hoe est supersubstsntialem.

cies nomlnatur, post consecrslionem corpus Christi Id. de Sacramenlis, Lib. v. cap. iv. Tom.IV.p. 175.]

significatur._Anteeonsecrationem aliuddicitur,post [1’ Id. Lib. vx. cap. i. Tom. IV. p. 176.]

consecrationem sanguis nuncupatur. Ambros. de [‘ The body of Christ. Orig. ed. VVinch.]

lnitiandis, cap. ult. Tom. IV. p. 166.] [‘ Hire tam longs recitstio exemplorum clare

[’ Memini sermonis mei cum dc sacramcntis ostenditauctorem [h.e. Ambrosiumlsensisse, panem

u'sctuem. Dixi vobis quod ante verbs Christi quod non esse tantum signum, sednamram panis mutu-i.

ofi'ertur panis dicatur; ubi Christi verbs depmmpta -The quotation (as before observed, p. 149), is from

fuerint, jam non psnis dicitur, sed Christi corpus Melancthon‘s Letter to Myconius, p. 55. of (Bees

appellamr. Quare ergo in oratione Dominica qua! lampadius's Dialogue.]

postea sequitur, sit, Panem nostrum ? Psnem qui- I“ Nearer, Orig. ed. Winch]
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form of speech not understanded of the people engendereth some scruple that needeth not, being

no soundform ofdoctrine : for St Paul speaketh and teacheth thus, that the creatures be sanctified 1Tim.iv.

by the word of God and prayer ; and St Augustine writeth of sanctified bread to be given to them 52‘ H

that be catechised before they be baptized : and this author himself eapoundeth St Cyprian in the 3:55;?“ “‘

thirty-fifth lea/'7 of this book, how the divinity is poured into the bread sacramentally, which is a 5,35,13,35

strange phrase; not expressing there Cyprian’s mind, andfar discrepantfrom the doctrine here. 'ed‘

And in another place this author saith, that as hot and burning iron is iron still, and yet

hath the force of fire; so the bread and wine be turned into the virtue of Christ's flesh and

blood. By which similitude bread may conceive virtue, as iron conceiveth fire; and then as

we call iron burning and fiery, so we may call bread virtuous and holy, unless the author

would again resemble bread to a whetstone, that may make sharp and have no sharpness in

it at all. W'hich matter I declare thus to shew, that as this author dissenteth from truth

in other, so he dissenteth from that he uttereth jbr truth himself, and walketh in a maze, im

pugning the very truth in this sacrament, and would have that taken for a catholic doctrine

that is not one, and the same doctrine through this whole book, so far of is it from the whole

of christian teaching. But now let us consider what speeches of St Ambrose this author

bringeth forth, wherewith to alter the truth of the very plain proper speech of St Ambrose,

saying: “It is bread before the consecration,- and after it is Christ’s body a.”

St Ambrose, as this author saith in another place, saith thus: “Before the benediction of

the heavenly words it is called another kind of thing; but after the consecration is signified

the body and blood of Christ.” And another speech thus: “Before the consecration it is

called another‘thing; but after the consecration it is named the blood of Christ.” And yet a

third speech, where the word “call” is used before and after both, as thou, reader, mayest see

in this author’s book, in the eighty-third leaf”. Now, good reader, was there ever man so over

seen as this author is, who seeth not St Ambrose in these three latter speeches to speak as plainly

as in the first? For in the last speech St Ambrose saith, it is called bread before the conse

cration, and called the body of Christ afier the consecration. And I would demand of this

author, doth not this word “call” signify the truth that is bread in deed before the con

secration? which it be so, why shall not the same word “call” signify also the very truth

added to the words of the body of Christ after the consecration? And likewise when he saith,

speaking of the body of Christ, the word “signified” or “named,” which is as much as “call.”

The body of Christ is signified there, for Christ said “ This is my body,” 8%, using the outward

signs of the visible creatures to signify the body and blood present, and not absent. Was not

Christ the true Son of God, because the angel said, “He shall be called the Son of God?” But 'Luke i.

in these places of St Ambrose, to evpress plainly what he meant by “calling,” he putteth that 186.

word “call” to the bread before the consecration, as well as to the body of Christ after the

consecration ; thereby to declare how in his understanding the word10 “call” signifieth as much

truth in the thing whereunto it is added after consecration as before; and therefore as it is

by St Ambrose called bread before consecration, signifying it was so indeed, so it is “calle ,"

“signified” or “named”, (which three thus placed be all one in efect,) the body of Christ after

the commotion, and is so in deed, agreeable to the plain speech of St Ambrose, where he saith:

“It is bread before consecration, and it is the body of Christ after consecration.” As touching

the spirituality of the meat of Christ’s body I have spoken before; but where this author addeth,

“ it requireth no corporal presence," he speaketh in his dream, being oppressed with sleep of

ignorance, and cannot tell what “corporal” meaneth, as I have opened before by the authority

of Cyril. Now let us sw what this author saith to Chrysostom.

CANTERBURY.

It is not I that wrestle with St Ambrose, but you, who take great pain to wrest

his words clean contrary to his intent and meaning. But where you ask this question,

What can be more plain than these words of St Ambrose, “It is bread before conse- Wham,

cration, and afier, it is Christ's body ?” these words of St Ambrose be not fully so $33,291,”,

plain as you pretend, but clean contrary. For what can be spoken either more un

plain or untrue, than to say of bread after consecration, that it is the body of Christ,

unless the some he understand in a. figurative speech? For although Christ's body,

as you say, be there after consecration, yet the bread is not his body, nor his body

is not made of it, by your confession. And therefore the saying of St Ambrose, that

it is Christ’s body, cannot be true in plain speech. And therefore St Ambrose in the

 

[7 See below, Book 11. chap. 11.] [' Vida supra, P- 173-]

[' But after, it is the body of Christ. Orig. ed. [“1 This word, Orig. ed. Winch-l

Winch. j
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same place, where he calleth it the body and blood of Christ, he saith, it is a figure

of his body and blood. For these be his words: Quad est figura camera's at :anguinis

Domini nortn' Jam Christi.

And as for the word “consecration,” I have declared the signification thereof ac

cording to the mind of the old authors, as I will justify.

And for the writing of Melancthon to (Ecolampadius, you remain still in your old

error, taking Myconius for (Ecolampadius. And yet the change of bread and wine in this

sacrament, which Melancthon speaketh of, is a sacramental change, as the nature of a

sacrament requireth, signifying how wonderfully Almighty God by his omnipotency

worketh in us his lively members, and not in the dead creatures of bread and wine.

And the change is in the use, and not in the elements kept and reserved, wherein

is not the perfection of a sacrament. Therefore, as water in the font or vessel hath

not the reason and nature of a sacrament, but when it is put to the use of christening,

and then it is changed into the proper nature and kind of a sacrament, to signify the

wonderful change which Almighty God by his omnipoteucy worketh really in them

that be baptized therewith; such is the change of the bread and wine in the Lord's

supper. And therefore, the bread is called Christ's body after consecration, as St Am

brose saith, and yet it is not so really, but sacramentally. For it is neither Christ's

mystical body, (for that is the congregation of the faithful disperseu abroad in the

world,) nor his natural body, (for that is in heaven,) but it is the sacrament both of

his true natural body, and also of his mystical body, and for that consideration hath

the name of his body, as a sacrament or sign may bear the name of the very thing

that is signified and represented thereby.

And as for the foresaid books entitled to St Ambrose, if I joined Ambrose with

Clement, and should say that the said books entitled in the name of St Ambrose, do

sacramentis, et de mysteriis initiana'is, were none of his, I should say but as I think,

and as they do think that be men of most excellent learning and judgment, as I de

clared in my second book, which speaketh of transubstantiation. And so doth judge

not only Erasmus, but also Mclancthon (whom you allege for authority when he

maketh for your purpose), suspecteth the same. And yet I plainly deny not these

books to be his, (for your pleasure to give you as much advantage as you can ask,)

and yet it availeth you nothing at all.

But here I cannot pass over, that you be offended, because I say, that bread and

wine be called holy, when they be put to an holy use, not that they have any holi

ness in them, or be partakers of any holiness or godliness. I would feign learn of

Smith and you, when the bread and wine be holy. For before they be hallowed or

consecrated, they be not holy by your teaching, but be common baker's bread and

wine of the tavern; and after the consecration, there is neither bread or wine, as

you teach: at what time then should the bread and wine be holy? But the creatures

of bread and wine be much bound unto you, and can no less do than take you for

their saviour. For if you can make them holy and godly, then shall you glorify

them, and so bring them to eternal bliss. And then you may as well save the true

labouring bullocks, and innocent sheep and lambs, and so understand the prophet,

Homines at salcabis, Domine.

But “to admonish the reader," say you, “ how the bread and wine have no holiness,

this fortunel of speech, not understand of the people, engendereth some scruple that

needeth not.” By which your saying I cannot tell what the people may understand,

but that you have a great scruple that you have lost your holy bread. And yet

St Paul speaketh not of your holy bread, as you imagine, being utterly ignorant, as

appeareth, in the scripture; but he speaketh generally of all manner of meats, which

christian people receive with thanksgiving unto God, whether it be bread, wine, or

water, fish, flesh, white meat, herbs, or what manner of meat and drink so ever it be,

And the sanctified bread, which St Augustine writeth, to be given to them that be

catechised, was not holy in itself, but was called holy for the use and signification.

And I express St Cyprian’s mind truly, and not a whit discrepant from my doc

trine here, when I say, that the divinity may be said to be poured, or put sacramen
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tally into the bread; as the Spirit of God is said to be in the water of baptism, when

it is truly ministered, or in his word when it is sincerely preached, with the Holy

Spirit working mightily inv the hearts of the hearers. And yet the water in itself is

but a visible element, nor the preacher’s word of itself is but a sound in the air, which

as soon as it is heard, vanisheth away, and bath in itself no holiness at all, although for

the use and ministry thereof it may be called holy. And so likewise may be said of

the sacraments, which, as St Augustine saith, “be as it were God's visible word."

And whereas you rehearse out of my words in another place, that “as hot and

burning iron is iron still, and yet hath the force of fire, so the bread and wine be

turned into the virtue of Christ's flesh and blood :" you neither report my words truly,

nor understand them truly. For I declare, in my book, virtue to be in them that

godly receive bread and wine, and not in the bread and wine. And I take virtue

there to signify might and strength, or force, as I name it, (which in the Greek is

called Blivaplc, after which sense we say, that there is virtue in herbs, in words, and

in stones,) and not to signify virtue in holiness, (which in Greek is called a'pe-ni),

whereof a person is called virtuous, whose faith and conversation is godly. But you

sophistically and fraudulently do of purpose abuse the word “ virtue" to another signifi

cation than I meant, to approve by my words your own vain error, that bread should

be virtuous and holy, making in your argument a fallax or craft, called equivocation.

For where my meaning is, that the death of. Christ, and the effusion of his blood,

have effect and strength in them that truly receive the sacrament of his flesh and

blood, you turn the matter quite, as though I should say, that the bread were godly

and virtuous; which is a very frantic and ungodly opinion, and nothing pertaining to

mine application of the similitude of iron. But this is the mother of many errors,

both in interpretation of scriptures, and also in understanding of old ancient writers,

when the mind and intent of him that maketh a similitude is not considered, but

the similitude is applied unto other matters than the meaning was. Which fault may

be justly noted in you here, when you reason by the similitude of hot burning iron,

that bread may conceive such virtue as it may be called virtuous and holy. For

my only purpose was by that similitude to teach, that iron, remaining in his proper

nature and substance, by conceiving of fire may work another thing than is the na

ture of iron. And so likewise bread, remaining in his proper nature and substance,

in the ministration of the sacrament, hath another use than to feed the body. For

it is a memorial of Christ's death, that by exercise of our faith our souls may re

ceive the more heavenly food. But this is a strange manner of speech, (which nei

ther scripture, nor approved author ever used before you,) to call the sacramental

bread virtuous, as you do. But into such absurdities men do commonly fall, when

they will of purpose impugn the evident truth.

But “ was there ever any man so overseen," say you, “as this author is? \Vho

seeth not St Ambrose in these three latter speeches to speak as plainly as in the

first?” \Vas there ever any man so destitute of reason, say I, but that he understand

eth this, that when bread is called bread, it is called by the proper name, as it is

in deed; and when bread is called the body of Christ, it taketh the name of a thing,

which it is not in deed, but is so called by a figurative speech? And calling, say

you, in the words of Christ signifieth making, which if it signifieth when bread is

called bread, then were calling of bread 9. making of bread. And thus is answered

your demand, why this word “call” in the one signifieth the truth, and in the other

not: because that the one is a plain speech, and the other a figurative. For else by

your2 reasoning out of reason, when the cup which Christ used in his last supper was

called a cup, and when it was called Christ‘s blood, all was one calling, and was of

like truth without figure: so that the cup was Christ's blood in deed.

And likewise when3 the stone that floWed out water was called a stone, and when

it was called Christ; and the ark also when it was called the ark, and when it was

called God; all these must be one speech and of like truth, if it be true which you

here say. But as the ark was an ark, the stone a stone, and bread very bread, and

the cup a cup, plainly without figurative speech; so when they be called God, Christ,
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the body and blood of Christ, this cannot be a like calling, but must needs be under

stand by a figurative speech. For as Christ in the scripture is called a lamb for his

innocency and meekness, a lien for his might and power, a door and way, whereby

we enter into his Father's house, wheat and corn for the property of dying before

they rise up and bring increase; so is he called bread, and bread is called his body,

and wine his blood, for the propertyl of feeding and nourishing. So that these and

all like speeches, (where as one substance is called by the name of another substance

diverse and distinct in nature,) must needs be understand figuratively by some simili

tude 0r propriety of one substance unto another, and can in no wise be understand

properly and plainly without a figure. And therefore, when Christ is called the Son

of God, or bread is called bread, it is a most plain and proper speech; but when

Christ is called bread, or bread is called Christ, these can in no wise be formal and

proper speeches, (the substances and natures of them being so diverse,) but must needs

have an understanding in figure, signification or similitude, (as the very nature of all sa

craments require,) as all the old writers do plainly teach. And therefore the bread

after consecration is not called Christ’s body, because it is so in deed; for then it

were no figurative speech, as all the old authors say it is.

And as for this word “corporal,” you openly confessed your own ignorance in the

open audience of all the people at Lambeth: when I asked you, what corporal body

Christ hath in the sacrament, and whether he had distinction of members or no, your

answer was in effect that you could not tell. And yet was that a wiser saying than

you spake before in Cyril, where you said, that Christ hath only a spiritual body

and a spiritual presence, and now you say, he bath a corporal presence. And so

you confound corporal and spiritual, as if you knew not what either of them meant,

or wist not, or cared not what you said. But now I will return to my book, and

rehearse mine answer unto St John Chrysostom, which is this.

Now let us examine St John Chrysostom, who in sound of words maketh

most for the adversaries of the truth; but they that be familiar and acquainted

with Chrysostom’s manner of speaking, (how in all his writings he is full of

allusions, schemes, tropes, and figures,) shall soon perceive that he helpeth

nothing their purposes, as it shall well appear by the discussing of those places

which the papists do allege of him, which be specially two. One is In Sermone

de E-ucharistia in Encmniis, and the other is De proditione Judas.

And as touching the first, no man can speak more plainly against them than

St John Chrysostom speaketh in that sermon. Wherefore it is to be wondered

why they should allege him for their party, unless they be so blind in their

opinion that they can see nothing, nor discern what maketh for them, nor what

against them. For there he hath these words: “ When you come to these

mysteries,” speaking of the Lord’s board and holy communion, “do not think that

you receive by a man the body of God",” meaning of Christ. These be St John

Chrysostom’s own words in that place.

Then if we receive not the body of Christ at the hands of a man, ergo, the

body of Christ is not really, corporally, and naturally in the sacrament, and so

given to us by the priest. And then it followeth that all the papists be liars,

because they feign and teach the contrary.

But in3 this place of St Chrysostom is touched before more at length in

answering to the papists’ transubstantiation.

Wherefore now shall be answered the other place which they allege of

Chrysostom in these words‘: “ Here he is present in the sacrament and doth
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consecrate, which garnished the table at the maundy or last supper. For

it is not man which maketh of the bread and wine, being set forth to be

consecrated, the body and blood of Christ; but it is Christ himself, which for us

is crucified, that maketh himself to be there present. The words are uttered

and pronounced by the mouth of the priest, but the consecration is by the virtue,

might, and grace of God himself. And as this saying of God, ‘Increase, be Gen. i.

multiplied, and fill the earth,’ once spoken by God, took always efl'ect toward

generation; even so the saying of Christ, ‘ This is my body,’ being but once {git}; :Vvi.

spoken, doth throughout all churches to this present, and shall to his last Luke “il

coming, give force and strength to this sacrifice.”

Thus far they rehearse of Chrysostom’s words. Which words, although

they sound much for the purpose”, yet if they be throughly considered and con

ferred with other places of the same author, it shall well appear that he meant

nothing less than that Christ’s body should be corporally and naturally present

in the bread and wine, but that in such sort he is in heaven only; and in our

minds by faith we ascend up into heaven, to eat him there, although sacra

mentally, as in a sign and figure, he be in the bread and wine, (and so is he also

in the water of baptism ;) and in them that rightly receive the bread and wine he

is in a much more perfection than corporally, (which should avail them nothing,)

but in them he is spiritually with his divine power, giving them eternal life.

And as in the first creation of the world all living creatures had their first

life by God’s only word, (for God only spake his word, and all things were

created by and by accordingly,) and after their creation he spake these words,

“Increase and multiply ;” and by the virtue of those words all things have Gen-i

gendered and increased ever since that time; even so after that Christ said, imam

“ Eat, this is my body ;” and “ Drink, this is my blood: do this hereafter in Luke 11"

remembrance of me ;” by virtue of these words, and not by virtue of any man,

the bread and wine be so consecrated, that whosoever with a lively faith doth

eat that bread and drink that wine, doth spiritually eat, drink, and feed upon

Christ sitting in heaven with his Father. And this is the whole meaning of

St Chrysostom.

And therefore doth he so often say that we receive Christ in baptism. And

when he hath spoken of the receiving of him in the holy communion, by and by

he speaketh of the receiving of him in baptism, without declaring any diversity

of his presence in the one from his presence in the other.

He saith also in many places, that “ We ascend into heaven, and do eat Ad Pogulum

Christ sitting there above.” And where St Chrysostom and other authors do gilhzciiigrh

speak of the wonderful operation of God in his sacraments, passing all man’s

wit, senses, and reason, they mean not of the working of God in the water, 191,

bread, and wine, but of the marvellous working of God in the hearts of them that

receive the sacraments; secretly, inwardly, and spiritually transforming them, re

newing, feeding, comforting, and nourishing them with his flesh and blood, through

his most holy Spirit, the same flesh and blood still remaining in heaven.

Thus is this place of Chrysostom sufiiciently answered unto. And if any

man require any more, then let him look what is recited of the same author

before, in the matter of transubstantiation.
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This author noteth in Chrysostom two places, and bringcth them forth: and in handling

the first place, dcclareth himself to trifle in so great a matter, evidently to his own reproof.

For where, in the second book of his work, entreating transubsta-ntiation, he would the same

words of Chrysostom, by this form of speech in the negative, should not deny precisely; and

when Chrysostom saith, “Do not think that you by man receive the body of God, but that

we should not consider man in the receiving of it ,'” here this author doth allege these words,

and reasoncth of them as though they were terms of more denial. But I would ask of this

author this question: If Chrysostom’s faith had been, that we receive not the body of God in

the sacrament verily, why should he use words idly to entreat of whom we received the body

of God, which after this author’s doctrine we receive not at all, but in figure; and no body

at all, which is of Christ’s humanity, being Christ, as this author teachcth, spiritually, that is,

by his divine nature in him only that worthily receiveth, and in the very sacrament, as he con

cludeth in this book, only figuratively. Turn back, reader, to the thirty-sixth leaf in the

author's book, and read it with this, and so consider upon what principle here is made an

ergo. I will answer that place when I speak of trans-ubstantiation, which shall be after

answered to thc third and fourth book, as the natural order of the matter requircth.

The second place of Chrysostom that this author bringeth forth, he granteth it soundcth

much against him, and favoureth his adversaries, but with conferring and considering he

trusteth to alter it from the true understanding. And not to expound, but confound the

matter, he joincth in speech the sacrament of baptism‘with this sacrament, (which shift this

author used untruly in Hilary) and would now bear in hand, that the presence of Christ

were none otherwise in this sacrumcnt than in baptism, which is not so; for in this sa

cramcnt Christ’s humanity and Godhead is really present, and in baptism his Godhead with

the efectual virtue of his blood, in which we be washed, not requiring by scripture any

real presence thereof for dispensation of that mystery, as I have before touched discussing

the answer to Emissenel; whereas Chiysostom speaking of this sacrament, whereof I have be

fore spoken, and Melancthon alleging it to (Ecolampadius, saith thus: “ The great miracle

and great benevolctwe of Christ is, that he sitteth above with his Father, and is the same

hour in our hands here to be embraced of us.” And therefore, whcre this author would note

the wonder of God’s work in the sacrament to be wonderful for the work and eject in

man, this is one piece of truth; but in the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, the

old fathers wonder at the work in the sacrament, how bread is changed into the body of

Christ, how Christ sitting in heaven, God and man, is also man and God in the sacrament,

and being worthily received, dwelleth in such carnally and naturally, as Hilary saith, and

corporally, as Cyril saith. IIow this can be no man can to”, no faithful man should ask;

and ya it is the true catholic faith to be truly so wrought. For, as Emissene saith: “he

that is the author of it, he is the witness of it.” And therefore I will make it an issue

with this author, that the old fathers, speaking of the wonderful operation. of God in this

sacrament, refer it not only to the virtue and eject of this sacrament, nor to the virtue

specially, but chiefly to the operation of God in the substance of this sacrament, and the

sacrament self; for such a dife'rence St Augustine maketh, saying: Aliud est sacramentum.

aliud viztus sacramenti, “ The sacrament is one, the virtue of the sacrament is another.”

Finally, in answering to Chrysostom, this author doth nothing but spend words in vain.

to the more plain declaration of his own. ignorance, or worse.

CANTERBURY.

As concerning Chrysostom, you have spent so many taunting and scornful words

in waste, without cause, that I need to waste no words here at all to make you

answer: but refer the reader to my book, the twenty-fifth leaf and thirty~sixth leaf,

and to the thirty-second, thirty-third, and thirty-fourth leaf, where the reader shall

find all that is here spoken fully answered unto”.

But always you be like yourself, proceeding in amplification of an argumentme, which you have forged yourself, and charge me therewith untruly. For I use not

this speech, that we receive not the body of God at all, that we receive it but in a

figure. For it is my constant faith and belief, that we receive Christ in the sacra
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ment verily and truly; and this is plainly taught and set forth in my book. But

that “verily” as I with Chrysostom and all the old authors take it, is not of such a

sort as you Would have it.

gross, and so dull in the perceiving of this mystery, that you think a man cannot re

ceive the body of Christ verily, unless he take him corporally in his corporal mouth,

flesh, blood, and bones, as he was born of the virgin Mary. But it is certain, that

Chrysostom meant not, that we receive Christ's body verily after such a sort, when

he saith, “Do not think that you receive by a man the body of God." And yet,

because I deny only this gross understanding, you misreport my doctrine, that I should

say, we “receive not Christ at all, but in a figure, and no body at all :" wherein you

untruly and slanderously report me, as my whole book and doctrine can witness against

you. For my doctrine is, that the very body of Christ, which was born of the virgin

Mary, and suffered for our fine, giving us life by his death, the same Jesus, as con

cerning his corporal presence, is taken from us, and sitteth at the right hand of his

Father; and yet is he by faith spiritually present with us, and is our spiritual food

and nourishment, and sitteth in the midst of all them that be gathered together in

his name. And this feeding is a spiritual feeding, and an heavenly feeding, far pass

ing all corporal and carnal feeding; and therefore there is a true presence and a true

feeding in deed, and not “in a figure only, or not at all,” as you most untruly report

my saying to be. This is the true understanding of the true presence, receiving and

feeding upon the body and blood of our Saviour Christ, and not, as you deprave the

meaning and true sense thereof, that the receiving of Christ truly and verily is the

receiving corporally with the mouth corporal“, or that the spiritual receiving is to re

ceive Christ only by his divine nature, which thing I never said not meant. Turn,

I pray thee, gentle reader, to the thirty-sixth leaf of my book, and note these words

there, which I allege out of Chrysostom. “Do not think," saith he, “that you receive

by a man the body of God." Then turn over the leaf, and in the twentieth line, note

again my saying that, “in the holy communion Christ himself is spiritually eaten and

drunken, and nourisheth the right believers." Then compare these sayings with this

place of this ignorant lawyer, and thou shalt evidently perceive, that either he will not,

or cannot, or at the least he doth not understand what is meant in the book of common

prayer, and in my book also, by the receiving and feeding upon Christ spiritually.

But it is no marvel, that Nicodemus and the Capemaites understand not Christ,

before they be born anew, and forsaking their papistical leavcn, have learned another

lesson of the Spirit of God, than flesh and blood can teach them. Much talk the pa

pists make about this belief, that we must believe and have a stedfast faith, that

Christ’s body is corporally there, Where the visible forms of bread and wine be: of

which belief is no mention made in the whole scripture, which teacheth us to believe

and profess, that Christ (as concerning his bodily presence) hath forsaken the world,

and is ascended into heaven, and shall not come again until the restitution of all

things that be spoken of by prophets. But whereas, in the feeding upon Christ's

body and drinking of his blood, there is no mouth and teeth can serve, but only the

inward and spiritual mouth of faith, there the papists keep silence like monks, and

speak very little. And the cause why, is flesh and blood, which so blindeth all the

Nicodemes and Capernaites, that they cannot understand what is spiritual nativity,

spiritual circumcision, spiritual hunger and thirst, and spiritual eating and drinking of

the flesh and blood of our Saviour Christ: but they hang all together so in the letter,

that they cannot enter into the kingdom of the spirit; which knowledge if that you

had, you should soon perceive upon what principle my ergo were made.

you pervert the order of the books, setting the cart before the horse, that is to say,

the third and fourth book before the second, saying that the natural order of the

matter so requireth, here the reader may note an evident mark of all subtle papists,

which is under the pretence and colour of order to break that order, whereby the

falsehead of their doctrine should best be detected, and the truth brought to light.

For when they perceive a window open, whereby the light may shine in, and the
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truth appear, then they busily go about to shut that window, and to draw the reader

from that place to some mystical and obscure matter where more darkness is, and

less light can be seen. And when, besides the darkness of the matter, they have by

their subtle sophistry cast such a mist over the reader’s eyes, that he is become blind,

then dare they make him judge, be the matter never so untrue. And no marvel, for

he is now become so blindfold and subject unto them, that he must say whatsoever

they bid him, be it never so much repugnant to the evident truth. In such sort it

is in the matter of the sacrament. For the papists perceiving that their error should

easily be espied, if the matter of transubstantiation were first determined, the plain

words of the scripture, the consent of ancient writers, the articles of our faith, the

nature of a sacrament, reason, and all senses making so evidently against it, there

fore none of the subtle papists will be glad to talk of transubstantiation, but they

will always hear men in hand, that other matters must first be examined, as the late

bishop doth here in this place.

Now, in the second place of Chrysostom, where you say, that “in this sacrament

Christ's humanity and Godhead is really present, and in baptism his Godhead with the

efi'eetual virtue of his blood, in which we be washed, not requiring by scripture any real

presence thereof for the dispensation of that mystery,” in this matter I have joined an issue

with you before in the answer unto Origen, which shall suffice for answer here also.

And where St John Chrysostom' speaketh of “the great miracle of Christ, that he

sitteth above with his Father, and is the same hour here with us in our hands,” truth

it is, that Christ sitteth above with his Father in his natural body, triumphant in

glory, and yet is the same hour in our hands sacramentally, and present in our hearts

by grace and spiritual nourishment. But that we should not think, that he is cor

porally here with us, St Augustine1 giveth a rule in his epistle ad Dardanum, say

ing: Cavenllum at m: ita divinitatem astruamus leomim's, ut eeritatem 00177011} aqfera

mus: “lVe must foresee that we do not so aifirm the divinity of him that is man,

that we should thereby take away the truth of his body." And forasmuch as it is

against the nature and truth of a natural body to be in two places at one time,

therefore you seem to speak against the truth of Christ’s natural body, when you

teach that his body is in heaven naturally, and also naturally in the sacrament. For

whosoever afiirmeth that Christ’s body is in sundry places as his Godhead is, seemeth

to deify Christ’s body by St Augustine’s rule. But like as it is not to be thought,

that Quicquid est in Dec, ext putandum ubique ut Deus, “that whatsoever is in God, is

every where as God is ;" so must we not think that his body may be at one

time every where, where his Godhead is. But Christ is, saith Augustine, per

id quod est Deus, in cmlo autem per id quod est homo; “Every where in that he is

God, but in heaven in that he is man." IVherefore his presence here of his body

1nustbe a sacramental presence; and the presence of his divinity, of his grace, of his truth,

of his majesty and power, is real and efi'ectual in many places, according to his word.

Now, as concerning your issue, I refuse it not, but say, that the great miracle

whereat the Jews wondered, and which our Saviour Christ meant, and the old fathers

speak of, is of the eating of Christ's flesh and drinking of his blood, and how by

flesh and blood we have everlasting life. Now, if you can bring good testimony for

you, that the sacrament eateth Christ's flesh and drinketh his blood, and that it shall

live for ever, which never had life, and that God's operation and work is more in dumb

creatures than in man, then I must needs and will confess the issue to pass with you.

And when I hear your testimonies, I shall make answer; but before I hear them, I

should do nothing else but spend words in vain, and beat the wind to no purpose.

Now hear what I have answered to Theophilus Alcxandrinus.

Yet furthermore, they bring for them Theophilus Alexandrinus, who, as

they allege, saith thus“: “ Christ giving thanks, did break, which also we do,
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adding thereto prayer. And he gave unto them, saying, ‘ Take, this is my

body ;’ this that I do now give, and that which ye now do take. For the

bread is not a figure only of Christ’s body, but it is changed into the very body

of Christ.

Nevertheless the flesh of Christ is not seen for our weakness, but bread and

wine are familiar unto us. And surely if we should visibly see flesh and blood,

we could not abide it. And therefore our Lord, bearing with our weakness,

doth retain and keep the form and appearance of bread and wine, but he doth

turn the very bread and wine into the very flesh and blood of Christ.”

These be the words which the papists do cite out of Theophilus upon the

gospel of St Mark. But by this one place it appeareth evidently, either how

negligent the papists be in searching out and examining the sayings of the

authors, which they allege for their purpose, or else how false and deceitful they

be, which willingly and wittingly have made in this one place, and as it were

with one breath, two loud and shameful lies.

The first is, that because they would give the more authority to the words

by them alleged, they (like false apothecaries that sell quid pro quo) falsify the

author’s name, fathering such sayings upon Theophilus Alexandrinus“, an old

and ancient author, which were indeed none of his words, but were the words of

Theophylaetus, who was many years after Theophilus Alexandrinus. But such

hath ever been the papistical subtilties, to set forth their own inventions, dreams,

and lies, under the name of antiquity and ancient authors.

The second lie or falsehood is, that they falsify the author’s words and

. meaning, subverting the truth of his doctrine. For where Theophylactus, (accord

ing to the catholic doctrine of ancient authors,) saith, that “ almighty God,

condescending to our infirmity, reserveth the kind of bread and wine, and yet

turneth them into the virtue of Christ’s flesh and blood ;” they say, tha “ he

reserveth the forms and appearances of bread and wine, and turneth them into

the verity of his flesh and blood ;” so turning and altering kinds into forms and

appearances, and virtue into verity, that of the virtue of the flesh and blood

they make the verity of his flesh and blood. And thus they have falsified as

well the name as the words of Theophylactus, turning verity into plain and

flat falsity.

But to set forth plainly the meaning of Theophylactus in this matter. As

hot and burning iron is iron still, and yet hath the force of fire; and as the flesh

of Christ still remaining flesh giveth life as the flesh of him that is God; so the

sacramental bread and wine remain still in their proper kinds, and yet to them

that worthily eat and drink them they be turned not into the corporal presence,

but into the virtue of Christ’s flesh and blood.

And although Theophylactus spake of the eating of the very body of Christ,

and the drinking of his very blood, (and not only‘ of the figures of them,) and of

the conversion of the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ; yet

he meaneth not of a gross, carnal, corporal and sensible conversion of the bread
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and wine, nor of a like eating and drinking of his flesh and blood, (for so not

only our stomachs would yearn, and our hearts abhor to eat his flesh and to

drink his blood, but also such eating and drinking could nothing profit or avail

us;) but he spake of the celestial and spiritual eating of Christ, and of a sacra

mental conversion of the bread, calling the bread not only a figure, but also the

body of Christ, giving us by these words‘ to understand, that in the sacrament

we do not only eat corporally the bread, (which is a sacrament and figure of

Christ’s body,) but spiritually we eat also his very body, and drink his very

blood. And this doctrine of Theophylactus is both true, godly and comfortable.

“'INCHESTER.

Now followeth, as it is entitled, Thcophylact, being the words in deed not of Theophylact,

as ho writcth upon Mark, and therefore they were not alleged as his words, but as the words

of Theophilus Alerandrinna, wherein this author traverselh a falsehood on the alleger’s part

to wrong name the author. In which allegation, I say, there be a fault, as I know none,

it is no lie, but a- probable error for a man to believe another better learned than himself;

and as I found it alleged I reported it again, so as having mine author learned whom I

followed, I am discharged of malice, being the author such whom I followed, as might poa

sibly have had such a work of Theophilus, containing those words as they be alleged, the

negative whereof how this author should prove I cannot tell, because of the common saying,

Bernardus non vidit omniag and therefore, there may be a Theophilus Alorandrinus having

these words alleged in tlun'r form, for any demonstration this author can make to the con

trary. Whether there be or no any such to be shcwai, it is not material, being so many testi

monies besides. As for Thcophylact’s words, I grant they be not, for he wrote his mind

more plainly in another place of his works, as I shall hereafter show, and by the way make

an issue with this author, that no catholic writer among the Greeks hath more plainly set forth

the truth of the presence of Christ’s body in the sacramcnt, than Thoophylact hath; as shall

appear by and by, after I have noted to tho render this, how (Ecolompwdius of Germany,

about a two year before he impugned the truth of Christ’s presence in the sacrament, ho

translated out of Greek into Latin the works of the said Theophylact, and gave tho Latin

church thereby some weapon whcrcwith to destroy his wicked folly afterward, not unlike

the chance in this author, translating into English, two years by-past, the catechism of

Germany: and as (Ecolampadius hath since his folly or madness against tho sacrament

con/based, (as appeareth,) that he did translate Thcophylact, so as we need not doubt of

it; so this author hath now in this work confessed the translation of the catechism, which

one in communication would needs have made me believe had been his man’s doing, and

not his. Hear now, reader, how plainly Theophylact speaketh upon the Gospel of St John,

ezpounding the sia'th chapterll:

“ Take heed that the bread which is eaten of us in the mysteries, is not only a certain

figuration of the flesh of our Lord, but the flesh itself of our Lord ,' for he said not, The

bread which 1 shall give is the figure of my flesh, but it is my flesh. For that bread, by

the mystical benediction, is tramformed by the mystical words and presence of the Holy

Ghost into the flesh of our Lord. And it should trouble no man, that the bread is to be

believed flesh: for whilst our Lord walked in flash and received nourishment of bread, that

bread he did out was changed into his body, and was made like to his holy flesh; and as

it is customably in man’s feeding served to tho sustentation and increase of it, therefore the
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bread now also is changed into the flesh of our Lord. And how is it then that it ap

peareth not flesh but bread ? That we should not loathe the eating of it; for if flesh did

appear, we should be unpleasantly disposed to the communion of it. Now our Lord conde

scending to our infirmity, the mystical meat appeareth such to us, as those we have been

accustomed unto.” Hitherto I have faithfully expressed Theophylact’s words out of Latin

of (Ecohsmpadius’ translation, without ter-ming the substantial points otherwise than the words

purport in Latin. By which may appear what was Theophylact’s meaning, what doctrine

he giveth of the sacrament, and how his own words upon St Jlark be to be undcrstanded,

when he saith, Speciem quidem panis et vini servat, in virtutem autem camis et sanguinis Epmphy.

transelementat: in corrupting of which words this author maketh a great matter, when they "°d'

were not alleged for his; but as they be his, servaro speciom may be well translate “form and

appearance," because upon St John, before alleged, he saith of the bread, “it appeareth.”

And as for these words, “the virtue of Christ’s flesh and blood," must be understanded to

agree with the plain place of Theophylact upon St John, and upon St Mark also, to signify not

only virtue, but verity of the flesh and blood of Christ. For Theophylact by that speech meant

“the virtue of the body of Christ,” and not the “verity of the very body,” as this author saith

he did, why should Theophylaet, both upon St lllark, and also upon St John, ask this question,

“Why doth not the flesh appear?” if himself by those words should teach there were only

present the virtue of the flesh; who, and he had meant so, would not have asked the question; 198_

or if he had, would have answered it thus accordingly, “There is no flesh in deed, but the

virtue of theflesh,” and that had been a plain answer and such as he would have made. This

author will ask then, Why doth Theophylact use this phrase to say, “changed into the virtue

of the body of Christ?" Hereunto I answer, that this word “virtue” in phrase of“ speech

many times only filleth the speech, and is comprehended in the signification of his genitive

following; and therefore, as Luke in the twenty-second chapter saith, a dextris virtutis Dei,

so in the Acts in the same sentence-'3 is spoken a. dextris Dei, both out of one pen ,- and a dextris

virtutis Dei is no more to say than a. dextris Dei; and so is virtutom camis et sanguinis

no more to say but in camem et sanguinem, which sentence the same Thcophylact hath upon

St John before alleged, in this saying, “ The bread is changed into flesh;” and in Mark in this

phrase, “ into the virtue of flesh,” being like these speeches, a dextris Dei, and a. dextris virtutis

Dei. Which and it had liked this author to have considered, he should have taken Theoph-ylact's

speech as Theophylact understandeth himself; and said the words alleged in the name of

Theophilus Alerandrinus were not Theophylact’s words, and then he had said for so much

true, (which would do well among,) and the words be not indeed Theophylact’s words, nor were not

allegedfor his. Now when this author saith, “they were not Theophilus Alea'andrinus’s words;"

that is a large negative, and will be hardly proved otherwise than by addition of the author’s

knowledgefor any thing that he canfind, and so there shall be no absurdity to grant it. And thus

I return to mine issue with this author, that Theophylact himself hath no such meaning ezpressed

in words as this author attributed4 unto him, but an evident contrary meaning, saving herein I

will agree with this author, that Theophylact meant not “grossly,” “sensibly,” and “carnally,” as

these words sound in carnal men’s judgments. For we may not so think of God’s mysteries, the

work wherwf is not carnal nor corporal,for the manner of it; but the manner spiritual, and yet

in the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, because Christ is in his very true flesh present,

he may be said so carnally present, and naturally, afier Hilary, and corporally, afier Cyril,- 'Cqmnlly,

understanding the words of the truth of that is present, Christ’s very body and flesh, and “manly
corporal

not of the manner of the presence, which is only spiritual, supernatural, and above man’s

capacity: and therefore a high mystery, a great miracle, a wonderful work, which it is “"Y'

wholesome to believe simply with a sincere faith, and dangerous to search and examine with

a curious imagination, such as idleness and arrogancy would tempt a man unto, and by

devising of a figure or metaphor bring it within the compass of our busy reason.

CANTERBURY.

This is a. pretty sleight of you to pass over the author’s name, saying that you

found it so alleged in an author, and tell not in what author. There is surely some

hid mystery in this matter, that you would not have his name known. For if you had

found any approved author who had fathered these words upon Theophilus Alexandrinus,

 

[1' In the Acts the same sentence, Orig. ed- ‘Vinch.] [‘ Attributeth, ()rig. ed. “'inch.]
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I doubt not but I should have heard him here named, it should have served so much

for your purpose. For to what purpose should you conceal his name, if you had any

such author? But shall I open the mystery of this matter? Shall I by conjectures

tell the author which you followed, as you by conjecture gathered of him the name

of Theophilus? Thomas do Aquino, in his Catena Aurea, citeth the words by you

alleged in these letters, “Theoph.” ; which letters he indifferent, as well to Theophilus

as to Theophylact’s, so that you might have christened the child whether you would

by the name of Theophilus or of Theophylactus. And because Theophilus was a more

ancient author, and of more learning and estimation than was Theophylact, therefore the

name pleased you better, to give more credit to your sayings, and so of “Theoph.”

you made the whole name “ Theophilus." And because one Theophilus was a bishop

of Alexandria, you added as it were his surname, calling him “Theophilus Alexan

drinus." And if Thomas was not the author which you followed in this matter,

peradventure it might be doctor Fisher, sometime bishop of Rochester, who, writing

in the same matter that you do, was, or would be deceived as you be. But what

author soever you followed, you shall not honestly shake off this matter, except you

tell his name. For else I will say that you be fain to bring in for you feigned

authors, whispered in corners. And yet, that Theophilus wrote not the words al

leged upon Mark, this is no small proof,—that Theophylact hath the same sentences,

word by word, and that neither St Hierome, Gennadius, Eusebius, Trithemius, nor any

other that ever wrote hitherto, made ever any mention that Theophilus wrote upon

the gospel of St Mark.

And as concerning your issue, thus much I grant without issue, that no catholic

writer among the Greeks hath more plainly spoken for you than Theophylact hath;

and yet when that shall be well examined, it is nothing at all, as I have plainly de

clared, showing your untruth as well in allegation of the author's words, as in falsi

fying his name.

And as for “the catechism of Germany" by me translated into English, to this I

have answered before; and truth it is, that either you understand not the phrase of

the old authors of the church, or else of purpose you will not understand me. But

hereunto you shall have a more full answer when I come to the proper place thereof,

in the fourth part of my book.

And as concerning the words of Theophylact upon the gospel of John, he speaketh

to one efi'ect, and useth much like terms upon the gospels of Matthew, Mark, and

John, whereunto I have sufiiciently answered in my former book. And because the

answer may be the more present, I shall rehearse some of my words here again.

“Although,” said I, “ Theophylactus spake of the eating of the very body of Christ,

and the drinking of his very blood, and not only of the figures of them, and of the

conversion of the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ, yet he meaneth

not of a gross, carnal, corporal, and sensible conversion of the bread and wine, nor

of a like eating and drinking of his flesh and blood, (for so not only our stomachs

would yearn, and our hearts abhor to eat his flesh and to drink his blood, but also such

eating and drinking could nothing profit and avail us;) but he spake of the celestial

and spiritual eating of Christ, and of a sacramental conversion of the bread, calling

the bread not only a figure, but also the body of Christ,- giving us by those words

to understand, that in the sacrament we do not only eat corporally the bread, (which

is a sacrament and figure of Christ's body,) but spiritually we eat also his very body,

and drink his very blood. And this doctrine of Tlieophylactus is both true, godly,

and comfortable." This I wrote in my former book, which is sufficient to answer

unto all that you have here spoken.

And as concerning the bread that Christ did eat and feed upon, it was naturally

eaten, as other men eat, naturally changed, and caused a natural nourishment, and

yet the very matter of the bread remained, although in another form; but in them

that duly receive and eat the Lord’s holy supper all is spiritual, as well the eating

as the change and nourishment, which is none impediment to the nature of bread,

but that it may still remain.

And where you come to the translation of this word species, to signify “ appearance,"
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this is a wonderful kind of translation, to translate specie in “appearance,” because

amnret is truly translated “appeareth:" with like reason uurum might be translated

“meat,” because edere signifieth “ to eat."

And ybur other translation is no less wonderful, where you turn the “virtue” of

Christ's body into the “verity.” And yet to cloak your folly therein, and to cast a veriry for

mist before the reader's eyes, that he should not see your untruth therein, you say “mm

that by “ virtue" in that place must be understanded “verity.” First, whatsoever

be understand by the word “virtue,” your faith in translation is broken. For the

sense being ambiguous, you ought in translation to have kept the word as it is, leaving

the sense to be expended by the indifferent reader, and not by altering the word to

make such a sense as please you; which is so foul a fault in a translator, that if

(Ecolampadius had so done, he should have been called a man faulty and guilty, a

corrupter, a deceiver, an abuser of other men, a perverter, a depraver, and a man

without faith: as he might be called that would translate rerbum caro factum est,

“the second person became mau;" which although it be true in meaning, yet it

is not true in translation, nor dcclareth the faith of the translator.

But now as your translation is untrue, so is the meaning also untrue and unex

cusable. For what man is so far destitute of all his senses, that he knoweth not

a difference between the verity of Christ’s body and the virtue thereof? Who can

pretend ignorance in so manifest a thing? Doth not all men know, that of every thing

the virtue is one, and the substance another ?—except in God only, who is of that

simplicity without multiplication of anything in him, or diversity, that his virtue,

his power, his wisdom, his justice, and all that is said to be in him, be neither qualities

nor accidents, but all one thing with his very substance. And neither the right hand

of God, nor the virtue of God, (which you bring for an example, and serveth to no

purpose, but to blind the ignorant reader,) be any thing else but the very substance

of God, (although in diversity of respects and considerations they have diversity of

names) except you will divide the most single substance of God into corporal parts

and members, following the error of the Anthropomorphites. But the like is not in

the body of Christ, which hath distinction of integral parts, and the virtue also, and

qualities distinct from the substance.

And yet, if the example were like, he should be an evil translator, or rather a

corrupter, that for a dextris virtutis Dei would translate a dextris Dei, or contrariwise. Adextr'isnei.

And therefore all translators in those places follow the words as they be, and be not “r

so arrogant to alter one title in them, thereby to make them one in words, although

the thing in substance be one. For words had not their signification of the substances,

or of things only, but of the qualities, manners, respects, and considerations. And 200.

so may one word signify divers things, and one thing be signified by divers words.

And therefore he that should for one word take another, because they be both re

ferred to one substance, as you have done in this place, should make a goodly piece

of work of it; not much unlike to him that should burn his house, and say he made

it, because the making and burning was both in one matter and substance.

It is much pity that you have not bestowed your time in translation of good

authors, that can skill so well of translation, to make specicm to signify appearance,

and that take virtue sometime for verity, and sometime for nothing; and a Jean-Ls

rirtutia Dei to signify no more but a dextris Dei, and virtutem canal: to signify no

more but carnem, and virtutem sanguinis, sanguinem. And why not? seeing that

such words signify ad placitum, that is to say, as please you to translate them.

And it seemeth to be a strange thing, that you have so quick an eye to cspy other

men's faults, and cannot see in Theophylact his plain answer, but to take upon you

to teach him to answer. For when he asketh the question, “Why doth not the flesh

appear?" he should have answered, say you, “that the flesh is not there in deed,

but the virtue of the flesh :" I pray you, doth not be answer plainly the same in effect ?

Is not his answer to that question this, as you confess yourself, “that the forms of

bread and wine be changed into the virtue of the body of Christ ?" And what would

you require more? Is not this as much to say, as the virtue of the flesh is there,

but not the substance corporally and carnally?

And yet another third error is committed in the same sentence, because one sen
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201.

tence should not be without three errors at the least in your translation. For whereas

Theophylact hath but one accusative case, you put thereto other two more of your own

head. And as you once taught Barnes‘, so now you would make Theophylact your

scholar, to say what you would have him. But that the truth may appear, what

Theophylact said, I shall rehearse his own words in Greek : av'yxa-rafiaiuwv q'pFv o' (PMa'v

Hpw-rroc 'ro‘ pe‘v 5280c d'p'rou Kai oi'vou (buha'rr-rez, sic sll'llflfllll Bé G'GPKO‘S‘ Kai ai'pla-roc pe-ra

droxxuoi; which words translated into Latin be these: Condescmdeno nobis benignu:

Dem epeciem guidem panis et m'm' servat, in potestatem autem (arm's et sanguinis trans

elenwntat. And in English they be thus much to say: “The merciful God, conde

scending to our infirmity, conserveth still the kind of bread and wine, but turneth

them into the virtue of his flesh and blood." To this sentence you do add of your

own authority these words “the bread and wine," which words Theophylact hath not,

which is an untrue part of him that pretendeth to be a true interpreter. And by

adding those words, you alter clearly the author’s meaning. For where the author’s

meaning was, that we should abhor to eat Christ’s flesh and drink his blood in their

proper form and kind, yet Almighty God hath ordained that in his holy supper we

should receive the forms and kinds of bread and wine, and that those kinds should

be turned (unto them that worthily receive the same) into the virtue and effect of

Christ's very flesh and blood, although they remain still in the same kind and form

of bread and wine. And so by him the nature and kind of bread and wine remain;

and yet the @1110 be turned into the virtue of flesh and blood. So that the word

“forms” is the accnsative case, as well to the verb turneth, as to the verb conserveth:

but you, to make Theophylact serve your purpose, add of your own head two other

accusative cases, that is to say, “ bread and wine," besides Theophylact's words ; wherein

all men may consider how little you regard the truth, that to maintain your untrue

doctrine once devised by yourselves, care not what untruth you use besides to corrupt

all doctors, making so many faults in translation of one sentence.

And if .the words alleged upon Mark were not Theophylact’s words, but the words

of Theophilus Alexandrinus, as you say, at the least Theophylact must borrow them

of Theophilus, because the words be all one, sixteen lines together, saving this word

“verity,” which Theophylact turneth into “ virtue." And then it is to be thought that

he would not alter that word, (wherein all the contention standeth,) without some con

sideration. And specially when Theophilus speaketh of the verity of Christ's body,

as you say, if Theophylact had thought the body had been there, would he have

refused the word, and changed verity into virtue, bringing his own faith into suspi

cion, and giving occasion of error unto other?

And where, to excuse your error in translation, you say that the words by you

alleged in the name of Theophilus Alexandrinus be not Theophylact's words, and I

deny that they be Theophilus' words; so then be they nobody's words, which is no

detriment to my cause at all, because I took him for none of my witness; but it is

in a manner a clear overthrow of your cause, which take him for your chief and

principal witness, saying “that no catholic writer among the Greeks hath more plainly

set forth the truth of the presence of Christ's body in the sacrament than Theophy

lactus hath," and hereupon you make your issue.

And yet have I a good cause to call them Theophylact's words, forasmuch as

I find them in his works printed abroad, saving one word which you have untruly

corrupted, because that word pleaseth you not. And yet am I not bound to admit

that your witness is named Theophilus, except you have better proofs thereof than

this, that one saith he hath him in a comer, and so allegeth him. It is your part

to prove your own witness, and not my part that stand herein only at defence. And

yet to every indifferent man I have shewed sufficient matter to reject him.

Hear now my answer to St Hierome.

Besides this, our adversaries do allege St Hierome’ upon the epistle ad Titum,

 

Theanswerto

l-lieronyripusi

super ep to .

ad Tilum.

inter imaginem ct veritatcm, inter exemplaria futu

rorum, et ea ipss. quaa per exemplaria prefigunban

tur. Jerom. Comment. in Epist. ad Titum, cap. i.

8, 9. Tom. IX. p. um. Ed. Francof. 1684.]

[1 Vide Burnet's Hist. of the Refermnion, Vol. 1.

p. 592. Oxford, “529, and Foxe's Acts and Menu

ments, Vol. 11. p. 525. Lond. 1631.]

[' 'I‘antum interest inter propositionis panes et

corpus Christi, quantum inter umbrnm et corpora,
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that there is as great difference between the loaves called panes propositionis,

and the body of Christ, as there is between the shadow3 of a body and the body

itself; and as there is between an image and the thing itself, and between

an example of things to come and the things that be prefigured by them.

These words of St Hierome, truly understand, serve nothing for the intent of

the papists. For he meant that the shew-bread of the law was but a dark

shadow of Christ to come; but the sacrament of Christ’s body is a clear testi

mony that Christ is already come, and that he hath performed that which

was promised, and doth presently comfort and feed us spiritually with his

precious body and blood, notwithstanding that corporally he is ascended into 202

heaven.

WINCHESTER

This author travailelh to aimler St Hicronw, and to make him the easier for him to deal Hit-WW1",

with, he cutteth of that followeth in the same St Hicrome, which should make the matter open

and manifest, how (factually St Hicromc speaketh of the sacrament of Christ's body and blood.

“ There is,” saith St Hierome, “as great difcrcnce between the loaves called panes propositionis,

and the body of Christ, as there is between the shadow of a body and the body itself,- a-nd as

there is between an image and the true thing itself, and between an example of things to come

and the things that be prefl-gured by them. Therefore as meeknzss, patience, sobriely, mode

ration, abstinciu‘o of gain, hospitality also, and liberalily should be chiefly in a bishop, and

among all laymen an eavcellcncy in them; so there should be in him. a special chastity, and

as I should say, chastity that is priestly, that he should not only abstain from unclean4 work,

but also from. the cast of his eye, and his mind free from error of thought, that should make

the body of Christ?” These be St Hierome’s words in this place. By the latter part whereof

appeareth plainly how St Hieromc meancth of Christ’s body in the sacrament, of which the

loaves that were panes propositionis were a shadow, as St Ilicrome saith,- that bread being

“the image, and this the truth,” that “the tea-ample, and this that was prejigurcd.” So as if

Christ’s body in the sacrament should be there but figuratively, as this author teacheth, then

were the bread of proposition figure of a figure, and shadow of a. shadow, which is over

great an absurdity in our religion. Therefore there can-not be a more plain proof to show,

that by St Hioromo’s mind Christ’s body is verily in the sacrament and not figuratively only,

than when he noteth panes propositionis to be the figure and the shadow of Christ’s body in

the sacrament. For, as Tertullian6 saith, figura non esset, nisi veritatis esset corpus: “ The gffrrlilnnu‘

other were not to be called a figure, that'l answered unto it, were not of truth,” which is fiYifPQm‘

the sense of Tertullian’s words. And therefore St Hierome could with no other words have I '

expressed his mind so certainly and plainly, as with these, to confess the truth of Christ’s

body in the sacrament. And thorqforo regard not, reader, what this author saith: for St

Ilicromc ajirmclh plainly Christ’s true body to be in the sacrament, the consecration whereof

although St Hieronw attributah to the minister, yet we must understand him, that he taketh

God for the author and worker, notwithstanding by reason of the ministry in the church the

doing is ascribed to man as minister, because Christ said, Hoe facite, qfi'er which. spew],

salvation, remission of sin, and the work in other sacraments is attribute to the minister, being

nevertheless the same the proper and special works of God.

And this I add, because some be imjustly ofended to hear that man should make the body

of Christ. And this author findcth fault before at the word “making,” which religiously

heard and reverently spoken should ofend no man,- for man is but a minister, wherein he

should not glory. And Christ makcth not himself of the matter of bread, nor maketh himself

so of! of bread a new body; but sitting in heaven doth, as our invisible priest, work in the

miniatery of the visible priesthood of his church, and maketh present by his omnipotency his

glorified body and blood in this high mystery, by conversion of the visible creatures of bread

and wine, as Emissenc saith, into the same. This author of this book, as thou, reader, mayest

 

[3 A shadow, I551, and Orig. ed.] ut non solum ab opera se immundo abstineat, sed

[‘ An unclean work, Orig. ed. Winch] etiam a jactu oculi, ct cogitationis crrore, mens

[5 Quomodo itaque mansuerudo, patienlia, so- Christi corpus confectura sit libera. lb. p. 199.]

briems,moderatio,abstinentia1ucri,hospitalitasquo- [6 Figure autem non fuisset, nisi verilatis essct

que, et benignitas, pnecipue esse debent in episcopo, corpus. Tcrtul. adversus Marcionem. Lib. w. p.

e: inter cunctos laicos continentia: sic et casritas 458. Ed. Lutet. Paris. 1644.]

propria, et (ul ita dixerim) pudicitia sacerdotalis, I [7 lflhat, that answered, &c. 1551.]
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203.

Whether thl
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(‘hrlst he

made of the

matter of

perceive, applieth the figure of the breads, called panes propositionis, to the body of Christ to

come, whereas St Hierome calleth them the figure of Christ’s body in the sacrament, and there

fore doth fashion his argument in this me. If those breads, that were but a figure, required

so much cIea'nness in them that should eat them, that they might not eat of them, which a day

or two before had lien with their wives ; what cleamiess is required in him that should make the

body of Christ! Whereby thou mayest see howl this author hath reserved this notable place of

St Hierome to the latter end, that thou shouldest in the end, as well as in the midst, see him

evidently snarled, for thy better remembrance.

CANTERBURY.

To these words of St Ilicrome I have sufliciently answered in my former book. And

now to add something thereto, I say that he meaneth not that panes proposititmis he

figures of the sacrament, but of Christ’s very body. And yet the same body is not

only in the sacrament figuratively, but it is also in the true ministration thereof spiri

tually present and spiritually eaten, as in my book I have plainly declared. But how

is it possible that Cains Ulpian, or Scevola, Batholus, Baldus or Curtius, should have

knowledge what is meant by the spiritual presence of Christ in the sacrament, and

of the spiritual eating of his flesh and blood, if they be void of a lively faith, feeding

and comforting their souls with their own works, and not with the breaking of the

body and shedding of the blood of our Saviour Christ?

The meat that the papists live by is indulgences and pardons, and such other

remission of sins as cometh all from the pope, which giveth no life, but infccteth

and poisoneth: but the meat that the true christian man liveth by, is Christ him

self, who is eaten only by faith, and so eaten is life and spirit, giving that life that

endureth and continucth for ever. God grant that we may learn this heavenly know

ledge of the spiritual presence, that we may spiritually taste and feed of this heavenly

food!

Now, where you say “that there cannot be a more plain proof to show that Christ's

body is verily in the sacrament, and not figuratively only," than when St Hierome

noteth panes propositional: to be the figure and shadow of Christ’s body in the sacra

ment. “ For," as Tertullian saith, “ the other were not to be called a figure, if that

which answereth to it were not of truth." Here your “for” is a plain fallaz: a non

causa ut causa ’, and a wondrous subtlety is used therein. For where Tertullian proveth

that Christ had here in earth a very body, which Marcion denied, because that bread

was instituted to be a figure thereof, and there can be no figure of a thing that is

not, you allege Tertullian's words, as though he should say, that Christ's body is in

the sacrament under the form of bread; whereof neither Tertullian entreatcd in that

place, nor it is not required, that the body should he corporally where the figure is,

but rather it should be in vain to have a figure when the thing itself is present.

And therefore you untruly report both of St l'lierome and Tertullian: for neither of

them both do say, as you would gather of their words, that Christ's body is in the

sacrament really and corporally.

And where you say, “ that Christ maketh not himself of the matter of bread,”

either you be very ignorant in the doctrine of the sacrament, as it hath been taught

these five hundred years, or else you dissemble the matter. Hath not this been the

teaching of the school divines, yea, of Innocent himself, that the matter of this sacra

ment is bread of wheat, and wine of grapes? Do they not say, that the substance

of bread is turned into the substance of Christ's flesh, and that his flesh is made of

bread? And who worketh this, but Christ himself? And have you not confessed

all this in your book of the “ Devil's Sophistry?" Why do you then deny here that

which you taught before, and which hath been the common approved doctrine of the

papists so many years? And because it should have the more authority, was not

this put into the mass-books, and read every year, Dogma datur Christianis, quod

in carncm transit panis, ct rinum in sanguinem? Now, seeing that you have taught

so many years, that the matter and substance of bread is not consumed to nothing,

 

[‘ llere, Orig. ed. \Vinch.] [’ Ad causam, “51.:
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but is changed and turned into the body of Christ, so that the body of Christ is

made of it, what mean you now to deny that Christ is made of the matter of bread?

When water was turned into wine, was not the wine made of the water? And when John ii.__

the rod was turned into a serpent, and water into blood, the earth into a man, and am

his rib into a woman, were not the woman, man, blood, and serpent, made of the

matter of the rib, the earth, the water, and the rod? And is not every thing made

of that which is turned into it? As bread is made of corn; wine of grapes; beer of

water, hops, and malt; and so of all things like? And when you have confessed

yourselves, so many years past, that Christ is made of bread in the sacrament, what

moveth you now to say, that Christ maketh not himself of the matter of bread,

except that either you will say, that the priest doth it and not Christ, which were

an intolerable blasphemy; or that the truth is of such a nature that even the very

adversaries thereof, sometime unwares, acknowledge it; or else that force of argu—

ments constraineth you to confess the truth against your will, when you see none

other shift to escape? But if you take upon you to defend the received doctrine of

the papists, you must aflirm that doctrine which they aflirm, and say that bread in

the sacrament is the matter whereof Christ’s body is made; whereof must then needs

follow, at concequenti, that he hath from time to time a new body, made of new

bread, besides the body which was incamatcd, and never but once made, nor of none

other substance but of his mother. So that it is but a vain cavillation, only to elude

simple people, or to shift ofi" the matter, to say, as you do, “that Christ is not made

of the bread, but is made to be present there." For then should he have said, “There

is my body," and not, “This is my body." And to be present requireth no new

making: but to be present by conversion requireth a new making: as the wine

that was bought at the marriage in the Cane of Galilee, if there were any such, was

present without conversion, and so without new making; but the wine that was

made of water, was present by conversion, which could not be without new making.

And so must Christ's body be newly made, if it be present by corporal conversion

of the substance of bread into the substance of it. And now I refer to every

indifi‘erent reader, to judge between us both, which of us is most snarled.

Now let us examine the other authors following in my book.

And the same is to be answered unto all that the adversaries bring of Augustinus,

. . . . . Sedulius,

St Augustine, Seduhus, Leo, Fulgentlus, Casswdorus, Gregorius, and other, con- gel». “m
. - - . u ge l 5,

coming the eating of Christ in the sacrament. menu-ms.
Grcgorlus.

\Vhich thing cannot be understanded plainly as the words sound, but figura

tively and spiritually, as before is sufficiently proved, and hereafter shall be more

fully declared in the fourth part of this book.

“'INCHESTER.

Because this author, who hitherto hath answered none substantially, would nevertheless be seen Qn5_

to answer all, he windeth up sin: of the-m in one fardell, St Augustine, Scdulius, Leo, Fulgentius, Augugt‘mus,

Cassiodorus, and Gregorius, and dispatchcth them all with an ut supra: and among them I think 'u"

he would have knit up all the rest of the learned men of all ages, amongst whom I know none thatwrite as this author doth of the sacrament, or impugncth the catholic faith as this author doth by Grl‘soriui

the envious name of papists. Since Christ’s time there is no memory more than of sin, that have3

afirmcd that doctrine, which this author would have called now the catholic doctrine, and yet not

written by them of one sort, neither received in belief in public profession; but secretly, when it

happened, begun by conspiration, and in the end ever hitherto ertinct and qtmwhed. First was

Bertram, then Berenga/rim, then Wiclif; and in our time, @colampadius, Zuinglitu, and Jon.

chimus Vadianus. I will not reckon Peter Martyr, because such as know him saith he is not "We

learned,- nor this author, because he doth but as it were translate Peter Martyr, saving he mm]. a; "my"

solutions, as likcth his phantaay, as I have before declared. Which matter being thus, it is a

strange title of this boolr, to call it the true catholic doctrine. -

p “Mb, 1551.]
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CANTERBURY.

All that you have these many years gathered together for your purpose, or that

can be gathered, may be well trussed up in a very small fardell, and very easily

borne and carried away, for any weight that is therein. For your doings be like

to him, that would fain seem to have something, and having nothing else, filleth a

great mail full of straw, that men should think he carried something, where indeed a

little budget had been sufiicient for so much in value.

And as for your own doctrine, it is so strange, that neither it agreeth with the

scripture, nor with the old catholic church, nor yet with the later1 church or con

gregation of the papists: but you stand post alone, after the fall of the papistical

doctrine, as sometime an old post standeth when the building is overthrown.

And where you say, “that since Christ’s time there is no more but six that

have aflirmed the doctrine that I have taught ;" all that have been learned, and have

read the old authors of the catholic church, may evidently see the contrary, that

sithens Christ's time the doctrine of my book was ever the catholic and public re

ceived faith of the church, until Nicholas the seconds time, who compelled Beren

garius to make such a devilish recaqation, that the papists themselves be now ashamed

of it. And since that time, have many thousands been cruelly persecuted only for

the profession of the true faith. For no man might speak one word against the bishop

of Rome's determination herein, but he was taken for an heretic, and so condemned,

as \Viclifl', Huss, and an infinite number more.

And as for Bertram, he was never before this time detected of any error that ever

I read, but only now by you. For all other that have written of him, have spoken

much to his commendation and praise. But I know what the matter is: he hath written

against your mind, which is a fault and error great enough.

As for Dr Peter Martyr, he is of age to answer for himself: but concerning him,

that told you that he was not learned, I would wish you to leave this old rooted fault

in you, to be light of credit. For I suppose, that if his learning that told you that

lie, and yours also, were set both together, you should be far behind Master Peter

Martyr. Marry, in words I think that you alone would overlay two Peter Martyrs;

he is so sober a man, and delighteth not in wasting of words in vain. And none

do say that he is not learned, but such as know him not, or be not learned them

selves, or else be so malicious or envious, that they wittingly speak against their

own conscience. And, no doubt, that man bringeth himself out of the estimation of a

learned man, which hath heard him reason and read, and saith that he is not learned. And

whosoever misrcporteth him, and bath never heard him, may not be called so well mmnzu

as sj/coplzanta, whose property is to misrcport them whom they neither see nor know.

Now resteth only Damascene, of whom I write thus.

But here John Damascene may in no wise be passed over, whom for his

authority the adversaries of Christ’s true natural body do reckon as a stout

champion, sufficient to defend all the whole matter alone. But neither is the

authority of Damascene so great that they may oppress us thereby, nor his

words so plain for them, as they boast and untruly pretend. For he is

but a young new author in the respect of those, which we have brought in for

our party. And in divers points he varieth from the most ancient authors,

(if he mean as they expound him;) as when he saith, that “ the bread and wine

be not figures,” which all the old authors call figures; and that “ the bread and

wine consume not, nor be avoided downward,” which Origen and St Augustine

afiirm; or that “they be not called the examples of Christ’s body after the

consecration,” which shall manifestly appear false by the liturgy ascribed unto

St Basil.

And moreover the said Damascene was one of the bishop of Rome's chief

 

[1 Latter, 1531
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proctors against the emperors, and as it were his right hand, to set abroad

all idolatry by his own handwriting. And therefore, if he lost his hands, as

they say he did, he lost it by God’s most righteous judgment, whatsoever they

feign and fable of the miraculous restitution of the same. And yet whatsoever

the said Damascene writeth in other matters, surely in this place, which the

adversaries do allege, he writeth spiritually and godly, although the papists

either of ignorance mistake him, or else willingly wrest him and writhe him to

their purpose, clean contrary to his meaning.

The sum of Damascene his doctrine in this matter is this3 : That as Christ,

being both God and man, hath in him two natures; so hath he two nativities,

one eternal, and the other temporal. And so likewise we, being as it were

double men, or having every one of us two men in us, the new man and the old

man, the spiritual man and the carnal man, have a double nativity; one of our

first carnal father Adam, (by whom, as by ancient inheritance, cometh unto us

malediction and everlasting damnation,) and the other of our heavenly Adam,

that is to say, of Christ, by whom we be made heirs of celestial benediction and

everlasting glory and immortality.

And because this Adam is spiritual, therefore our generation by him must
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be spiritual, and our feeding must be likewise spiritual. And our spiritual

generation by him is plainly set forth in baptism; and our spiritual meat and

food is set forth in the holy communion and supper of the Lord. And because

our sights be so feeble that we cannot see the spiritual water wherewith we be

washed in baptism, nor the spiritual meat wherewith we be fed at the Lord‘s

table; therefore to help our inflrmities, and to make us the better to see the

same with a pure faith, our Saviour Christ hath set forth the same, as it were

before our eyes, by sensible signs and tokens, which we be daily used and

accustomed unto.

And because the common custom of men is to wash in water, therefore our

spiritual regeneration in Christ, or spiritual washing in his blood, is declared

unto us in baptism by water. Likewise our spiritual nourishment and feeding

in Christ is set before our eyes by bread and wine, because they be meats and

drinks which chiefly and usually we be fed withal; that as they feed the body,

so doth Christ with his flesh and blood spiritually feed the soul.

And therefore the bread and wine be called examples of Christ’s flesh and

blood; and also they be called his very flesh and blood, to signify unto us, that

as they feed us carnally, so do they admonish us, that Christ with his flesh and

blood doth feed us spiritually, and most truly, unto everlasting life.

And as Almighty God by his most mighty word and his holy Spirit and

infinite power brought forth all creatures in the beginning, and ever sithens hath

preserved them; even so by the same word and power he worketh in us, from

time to time, this marvellous spiritual generation and wonderful spiritual nourish

ment and feeding, which is wrought only by God, and is comprehended and

received of us by faith.

And as bread and drink by natural nourishment be changed into a man’s

body, and yet the body is not changed, but is the same‘ that it was before: so,

although the bread and wine be sacramentally changed into Christ’s body, yet

his body is the same, and in the same place that it was before; that is to say,

in heaven, without any alteration of the same.

And the bread and wine be not so changed into the flesh and blood of Christ

that they be made one nature, but they remain still distinct in nature; so that

the bread in itself is not his flesh, and the wine his blood, but unto them that

worthily eat and drink the bread and wine, to them the bread and wine be his

flesh and blood; that is to say, by things natural, and which they be accustomed

unto, they be exalted unto things above nature. For the sacramental bread and

wine be not bare and naked figures, but so pithy and efl'ectuous, that whosoever

worthily eateth them, eateth spiritually Christ’s flesh and blood, and hath by

them everlasting life.

Wherefore, whosoever cometh to the Lord’s table, must come with all

humility, fear, reverence, and purity of life, as to receive not only bread and

wine, but also our Saviour Christ, both God and man, with all his benefits, to

the relief and sustentation both of their bodies and souls.

This is briefly the sum and true meaning of Damascene concerning this

matter.

Wherefore, they that gather 'of him either the natural presence of Christ’s

body in the sacraments of bread and wine, or the adoration of the outward and

visible sacrament; or that after the consecration there remaineth no bread, nor

wine, nor other substance, but only the substance of the body and blood of

Christ; either they understand not Damascene, or else of wilful frowardnesa

 

[‘ But the same, 155], and Orig. ed.]
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_ they will not understand him: which rather seemeth to be true by such col

lections as they have unjustly gathered and noted out of him.

For although he say that Christ is the spiritual meat; yet as in baptism the

Holy Ghost is not in the water, but in him that is unfeignedly baptized; so

Damascene meant not, that Christ is in the bread, but in him that worthily

eateth the bread.

And though he say that the bread is Christ’s body, and the wine his blood,

yet he meant not that the bread, considered in itself, or the wine in itself, being

not received, is his flesh and blood: but to such as by unfeigned faith worthily

receive the bread and wine, to such the bread and wine are called by Damascene

the body and blood of Christ, because that such persons, through the working

of the Holy Ghost, be so knit and united spiritually to Christ’s flesh and blood,

and to his divinity also, that they be fed with them unto everlasting life.

Furthermore, Damascene saith not that the sacrament should be worshipped

and adored, as the papists term it, which is plain idolatry; but that we must

worship Christ, God and man. And yet we may not worship him bread

and wine, but sitting in heaven with his Father, and being spiritually within

ourselves.

Nor he saith not, that there remaineth no bread nor wine, nor none

other substance, but only the substance of the body and blood of Christ; but

he saith plainly, “that as a burning coal is not wood only, but fire and

wood joined together; so the bread of the communion is not bread only, but

bread joined to the divinity.” But those that say, that there is none other

substance but the substance of the body and blood of Christ, do not only

deny that there is bread and wine, but by force they must deny also, that

there is either Christ’s divinity or his soul. For if the flesh and blood, the

soul and divinity, of Christ be four substances, and in the sacrament be but

two of them, that is to say, his flesh and blood, then where is his soul and

divinity? And thus these men divide Jesus, separating his divinity from his

208.

humanity: of whom St John saith: “Whosoever divideth Jesus, is not of lJohn iv.

God, but he is antichrist.”

And moreover, these men do separate Christ’s body from his members

in the sacrament, that they leave him no man’s body at all. For as

Damascene saith, that the distinction of members pertain so much to the

nature of man’s” body, that where there is no such distinction, there is no

perfect man’s body: but by these papists’ doctrine, there is no such distinc»

tion of members in the sacrament; for either there is no head, feet, hands,

arms, legs, mouth, eyes, and nose at all; or else all is head, all feet, all

hands, all arms, all legs, all mouth, all eyes, and all nose. And so they

make of Christ’s body no man’s body at all.

Thus being confuted the papists’ errors, as well concerning transubstan

tiation, as the real, corporal, and natural presence of Christ in the sacrament,

which were two principal points purposed in the beginning of this work; now

it is time something to speak of the third error of the papists, which is

concerning the eating of Christ’s very body, and drinking of his blood.

[Time mrleth the thin] Budd]

[2 ()t‘ a man's body, I56], and Orig. Ed.] [3 ()rig. Edi
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Last of all, the author busieth himself with Damascene, and goeth about to answer him

by making of a sum; which sum is so wrong aecompted, that every man that readeth Da

mascene may be auditor to control it. And this will I say, Damascene writeth so evidently

in the matter, that Peter hlartyr, for a shift, is fain to find fault in his judgment and

age; and yet he is eight hundred years old at the least, and I say at the least, because he is

reckoned of some half as old again. And whatsoever his judgment were, he writeth (as

Melancthon saith) his testimony of the faith of the sacrament as it was in his time. I would

write in here Damascene’s words, to compare them with the suml collected by this author,

whereby to disprove his particulars plainly; but the words of Damascene be to be read, trans

lated already abroad.

Asfor the “jbur substances” which this author by aecompt numbereth of Christ, might have

been left unreckoned by tale, because among them that be faithful, and understand truly,

wheresoever the substance of Christ’s very body is, there is also understanded by concomitance

to be present the substance of his soul, as very man, and aLqo of the Godhead as very God.

And in the matter of the sacrament therefore, contending with him that would have the

substance of bread there, it may be said there is in the sacrament the only substance of Christ’s

body, because the word “only” thus placed ercludeth other strange substances, and not the

substances which without contention be known and confessed unite with Christ’s body. And

so a man may be said to be alone in his house when he hath no strangers, although he hath

a number of his own men. And Erasmus noteth how the evangelist writeth Christ to have

prayed alone, and yet certain of his disciples were there. And in a contention raised,

whether the father and son were both killed in such a field or no, I defended the father to

have been only killed there, and thereupon a wager laid, should I lose, if by proof it ap

peared, that not only the father, but also three or four of the father's servants were slain, but

the son. escaped? And as in this speech the word “only” served to erclude that was in con

tention, and not to reduce the number to one; no more is it in the speech that this author

would reprove, and therq/bre needed not to have occupied himself in the matter, wherein I heard

him once say in a good audience, himself was satisfied. In which mind I would he had

continued; and having so slender stuf as this is, and the truth so evident against him, not

to have resuscitate this so often reproved untruth, wherein never hitherto any one could prevail.

CANTERBURY.

As for Damasoene needeth no further answer than I have made in my former

book. But I pray the reader, that he will diligently examine the place, and so to

be an indifferent auditor betwixt us two.

Now when you be called to accompt for the number of substances in the sacrament,

I perceive by your wrangling, that you be somewhat moved with this audit, for be

cause you be called to accompt. And I cannot blame you, though it somewhat grieve

you; for it toucheth the very quick. And although I myself can right well under

stand your numbers, that when you name but one, you mean four; yet you should have

considered beforehand, to whom your book was written. You wrote to plain simple

people in the English tongue, which understand no further but one to be one, and

four to be four. And therefore when you say there is but one, and mean four, you

attempcr not your speech to the capacities of them to whom you write.

Now have I answered to all your frivolous cavillations against my third book, and

fortified it. vso strongly, that you have spent all your shot and powder in

vain. And I trust I have either broken your pieces, or pegged

them, that you shall be able to shoot no more: or if you

shoot, the shot shall be so faint that it shall not

be able to pierce through a. paper leaf.

And the like I trust to do to all

the munition and ordi

nance laid against

my fourth

book.

[1 The same, Orig. cd. Winch.]
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THE

CONFUTATION OF THE FOURTH BOOK.
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TIIUS having perused the eject of the third book, I will likewise peruse the fourth, and

then shall follow in direct course to speak of the matter of transubstantiation. In this jbarth

book the author entreateth eating and drinking of Christ’s body and blood: and in the first

part thereof travaileth to confirm his purpose, and in the second part answereth as he can

to his adversaries, and so taketh occasion to speak of adoration.

His chief purpose is to prove that evil men receive not the body and blood of Christ in

the sacrament, which after this author's doctrine is a very superfluous matter. For if the

sacrament be only a figure, and the body and blood of Christ be there only figuratively,

whereto should this author dispute of evil men’s eating, when good men cannot eat Christ in.

the sacrament, because he is not there? For by the efect of this author's doctrine the sacra

ment is but a visible preaching by the tokens and signs of bread and wine,- that in believing

and remembering Christ’s benefits, with revolving them. in our mind, we should in faith feed

upon Christ spiritually, believing that, as the bread and wine feedeth and nourisheth our bodies, so

Christfeedeth and nourisheth our souls: which be good words, but such as the words in Christ’s

supper do not learn us, and yet may2 be well gathered, not to limit the mystery of the sup

per, but to be spoken and taught touching the believing and remembering Christ's benefits, with

the revolving of them in our mind, thereby to learn as how to feed upon Christ continually

without the use of the visible sacrament; being called3 of St Augustine “the invisible sacra

ment‘," wherein by faith we be nourished with the word of God and the virtue of Christ’s

body and blood, which the true teaching of the church calleth spiritual mand-ucation only, “1

without which no man is to be accompted a true member of the mystical body of Christ. And

there/ore u'hoso jeedeth upon Christ thus spiritually, must needs be a good man, for only good

men be true members of Christ’s mystical body: which spiritual eating is so good a fruit as

it dcclareth the tree necessarily to be good; and therefore it must be and is a certain con

clusion, that only good men do eat and drink the body and blood of Christ spiritually, that

is to say, qfectually to lifit. So as this author shall have of me no adversary therein. And

if this author had proved that to be the true doctrine, that Christ’s very body and blood is not

present in the visible sacrament, then might he have le/t this fourth book unwritten. For

after his doctrine, as I said before, good men do not eat Christ's body in the sacrament under

the visible signs, for because it is not there, and then much less should evil men reach it.

In the catholic teaching, all the doctrine of eating of Christ is concluded in two manner

of eatings; one in the visible sacrament sacramental, another spiritual without the sacrament.

And because in the eating y the visible sacrament St Paul speaketh of unworthy, the same

[rue teaching, to open the matter more clearly according to scripture, noteth unto "3 three

manner of eatings, one spiritual only, which only good men do, feeding in jaith without the

visible sacrament. Another is both spiritual and sacramental, which also good men only do,

receiving the visible sacrament with a true sincere charitable faith. The third manner of eat

ing is sacramental only, which (afier St Paul) evil men do unu'orthily, and therefore have

judgment and condemnation, and be guilty of our Lord’s body, not esteeming our Lord's body

there. And here ariseth the knot of contention with this author, who saith, “evil men eat but

the sacramental bread:” whereunto I reply, No more do good men neither, if this author’s

doctrine of the sacrament be true, seeing he will have it but a figure: if this author will say

accipianzur omnia iris, ut scilicet quotidianum

panem simul petamus et necessarium corpori, et

sacramentum visibile, et iniisibile verbi Dei.

August. De Sermons Domini in Monte, bib. 1!.

cap. 7. Pars “1. Basil. ap. Amcrbach. l5"6.]

[‘J And may be, Orig. ed. \Vinch.]

[3 Being that called, 1551.]

[‘ Si quis autem eliam illa qum de victn corpo

Iis necessario, vel sacramento Dominici corporis

imam scntcntiam vull accipcrc, oportctul conjunclc
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the eject is other in good men than in evil men, I will not strive therein. But to discuss this

matter, evidently we must rightly open the truth, and then must consider the visible sacraments

as they be of God’s ordinance, who direeteth us where to seek for his gi , and how: u-hose

working albeit it be not restrained by his sacraments, and therefore God may and doth invisibly

sanctify and salve as it pleaseth him; yet he teachcth us of his ordinary working, in the visible

sacraments, and ordereth us to seek his gifts of health and life there; whereupon St Augustine

noteth how baptism, among the christian men of Africa, was very well called health, and the

sacrament of Christ’s body called life, as in which God giveth health and life, if we worthily

use theml. The ordinance of these sacraments is God’s work, the very author of them, who as

he is in himself uniform, as St James saith, “ without alteration,” so, as David saith, “his

works be true,” which is as much as uniform; for “truth” and “uniform” answereth to

gether. As God is all goodness, so all his works be good. So as considering the substance

of God’s works and ordinances as they be in themselvesz, they be always uniform, certain, and

true in their substance as God ordered them. Among men, for whom they be wrought and

ordered, there is van'ety; good men, evil men, worthy, unworthy; but as St Paul saith, there

is but “one Lord, one faith, one baptism.” And the parable of the sewer, which Christ de

clared himself, sheweth a diversity of the grounds where the seed did fall; but the seal was

all one that did fall in the good ground, and that did fall in the naughty ground, but it

fructified only in the good ground, which seed Chn'st calleth his word; and in the sia-th of

St John saith, “his word is spirit and life ;” so as by the teaching of Christ spirit and li/B

may fall upon naughty men, although for their malice it tarrieth not, nor fructifieth not

in them. And St Augustines, according hereunto, noteth how Christ’s words be spirit and

life, “although thou dost carnally understand them, and hast no fruit of them; yet so they

be spirit and life, but not to thee.” whereby appeareth the substance of God's ordinance

to be one, though we in the using of it vary. The promises of God cannot be disap

pointed by man's infidelity, as St Paul saith; which place Luther allegeth to shew the unity

in the substance of baptism, whether it be ministered to good or evil. But St Paul to the

Corinthians declareth it notably in these words: “ W's be the good savour of Christ in

them that be saved, and them that perish.” Here St Paul noteth the savour good and one

to divers men; but, after the diversity in men, of divers efl'ects in them, that is to say, the savour

of life, and the savour of death: which saying of St Paul the Greek scholies, gathered by

(Ecumenius, open and declare with similitudes in nature very aptly. The dove, they say,

and the beetle shall feed both upon one ointment, and the beetle die of it, and the dove

strengthened by it; the diversity in the (feet following of the diversity of them that sat,

and not of that is eaten, which is alway one. According hereunto St Augustine, against the

Donatists, giveth for a rule the sacraments to be one in all, although they be not one that

receive and use them. And therefore to knit up this matter jbr the purpose, I intend and

write it; for we must consider the substance of the visible sacrament of Christ’s body and

blood to be always as of itself it is, by Christ's ordinance: in the understanding whereof this

author maketh variance, and would have it by Christ’s ordinance but a figure, which he hath

not proved; but and he had proved it, then is it in substance but a figure, and but a figure to

good men. For it must be in substance one to good and bad; and so neither to good nor bad

this sacrament is othem'ise dispensed than it is truly taught to be by preaching.

Wherry‘ore it be more than a figure, as it is in deed, and if by Christ’s ordinance it

hath present, under the form of those visible signs of bread and wine, the very body and

blood of Christ, as hath been truly taught hitherto, then is the substance of the sacrament one

always, as the ointment was, whether doves eat of it or beetles. And this issue I join with this

author, that he shall not be able by any learning to make any diversity in the substance of this

sacrament, whatsoever diversity follow in the eflct. For the diversity of the eject is occasioned

in them that receive, as before is proved. And then, to answer this author, I say that only

good men eat and drink the body and blood of Christ spiritually, as I have declared, but all,

good and evil, receive the visible sacrament of that substance God hath ordained it, which in it

hath no variance, but is all one to good and evil.

 

[' ()ptime Punici Christiani baplismum ipsum \

nihii aliud quiun salulem, el mcrunenaun corporis

Christi nihil aliud qlliim vitam vacant. August.

De Peccatorum liferitis ei Remissione. bib. 1.

cap. 24. Pure vi.]

[a As “my be themselves, Orig. ed. “'inch.]

[" Quid est, spirilus ct vita sum? spiriiaiitcr

illlcliigemia sum. lmellexisii spinlaliicr ? spirilus

et vita sum. lntellexinti carnalitcr': eliam sic illa

spiriius et vita sum, sed libi non §uI\l.-Augusl.

in hvungclium Joannis. Traclal. xxvii. dc cap. vi.

Puts ix.]
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CANTERBURY.

In this book, because you agree with me almost in the whole, I shall not need 211

much to travail in the answer; but leaving all your pretty taunts against me, and

glorious boasting of yourself, which neither beseemeth our persons, nor hindereth the

truth, nor furthereth your part, but by pompous words to win a vain glory and fame

of them that be unlearned, and have more regard to words than judgment of the matter,

I shall only touch here and there such things as we vary in, or that be necessary for

the defence of the truth.

First, after the sum of my fourth book, collected as pleaseth you, at the first dash

you begin with an untrue report, joined to a subtle deceit or fallax, saying that my~

chief purpose is to prove that evil men receive not the body and blood of Christ in the

sacrament. And hereupon you conclude that my fourth book is superfluous. But of

a false antecedent, all that be learned do know that nothing can be rightly concluded.

Now mine intent and purpose in the fourth book is not to prove that evil men receive

not the body and blood of Christ in the sacrament, (although that be true,) but my

chief purpose is to prove, that evil men eat not Christ's flesh nor drink not his blood,

neither in the sacrament nor out of the sacrament; as on the other side good men eat

and drink them, both in the sacrament and out of the sacrament.

And in the word “sacrament,” which is of your addition, is a subtle fallax, called Pic wnrd ,,

double understanding. For when the sacrament is called only a figure, as you rehearse, Mmmm'

wherein the body and blood of Christ be only figuratively, there the word “ sacrament"

is taken for the outward signs of bread and wine. And after, when you rehearse that

the sacrament is a visible preaching by the tokens and signs of bread and wine, in

- believing and remembering Christ's benefits, there the word “sacrament” is taken for

the whole ceremony and ministration of the sacrament. And so when you go about

by equivocation of the word to deceive other men, you fall into your own snare, and

be deceived yourself, in that you think you convey the matter so craftily that no man

can espy you.

But to utter the matter plainly without fallax or cavillation, I teach that no man

can eat Christ's flesh and drink his blood but spiritually; which forasmueh as evil

men do not, although they eat the sacramental bread until their bellies be full, and

drink the wine until they be drunken, yet eat they neither Christ's flesh, nor drink his

blood, neither in the sacrament nor without the sacrament, because they cannot be eaten

and drunken but by spirit and faith, whereof ungodly men he destitute, being nothing

but world and flesh.

This therefore is the sum of my teaching in this fourth book, that in the true

ministration of the sacrament Christ is present spiritually, and so spiritually eaten of

them that be godly and spiritual. And as for the ungodly and carnal, they may eat

the bread and drink the wine, but with Christ himself they have no communion or

company; and therefore they neither eat his flesh nor drink his blood, which whosoever 10..., vi,

eateth hath (as Christ saith himself) life by him, as Christ hath life by his Father. John v,_

“ And to eat Christ's body or drink his blood," saith St Augustine, “is to have life‘." 213.

For whether Christ be in the sacrament corporally, as you say, or spiritually in them “gm-i"
Jn. Tract.

that rightly believe in him, and duly receive the sacrament, as I say, yet certain it is, fixfilsdimL

that there he is not eaten corporally, but spiritually. For corporal eating with the mouth 3mm"- “

is to chaw and tear in pieces with the teeth, after which manner Christ's body is of no

man eaten; although Nicholas the Second made such an article of the faith, and com- Nit-clans

pelled Berengarius so to profess 5. And therefore, although Christ were corporally in mum“

the sacrament, yet seeing that he cannot be corporally eaten, this book cometh in good

[‘ Qui manducat ejus caruem, er. hibit ejus 1 habcbis vitam,et intcgra est vita. Tune autcm hoc

sanguinem, habel v'uam alumna-August. In ( erit, id est, vim unicuiquc erit corpus et sanguis

limngelium Joannis. Tract. xxvi. de cap. v1. Pals Christi, si quod in sacramento visibiliter sumitur. in

ix_ l ipsa veritaie spirilalitcr manducetur, apiritaliter bi

lllud manducare rcfici est :...illud bibere quid bamr.-_Augusl.de verbisAposwli. Serum. ii. cap. i.]

csl, nisi rivcre? Manduca vilam, bibe vitam: ‘ [" See 11. H3, note 4.]
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place, and is very necessary to know that Christ's body cannot be eaten but spiritually,

by believing and remembering Christ’s benefits, and revolving them in our mind, believ

ing that as the bread and wine feed and nourish our bodies, so Christ feedeth and

nourisheth our souls.

And ought this to come out of a christian man's mouth, “That these be good

words, but such as the words of Christ’s supper do not learn us ?" Do-not the words

of Christ's supper learn us to eat the bread and drink the wine in the remembrance of

his death? Is not the breaking and eating of the bread, after such sort as Christ

ordained, a communication of Christ's body unto us? Is not the cup likewise a com

munication of his blood unto us? Should not then christian people, according hereunto,

in faith feed upon Christ spiritually, believing that as the bread and wine feed and

nourish their bodies, so doth Christ their souls with his own flesh and blood? And

shall any christian man now say that “these be good words, but such as the words in

Christ's supper do not learn us ?”

And yet these said words limit not the mystery of the supper: forasmuch as that

mystery of eating Christ’s flesh and drinking his blood extendeth further than the

supper, and continueth so long as we be lively members of Christ's body. For none

feed nor be nourished by him, but that be lively members of his body; and so long and

no longer feed they of him than they be his true members, and receive life from him.

For feeding of him is to receive life.

But this is not that “invisible sacrament" which you say St Augustine speaketh of

in sermons Domini in monts‘, the third book. For he calleth there the daily bread,

which we continually pray for, either corporal bread and meat, which is our daily sus

tenance for the body, or else the visible sacrament of bread and wine, or the invisible

sacrament of God's word and commandments; of the which sacraments God's word

is daily heard, and the other is daily seen. And if by the invisible sacrament of '

God's word St Augustine meant our nourishment by Christ's flesh and blood, then

be we nourished with them, as well by God's word as by the sacrament of the Lord's

supper.

But yet whosoever told you that St Augustine wrote this in the third book (10

sermons Domini in manta, trust him not much hereafter, for he did utterly deceive

you. For St Augustine wrote no more but two books do sermons Domini in manta;

and if you can make three of two, as you do here, and one of four, as you did before in

the substances of Christ, you be a marvellous auditor, and then had all men need to

beware of your accompts, lest you deceive them. And you cannot lay the fault here

in the printer; for I have seen it written so both by your own hand, and by the hand of

your secretary. '

Now when you have wrangled in this matter as much as you can, at length you

confess the truth, that “whoso feedeth upon Christ spiritually must needs be a good

man, (for only good men be members of Christ's mystical body,) which spiritual eating

is so good a fruit, as it dcclareth the tree necessarily to be good: and therefore it must

be and is a certain conclusion, that only good men do eat and drink the body and

blood of Christ spiritually, that is to say, effectually to life." This you write in con

clusion, and this is the very doctrine that I teach, and in the same terms: marry,

I add thereto, that the eating of Christ's body is a spiritual eating, and the drinking of

his blood is a. spiritual drinking; and therefore no evil man can eat his flesh nor

drink his blood, as this my fourth book teacheth, and is necessary to be written. For

although neither good nor evil men eat Christ's body in the sacrament under the

visible signs, in the which he is not but sacramentally; yet the good feed of him

spiritually, being” inhabiting spiritually within them, although corporally he be absent

 

[‘ Panis quotidianus aut pro his omnibus dictus ‘ Operamini escam qua non corrumpitur ;’ er illud,

est, qua: hujus vita! necessitatem sustemant, dc ‘Ego sum panis vim, qui de cwlo descendi.'-_

quo cum prrecipit ail, ‘ Nolite cogitare de craslino:’ August. De Sermone Domini in monte. Lib. u.

ut ideo sit additum ‘ da nobis hodiez‘ not pro sacra- Cap. vii. Pars iii.]

mento corporis Christi, quod quotidie accipimus: [2 Being and, l551.]

aut pro spiritali cibo, de quo idem Dominus dicit,
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and in heaven; but the evil men neither feed upon him corporally nor spiritually,

(from whom he is both the said ways absent,) although corporally they eat and drink

with their months the sacraments of his body and blood.

Now where you note here three manner of eatings, and yet but two manner of ggrrsaiygms_

eatings of Christ, this your noting is very true, if it be truly understand. For there

be indeed three manner of eatings, one spiritual only, another spiritual and sacramental

both together, and the third sacramental only: and yet Christ himself is eaten but

in the first two manner of ways, as you truly teach. And for to set out this dis

tinction somewhat more plainly, that plain men may understand it, it may thus be

termed: that there is a spiritual eating only, when Christ by a true faith is eaten

without the sacrament; also there is another eating both spiritual and sacramental,

when the visible sacrament is eaten with the mouth, and Christ himself is eaten with

a true faith; the third eating is sacramentally only, when the sacrament is eaten, and

not Christ himself. So that in the first is Christ eaten without the sacrament; in

the second he is eaten with the sacrament; and in the third the sacrament is eaten

without him; and therefore it is called sacramental eating only, because only the

sacrament is eaten, and not Christ himself. After the two first manner of ways godly

men do cat, who feed and live by Christ: the third manner of ways the wicked do

eat; and therefore, as St Augustine' saith, “they neither eat Christ's flesh nor drink August. in

his blood, although every day they eat the sacrament thereof, to the condemnation iiih‘hm‘

of their presumption." And for this cause also St Paul saith not, “He that eateth

Christ’s body and drinketh his blood unworthily, shall have condemnation, and be

guilty of the Lord's body :" but he saith, “He that eateth this bread, and dl'1Hk0iZ111Cor.xi.

the cup of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the Lord’s body, and eateth and

drinketh his own damnation, because he esteemeth‘ not the Lord’s body."

And here you commit two foul faults. One is, that you declare St Paul to speak

of the body and blood of Christ, when he spake of the bread and wine. The other 215.

fault is, that you add to St Paul's words this word “there,” and so build your work

upon a foundation made by your own self.

And where you say, that if my doctrine be true, “neither good men nor evil eat

but the sacramental bread ;" it can be none other but very frowardness and‘ mere wil

fulness, that you will not understand that thing which I have spoken so plainly, and

repeated so many times. For I say, that good men eat the Lord's body spiritually

to their eternal nourishment, whereas evil men eat but the bread carnally to their

eternal punishment. And as you note of St Augustine", that “baptism is very well Allfllhlf.de

called health, and the sacrament of Christ's body called life, as in which God giveth Riff-rim??

health and life if we worthily use them ;" so is ,the sacramental bread very well called insiii'si'ib' "

Christ's body, and the wine his blood, as in the ministration whereof Christ giveth

us his flesh and blood, if we worthily receive them.

And where you teach how “the works of God in themselves be alway true and r..- “wk.

uniform in all men, without diversity in good and evil, in worthy and unworthy," "“i'

you bring in this mystical matter here clearly without purpose or reason, far passing

the capacity of simple readers, only to blind their eyes withal. By which kind of

teaching it is all one work of God, to saw and to damn, to kill and to give life,

to hate and to love, to elect and to reject; and to be short, by this kind of doctrine

God and all his works be one, without diversity either of one work from another,

or of his works from his substance. And by this means it is all one work of God

in baptism and in the Lord's supper. But all this is spoken quite besides the matter,

and serveth for nothing but to cast a mist before men's eyes, as it seemeth you seek

nothing else through your whole book.

And this your doctrine hath a very evil smack, that “spirit and life should fall

 

[J Ac per hoc qui non mane! in Christa, e! in magis tanue rei sacramentum ad judicium sibiman

quo non manet Christus, proculdubio nec mandu- ducal et NHL—August. in Joannem. Tract. xxvi.

cat spiritaliter carnem ejus, nec bibit cjus sangui- de cap. vi. Pars ix.]

nem, lice! camaliter ct visibiliter prema: dentibus [4 Esteemed, 1551.]

sarramentum corporis e1 sanguinis Christi: scd [5 See before, p. 202.]
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upon naughty men, although for their malice it tarry not." For by this doctrine you

join together in one man Christ and Belial, the Spirit of God and the spirit of the

devil, life and death, and all at one time; which doctrine I will not name what it

is, for all faithful men know the name right well, and detest the same. And what

ignorance can be shewed more in him that accompteth himself learned, than to gather

of Christ’s words, where he saith, “his words be spirit and life," that spirit and life

should be in evil men because they hear his words? For the words which you recite

by and by of St Augustine shew how vain your argument is, when he saith: “The

words he spirit and life, but not to thee that dost carnally understand them‘.” “'hat

estimation of learning or of truth would you have men to conceive of you, that bring

such unlearned arguments, whereof the invalidity appeareth within six lines after?

\Vhich must needs declare in you either much untruth and unsincere proceeding, or

much ignorance, or at the least an exceeding forgetfulness, to say any thing reproved

again within six lines after. And if the promises of God, as you say, be not dis

appointed by our infidelity, then if evil men eat the very body of Christ and drink

his blood, 'they must needs dwell in Christ, and have Christ dwelling in them, and

by him have everlasting life, because of these promises of Christ, Q'ui mandm'at meam

carnem, et bibit mm :anguinem, in me manet et ego in ca. El qui manducat mm

mm at bibit meum sanyuincm, Izabel rilam wternam: “He that eateth my flesh

and drinketh my blood, hath everlasting life. And he that eateth my flesh and

drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me and I in him." And yet the third promise,

Qui manducat me, at ipse eivet propter me: “He that eateth me, he shall also live

by me." These be three promises of God, which if they cannot be disappointed by

our infidelity, then if evil men eat the very body of Christ and drink his blood, as

you say they do in the sacrament, then must it needs follow that they shall have

everlasting life, and that they dwell in Christ and Christ in them, because our in

fidelity, say you, cannot disappoint God’s promises.

And how agreeth this your saying with that_ doctrine which you were wont

earnestly to teach both by mouth and pen, “that all the promises of God to us be

made under condition,” if our infidelity cannot disappoint God’s promises? For then

the promises of God must needs have place, whether we observe the condition or not.

But here you have fetched a great compass and circuit utterly in vain, to re

prove that thing which I never denied, but ever affirmed, which is: “That the sub

stance of the visible sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, (which I say is bread

and wine in the2 sacrament, as water is in baptism,) is all one substance to good and

to bad, and to both a figure." But that under the form of bread and wine is cor

porally present by Christ's ordinance his very body and blood, either to good or to

ill, that you neither have nor can prove; and yet thereupon would you bring in

your conclusion here, wherein you commit that folly in reasoning, which is called

pctitiu

What need you to make herein any issue, when we agree in the matter? For

in the substance I make no diversity, but I say that the substance of Christ's body

and blood is corporally present neither in the good eater, nor in the evil. And as

for the substance of bread and wine, I say they be all one, whether the good or evil

cat and drink them: as the water of baptism is all one, whether Simon Peter or

Simon Magus be christened therein; and it is one word that to the evil is a savour

of death, and to the good is a savour of life; and as it is one sun that shineth

upon the good and the bad, that melteth butter, and maketh the earth hard; one

flower whereof the bee sucketh honey, and the spider poison, and one ointment (as

(Ecumenius saith) that killeth the beetle, and strengtheneth the dove. Nevertheless

as all that be washed in the water he not washed with the Holy Spirit, so all that

cat the sacramental bread, eat not the very body of Christ. And thus you see that

your issue is to no purpose, except you would fight with your own shadow.

Now forasmuch as. after all this vain and frivolous consuming of words, you begin

to make answer unto my proofs, I shall here rehearse my proofs and arguments, to

 

[' See before, p. 202.] [9 In that sacrament. l5~’|l.]
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the intent that the reader, seeing both my proofs and your confutations before his

eyes, may the better consider and give his judgment therein.

My fourth book beginneth thus’.

The gross error of the papists is, of the carnal eating and drinking of “fl

Christ’s flesh and blood with our mouths. mum-i

For they say, that “ whosoever eat and drink the sacraments of bread Ch";i_

and wine, do eat and drink also with their mouths Christ’s very flesh and "

blood, be they never so ungodly and wicked persons." But Christ himself

taught clean contrary in the sixth of John, that we eat not him carnally with

our months, but spiritually with our faith, saying: “ Verily, verily, I say unto John vi.

you, he that believeth in me hath everlasting life. I am the bread of life,

Your fathers did eat manna in the wilderness, and died. This is the bread m- godly

that came from heaven, that whosoever shall eat thereof shall not die. I am g'iilririi'

the lively bread that came from heaven. If any man eat of this bread, he shall

live for ever. And the bread which I will give is my flesh, which I will give

for the life of the world.”

This is the most true doctrine of our Saviour Christ, that whosoever

eateth him shall have everlasting life. And by and by it followeth in the

same place of St John more clearly: “ Verily, verily I say unto you, except Jghn\.i_

you eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you shall not have

life in you. He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath life everlasting,

and I will raise him again at the last day: for my flesh is very meat, and

my blood is very drink. He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood,

dwelleth in me and I in him. As the living Father hath sent me, and I

live by the Father, even so he that eateth me shall live by me. This is the

bread which came down from heaven: not as your fathers did eat manna,

and are dead: he that eateth this bread shall live for ever.”

This taught our Saviour Christ as well his disciples as the Jews at Ca

pernaum, that the eating of his flesh and drinking of his blood was not like

to the eating of manna. For both good and bad did eat manna; but none

do eat his flesh and drink his blood, but they have everlasting life. For

as his Father dwelleth in him, and he in his Father, and so hath life by

his Father; so he that eateth Christ’s flesh and drinketh his blood, dwelleth

in Christ, and Christ in him, and by Christ he hath eternal life.

What need we any other witness, when Christ himself doth testify the

matter so plainly, that whosoever eateth his flesh and drinketh his blood hath

everlasting life; and that to eat his flesh and to drink his blood is to believe

in him; and whosoever believeth in him hath everlasting life? Whereof it

followeth necessarily, that ungodly persons, (being limbs of the devil,) do not

eat Christ’s flesh nor drink his blood, except the papists would say that such

have everlasting life.

But as the devil is the food of the wicked, which he nourisheth in all

iniquity, and bringeth up into everlasting damnation; so is Christ the very

food of all them that be the lively members of his body, and them he

nourisheth, feedeth, bringeth up, and cherisheth unto everlasting life.

And every good and faithful christian man feeleth in himself how he was”. 1|.

feedeth of Christ, eating his flesh and drinking of his blood. For he putteth giigigi'iinm'r

the whole hope and trust of his redemption and salvation in that only sacri- :p'l‘frir:fix

fice, which Christ made upon the cross, having his body there broken, and

 

[3 The title of the fourth book runs thus in the drinking of the body and blood of our Saviour

Orig. ed. : “ The fourth Book is of the eating and Christ."]
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his blood there shed for the remission of his sins. And this great benefit

of Christ the faithful man earnestly considereth in his mind, chaweth and

digesteth it with the stomach of his heart, spiritually receiving Christ wholly

into him, and giving again himself wholly unto Christ.

And this is the eating of Christ’s flesh and drinking of his blood, the

feeling whereof is to every man the feeling how he eateth and drinketh

Christ, which none evil man nor member of the devil can do.

For as Christ is a spiritual meat, so is he spiritually eaten and digested

with the spiritual part of us, and giveth us spiritual and eternal life, and is

not eaten, swallowed, and digested with our teeth, tongues, throats, and bellies.

Therefore saith St Cyprian: “ He that drinketh of the holy cup, remem

bering this benefit of God, is more thirsty than he was before; and lifting

up his heart unto the living God, is taken with such a singular hunger and

appetite, that he abhorreth all gally and bitter drinks of sin, and all savour of

carnal pleasure is to him as it were sharp and sour vinegar. And the sinner

being converted, receiving the holy mysteries of the Lord’s supper, givcth

thanks unto God, and boweth down his head, knowing that his sins be for

given, and that he is made clean and perfect, and his soul (which God hath

sanctified) he rendereth to God again as a faithful pledge, and then he glorieth

with Paul, and rejoiceth saying: ‘Now it is not I that live, but it is Christ

that liveth within me.’ These things be practised and used among faithful

people, and to pure minds the eating of his flesh is no horror but honour,

and the spirit delighteth in the drinking of the holy and sanctifying blood.

And doing this, we whet not our teeth to bite, but with pure faith we break

the holy bread‘.” These be the words of Cyprian.

And according unto the same, St Augustine saith: “Prepare not thy jaws,

but thy heart 2.” And in another place he saith: “Why dost thou prepare

thy belly and thy teeth? Believe, and thou hast eaten".” But of this mat

ter is sufficiently spoken before, where it is proved, that to eat Christ’s

flesh and drink his blood be figurative speeches.

And n0w to return to our purpose, that only the lively members of Christ

do eat his flesh and drink his blood, I shall bring forth many other places

of ancient authors before not mentioned.

First, Origen writeth plainly after this manner: “ The Word was made

flesh and very meat, which whoso eateth shall surely live for ever, which no

evil man can eat. For if it could be, that he that continueth evil might eat the

Word made flesh, seeing he is the Word and bread of life, it should not

have been written: ‘ Whosoever eateth this bread, shall live for ever‘.”’ These
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[' Hanc Dei gratiam rccolens, qui de sacro

calice bihit, amplius sitit: et ad Deum vivum

erigens desiderium, its singulari fame illo uno ap

petilu tenetur, ut deinceps fellas peccatonim hor

reat pocula, ct omnis sapor delectamentorum car

nalium sit ei quasi rancidum radensque palatum

acute: mordaciiatis acetum. Ad hsec inter sacra

myneris ad gratiarnm nctiones convertitur, et in

elinato capite, munditis cordis adepta, se intelligens

consummatum, restitutus peccator sanctificatam Dec

animam quasi depositum custodiium fideliter reddit,

et deinceps cum Paulo gloriatur et lmtatur dicens :

“Vivo jam non ego, vivit vero in me Christus."

Bee in Christi commemoratione retractantur a fide

libus, et dcfwcatis animis carnis ejus edulinm non est

horrori, sed honori, potuque sancti et ssnctificantis

sanguinis spiritus delectatnr. 1141's quotiens agimus,

non dentes ad mordcndum acuimus, sed tide sin

cera psnem sanctum frsngimus et partimur. Cy

prian. (i.e. Arnold. ap. Cyprian.) De Cmna Do

mini. p. 471. Ed. Paris. 1574.]

[9 Noli parare fauces, sed cor. August. dc

Verbis Domini. Sermo. xxxiii. cap. v. Tom. X.

p. 49. Ed. Paris. 1635.]

[3 Ut quid paras denies et ventrem ? Crede, ct

manducasti. Id. In Joannem, de cap. vi. Tract.

xxv. Pars ix. Basil. up. Amerbach. 1506.]
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words be so plain, that I need say nothing for the more clear declaration of

them. Wherefore you shall hear how Cyprian agreeth with him.

Cyprian in his sermon, ascribed unto him, of the Lord’s supper, saith:cyggiriliguae

“ The author of this tradition said, that except we eat his flesh and drink say Do
his blood, we should have no life in us; instructing us with a spiritual lesson, I

and opening to us a way to .understand so privy a thing, that we should

know, that the eating is our dwelling in him, and our drinking is as it were

an incorporation in him, being subject unto him in obedience, joined unto him

in our wills, and united in our affections. The eating therefore of this flesh

is a certain hunger and desire to dwell in him.”

Thus writeth Cyprian of the eating and drinking of Christ. And a little

after he saith, that “none do eat of this Lamb, but such as be true Israelites,

that is to say, pure christian men, without colour or dissimulation’.”

And Athanasius, speaking of the eating of Christ’s flesh and drinking of gag-gr;

his blood, saith, that “for this cause he made mention of his ascension into

heaven, to pluck them from corporal phantasy, that they might learn hereafter

that his flesh was called the celestial meat that came from above, and a spi

ritual food, which he would give. ‘For those things that I speak to you,’

saith he, ‘ be spirit and life.’ Which is as much to say, as that thing which

you see, shall be slain and given for the nourishment of the world, that it‘

may be distributed to every body spiritually, and be to all men a conserva

tion unto the resurrection of eternal lites.”

In these words Athanasius declareth the cause why Christ made mention of

his ascension into heaven, when he spake of the eating and drinking of his flesh

and blood. The cause after Athanasius’ mind was this: that his hearers should

not think of any carnal eating of his body with their mouths, (for as concerning

the presence of his body, he should be taken from them, and ascend into heaven,)

but that they should understand him to be a spiritual meat, and spiritually to be

eaten, and by that refreshing to give eternal life, which he doth to none but to

such as be his lively members.

And of this eating speaketh also Basilius,

drink his blood, being made by his incarnation and sensible life partakers of his

word and wisdom. For his flesh and blood he calleth all his mystical con

versation here in his flesh and his doctrine, consisting of his whole life, pertaining

both to his humanity and divinity; whereby the soul is nourished and brought

219

that “we eat Christ’s flesh and will“.

Eputol.Hl.

to the contemplation of things eternal".”

 

[5 Dixerat sane hujus traditionis magister, quod

nisi manducarcmus ejus carnem, et biberemus cjus

sanguinem, non haberemus vitamin nobis : spiritali

nos instruens documeulo, et aperiens ad rem adeo

abditam intellectum, ut sciremus quod mansio nos

tra in ipso sit manducatio, et potus quasi quwdem

incorporatio, subjectis obsequiis, voluntatibus junc

tis, afi‘ectibus unitis. Esus igitur carnis hujus

quzedam aviditas est, et quoddam desiderium ma

nendi in ipso....Una est domus ecclesiaz, in qua

agnus editur: nullus ei communicat, quem Israeli

tici nominis generositas non commendat.-Cyprian.

de (Jena Domini, pp. 469-470. Ed. Paris. 1574.]

[6 Aui 'roilro 1"]: air oi'lpavoi‘w a'vafla'n-ewc Emm

po'ysuo'e 1'05 uioii 1'05 a'uflpui'lrou, 'lua 'rfis o'mlurrtKfis

t'vuoias al'l'rol‘ls d¢skxfnrgh Kai Xonrdu 'niu ciprms'lmv

o'cipxa flpfiww ivwflev oi/pa'mou, Kai ‘Il’llflljlfl’fllflill

Tpocpviu 1rup' ail-roe? aidope'lmv fla'ewo'w. “A 7a)

Mha'hmm, dmcriv, Quill, wusiilm' e'e'n Kai {mi' lo'ou

[mammal

 

"rqi el'rreiv, 'rd pin deucmipeuou Kai rlulo'uevov n'nrép

Tfis 'roD Ko'a'you o'w'rnpi'ac érriu 1i o'a'pE rill é-ym‘

qiopui' (our aii'rn I'lniu Kai 1'6 'rm'n'ns aipa 1rap'

épofi rucupa-rixuis- Sofin'ae'rut 'rporpri, niia'a'e 'mleu

uaTlKuis' éu Enid-rip Tai'n'nv a'vadio‘oa'fim, Kai yin

09m wziaw ¢uhavnipwv sis a'IIa'cr-racnv grufie alw

m'ou._Athanasius, Epist. 1v. Ad Serapium, de

Peccato in Spiritum Sanctum. Tom. I. Pars ii. p.

710. Ed. Bened. Paris. 1698.]

[7 Tpai'yopev 'ydp mine?! 71;]! mipKa, Kai wivoiuu

mi'rofi “rd aipa, Kowwuoi ywdruwot dui 'rfiv évuv

flpm-lnicremc, Kai 'rfis alafln'rfis gwfit, 1'05 hii'you Kfll

'rfic o'oqu'as. o'a'pKa ydp Kai ulna T6011” aii'rol?

'rfiv puo'flKriu tawdry/ital! uiuduaa's, Kai will fix rpm:

Tmfis Kai rpva'iKfic Kai flsoho'ymr'ic auuea-niio'av 51

dau'Kahiuu édrikwae, (if is Tpé¢67£lt \lmxri, Kai

wpds "Hill 11314 5v'ruw Tc'uac fismpiav wapaaxelm'ge

van—Basil, Epistola cxli. Tom. III. p. 167. Ed.

Paris. 1638.]
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Hieronymus

in Esnimn.

cap. 66.

In Hieremi

am.

In Osearn,

cap. 8.

Ambrosius

de benedie

tione -

triarc nrum,

cap. 9.

De his, qui

mysteriis ini

tiantur.

De Sacra

mentis, Lib.

iv. cap. 5.

Lib. v. mp. 3.

Augustinus

in sententiis

ex Prosper-n

‘iifi'i’iit

De Civitate

Dei, Lib. xxi.

cap. 25.

220.

Thus teacheth Basilius how we eat Christ’s flesh and drink his blood, which

pertaineth only to the true and faithful members of Christ.

St Hierome also saith: “ All that love pleasure more than God, eat not the

flesh of Jesu, nor drink his blood; of the which himself saith: ‘He that
eateth my flesh and drinketh myiblood, hath everlasting life‘.”’

And in another place St Hierome saith, that “ heretics do not eat and drink

the body and blood of the Lord’.”

And moreover he saith, that “ heretics eat not the flesh of Jesu, whose

flesh is the meat of faithful men‘.”

Thus agreeth St Hierome with the other before rehearsed, that heretics and

such as follow worldly pleasures eat not Christ’s flesh nor drink his blood,

because that Christ said, “ He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood,

hath everlasting life.”

And St Ambrose saith, tha “ Jesus is the bread which is the meat of saints,

and that he that taketh this bread, dieth not a sinner’s death: for this bread is

the remission of sins‘.” And in another book to him intituled, he writeth thus :

“ This bread of life which came down5 from heaven, doth minister everlasting

life; and whosoever eateth this bread, shall not die for ever, and is the body of

Christ‘.” And yet in another book, set forth in his name, he saith on this wise:

“ He that did eat manna died; but he that eateth this body, shall have remission

of his sins, and shall not die for ever".” And again he saith: “ As often as

thou drinkcst thou hast remission of thy sins”?

These sentences of St Ambrose be so plain in this matter, that there needeth

no more, but only the rehearsal of them.

But St Augustine in many places, plainly discussing this matter, saith: “ He

that agreeth not with Christ, doth neither eat his body nor drink his blood,

although, to the condemnation of his presumption, he receive every day the

sacrament of so high a matter".”

And moreover, St Augustine most plainly resolveth this matter in his book

De civitate Dei, disputing against two kinds of heretics: whereof the one said",

 

[1 Omnes voluptatis magis amatores, quam ama

tores Dei, nec comedunt carnem Jesu, neque bibunt

sanguinem ejus, dc quo ipse loquitur: “ Qui comedit

carnem meam et bibit sanguinem meum, habet

vitam zeternam.“-Hieron. Comment. in Esaiam.

cap. lxvi. 17. Tom.V. p. 215. Ed. Francof. 1684.]

[2 Non comedent et non bibent, (Le. hzcretici,)

subautlitur corpus et sanguinem Sa1vatoris.-Hieron.

Comment. in Hieremiam. cap. xxii. 15. Tom.

V. p. 264.]

[-‘ Isti (i.e. haeretici,) multas immolant hostias,

et comcdunt cames earum, unam Christi hostiam

deserentes, nec comedentes cjus carnem, cujus care

cibus credentium est-Hieron. Comment. in Osee.

cap. viii. 13. Tom. V1. p. 26.]

[* Hie ergo panis factus est esca sanctorum.

Qui autem accipit, non moritur peccatoris morte,

quia panic hie remissio peccatorum est. Ambros.

De benedictionibus Patriarcharumpcap. ix. Tom.

I. p. 198. Ed. Colon. Agripp. 1616.]

[5 Which came from heaven, 1551, and Orig. ed.]

[° Ists. autem esca quam accipitis,v iste panis

vivus qui descendit de ctelo, vita: anemic substan

tiam subministrat: et quicumque hunc pnnem man

ducaverit, non morietur in mtemum; et est corpus

Christi.-Id. De lnitiandis. cap. viii. Tom. 1V.

p. 165.]

[7 Deinde manna qui manducavit, mortuus est.

 
Qui manducaverit hoc corpus, fiet ei remissio pecca

torum, et non morietur in azternum.-Id. De Sacra,

mentis, Lib. 1v. cap. v. Tom. 1V. p. 17-1.]

[8 Quotiescumque enim bibis, remisionem

accipis peccatorum._Id. ib. Lib. v. cap. iii. Tom.

IV. p. 175. The Benedictine editors maintain that

the “ De initiandis" is a genuine Treatise of St

Ambrose, and they have also placed the “De

sacrumentis" amongst his works, but they have

not decided upon its authenticity. There is little

question that both are spurious Treatises. Vide

Coci Censura Pstrum, p. 266. Helms. 1683. Riveti

Critics Sacra. p. 294. Genev. 1626. Jo. Gen. “'11

chii. Bihl. Patrist. p. 409. Jeme. 1834.]

[9 Nam qui discordat a Christa, nec carnem ejus

manducat, nec sanguinem bibit; etism si tanue

rei sacramentuln ad judicium sum prmsumptionis

quotidie indifl‘erenter accipiat.-August. Lib. Seu

tent. Prosp.341. Tom.IlI. p. 435. Ed. Paris. 1635.]

[1° Sed jam respondeamus etiam illis, qui non

solum diabolo ct nngelis ejus, sicut nec isti, sed ne

ipsis quidem omnibus hominibus liberationem ab

ietemo igne promittunt; verum eis tantum qui

Christi baptismate abluti, et corporis ejus et san

guinis participes facti sunt, quornodo libet vixerint

in quacumque hieresi vel impietate fuerint....Quam

obiem quod ait DominusJesus, “ Hie est psnis, qui

dc cmlo descendit: si quis ex ipso manducs
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tha “as many as were christened, and received the sacrament of Christ’s body

and blood, should be saved, howsoever they lived or believed, because that

Christ said, ‘ This is the bread that came from heaven, that whosoever shall

eat thereof shall not die.’ ‘I am the bread of life, which came from heaven,

whosoever shall eat of this bread, shall live for ever.’ Therefore,” said these

heretics, “all such men must needs be delivered from eternal death, and at

length be brought to eternal life.” The other said, that “heretics and schismatics

might eat the sacrament of Christ’s body, but not his very body, because they

be no members of his body.” And therefore they promised not everlasting life

to all that received Christ’s baptism and the sacrament of his body, but “to”

all such, as professed a true faith, although they lived never so ungodly. For

such,” said they, “do eat the body of Christ, not only in a sacrament, but also

in deed, because they be members of Christ’s body.” '

But St Augustine, answering to both these hcresics, saith: “ That neither

heretics, nor such as profess a true faith in their mouths, and in their living

shew the contrary, have either a true faith, (which worketh by charity, and

doth none evil,) or are to be counted among the members of Christ. For they

cannot be both members of Christ and members of the devil. Therefore,” saith (vain: 5132b.

he, “it may not be said that any of them eat the body of Christ. For when wini hum-1

Christ saith, ‘ He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me,

and I in him ;’ he sheweth what it is, (not sacramentally, but in deed,) to eat his

body and drink his blood: which is, when a man dwelleth so in Christ, that

Christ dwelleth in him. For Christ spake those words as if he should say,

he that dwelleth not in me, and in whom I dwell not, let him not say or think

that he eateth my body, or drinketh my blood.”

These be the plain words of St Augustine, that such as live ungodly,

although they may seem to eat Christ’s body, (because they eat the sacrament

of his body,) yet in deed they neither be members of his body, nor do eat

his body.

Also upon the gospel of St John he saith, that “he that doth not eat his

flesh and drink his blood, hath not in him everlasting life: and he that eateth

his flesh, and drinketh his blood, hath everlasting life. But it is not so in those

meats, which we take to sustain our bodies: for although without them we

cannot live, yet it is not necessary, that whosoever receiveth them shall live;

for they may die by age”, sickness, or other chances. But in this meat and

drink of the body and blood of our Lord, it is otherwise. For both they that Qfifefllimb
n no

hujus.]

In Jnan.

Tractat. 26.

 

verit non morietur: ego sum penis vivus, qui de “malum non operatur.” Nec isti duo ergo dicendi

cmlo descendi: si quis msnducaverit ex hoc pane,

vivet in eternum," quomodo sit sccipiendum, merino

qumritur. Et ab istis quidem quibus nunc re

spondemus, hunc intellectum auferunt illi, quibus

deinde respondendum est: hi sum. autem qui hsnc

liberationem, nee omnibus habentibus saeramentum

bsptismatis et corporis Christi, sed solis catholicis,

quamvis male viventibus, pollicentur; qui non solum

(inquiunt) sacramento, sed re ipsa msnducaverunt

corpus Christi, in ipso scilicet ejus corporc constituti.

. . . Ac per hoc qnicunque agunt talis, nisi in sempi

terno supplicio non erunt, quit! in Dei regno esse

non poterunt. In his enim perseverando usque in

hujus vita: finem, non utique dicendi sum in Christa

perseverasse usque in finem, quia in Christo per

severare est in ejus fide perseverare. Qua: fides,

ut esm definit idem Apostolus, “per dilectionem

operatur. Dilectio autem,” sicut idem alibi dicit,

 

sum manducsre corpus Christi, quoniam use in

membris computsndi sunt Christi. Ut enim alia

tsceam, “non possunt simul essc et membra Christi

et membrs meretricis." Deniqueipse dicens, “ Qui

manducat carnem mesm, et bibit sanguinem meum,

in me manet, et ego in e0," ostendit quid sit non

sacramento tenus, sed revere corpus Christi man

ducare, et ejus sanguinem bibere: hoc est enim in

Christo manere, ut in illo msneat et Christus. Sic

enim hoe dixit, tanquam diceret: qui non in me

manet, et in quo ego non msneo, non se dicat sut

existimet manducare corpus meum, aut biberc san

guinem meum.-August. de Civitate Dei. Lib. xxr.

cap. xxv. Pars vrr. Ed. Basil. up. Amerbsch.

1506.]

[" But all such, 155], and Orig. ed.]

[" For age, 155], and Orig. ed.]
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221.

[Sedrn "s

rants! rt?“

mmentum

ad judicium

manducat.

Bmb. ed.]

In Job.

Tract”. 27

De Doctrins

Christians,

L' . iii.

up. 16.

eat and drink them not, have not everlasting life: and contrariwise, whosoever

eat and drink them, have everlasting life.”

Note and ponder well these words of St Augustine; “That the bread and wine

and other meats and drinks, which nourish the body, a man may eat, and never

theless die: but the very body and blood of Christ no man eateth, but that hath

everlasting life.” So that wicked men cannot eat nor drink them, for then they

must needs have by them everlasting life.

And in the same place St Augustine saith further: “The sacrament of the

unity of Christ’s body and blood is taken in the Lord’s table, of some men to

life, and of some men to death; but the thing itself, (whereof it is a sacrament)

is taken of all men to life, and of no man to death.” And moreover he saith:

“ This is to eat that meat, and drink that drink, to dwell in Christ, and to have

Christ dwelling in him. And for that cause, he that dwelleth not in Christ, and

in whom Christ dwelleth not, without doubt he eateth not spiritually his flesh

nor drinketh his blood, although carnally and visibly with his teeth he bite the

sacrament of his body and blood'."

Thus writeth St Augustine in the twenty-sixth Homily of St John. And

in the next Homily following, he saith thus: “ This day our sermon is of the

body of the Lord, which he said he would give to eat for eternal life. And he

declared the manner of his gift and distribution, how he would give his flesh to

eat, saying: ‘ He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me and

I in him.’ This therefore is a token or knowledge, that a man hath eaten and

drunken; that is to say, if he dwell in Christ, and have Christ dwelling in him;

if he cleave so to Christ, that he is not severed from him. This therefore Christ

taught and admonished by these mystical or figurative words, that we should be

in his body under him our head among his members, eating his flesh, nor’ for

saking his unitys.”

And in his book, De Doctrina Christiana, St Augustine saith, as before is at

length declared, “that to eat Christ’s flesh, and to drink his blood, is a figura

tive speech signifying the participation of his passion, and the delectable remem

brance to our benefit and profit, that his flesh was crucified and wounded

for us‘.”

And in another sermon also, De Verbis Apostoli, he expoundeth what is the

eating of Christ’s body and the drinking of his blood, saying: “ The eating is to

 

 

Re Verlbil

p08“) 1

Senno ii.‘

[' Qui ergo non msnducat ejus carnem, nec

bibit ejus sanguinem, non hsbet in se vilsm : et

qui manducat ejus carnem, et bibit ejus sanguinem,

habet vitam stemsm. Ad utrumque uutem re

spondit quod dixit, mternam. Non its est in hac

esca, quam sustentandzr hujus corporalis vita: causa

sumimus: nsm qui earn non sumpserit, non vivet;

nec tamen qui eam sumpserit vivet. Fieri enim

potest, ut senio, vel morbo, vel sliquo cesu, plurimi

et qui esm sumpserint, morisntur. In hoe vero

cibo et potu, id est, corpore et sanguine Domini, non

its est: nsm et qui cam non sumit, non habet

vimm; et qui earn sumit habet vitam, et hanc

utique :rternam.. Hujus rei sacramentum, id est,

unitatis corporis et sanguinis Christi alicubi quo

tidie, alicubi certis intervallis dierum in dominica

mensa prmparstur, et de menss dominica sumitur,
quibusdam ad vitam, quibusdam ad exitium. i Res

vero ipsa, cujus et sacramentum est, omni homini

ad vitam, nulli ad exitium, quicunque ejus psrti

ceps fuerit. . . . Hoe est ergo manducare illam escam,

et illum bibere potum, in Christo mmere, et illum

manentem in se habere. Ac per hoc qui non msuet

in Christa, et in quo non manet Christus, procul

dubio nee manducat spiritaliter carncm ejus, nec

bibit ejus sanguinem, licet carnsliter et visibiliter

premat dentibus sacramentum corporis et sanguinis

Christi; sed magis tsntaa rei sacramentum ad judi

cium sibi manducst et bibit.-August. In Joannem.

Tract. xxvr. De cap. vi. Pars IX. Ed. Basil. sp.

Amerbach. 1506.]

[52 Not, 155], and Orig. ed.]

[3 Est enim (i. e. sermo), de corpore Domini,

quod dicebat se dare ad manducandum propter

aetemsrn vitam. Exposuit autem modum attribu

tionis hujus et doni sui, quomodo daret csrnem suam

manducare, dicens : “ Qui manducat csrnem meam,

et bibit ssnguinem meum, in me manet, et ego in

illo." Signum quia manducavit et bibit, hoe est : si

manet et msnetur, si habitat et inhabitatur, si hmret

ut non deseratur. Hoe ergo nos docuit et admo

nuit mysticis verbis, ut simus in ejus corpore sub

ipso capite in membris ejus, edentes carnem ejus,

non relinquentes unitatem ejus.._August. in Joan

nem. Tract. xxvrr. De cap. vi. Psrs lx.]

[‘ See p. l15.]
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be refreshed, and the drinking what is it but to live ? Eat life, drink life. And

that shall be, when that which is taken visibly in the sacrament, is in very deed

eaten spiritually and drunken spiritually‘.”

By all these sentences of St Augustine it is evident and manifest, that all

men, good and evil, may with their mouths visibly and sensibly eat the sacra

ment of Christ’s body and blood; but the very body and blood themselves be not

eaten but spiritually, and that of the spiritual members of Christ, which dwell in

Christ, and have Christ dwelling in them, by whom they be refreshed and have

everlasting life.

And therefore saith St Augustine, that “ when the other apostles did eat gigs-59.

bread that was the Lord, yet Judas did eat but the bread of the Lord, and not

the bread that was the Lord‘.” So that the other apostles with the sacramental

bread did eat also Christ himself, whom Judas did not eat. And a great gap: mu.

number of places more hath St Augustine for this purpose, which for eschewing minimum-1

of tediousness, I let pass for this time, and will speak something of St Cyril.

Cyril, upon St John in his gospel, saith, that “ those which eat manna died, cymm in

because they received thereby no strength to live ever, (for it gave no life, but 31'; iiib' X“

only put away bodily hunger); but they that receive the bread of life, shall be

made immortal, and shall eschew all the evils that pertain to death, living with

Christ for ever".” And in another place he saith: “ Forasmuch as the flesh of Cap. is.

Christ doth naturally give life, therefore it maketh them to live that be par

takers of it. For it putteth death away from them, and utterly driveth de

struction out of them‘.”

And he concludeth the matter shortly in another place in few words,

saying, that “when we eat the flesh of our Saviour, then have we life in us. emu.

For if things that were corrupt, were restored by only touching of his clothes,

how can it be that we shall not live that eat his flesh ?” And further he saith,

“ That as two waxes be molten together, do run every part into other; so he (M2132.

that receiveth Christ’s flesh and blood, must needs be joined so with him, that

Christ must be in him, and he in Christ’.”

Here St Cyril declareth the dignity of Christ’s flesh being inseparably

annexed unto his divinity, saying, that it is of such force and power, that it

giveth everlasting life. And whatsoever occasion of death it findeth, or let of

eternal life, it putteth out and driveth clean away all the same, from them that

eat that meat and receive that medicine. Other medicines or plaisters sometime

heal, and sometime heal not; but this medicine is of that efl'eet and strength, that

 

[5 Illud manducare refici est._Illud bibere quid

est, nisi vivere? Manduca vitain,bihe vitam: hube

bis vitam, et integra est vita. Tune autem hoc erit,

id est, vita unicuique erit corpus et sanguis Christi,

si quod in sacramemo visihiliter sumitur, in ipsa

veritate spiritaliter manducetur, spiritalitcr biba

tun—August. de Verbis Apostoli, Serino ii. Tom.

X. p. 94. Paris. 1635.]

[' llli manducabam panem Dominuin, ille (i. e.

Judas,) panem Domini contra Dominum : illi vitam,

ille pwnam.-August. in Joannem, Tract. Llx. De

cap. xiii. Pars 1!. Basil. up. Amerbach._|

[7 Oimm'm 0i pill (Pa-your“ 'rd pliwa, (lanai, 're

Tiheu-rifxamu, uis oliriemie 61ihovo'1'i Kan]: percu

m'uu 'rap' aui'roD rieEa'pcuoL' ub ydp flu durum {wo

wordy, Mimi; dc puihhov é'rrixuupou aapxmoni, Kai air

('1! flirq: TIN-I uihufiea'rr'puu wripakndifleu. oi as *rdu

rip-row e'u éau'rois eio'xopiguu'rss 'n'ie {unis yep“

iifoum 'rriu deal/avian, rpeopiis' 1'6 Kai 'rdw éx 'rali'rns

xuxiiw Iav'rekfis dXo'yn'cuv-rec, wpd: u'luipuro'u 're

 
Kai liT€\EI-;‘l'fl70ll Bi'ou 1'05 Ka'ra‘ Xpw'rdv dim/3;;

aovrai ,ufixom-Cyril. in Joannem, Lib. 1v. cap. x.

Tom. 1V. p. 351. ed. Aubert. Paris. 16.58.]

[9 Am‘ roai'ro {mo-raid foils pere'xowrae (".1706

1'15 1151/41: Xpw'rofr. e'Eekaiivci ydp 'rliv Odua'rou,

ii'ruv e'u 'rois ai'lrofivviaxovu'i 'yéwrral, Aai e'Eicr-rmn

¢Oopqiu._ld. Lib. 1v. cap. xii. Tom. lV.p. 354.]

[9 Kai :1 did Iuo'mir a'¢fis ll'iis a'yi'as aapxds

§MOLGITGL 'rd é¢eappévov, 'Iflzl' oi'lxi whouciwré

pay droxepriavoflpsv 'niv {won-old” nihoyiall, ii'rau

cui-rife Kai u'vro'yeua'w'peea ;-—"Qmrep 11ip ei-ri: xqpdu

é'répq: awa'd/ue Kflfllla, 'I'a'v'rwv drirou Kai 'é'repov év

é'n'pzp 727006111 Ka-rdtPe-rm‘ "nix! ali'riiv, UI'IGL, -rpo'

1'01! Kai 1') will rm'pxa dBXéfLé‘llO'i‘ 1'05 o‘w'rfipm ripéu

Xpicr'roii, Kai rim-w uni-rod 'rd 'rl'luov ai/ia, KaUa'

¢mnv mi-rds, Eu “is 1rpds ai'r'rdu elipi'axs-rai auuuva

KlPlldfLél/OC iiirnrcp Kai duafu'yvdficvos al'rrqi did 'rfis

IAG'I'GXIhIIEGLH‘, air in Xpio-Tq'i lieu afi'rdv cilpicxeaeai,

Xpic-rdw d? ail rdiuw év aural—Id. Lib. 1V. capp.

xiv. xvii. Tom. 1V. pp. 361, 4, 5.1
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it eateth away all rotten and dead flesh, and perfectly healeth all wounds and

sores that it is laid unto.

This is the dignity and excellency of Christ’s flesh and blood, joined to his

divinity; of the which dignity Christ’s adversaries, the papists, deprive and rob

him, when they aflirm, that such men do eat his flesh and receive this plaister, as

remain still sick and sore, and be not holpen thereby.

Thus hast thou heard, gentle reader, the grounds and proofs, which moved me

to write the matter of this fourth book, that good men only eat Christ's flesh and

drink his blood. Now shalt thou hear the late bishop’s eonfutation of the same.

WINCHETER.

And as for the scriptures and doctors which this author allcgcth to prove that only good men

receive the body and blood of Christ, I grant it without contention, speaking of spiritual manda

cation and with lively faith without the sacrament. But in the visible sacrament evil men receive

the same that good men do, for the substance of the sacrament is by God’s ordinance all one.

And if this author would use for a proof, that in the sacrament Christ’s very body is not present,

because evil men receive it, that shall be no argument ; for the good seed when it was sown didfall

in the evil ground, and although Christ dwelleth not in the evil man, yet he may be received of the

evil man to his condemnation, because he receiveth him not to glorify him as God, as St Paul

saith, non dijudieans corpus domini, “not esteeming our Lord's body.” And to all that ever this

author bringeth to prove, that evil men eat not the body of Christ, may be said shortly, that

spiritually they eat it not, besides the sacrament, and in the sacrament they eat it not efi'ectually to

lift, but condemnation. And that is and may be called a not eating; as they be said not to

hear the word of God, that hear it not profitably. And because the body of Christ of itself is

ordained to be eatenfor life, those that unworthily eat to condem'rmtionl, although they eat in deed,

may be said not to eat, because they eat unworthily ,- as a thing not well done may be in speech

called not done, in respect of the good eflct wherefore it was chiq/ly ordered to be done. And by

this rule thou, reader, mayest discuss all that this author bringeth forth for this purposeg, either

out of scriptures or doctors. For evil men cat not the body of Christ to have any fruit by it, as

evil men be said not to hear God's word to have anyfruit by it ,- and yet as they hear the words

of spirit and lift, and nevertheless perish, so evil men satin the visible sacrament the body of

Christ, and yet perish. And as I said, this anmvcretha the scripture with the particular sayings of

Cyprian, Athanase, Basil, Hierome, and Ambrose.

As for St Augustine, which this author allegcth, de eivitate Dei, the same St Augustine doth

plainly say there in this place4 alleged, how the good and evil receive the same sacrament, and

addcth, “ but not with like profit,” which words this author supprcsseth, and therefore dealeth not

sincerely. As for St Augustine shall be herertfier more plainly declared. Finally, he that

receiveth worthily the body and blood of Christ, hath everlasting life, dwelleth in Christ and

Christ in him: he that receiveth unworthily, which can be only in the sacrament, receiveth not

life, but condemnation.

CANTERBURY.

If you “grant without contention" that which I do prove, then you must grant ab

solutely and frankly without any addition, that only good men eat and drink the body

and blood of Christ. For so say all the scriptures and authors plainly, which I have

alleged, without your addition of spiritual manducation: and not one of them all say

as you do, that “in the visible sacrament evil men receive the same that good

men do."

But I make no such vain proofs as you feign in my name, that “in the sacrament

Christ's very body is not present, because evil men receive it." But this argument were

good, although I make no such: Evil men eat and drink the sacrament, and yet they

 

[1 Eat condemnation, Orig. ed. Winch] I

[_2 For his purpose, 1551.]

[‘1 Thus answercth, 155L]

I' In the place, 1551.]
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eat and drink not Christ’s flesh and blood: ergo, his flesh and blood be not really

and corporally in the sacrament.

And when you say that Christ “may be received of the evil man to his condemna

tion," is this the glory that you give unto Christ, that his whole presence in a man,

both with flesh, blood, soul, and spirit, shall make him never the better? and that

Christ shall be in him, that is a member of the devil? And if an evil man have

Christ in him for a time, why may he not then have him still dwelling in him? For

if he may be in him a quarter of an hour, he may be also an whole hour, and so a

whole day, and an whole year, and so shall God and the devil dwell together in one

house. And this is the crop that groweth of your sowing, if Christ fall in evil men,

as good seed falleth in evil ground.

And where you say, that “ all that ever I bring to prove that evil men eat not the

body of Christ, may be shortly answered," truth it is, as you said in one place of me,

that all that I have brought may be shortly answered, if a man care not what he

answer; as it seemeth you pass not much what you answer, so that you may lay on

load of words. For whereas I have fully proved, as well by authority of scripture as

by the testimony of many old writers, that although evil men eat the sacramental

bread, and drink the wine, which have the names of his flesh and blood, yet they

eat not Christ's very flesh nor drink his blood": your short and whole answer is

this, that evil men may be said not to eat Christ’s flesh and drink his blood, because :1: 0::

they do it not fruitfully, as they ought to do; “and that may be called a not eating, :01]? '

as they may be said not to hear God's word, that hear it not profitably; and a ‘

thing not well done, may be in speech called not done, in the respect of the good

effect.” I grant such speeches be sometime used, but very rarely; and when the very

truth cometh in discussion, then such paradoxes are not to be used. As if it come

in question whether a house be builded, that is not well builded, then the definition

of the matter must not be“, that it is not builded’ although the carpenters and other

workmen have failed in their covenant and bargain, and not builded the house in such

sort as they ought to have done. So our Saviour Christ teacheth that all heard the Luke viii

word, whether the seed fell in the highway, or upon the stones, or among the thorns,

or in the good ground. Wherefore when this matter cometh in discussion among the

old writers, whether evil men eat Christ's body or no, if the truth had been that evil

men eat it, the old writers would not so precisely have defined the contrary, that 224.

they eat not, but would have said they eat it, but not effectually, not fruitfully, not

profitably. But now the authors which I have alleged, define plainly and absolutely,

that evil men eat not Christ’s body, without any other addition. But after this sort that

you do use, it shall be an easy matter for every man to say what likcth him, and to

defend it well enough, if he may add to the scriptures and doctors' words at his

pleasure, and make the sense after his own phantasy. The scriptures and doctors

which I allege do say in plain words, as I do say, “that evil men do not eat the

body of Christ nor drink his blood, but only they that have life thereby."

Now come you in with your addition and gloss, made of your own head, putting

thereto this word “effectually.” If I should say that Christ was never conceived nor

born, could not I avoid all the scriptures that you can bring to the contrary, by adding

this word “apparently,” and defend my saying stoutly? And might not the Valen

tinians, Marcionists and other, that said that Christ died not for us, defend their

error with addition, as they did, of this word “putative” to all the scriptures that

were brought against them? And what heresy can be reproved, if the heretics may

have that liberty that you do use, to add of their own heads to the words of scripture?

—contrary unto God‘s word directly, who commandeth us to add nothing to his word, Dent. in.

nor to take anything away.

And yet moreover, the authorities, which I have brought to approve my doctrine,

do clearly cast away your addition, adding the cause why evil men cannot eat Christ's

flesh nor drink his blood. And you have taught almost in the beginning of your

 

[5 Nor drink blood, 1551.] l [7 After the words, “is not builded," the l55l

L“ Of the matter must be, 1551].] edition adds, “but that it is builded.“]
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book, “that Christ's body is but a spiritual body, and after a spiritual manner eaten

by faith." And now you have confessed, “that whoso feedeth upon Christ spiritually,

must needs be a good man." How can you then defend now, that evil men eat the

body of Christ; except you will now deny that which you granted in the beginning,

and now have forgotten it, “that Christ’s body cannot be eaten but after a spiritual

manner by faith?" Wherein it is marvel, that you, having so good a memory, should

forget the common proverb, Mendacem memorem. esse OIJOTML

And it had been more convenient for you to have answered fully to Cyprian,

Athanasius, Basil, Hierome, and Ambrose, than when you cannot answer, to wipe your

hands of them with this slender answer, saying, that you have answered. And whether

you have or no, I refer to the judgment of the reader. -

And as concerning St Augustine, De ciritate Dei, he saith: “That evil men re

ceive the sacrament of Christ’s body, although it availeth them not.” But yet he

saith in plain words, “that we ought not to say, that any man eateth the body of

Christ, that is not in the body'." And if the reader ever saw any more cavillation in

all his life-time, let him read the chapter of St Augustine, and compare it to your

answer, and I dare say he never saw the like.

And as for the other places of St Augustine by me alleged, with Origen and Cyril,

for the more case you pass them over with silence, and dare eat no such meat, it is so

hard for you to digest. And thus have you with post haste run over all my scriptures

and doctors, as it were playing at the post, with still passing and giving over every

game. And yet shall you never be able for your part to bring any scripture that

serveth for your purpose, except you may he suffered to add thereto such words as

you please.

Then come you to my questions, wherein I write thus.

And now, for corroboration of Cyril’s saying, I would thus reason with the

papists, and demand of them: When an unrepentant sinner receiveth the

sacrament, whether he have Christ’s body within him or no ?

If they say “no,” then have I my purpose, that evil men, although they

receive the sacrament of Christ’s body, yet receive they not his very body.

If they say “ yea,” then I would ask them further, Whether they have Christ’s

Spirit within them or no?

If they say “ nay,” then do they separate Christ’s body from his Spirit, and

his humanity from his divinity, and be condemned by the scripture as very

antichrists, that divide Christ.

And if they say “yea,” that a wicked man hath Christ’s Spirit in him, then

the scripture also condemneth them, saying, that as “ he which hath not the

Spirit of Christ is none of his; so he that hath Christ in him liveth, because he

is justified: and if his Spirit that raised up Jesus from death dwell in you, he

that raised Jesus from death, shall give life to your mortal bodies, for his Spirit’s

sake, which dwelleth in you.”

Thus on every side the scripture condemneth the adversaries of God’s word.

And this wickedness of the papists is to be wondered at, that they aflirm

Christ’s flesh, blood, soul, holy Spirit, and his deity, to be in a man that is

subject to sin,-and a limb of the devil. They be wonderful jugglers and con

jurers, that with certain words can make God and the devil to dwell together in

one man, and make him both the temple of God, and the temple of the devil.

It appeareth that they be so blind that they cannot see the light from darkness,

Belial from Christ, nor the table of the Lord from the table of devils. Thus

[‘ Ac per hoc han'etici et schisinatici ab hujus

unitare corporis separati possnnt idem percipere

sacramenrum, sed non sibi utile, imo vero etiam

noxinm. . . . Scd rursus etiam isti qui recte intelligunt

non dicendum esse eum manducare corpus Christi,

qui in corpore non est Christi, non recte, &C.—Au

gust. De Civitate Dei. Lib. xxr. cap. xxv. Pars

v11. Ed. Basil. up. Amerbach. 1506.]
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is confuted this third intolerable error and heresy of the papists: “That they

which be the limbs of the devil, do eat the very body of Christ, and drink

his blood ;” manifestly and directly contrary to the words of Christ himself, who

saith : “ Vhosoever eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath everlasting life.”

WINCHESTER.

But to encounter directly with this author where he opposeth by interrogation, and would

be answered, “whether an. unrepentant sinner, that receiveth the sacrament, hath Christ’s body

within him or no?” Mark, reader, this question, which dcclareth that this author talketh of

the sacrament, not as himself teacheth, but as the true teaching is, although he mean otherwise:

for else how can an unrepentant sinner receive Christ’s body, but only in the sacrament uns

worthily? and how could he receive it unworthily, and it were not there” But to answer to

this questions, I answer “no;" for it followeth not, he received him, ergo, he hath him in him;

for the vessel being not meet, he departed from him, because he was a sinner, in whom he

dwelleth not. And where this author, now become a questionist, maketh two questions, of Christ's

body, and his Spirit, as though Christ’s body might be divided from his Spirit; he supposeth

other to be as ignorant as himself. For the learned man will answer, that an evil man by force

of God’s ordinance, in the substance of the sacrament, received in deed Christ's very body there

present, whole Christ, God and man; but he tarried not, nor dwellcd not, nor fr'uctified not 226.

in him, nor Christ's Spirit entered not into that man’s soul, because of the malice and um

worthiness of him that received. For Christ will not dwell with Belial nor abide with sinners. 290:. vi.

And what hath this author won now by his forked question? wherein he seemeth to glory asthough he had embraced an absurdity that he hunted for; wherein he sheweth only his igno

rance, who putteth no dlfl'erence between the entering of Christ into an evil man by God’s

ordinance in the sacrament, and the dwelling of Christ’s Spirit in an evil man, which by

scripture cannot be, ne is by any catholic man afirmed. For St Paul saith: “In him that

receiveth unworthily, remaineth judgment and condemnation.” And yet St Paul’s words [l'Cor. xi.

plainly import, that those did eat the very body of Christ, which did eat unworthily, and'bm':I

therefore were guilty of the body and blood of Christ. Now, reader, consider what is before

written, and thou shalt easily see what a fond conclusion this author gathereth in the ninety

seventh lea/Q as though the teaching were, that the same man should be both the temple of God,

and the temple of the devil ,' with other terms, wherewith it liketh this author to refresh him

self; and fcigneth an adversary such as he would have, but hath none, for no catholic man

teacheth so, nor it is not all one to receive Christ and to have Christ dwelling in him. And a

figure thereof was in Chn'st's conversation upon earth, who tarrieth4 not with all that received

him in outward appearance; and there is noted a difercnce that some believed in Christ, and

yet Christ committed not himself to them. And the gospel praiseth them that hear the word John iii.

of God and keep it, signifying many to have the word of God and not to keep it; as they {£3.91} xi.

that receive Christ by his ordinance in the sacrament, and yet because they receive him not‘ “'1

according to the intent of his ordinance worthily, they are so much the worse thereby through

their own malice. And therefore to conclude this place with the author, “whosoever eateth

Christ’s flesh and drinketh his blood, hath everlasting life,” with St Paul’s exposition, if he [gem-xi

doth it worthily,- or else by the same St Paul, he hath condemnation. I KL]

CANTERBURY.

Here the reader shall evidently see your accustomed manner, that when you be

destitute of Answer, and have none other shift, then fall you to scofling and scolding

out the matter, as sophisters sometimes do at their problems. But as ignorant as

I am, you shall not so escape me. First you bid the reader mark, that I “talk of

the sacrament, not as I teach myself." But I would have the reader here mark, that

you report my words as you list yourself, not as I speak them. For you report my

question as I should say, that “an unrepentant sinner should receive Christ's body,"

whereas I speak of the receiving of the sacrament of the body, and not of the very

body itself.

Moreover, I make my question of the being of Christ’s body in an unpenitent

sinner, and you turn “being” into “abiding,” because “being” biteth you so sore,

 

[' And he were not there, Orig. ed. Winch.] [3 To the question, 1bid.] [4 Tmied’ Ibii]
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First you confess that an unrepentant sinner, receiving the sacrament, hath not Christ’s

body within him; and then may I say that he eateth not Christ’s body, except he

eat it without him. And althoug “it followeth not, he received Christ, ergo, he hath

him in him;" yet it followeth necessarily, he receiveth him, ergo, he hath him within

him for the time of the receipt; as a bottomless vessel, although it keep no liquor,

yet for the time of the receiving it hath the liquor in it. And how can Christ “depart

from an unpcnitent sinner," as you say he doth, if he have him not at all? And

because of mine ignorance, I would fain learn of you, that take upon you to be a man

of knowledge, how an evil man receiving Christ's very body, and whole Christ, God

and man, as you say an evil man doth; and Christ’s body being such as it cannot

be divided from his Spirit, as you say also; how this evil man, receiving Christ's Spirit,

should be an evil man for the time that he hath Christ's Spirit within him? Or how

can he receive Christ's body and Spirit, according to your saying, and have them not

in him for the time he receiveth them? Or how can Christ enter into an evil man,

as you confess, and be not in him, into whom he entereth, at that present time?

Those be matters of your knowledge, as you pretend, which if you can teach me, I

must confess mine ignorance: and if you cannot, forsomuch as you have spoken them,

you must confess the ignorance to be upon your own part.

And St Paul saith not, as you untruly recite him, that “in him that receiveth

unworthily remaineth judgment and condemnation,” but that he eateth and drinketh

condemnation. And where you say, that “St Paul's words plainly import, that those

did eat the very body of Christ, which did eat unworthily,” ever still you take for

a supposition the thing which you should prove. For St Paul speaketh plainly of

the eating of the bread and drinking of the cup, and not one word of eating of the

body and drinking of the blood of Christ. And let any indifi'erent reader look upon

my questions, and he shall see that there is not one word answered here directly unto

them, except mocking and scorning be taken for answer.

And where you deny, that of your doctrine it should follow, that “one man should

be both the temple of God and the temple of the devil," you cannot deny but that

your own teaching is, that Christ entereth into evil men, when they receive the

sacrament. And if they be his temple into whom he entereth, then must evil men

be his temple, for the time they receive the sacrament, although he tarry not

long with them. And for the same time they be evil men, as you say, and so

must needs be the temple of the devil. And so it followeth of your doctrine and

teaching, that at one time a man shall be the temple of God and the temple of the

devil. And in your figure of Christ upon earth, although he tarried not long with

every man that received him, yet for a time he tarried with them. And the word

of God tarrieth for the time with many, which after forget it, and keep it not. And

then so must it be by these examples in evil men receiving the sacrament, that for

a time Christ must tarry in them, although that time be very short. And yet for

that time, by your doctrine, those evil men must be both the temples of God and

of Belial.

And where you pretend to conclude this matter by the authority of St Paul, it

is no small contumely and injury to St Paul, to ascribe your feigned and untrue gloss

unto him that taught nothing but the truth, as he learned the same of Christ. For

he maketh mention of the eating and drinking of the bread and cup,‘ but not one

word of the eating and drinking of Christ’s body and blood.

Now followeth in my book my answer to the papists in this wise:

But lest they should seem to have nothing to say for themselves, they

allege St Paul in the eleventh to the Corinthians, where he saith: “ He that

eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh his own damnation, not

discerning the Lord’s body.” '

But St Paul in that place speaketh of the eating of the bread and drinking

of the wine, and not of the corporal eating of Christ’s flesh and blood, as it

is manifest to every man that will read the text. For these be the words of
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St Paul: “ Let a man examine himself, and so eat of the bread and drink of

the cup; for he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh his

own damnation, not discerning the Lord’s body.”

In these words St Paul’s mind is, that forasmuch as the bread and wine in

the Lord’s supper do represent unto us the very body and blood of our Saviour

Christ, by his own institution and ordinance, therefore, although he sit in heaven

at his Father’s right hand, yet should we come to this mystical bread and wine

with faith, reverence, purity, and fear, as we would do if we should come to see

and receive Christ himself sensibly present. For unto the faithful Christ is at

his own holy table present, with his mighty Spirit and grace, and is of them

more fruitfully received, than if corporally they should receive him bodily

present: and therefore they that shall worthily come to this God’s board,

must after due trial of themselves consider first, who ordained this table; also

what meat and drink they shall have that come thereto, and how they ought

to behave themselves thereat. He that prepared the table is Christ himself:

the meat and drink wherewith he feedeth them that come thereto as they ought

to do, is his own body, flesh, and blood. They that come thereto, must occupy

their minds in considering how his body was broken for them, and his blood

shed for their redemption; and so ought they to approach to this heavenly table

with all humbleness of heart and godliness of mind, as to the table wherein

Christ himself is given. And they that come otherwise to this holy table, they

come unworthily, and do not eat and drink Christ’s flesh and blood, but eat and

drink their own damnation; because they do not duly consider Christ’s very

flesh and blood, which be ofi'ered there spriritually to be eaten and drunken,

but despising Christ’s most holy supper, do come thereto as it were to other

common meats‘ and drinks, without regard of the Lord’s body, which is the

spiritual meat of that table.

WINCHESTER.

In the ninety-seventh leaf and the second column, the author bcginneth to traverse the words of

St Paul to the Corinthians, and would distinct unworthy eating in the substance of the sacra—

ment received, which cannot be. For our unworthiness cannot alter the substance of God’s

sacrament, that is evennore all one, howsoever we swerve from worthiness to tin-worthiness.

And this I would ask of this author, why should it be a fault in the unworthy not to esteem

the Lord’s body, when he is taught, if this author‘s doctrine be true, that it is not there at

all? If the bread2 after this author’s teaching be but a figure of Christ’s body, it is then

but as manna was, the eating whereof unwm-thily and urtfaithfitlly was no guilt3 of Christ’s

body. Erasmus noteth these words of St Paul, “ to be guilty of our Lord's body,” to prove [Erasmum

the presence of Christ’s body there, who compareth such an ojcn-der to the Jews, that did shedChrist’s blood maliciously, as those do profane it unprofitably; in which sense the Greek

commentaries do also expound it. And where this author bringeth in the words of St Paul "5""

as it were to point out the matter: “Let a man ezamine himself; and so eat of the bread anddrink of the cup,for he that eateth unworthily,80.” these words Qfezamining and so eating declarethe thing to be one ordered to be eaten, and all the care to be used on our side, to eat worthily, '

or else St Paul had not said, “and so eat.” And when St Paul saith, “eat judgment,” and this

author well remember himself; he must call judgment the eject of that is eaten, and not the thing

eaten ; forjudgment is neither spiritual meat nor corporal, but the eject of the eating of Christ in

evil men, who is salvation to good, and judgment to evil. And therefore, as good men eating 229.

Christ have salvation, so evil men eating Christ have condemnation ,- and so for the diversity of

the eaters of Christ’s body, followeth, as they be worthy or unworthy, the eject of condemnation

or life,- C'hrist’s sacrament and his work also, in the substance of that sacrament, being always

one. And whatsoever this author talketh othenvise in this matter, is mere trifles.

 

[1 To other means. 155], and Orig. ed] I [3 So ed. 155]. In 1580 it is printed gift, by

[2 If (his bread, Orig. ed. \Vinch.] mistake]
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CANTERBURY.

As touching mine answer here to the words of St Paul, you would fain have them

bid with darkness of speech, that no man should see what I mean. For, as Christ

said, Qui male agit, odit luccm; and therefore, that which I have spoken in plain

speech, you darken so with your obscure terms, that my meaning can not be under

stand. For I speak in such plain terms, as all men understand, that when St Paul

said, “He that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh his own dam

nation;" in that place he spake of the eating of the bread and drinking of the cup,

and not of the corporal eating and drinking of Christ's flesh and blood. These my

plain words you do wrap up in these dark terms, that I “ would distinct the unworthy

eating in the substance of the sacrament received." Which your words vary so far

from mine, that no man can understand by them my meaning, except you put a large

comment thereto. For I distinct the unworthy eating none otherwise, than that I

say, that when St Paul speaketh of unworthy eating, he maketh mention of the unworthy

eating of the bread, and not of the body of Christ. I

And where you ask me this question, “\Vhy it should be a fault in the unworthy,

not to esteem the Lord's body, when it is not there at all i" there is in my book a

full and plain answer unto your question already made, as there is also to your

whole book. So that in making of my book, I did foresee all things that you could

object against it: insomuch that here is not one thing in all your book, but I can

shew you a sufficient answer thereto, in one place or other of my former book. And

in this your question here moved, I refer the reader to the words of my book in the

same place.

And where you say, “That if the bread be but a figure, it is like manna :” as

concerning the material bread, truly it is like manna; but as concerning Christ himself,

he said of himself: “ Not as your fathers did eat manna and are dead; he that eateth

this bread shall live for ever." And as concerning Erasmus and the Greek commen

taries, neither of them saith upon the place of St Paul, as you allege them to say.

And whatsoever it pleaseth you to gather of these words, “ examining and so eating,"

yet St Paul's words he very plain, that he spake not of the eating of the very body

of Christ, but of the eating of the material bread in the sacrament, which is all one,

whether the good or evil eat of it; and all the care is on our side, to take heed that

we eat not that bread unworthily. For as the eating of the bread unworthily, not

of Christ himself, (who can not be eaten unworthily,) bath the efl'ect of judgment

and damnation; so eating of the same bread worthily bath the efl‘ect of Christ's death

and salvation. And as he that eateth the bread worthily may be well said to eat

Christ and life; so he that eateth it unworthily may be said to eat the devil and

death, as Judas did, into whom with the bread entered Satan. For unto such it

may be called Mensa dwmoniorum, non mensa Domini; “not God's board, but, the

devil's." And so in the eaters of the bread worthily or unworthily, followeth the effect

of everlasting life or everlasting death. But in the eating of Christ himself is no

diversity, but whosoever eateth him hath everlasting life; forasmuch as the eating

of him can be to none damnation but salvation, because he is life itself. And whatsoever

you babble to the contrary, is but mere fables, devised without God’s word, or any

suflicient ground.

Now followeth mine answer unto such authors as the papists wrest to their pur

pose.

But here may not be passed over the answer unto certain places of

ancient authors, which at the first shew seem to make for the papists’ purpose,

that evil men do eat and drink the very flesh and blood of Christ. But if

those places he truly and throughly weighed, it shall appear, that not one of

them maketh for their error, that evil men do eat Christ’s very body.

The first place is of St Augustine, contra Cresconium Grammaticu-m,
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where he saith: “ That although Christ himself say, ‘He that eateth not my

flesh, and drinketh not my blood, shall not have life in him,’ yet doth not

his apostles teach, that the same is pernicious to them which use it not well?

For he saith: ‘Whosoever eateth the bread, and drinketh the cup of the Lord

unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord‘.’ ”

In which words St Augustine seemeth to conclude, that as well the evil as

the good do eat the body and blood of Christ, although the evil have no benefit,

but hurt thereby.

But consider the place of St Augustine diligently, and then it shall evidently

appear, that he meant not of the eating of Christ’s body, but of the sacrament

thereof. For the intent of St Augustine there is to prove that good things

avail not to such persons as do evil use them; and that many things which

of themselves be good, and be good to some, yet to other some they be not

good. As that light is good for whole eyes, and hurteth sore eyes: that meat

which is good for some, is evil for other some: one medicine healeth some, and

maketh other sick: one harness doth harm one, and cumbereth another: one

coat is meet for one, and too strait for another. And after other examples,

at the last St Augustine sheweth the same to be true in the sacraments, both

of baptism and the Lord’s body, which he saith do profit only them that re

ceive the same worthily.

And the words of St Paul, which St Augustine citeth, do speak of the

sacramental bread and cup, and not of the body and blood. And yet St

Augustine called’3 the bread and the cup the flesh and blood, not that they

be so indeed, but that they signify, as he saith in another place, contra

Alaa'iminum.

“In sacraments,” saith he, “is to be considered, not what they be, but

what they shew. For they be signs of other things, being one thing and

signifying another’.”

Therefore, as in baptism those that come feignedly, and those that come

unfeignedly, both be washed with the sacramental water, but both be not

washed with the Holy Ghost, and clothed with Christ: so in the Lord's supper

both eat and drink the sacramental bread and wine, but both eat not Christ

himself, and be fed with his flesh and blood, but those only which worthily

receive the sacrament.

And this answer will serve to another place of St Augustine, against the

Donatists, where he saith, that “Judas received the body and blood of the

Lord‘.” For as St Augustine in that place speaketh of the sacrament of bap

tism, so doth he speak of the sacrament of the body and blood, which never

theless he calleth the body and blood, because they signify and represent unto

us the very body, flesh, and blood.

Contra Maxi

minuln, Lib.

iii. cap. 22.

[l Quamvis ipse Dominus dicat, “ Nisi quis

manducaverit carnem meam, et biberit sanguinem

meum, non hsbebit in se vitam ”; nonneidem Apo

stolus docet etiam hoe perniciosum male utentibus

fieri ? Ail enim : “Quicunque manducaverit panem,

ct biberit calicem Domini indigne, reus erit corporis

ct sunguinis Domini."-August. contra Cresconium

Gnmmaticum, Lib. 1. cap. xxv. Pars vr. Basil.

3p. Amerbuch. 1506.]

[2 Calleth, Orig. ed.]

[3 Hare enim sacraments sunt in quibus non

quid sint, sed quid ostendant semper attenditur:

quoniam signa sunt rerum, aliud existentia, et aliud

significantis._August. contra Muimin. Lib. 111.

cap. xxii. Pars XL] ,

[‘ Sicut enim Judas, cui buccellam cradidit

Dominus, non malum aceipiendo, sed male acci

piendo locum in se disbolo prabuit: sic indigne

quisque sumens Dominicum sacramentum non

efiicit, ut quia ipse malus est malum sit, ant quis

non ad salutem accipit, nihil acceperit. Corpus

enim Domini et sanguis Domini nihilominus erat

etiam illis quibus dicebat Apostolus, “Qui man

ducat indigue, jndicium sibi manducat et bibit."

Angust. De baptismo contra Donstislas. Lib. v.

cap. viii. Pars v.1
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contra Dona

tist. Lib. v.

cap. 8.



222 THE FOURTH BOOK.

\VINCHI'STER.

And yet he goeth about, because he will make all things clear, to answer such authors “ as

Augustinus. the papists,” he saith, “bring for their purpose.” And first he beginneth with St Augustine,

who writeth as plainly against this author’s mind as I would have devised it, if I had no

conscience of truth more than I see some have, and might with a secret wish have altered St

“8110- Augustine as I had list. And therefore here I make a. plain issue with this author, that in

the searching of St Augustine he hath trusted his man or his friend over-negligently in- so

great a matter, or he hath willingly gone about to deceive the reader. For in the place of St

Augustine against the Donatists, alleged here by this author, which he would with the rest assail,

August; de St Augustine hath these formal words in Latin: Corpus Domini ot sanguis Domini nihilo

linp.l.lb.\'- . . . . . . . . . . - - - .

mp.8. minus erat etiam ilhs qulbus dicebat Apostolus, “Qui manducat 1nd1gne, Judie-mm sibi

nianducat et bibit;” which words be thus much in English: “It was nevertheless the body of

our Lord and the blood of our Lord also unto them to whom the apostle said, ‘ He that eateth

unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to himself?” These be St Augustine's words, who

'Tnebody of writeth notably and evidently, that it was nevertheless the body and blood of Christ to them

Sign?“ that received unworthily, declaring that their unworthiness doth not alter the substance of that

Lefi';§,h“y_ sacrament, and doth us to understand therewith the substance of the sacrament to be the body

and blood of Christ; and nevertheless so, though the receivers be unworthy: wherein this author

is so overseen, as I think there was never learned man before that durst in a commonwealth,

where learned men be, publish such an untruth as this is, to be answered in a tongue flint

all men knewl. Yet Peter illartyr wrote in Latin, and rtjoiceth not, I think, to have his

August. de lies in English. I will bring in here another place of St Augustine to this purpose: Illud

Verb. Dom. . . - . . . .

nemo", etiam, quod alt, ‘ Qui manducat carnem meum, ct bibit sanguinem meum, in me munet

et ego in illo,’ quomodo intcllecturi sumus? Nunquid etiam illos sic2 poterimus

accipere, de quibus dixit2 Apostolus, quod ‘judicium sibi manducent et bibant,’ quum

ipsam carnem manduccnt, et ipsum sanguinem bibant? Nunquid et Judas Magistri ven

ditor et traditor impius, quamvis primum ipsum manibus ejus confectum sacramentum

carnis et sanguinis ejus cum ceteris discipulis, sicut apertius Lucas Evangelista deelamt,

manduearet et biboret, mansit in Christo, aut Christus in e0? Multi denique, qui vel corde

ficto carnem illum manducant, et sanguinem bibunt, vel quum manducaverint et biberint,

apostatm fiunt, nunquid manent in Christo, aut Christus in cis? Sed profecto est quidam

modus manducandi illam carnem, et bibendi illum sanguinem: quomodo qui manduca

verit et biberit, in Christo manet et Christus in so. Non ergo quocunque modo quisquam

manducaverit earnem Christi, et biberit sanguincm Christi, met in Christo, et in illo

Christus; sed certo quodam modo, quem modum utique ipse videbat, quando ista dieebata.

The English of these words is this : “ That same that he also saith, ‘ Who eateth my flesh and

drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me and I in him ,-’ how shall we understand it ? May we under

stand also of them of whom the apostle speak“, that they did eat to themselves, and drink,

judgment, when they did eat the same flesh and drink the same blood, the flesh itself, the blood

itself? Did not Judas, the wicked seller and betrayer of his master, when he did eat and drink

(as Lucas the Evangelist dcclareth) the first sacrament of the flesh and blood of Christ made

with his own hands, dwell in Christ, and Christ in him? Finally, many that with a feigned

heart eat that flesh and drink the blood, or when they have eaten. and drunken become apostates,

do not they dwell in Christ, or Christ in them? But undoubtedly there is a certain manner of

eating that flesh and drinking that blood; after which manner whosoever eateth and drinketh,

232. dwelleth in Christ, and Christ in him. There/ore, not in whatsoever manner any man eateth

the flesh of Christ, and drinketh the blood of Christ, he dwelleth in Christ, and Christ in him,

but after a certain manner, which manner he saw when he said these words.” This is the sense

of St Augustine’s saying in Latin, whereby appeareth the faith of St Augustine to be, in the

sacrament to be eaten and drunken the very body and blood of Christ, which for the substance

of the sacrament evil men receive as good men do; that is to say, as St Augustine doth point it

out by his words, the same flesh and the some blood of Christ, with such an ezpression of speech-5,

as he would erclude all diference that device q/‘jigure might imagine, and therefore saith, Ipsam

carnem, ipsum sanguinem; which sigmi/‘yu the self-same in deed, not by name only, as the

[1 Know, 1551.] Paris. 1635.]

[Y “ Hie," and "dicit," in the above edition of [‘ Spake, Orig. ed. Winch]

Op. August.] [5 An express speech, Orig. ed. \VinclL]

[5 August. de verbis Domini, in Evung. secun- If Signifieth, l551.]

dum Mstth. Sermo. xi. cap. xi. Tom. X. p. l8.
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author of the book would have St Augustine understanded ; and when that appeareth, as it is

most manifest, that Judas received the same, being wicked, that good men do, how the same is

before the receipt by God’s omnipotency present in the visible sacrament, and so not received by

the only instrument offaith, which in evil men is not lively; but by the instrument of the

mouth, wherein it entereth with the visible element ; and yet, as St Augustine saith, dwelleth not

in him that so unworthily receiveth; because the eject of dwelling of Christ is not in him that

receiveth by such a manner of eating as wicked men use. VVhereby St Augustine teach-eth the

diverse efi'ect to ensue of the diversity of the eating, and not of any diversity of that which is

eaten, whether the good man or evil man receive the sacrament. If I would here encumber the

reader, I could bring forth many more places of St Augustine to the confusion and reproof of

this author’s purpose,- and yet, notwithstanding, to take away that he might say of me, that I

weigh not St Augustine, I think good to allege and bring forth the judgment of Martin Bucer ‘Bucerus.

touching St Augustine, who understandeth St Augustine clear contrary to this author, as may

plainly appear by that the said Bucer writeth in few words in his epistle dedicatory of the great

work he sent abroad of his enarratimzs of the gospels, where his judgment of St Augustine in

this point he uttereth thus: Quoties scribit etiam Judam ipsum corpus ct sanguinem Domini Buoerus

sumsisso! Nomo itaque auctorituto S. patrum dicct Christum in sacra caenuubscntom

csse. The sense in English is this : “ How often writeth he,” speaking of St Augustine, “Judas

also to have received the self body and blood of our Lord! No man therefore, by the authority

of the fathers, can say Christ to be absent in the holy supper.” Thus saith Bucer, who unden

standeth St Augustine, as I have before alleged him, and gathereth thereof a conclusion, that

no man can by the fathers’ sayings prove Christ to be absent in the holy supper. And there

fore, by Bueer’s judgment, the doctrine of this author can be in no wise catholic, as dissenting

from that hath been before taught and believed. Whether Bucer will still continue in that he

hath s0 solemnly published to the world, and by me here alleged, I cannot tell; and whether he

do or no, it maketh no matter: but thus he hath taught in his latter judgment with a great

protestation, that he speaketh without respect other than to the truth, wherein, because he seemed

to dissent from his friends, he saith: ¢lhor pill Emxpdrns, dhhd didmirn r} dhfiaua, TLILLtOTIlTTI

v; e'nchna'la: which words have an imitation of an elder saying, and be thus much to say,

“Socrates is my friend, truth is my best beloved, and the church most regarded.” And with

this Bucer closeth his doctrine of the sacrament, afier he knew all that Z-uinglius and (Ecolam

padius could say in the matter. And here I will leave to speak of Buccr, and bring forth

Theodoretu-s7, a ma-n most8 extolled by this author, who saith plainly in. his commentaries upon fl'hcoemgtus

St Paul, how Christ delivered to Judas his precious body and blood; and declareth further li‘off’lft"

therewith in that sacrament to be the truth. So as this author can have no foundation upon

either to maintain his figurative speech, or the matter of this fourth book, which his words

plainly impugn. St Hierome in his commentaries upon the prophet Malachi hath first this Himnymuh

sentence: Polluimus pancm, id est corpus Christi, quando indignc acccdimus ad altaro, ct

sordidi muudum sunguinem bibimus9: “ We defile the bread, that is to say, the body of Christ,

when we come unworthyIo to the altar, and being filthy drink the clean blood.” Thus saith St

Hierome, who saith, “ Men filthy drink the clean blood ;" and in another place after, the same

St Hierome saith: Polluit [enim] Christi mystcria indiguo accipicns corpus cjus ct sanguinem;

“ He that urn-worthily receiveth the body and blood of Christ, defileth the mysteries." Can any

words be more manifest and evident to declare St Hierome’s mind, how in the visible sacrament

men receive unworthily, which be evil men, the body and blood of Christ 7

CANTERBURY.

In this point I will join a plain issue with you, that I neither willingly go about A“to deceive the reader in the searching of St Augustine, (as you use to do in every place,) '

nor I have not trusted my “man or friend" herein, (as it secmeth you have done over

much,) but I have diligently expended and weighed the matter myself. For although

in such weighty matters of scripture and ancient authors you must needs trust your

 

[7 'Avi/wrlcreu ain'oilc 'riic lepiic éxeiunc Kal 1rav- pp. 237, 8. Ed. Hhlm, 1769-94.]

a'yias uux'rov, éu Kai 'rqii 'ruwuu; 1ra'o'xa 'rd [8 Much, Orig. ed. Winch.]

'rého: 3169mm. xai Tail rb-xou Ts dpxé'rv-Iov Ednfs, [0 Hieronymi Opera. Comment. in Mahchilm.

Kill 'roir am'rqpiou uva'rnpiou 'ra‘c 96pm: a'uéigEe, Kai. capp. i. iii. Tom. VI. pp. 233, 237. Ed. Francof.

oi! pdvov 'roir iivdcxa a'wna'rdhow, dhhii Kai 'rq; 7rp0- 1684,

867p, 'rofi 'nuiov nc'rédwxe o'uiua'ro'c 1': real ul'- 1‘" Unworthily,Orig. ed. \Vinch.]

purros. Theodoretus, in Epist. i. Cor. xi. Tom. “I.
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men, (without whom I know you can do very little, being brought up from your tender

age in other kinds of study,) yet I, having exercised myself in the study of scripture

and divinity from my youth, (whereof I give most hearty lands and thanks to God,)

have learned now to go alone, and do examine, judge, and write all such weighty

matters myself; although, I thank God, I am neither so arrogant nor so wilful, that I

will refuse the good advice, counsel, and admonition of any man, be he man or master,

friend or foe.

Augustin. de But as concerning the place alleged by you out of St Augustine, let the reader

diligently expend mine whole answer to St Augustine, and he shall, I trust, be fully

V'mp'u' satisfied. For St Augustine in his book, De baptismo contra Donatimu, (as I have

declared in my bookl,) speaketh of the morsel of bread and sacrament which Judas also

JAouhglsthlazt did eat, as St Augustine saith. And in this speech he considered (as he writeth contra

w. ' ' Illam'minum), not what it is, but what it signifieth; and therefore he expresseth the

matter by Judas more plainly in another place, saying, that “he did eat the bread of

the Lord, not the bread being the Lord," (as the other apostles did,) signifying thereby

that the evil eat the bread, but not the Lord himself: as St Paul saith that they eat

and drink pancm et calicem Domini, “the bread and the cup of the Lord," and not

that they eat the Lord himself. And St Augustine saith not, as you feign of him, that

the substance of this sacrament is the body and blood of Christ, but the substance of

this sacrament is bread and wine, (as water is in the sacrament of baptism,) and the

same be all one, not altered by the unworthiness of the receivers. And although St

Augustine, in the words by you recited, call the sacrament of Christ's body and blood

his body and blood, yet is the sacrament no more but the sacrament thereof, and yet

is it called the body and blood of Christ, as “sacraments have the names of the things

whereof they be sacraments ,-” as the same St Augustine teacheth most plainly ad

Bonifacz'um.

And I have not so far overshot myself or been overseen, that I would have attempted

to publish this matter, if I had not before-hand excussed the whole truth therein from

the bottom. But because I myself am certain of the truth, (which hath been hid these

many years, and persecuted by the papists with fire and fagot, and should-be so yet

still if you might have your o_wn will,) and because also I am desirous that all my

countrymen of England, (unto whom I have no small cure and charge to tell the truth,)

should no longer be kept from the same truth; therefore have I published the truth which

I know in the English tongue, to the intent that I may edify all by that tongue, which

all do perfectly know and understand. Which my doing, it seemeth, you take in very

evil part, and be not a little grieved thereat, because you would rather have the light

234, of truth hid still under the bushel, than openly to be set abroad that all men may

$32,131 see it. And I think that it so little grieveth M. Peter Martyr, that his book is in

English, that he would wish it to be translated likewise into all other languages

Au Lde Now, where you gather of the words of St Augustine, De verbis Domini', that

i' both the evil and good eat one body of Christ, the self-same in substance, “excluding

fih'ttfii'gfi all difference that device of figure might imagine ;" to this I answer, that although you

mm“ “‘1 express the body of Christ with what terms you can devise, calling it, as you do in
is sensible,

if;°3l'§?,l-, deed, the flesh that was born of the virgin Mary, the same flesh, the flesh itself, yet.

people' I confess that it is eaten in the sacrament. And to express it yet more plainly than

peradventure you would have me, I say, that the same visible and palpable flesh, that

was for us crucified, and appeared after his resurrection, and was seen, felt, and groped,

and ascended into heaven, and there sittcth at his Father's right hand, and at the

last day shall come to judge the quick and the dead; that self-same body, having

all the parts of a man's body, in good order and proportion, and being visible and

tangible, I say, is eaten of christian people at his holy supper: what will you now

require more of me concerning the truth of the body? I suppose you be sorry that

I grant you so much, and yet what doth this help you? For the diversity is not

in the body, but in the eating thereof, no man eating it carnally ; but the good eating

it both sacramentally and spiritually, and the evil only sacramentally, that is to say,

 

[1 Vide p. 221.] p Vide p. 222.]
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figuratively. And therefore hath St Augustine these words, certo quodam modo, “alter

a certain manner," because that the evil eat the sacrament, which after a. certain man

ner is called the very body of Christ; which manner St Augustine himself dcclareth

most truly and plainly in an epistle ad Bonifacium, saying: “If sacraments had not August-lad

some similitude or likeness of those things whereof they be sacraments, they could in epigioiiiifm

no wise be sacraments. And for their similitude and likeness, they have commonly

the name of the things whereof they be sacraments. Therefore after a certain manner

the sacrament of Christ's body is Christ’s body, the sacrament of Christ's blood is Christ's

blood’." This epistle is set out in my book, the sixty-fourth leaf‘, which I pray the

reader to look upon for a more full answer unto this place. And after that manner

Judas and such like did eat the morsel of the Lord's broad, but not the bread that

is the Lord, but a sacrament thereof which is called the Lord, as St Augustine saith.

So that with the bread entered not Christ with his Spirit into Judas, (as you say he

doth into the wicked,) but Satan entered into him, as the gospel testifieth. And if

Christ entered then into Judas with the bread, as you write, then the devil and Christ John xiii.

entered into Judas both at once.

As concerning M. Bucer, what mean you to use his authority, whose autho- Master ,

rity you never esteemed heretofore? And yet Bucer varieth much from your error: mm"

for he denieth utterly that Christ is really and substantially present in the bread, either

by conversion or inclusion, but in the ministration he afiirmeth Christ to be present:

and so do I also, but not to be eaten and drunken of them that be wicked and

members of the devil, whom Christ neither feedeth nor hath any communion with them.

And to conclude in few words the doctrine of M. Bucer in the place by you 235_

alleged, he dissenteth in nothing from (Ecolampadius and Zuinglius. \Vherefore it

seemeth to me somewhat strange, that you should allege him for the confirmation of

your untrue doctrine, being so clearly repugnant unto his doctrine.

The words of Theodoretus, if they were his, be so far from your report, that you Thuxloretus.

be ashamed to rehearse his words as they be written, which when you shall do, you

shall be answered. But in his dialogues he dcclareth in plain terms not only the

figurative speech of Christ in this matter, but also wherefore Christ used those figura

tive speeches, as the reader may find in my book, the sixty-seventh, sixty-eighth, sixty

ninth, and seventieth leaves“. By which manner of speech it may be said, that Christ

delivered to Judas his body and blood, when he delivered it him in a figure thereof.

And as concerning St Hierome, he calleth the mysteries or mystical bread and wine Hieronymus.

Christ's flesh and blood, as Christ called them himself, and the eating of them he

calleth the eating of Christ's flesh and blood, because they be sacraments and figures,

which represent unto us his very flesh and blood. And all that do eat the said sacra

ments be said to eat the body of Christ, because they eat the thing which is a repre

sentation thereof. But St Hierome meant not, that evil men do indeed eat the very

body of Christ; for then he would not have written upon Esay, Jeremy, and Osce

the contrary, saying, that heretics and evil men neither eat his flesh nor drink his

blood, which whosoever eateth and drinketh hath everlasting life. Non comedunt carnem

Jan, saith he upon Esay, neque bibunt sanguinem ejm, dc quo ipse loquitur: “Qui Hiemn. in

comedit carnem mcam et bibit mcum sanguinem, habct-m'tam wternam‘." And yet he gg'f‘hm’m"

that cometh defiled unto the visible sacraments, defileth not only the sacraments, but

the coutumely thereof pertaineth also unto Christ himself, who is the author of the

sacraments; and as the same St Hierome saith: Dum sacranumta riolantur, ipse, mum“,

mnt :acramenta, eiolatm": “IVhen the sacraments, saith he, be violated, then :fl'ff'i‘m'

is he violated also to whom the sacraments appertain.“

Now hear what followeth in the order of my book.

And, as before is at length declared, a figure hath the name of the thing Chap. vm.

that is signified thereby. As a man’s image is called a. man, a lion’s image a Pi resbe
. . . . . . edb [h

110]], a bird’s image a bad, and an image of a tree and herb 15 called a tree or plaimes Jigs?!
~ In W K‘

_______ 1." WV .,—_—__ theyeignify.

[' Vida p. 124, note 1.] Tom. V. p. 215. Francof. 1684.]

{‘ Vide pp. 123, 4.] [5 Vide pp. 128__l30.] [1 Id.Commem.. in Malachiam, cap. i. Tom. VI.

[‘ Hieron. Comment. in Bsaiam, cap. lxvi. , p. 233.]
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236. .

Eusebius

Emissenul

in Senn. de

Eucharistia.

This author,

rig. ed.

Winch.]

herb; so were we wont to say, “ Our lady of Walsingham,” “our lady of Ips

wich,” “ our lady of grace,” “ our lady of pity,” “St Peter of Milan,” “ St John

of Amias ',” and such like; not meaning the things themselves, but calling their

images by the name of the things by them represented. And likewise we

were wont to say, “Great St Christopher of York or Lincoln ;” “ our lady

smileth, or roeketh her child ;” “let us go in pilgrimage to St Peter at Rome,

and St James in Compostella ;” and a thousand like speeches, which were not

understand of the very things, but only of the images of them.

So doth St John Chrysostom say, that we see Christ with our eyes, touch

him, feel him, and grope him with our hands, fix our teeth in his flesh, taste

it, break it, eat it, and digest it, make red our tongues and die them with his

blood, and swallow it, and drink it”.

And in a catechism by me translated and set forth, I used like manner of

speech, saying, that with our bodily months we receive the body and blood

of Christ. Which my saying divers ignorant persons, not used to read old

ancient authors, nor acquainted with their phrase and manner of speech, did

carp and reprehend for lack of good understanding".

For this speech, and other before rehearsed of Chrysostom, and all other

like, be not understand of the very flesh and blood of our Saviour Christ,

(which in very deed we neither feel nor see,) but that which we do to the

bread and wine, by a figurative speech is spoken to be done to the flesh and

blood, because they be the very signs, figures, and tokens instituted of Christ,

to represent unto us his very flesh and blood.

And yet as with our corporal eyes, corporal hands, and months, we do

corporally see, feel, taste, and eat the bread, and drink the wine, (being the sign

and sacraments of Christ’s body,) even so with our spiritual eyes, hands, and

months, we do spiritually see, feel, taste, and eat his very flesh, and drink

his very blood.

As Eusebius Emissenus saith: “When thou comest to the reverend altar

to be filled with spiritual meats, with thy faith look upon the body and blood

of him that is thy God; honour him, touch him with thy mind, take him with

the hand of thy heart, and drink him with the draught of thine inward man‘.”

And these spiritual things require no corporal presence of Christ himself, who

sitteth continually in heaven at the right hand of his Father.

And as this is most true, so is it full and suficient to answer all things that

the papists can bring in this matter, that hath any appearance for their party.

\VINCHESTER.

And yet these plain places of authority dissembled of purpose, or by ignorance passed over,

this author, as though all things were by him clearly discussed to his intent, would by many

conccits furnish and further his matters, and therefore playcth with our lady’s smiling, rocking

her child, and many good mowes5, so unseemly for his person, as it maketh6 me almost forget

But with such matter he filleth his leaves, andforgclti-ng himself", makethhim and myself also.

[‘ Amiens, where John the Baptist‘s skull, as

it is called, is still preserved]

[’ Oi": ldeiu cu'rrdv iuiunv wapc'a-xe "ro'ic s'wiflu

ILOI-IGLII, (ihha‘ Kal Hdlacrflai, Kai 4m'yciu, Kai. épnrfi

Eai robe odor-ms 'rfi o'npxi, Kai o'wnrhaafivat, Kai

Will 1660:! s'pnrkfia'at wdu-ra.--Chrysost. in Joann.

Hom. xlvi. Tom. VII]. p. 272, Ed. Bened. Paris.

1728.]

[a This paragraph is entirely omitted in the Emb.

edition, [557.-The catechism referred to is that set

forth in the year 1548, translated from the Latin of

Julius Jenn, who had translated it from its Ger

man original.]

[4 Ita cum reverendum altare cozlestibus cibis

satiandus ascendis, sacrum Dei tui corpus, et san

guinem tide respice, honora, mirare, meme continge,

cordis manu suscipe, et maxime haustu interiors u

sume.-_Corpus Juris Canonici. Uratiani decret.

tertia pars. De consecrat. Dist. i. cap. xxxv. “ Quia

corpus." Tom. 001. 1928. Ed. Lugd. l618.]

[5 Mowes, i.e. wry-mouths, distorted faces, gri

maces.]

[‘ That it melteth, Orig. ed. Winch.]

[7 Ilia leaves forgetting, Orig. ed. “'inch.]
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mention of the catechism by him translate, the whereof confuteth these two parts of

this book in few words, being in Germany, wherein, besides the matter written, is set

forth in picture the manner of the ministering of this sacrament; where is the altar with

candle light set forth, the priest apparclled after the old sort, and the man to receive kneeling,

bare-head, and holding up his hands, whiles the priest ministereth the host to his mouth, a mat

ter as clear contrary to the matter of this book, as is light and darkness, which now this author

would colour with speeches of authors in a book written to instruct rude children; which is as

slender an excuse as ever was heard, and none at all, when the original is looked on.

Emissen, to stir up men’s devotion coming to receive this sacrament, requireth the root Emimnur

and foundation thereof in the mind of man as it ought to be, and therefore erhorteth men

to take the sacrament with the hand of the heart, and drink with the draught of the inward

man, which men must needs do that will worthily repair to this feast. And as Emissen

speaketh these devout words of the inward ofiice of the receiver, so doth he in declaration of

the mystery shew how the invisible priest with his secret power by his word doth convert the

visible creatures into the substance of his body and blood, whereof I have before entreated.

The author upon these words deuoutly spa/hen by Emissen saith: “ There is required no cor

poral presence of Christ’s precious body in the sacrament ;” continuing in his ignorance what

the word “corporal” meaneth.’ But to speak of Emissmr, by his faith the very body and

blood of Christ were not present upon the altar, why doth he call it a reverend altar? PVhy

to be fed there with spiritual meat"? and why should faith be required to look upon the body

and blood of Christ that is not there on the altar, but, as this author teacheth, only in heaven;I

And why should he that cometh to be fed, honour these mysteries9 there? And why should

Emissen allude to the hand of the heart, and draught of the inward man, the hand of 237

the body and draught of the outward man had none ojice there? All this were vain elo

quence, and a mere abuse and illusion, if the sacramental tokens were only a figure. And

if there were no presence but in figure, why should not Emissen rather have followed the

plain speech of the anyel to the women that sought Christ, Jesum quaeritis, non est hic; “Ye

seek Jesus, he is not here ;” and say as this author doth, This is only a figure, do no wor

ship here, go up to heaven; and down with the altar, for fear of illusion ?_which Emissen

did not, but called it a reverend altar, and inviteth him that should receive to honour that

food with such good words as before, so far discrepant from this author's teaching as may be;

and yet from him he taketh occasion to speak against adoration.

CANTERBURY.

Here for lack of good matter to answer, you fall again to your accustomed manner,

trifling away the matter with mocking and mowing. But if you thought your doctrine

good, and mine erroneous, and had a zeal to the truth and to quiet men's consciences,

you should have made a substantial and learned answer unto my words. For dallying

and playing, scolding and mowing, make no quietness in men's consciences. And all

men that know your conditions, know right well, that if you had good matter to answer,

you would not have hid it, and passed over the matter with such trifles as you use

in this place. And St John Chrysostom you skip over, either as you saw him not, or

as you cared not how slenderly you left the matter.

And as concerning the Catechism, I have sufficiently answered in my former book. mam

But in this place may appear to them that, have any judgment, what pithy arguments c '

you make, and what dexterity you have in gathering of authors' minds, that would

gather my mind and make an argument here of a. picture, neither put in my book, nor

by me devised, but invented by some fond painter or carver, which paint and grave

whatsoever their idle heads can fancy. You should rather have gathered your argu

ment upon the other side, that I mislike the matter, because I left out of my book the

picture that was in the original before. And I marvel you be not ashamed to allege

so vain a matter against me, which indeed is not in my book, and if it were, yet Were

it nothing to the purpose. And in that Catechism I teach not, as you do, that the body

and blood of Christ is contained in the sacrament, being reserved, but that in the minis

tration thereof We receive the body and blood of Christ; whereunto if it may please

you to add or understand this word “spiritually,” then is the doctrine of my Catechism

sound and good in all men's ears, which know the tme doctrine of the sacraments.

[' Meats. Orig. ed. “'ineh.) [9 Thole mysteries, ibid.]

15—2
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As for Emisscn, you agree here with me, that he speaketh not of any receiving of

Christ's body and blood with our months, but only with our hearts. And where you

say, that you have entreated before, “how the invisible priest with his secret power doth

convert the visible creatures into the substance of his body and blood," I have in that

same place made answer to those words of Emissen, but most plainly of all in my

former book, the twenty-fifth leaf '. And Emissen saith not that Christ is corporally

present in the sacrament, and thereof you be not ignorant, although you do pretend the

contrary, which is somewhat worse than ignorance.

And what this word “corporal” meancth, I am not ignorant. Marry, what you mean

by “corporal” I know not, and the opening thereof shall discuss the whole matter.

Tell therefore plainly without dissimulation or coloured words, what manner of body it

is that Christ hath in the sacrament? Whether it be a very and perfect man’s body,

with all the members thereof, distinct one from another, or no? For that understand I

to be a man's corporal body, that hath all such parts, without which may be a body,

but no perfect man’s body: so that the lack of a finger maketh a lack in the perfection

of a man's body. Marry, if you will make Christ such a body as bread and cheese is,

(wherein every part is bread and cheese, without form and distinction of one part from

another,) I confess mine ignorance, that I know no such body to be a man's body.

Now have I shewed mine ignorance: declare now your wit and learning. For sure I

am that Christ hath all those parts in heaven; and if he lack them in the sacrament,

then lacketh he not a little of his perfection. And then it cannot be one body that

hath parts and hath no parts.

And as concerning the words of Emissen, calling the altar a “reverend altar," those

words prove no more the real presence of Christ in the altar, than the calling of the font

of baptism a “reverend font," or the calling of marriage “reverend matrimony," should

conclude that Christ were corporally present in the water of baptism, or in the celebration

of matrimony. And yet is not Christ clearly absent in the godly administration of his

holy supper, nor present only in a. figure, (as ever you untruly report me to say ;) but

by his omnipotent power he is efi'cctually present by spiritual nourishment and feeding,

as in baptism he is likewise present by spiritual renewing and regenerating. Therefore

where you would prove the corporal presence of Christ by the reverence that is to be

used at the altar, as Emissen teacheth, with no less reverence ought he that is baptized

to come to the font, than he that receiveth the communion cometh to the altar: and

yet is that no proof that Christ is corporally in the font. And whatsoever you have

here said of the coming to the altar, the like may be said of coming to the font. For

although Christ be not corporally there, yet, as St Hierome saith’, if the sacraments be

violated, then is he violated whose sacraments they be.

Now followeth after in my book the manner of adoration in the sacrament.

Now it is requisite to speak something of the manner and form of wor

shipping of Christ3 by them that receive this sacrament, lest that in the stead

of Christ himself be worshipped the sacrament. For as his humanity, joined

to his divinity, and exalted to the right hand of his Father, is to be worshipped

of all creatures in heaven, earth, and under the earth; even so if in the stead

thereof we worship the signs and sacraments, we commit as great idolatry as

ever was, or shall be to the world’s end.

And yet have the very antichrists (the subtlest enemies that Christ hath)

by their fine inventions and crafty scholastical divinity deluded many simple

souls, and brought them to this horrible idolatry, to worship things visible, and

made with their own hands, persuading them that creatures were their Creator,

their God, and their Maker.

 

[l This occurs in the second book, against the

Error of Transubstantiation. See below, p. 268.]

[’ Hieron. in Malachiam, cap. i. Tom. VI.

p. 233. Ed. Francof. 1638.]

[3 Christ himself, 1551.

l580.]

[‘ See note, p. 173.]

Orig. ed. reads with
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For else what made the people to run from their seats to the altar, and

from altar to altar, and from sacring5 (as they called it) to sacring, peeping,

tooting, and gazing at that thing which the priest held up in his hands, if

they thought not to honour that thing which they saw? lVhat moved the

priests to lift up the sacrament so high over their heads; or the people to cry

to the priest, “ Hold up! hold up I” and one man to say to another, “ Stoop

down before ;” or to say, “ This day have I seen my Maker ;” and, “I cannot

be quiet, except I see my Maker once a-day ?” What was the cause of all

these, and that as well the priest as the people so devoutly did knock and

kneel at every sight of the sacrament, but that they worshipped that visible

thing which they saw with their eyes, and took it for very God 7 For if they

worshipped in spirit only Christ, sitting in heaven with his Father, what needed

they to remove out of their seats to toot and gaze, as the apostles did after

Christ, when he was gone up into heaven? If they worshipped nothing that

they saw, why did they rise up to see ? Doubtless, many of the simple people

worshipped that thing which they saw with their eyes.

And although the subtle papists do colour and cloke the matter never so

finely, saying that they worship not the sacraments which they see with their

eyes, but that thing which they believe with their faith to be really and corpo

rally in the sacraments; yet why do they then run from place to place, to

gaze at the things which they see, if they worship them not, giving thereby

occasion to them that be ignorant to worship that which they see? Why

do they not rather quietly sit still in their seats, and move the people to

do the like, worshipping God in heart and in spirit, than to gad about from

place to place to see that thing, which they confess themselves is not to be

worshipped? .

And- yet, to eschew one inconvenience, (that is to say, the worshipping of

the sacrament,) they fall into another as evil, and worship nothing there at

all. For they worship that thing (as they say) which is really and corporally,

and yet invisibly present under the kinds of bread and wine, which (as before

is expressed and proved) is utterly nothing. And so they give unto the igno

rant occasion to worship bread and wine, and they themselves worship nothing

there at all.

wmcnrs'rrm.

As touching the adoration of Christ’s flesh in the sacrament, which adoration is a true

confesslbn of the whole man, soul6 and body, if there be opportunity of the truth of God in

his work, is in my judgment well set forth in the book of common prayer, where the priest

is ordered to kneel and make a prayer in his own, and the name of all that shall commu

nicate, confessing therein that is prepared there; at which time nevertheless that is not adored

that the bodily eye seeth, but that which faith knoweth to be there invisibly present, which

and there be nothing, as this author now teaeheth, it were not well. I will not answer this

author's eloquence, but his matter, where it might hurt.

CANTERBURY.

‘Vhereas I have shewed what idolatry was committed by means of the papistical

doctrine concerning adoration of the sacrament, because that answer to my reasons you

cannot, and confess the truth you will not, therefore you run to your usual shift, passing

it over with a toy and scofl', saying, that you “ will not answer mine eloquence, but the

matter ;” and yet indeed you answer neither of both, but under pretence of mine elo~

quence you shift of? the matter also. And yet other eloquence I used not, but the

accustomed speech of the homely people, as such a matter requireth.

[5 Sacring, i.e. consecrating. But technically bread for the people to worship]

it is applied to the lifting up of the consecrated [" Whole man‘s soul, Orig. ed. “'inch.]

239.

'Adoration.

.\\'hm true

adoration in.
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And where you say, that “it were not well " to worship Christ in the sacrament, “if

nothing be there," (as you say I teach,) if you mean that Christ cannot be worshipped

but where he is corporally present, (as you must needs mean, if your reason should be

to purpose,) then it followeth of your saying, that we may not worship Christ in bap

tism, in the fields, in private houses, nor in no place else where Christ is not corpo

rally and naturally present. But the true teaching of the holy catholic church is,

that although Christ, as concerning his corporal presence, be continually resident in

heaven, yet he is to be worshipped not only there, but here in earth also, of all faith

ful people, at all times, in all places, and in all their works.

Hear now what followeth further in my book.

But the papists, for their own commodity to keep the people still in

idolatry, do often allege a certain place of St Augustine upon the Psalms, where

he saith, that “ no man doth eat the flesh of Christ, except he first worship it,”

and that “ we do not offend in worshipping thereof, but we should ofi'end if we

should not worship it‘.”

That is true which St Augustine saith in this place. For who is he that

professeth Christ, and is spiritually fed and nourished with his flesh and blood,

but he will honour and worship him, sitting at the right hand of his Father,

and render unto him from the bottom of his heart all laud, praise, and thanks,

for his merciful redemption? ‘

And as this is most true, which St Augustine saith, so is that most false,

which the papists would persuade upon St Augustine’s words, that the sacra~

mental bread and wine, or any visible thing, is to be worshipped in the sacra

ment. For St Augustine’s mind was so far from any such thought, that he

forbiddeth utterly to worship Christ’s own flesh and blood alone, but in con

sideration and as they be annexed and joined to his divinity. How much

less then could he think or allow that we should worship the sacramental bread

and wine, or any outward or visible sacrament, which be shadows, figures, and

representations of Christ’s flesh2 and blood!

And St Augustine was afraid, lest in worshipping of Christ’s very body

we should ofl'end; and therefore he biddeth us, when we worship Christ, that

we should not tarry and fix our minds upon his flesh, which of itself availeth

nothing, but that we should lift up our minds from the flesh to the spirit,

which giveth life: and yet the papists be not afraid by crafty means to induce

us to worship those things which be signs and sacraments of Christ’s body.

But what will not the shameless papists allege for their purpose, when they

be not ashamed to maintain the adoration of the sacrament by these words of

St Augustine? Wherein he speaketh not one word of the adoration of the

sacrament, but only of Christ himself.

And although he say, that Christ gave his flesh to be eaten of us, yet he

meant not that his flesh is here corporally present, and corporally eaten, but

only spiritually. As his words declare plainly, which follow in the same place,

where St Augustine, as it were in the person of Christ, speaketh these words:

“It is the spirit that giveth life, but the flesh profiteth nothing. The

words which I have spoken unto you be spirit and life. That which I have

spoken, understand you spiritually. You shall not eat this body which you see,

and drink that blood which they shall shed that shall crucify me. I have

commended unto you a sacrament: understand it spiritually, and it shall give

 

24].

[' Nemo autem ill-am cameminandiicagnisi prius 1 August. in Psalm. xcviii. Tom. VIII. p. 452. Ed.

adoraverit: inventum est quemadmodum adoretur Paris. 1635.]

lale scabellum pedum Domini, et non solum non l [2 Christ‘s very flesh, 15M, and Orig. ed.

pccccmus adorando, red pecccmus non adoraudn. | \\'inch.] '
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you life. And although it must be visibly ministered, yet it must be invisibly

understandz.”

These words of St Augustine, with the other before recited, do express

his mind plainly, that Christ is not otherwise to be eaten than spiritually,

(which spiritual eating requireth no corporal presence,) and that he intended

not to teach here any adoration, either of the visible sacraments or of any

thing that is corporally in them. For indeed there is nothing really and cor

porally in the bread to be worshipped, although the papists say that Christ

is in every consecrated bread.

W'INCIIB'I'ER.

As in the wrong report of St Augustine, who speaking of the adoration- of Christ’s flesh, A“$“m“"‘

given to be eaten, doth so fashion his speech, as it cannot with any violence be drawn to such

an understanding, as though St Augustine should mean of the adoring of Christ’s flesh in heaven,

as this author would have it. St Augustine speaketh of the giving of Christ’s flesh to us to eat,

and dcclareth after that he meaneth in the visible sacrament,- which must be invisibly under

standed and spiritually, not as the Capernaites did understand Christ’s words, carnally to

eat that body cut in pieces; and therefore there may be no such imaginations to eat Christ’s

body after the manner he walked here, nor drink his blood as it was shed upon the cross;

but it is. a mystery and sacrament that is godly of God’s work, supernatural above man’s

understanding, and therefore spiritually undcrstanded shall give life, which life carnal un

derstanding must needs erclude. And by these my words I think I declare truly St Augus

tine’s meaning of the truth of this sacrament, wherein Christ giveth truly his flesh to be eaten,

the flesh he spake of before taken of the virgin. For the spiritual understanding that St

Augustine speaketh of, is not to exclude the truth of God’s work in the sacrament, but to

exclude carnal imagination from musing of the manner of the work, which is in mystery

such as a carnal man cannot comprehend. In which matter if St Augustine had had such

a faith of the visible sacrament, as the author‘ saith himself hath now of late, and calleth it

catholic; St Augustine would have uttered it, as an empositor, plainly in this place, and said,

there is but a figure of Christ’s body: Christ’s body and flesh is in heaven, and not in this

visible sacrament: Christ’s speech that was esteemed so hard, was but a figurative speech.

and where Christ said, “ This is my body,” he meant only of the figure of his body: which

manner of saying St Augustine useth not in this place; and yet he could speak plainly, and

so doth he, declaring us first the truth of the flesh that Christ giueth to be eaten, that is to

say, the sameflesh that he took of the virgin. And yet because Christ givcth it not in a visible

manner, nor such a manner as the Gipcrnaites thought on, nor such a manner as any carnal

man can conceive; being aka the flesh" in the sacrament, given not a common flesh, but a lively,

godly, and spiritual flesh; therefore St Augustine useth words and speech whereby he denieth

the gift of that body of Christ which we did see, and of the blood that was shed, so as by afirma

tion and denial so near together of the same to be given, and the same not to be given, the mystery

should be thusfar opened, that for the truth of the thing given it is the same, and touching the

manner of the giving and the quality of the flesh given it is not the same. And because it

is the same, St Augustine saith before we must worship it ; and yet because it is now an hidden

godly mystery, we may not have carnal imaginations of the same, but godly, spiritually, and

invisibly understand it.

CANTERBURY.

As concerning the words of St Augustine, which you say I do wrong report, let

every indifierent reader judge, who mnketh a wrong report of St Augustine, you or I: 242_

for I have reported his words as they be, and so have not you. For St Augustine

saith not, that Christ’s body is eaten in the visible sacrament, as you report, but

that “Christ hath given us a. sacrament of the eating of his body," which must be

 

[3 “Spiritus est qui vivificat, cm-o sutem nihil

prodest. Verbs qua lorutus sum vobis, spiritus est

ct vita." Spiritaliter intelligite quod lncutus sum.

Non hoc corpus quod videtis mnnducaturi ends, at

bibiruri illum ssnguinem quem fnsuri sunt qui me

crucifigem. Facramentum sliquod vobis commen

davi: spiritaliter intellectum vivificabit vos. Elsi

necesse es! illud visibiliter celebrari, oportet tamen

invisibiliter intelligi. 1b.]

[‘ This author, 155l.]

[5 The flesh given in the sacrament, Orig. ed.

\Vinch.]
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understand invisibly and spiritually, as you say truly in that point. But to the

spiritual eating is not required any local or corporal presence in the sacrament, nor

St Augustine saith not so, as you in that point unjustly report him: and although

the work of God in his sacraments be efl'ectual and true, yet the working of God in

the sacraments is not his working by grace in the water, bread, and wine, but in them

that duly receive the same, which work is such as no carnal man can comprehend.

And where you say, that “if St Augustine had meant as I do, he would in this

place have declared a figure, and have said, that here is but a figure, and we eat only

a figure, but Christ himself is gone up into heaven and is not here," it is too much

arrogancy of you to appoint St Augustine's words, what he should say in this place,

as you would lead an hound in a line where you list, or draw a bear to the stake.

And here still you cease not untruly to report me. For I say not, that in the Lord’s

supper is but a figure, or that Christ is eaten only figuratively; but I say, “that

there is a figure, and figurative eating." And doth not St Augustine sufliciently declare

a figure in Christ's words, when he saith, “that they must be understand spiritually?"

And what man can devise to express more plainly, both that in Christ’s speech is a

figure, and that his body is not corporally present, and corporally eaten, than St Au

gustine doth in a thousand places, but specially in his epistle ad Bonifacium, ad

Da-rdanum, ad Januarium, do Doc-trim Christiana, de Catechisandis rudibus, in Quest.

mper Lecit. dc Cicitate Dei, contra Adimantum, contra Adversarium legit et prophetarum,

in Epistolam at Evangelium Johannis, in Sermone ad infantea, et de Verbis apoatoli?

The flesh of Christ is a true flesh, and was born of a woman, died, rose again, as

cended into heaven, and sittcth at the right hand of his Father; but yet is he eaten of

us spiritually, and in the manner of the eating, there is the mystery and secret, and

yet the true work of God.

And where you understand the invisible mystery, which St Augustine speaketh of,

to be in the diversity of the body of Christ, seen or not seen, you be far deceived.

For St Augustine speaketh of the mystery that is in the eating of the body, and not

in the diversity of the body, which in substance is ever one without diversity. The

meaning therefore of St Augustine was this, that when Christ said, “Except you eat

the flesh of the Son of man, you shall not have life in you," he meant of spiritual

and not carnal eating of his body. For if he had intended to have described the di

versity of the manner of Christ's body visible and invisible, he would not have said,

“This body which you see," but this body in such manner as you see it, or in such

like terms, you shall not eat. But to eat Christ's flesh, saith St Augustine, is fruit—

fully to remember that the same flesh was crucified for us. And this is spiritually

to eat his flesh and drink his blood.

“’INCHFSTFR .

And became St Hierome, who was of St Augustine’s time, writeth in his commentaries upon

St Paul, ad Ephesios, that may serve for the better opening hereof; I will write it in here. The

words be these: “The blood and flash of Christ is two ways underatanded, either the spiritual

and godly, of which himself said, ‘My flesh is verily meat, and my blood is verily drink;

and unless ye eat my flesh and drink my blood, ye shall not have everlasting life? or the

flesh which was crucified and the blood which was shed by the spear. According to this

division, the diversity of flesh and blood is taken in Christ’s saints, that there is one flesh that

shall see the salvation of God, another flesh and blood that cannot possess the kingdom of hcaeenl.”

These be St Hieronw'a words. In which thou, reader, seest a denial of that flesh q/‘C'hriat to be given,

to be eaten, that was crucified, but the flash given to be eaten to be a godly and spiritual flesh;

and a distinction made between them, as is in our flesh,- of which it may be said, that the

flesh we walk in here shall not see God, that is to say, as it is corruptible, according to the text

 

243.
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[ 1 Dupliciter vero sanguis Christi et caro intelli

gitur, vel spiritualis illa atque divine, de qua ipse

dixit, “ Caro mes vere est cibus, et sanguis meus
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est, et qui militia efl'usus est lancea. Juxta hunc

divisionem et in sanctis ejus diversims sanguinis et

camis aecipitur, ut alia sit caro qua: visura est salu

tare Dei, alia care et sanguis qua: regnum Dei non

queant possidere. Hieron. in Ephesios, cap. i.

v. 7. Tom. 1X. p. 163. Ed. Francof. 1681.]



OF THE EATING AND DRINKING. 233

of St Paul, “Flesh and blood shall not possess heaven,” and yet2 we must believe and hope with ICOr- 1'

Job truly, “that the same our flesh shall see God in heaven:" after which division likewise we

receive not in the sacrament Christ’s flesh that was crucified, being so a visible and mortal

flesh, but Christ's flesh glorified, incorruptible, and impassible, a godly and spiritual flesh.

And so that is but one in substance, and always so that same one is nevertheless for the alter

ation in the manner of the being of it divided, and so called not the same,- wherein St Hierome

and St Augustine used both one manner ofspeaking: and St Hierome, resembling the division that

he rehearseth of Christ’s flesh to the division of our flesh in the resurrection, doth more plainly

open how the same may be called not the same, because we believe certainly the resurrection of

the same flesh we walk in, and yet it shall be by the garment of incomptibility not the same

in quality; and so be verified the scriptures “that flesh shall not possess heaven,” and, “I shall

see God in my flesh." And here I will note to the reader, by the way, St Hierome writeth this

distinction of Christ’s flesh as a matter agreed on, and then in catholic doctrine received,

not of his invention, but in the catholic faith as a principle established; which dcclareth the

belief to have been of that very godly and spiritual flesh given really. in the sacrament: for

else to eat only in faith is specially3 to remember Christ’s flesh as it was visibly crucified,

wherein was aecomplished the ablation for our sin‘; and St Paul willeth us in the supper to

shew forth and profess the death of Christ, for so Christ would have his death continually

expressed till his coming: and if St Hierome with other should have meant of the eating of

Christ as he sitteth in heaven reigning, this distinction of Christ’s flesh were an idle matter

and out of purpose, to compare the distinction in it to be like the distinction of our flesh to

enter into heaven, and not to enter into heaven, the same and not the same. And thus I say

that this place of St Hierome sheweth so evidently both his and St Augustine’s faith, that wrote

at the same time, as there cannot be desired a more evident matter.

CANTERBURY.

To what purpose you should bring in here this place of St Hierome, (making much

against you and nothing for you,) I cannot conceive. For he dcclareth no more in

this place, but that as all men in this world have passible bodies, subject to much

filthiness, corruption, and death, and yet after our resurrection we shall be delivered Spiritual

from corruption, vileness, weakness, and death, and be made incorruptible, glorious, body'

mighty, and spiritual: so Christ's body in earth was subject unto our infirmities, his

flesh being crucified, and his blood being shed with a spear, which now, as you truly

say, is “glorified, impassible, incorruptible, and a spiritual" body; but yet not so spiritual

that his humanity is turned into his divinity, and his body into his soul, as some

heretics fantasy, nor that the diversity of his members be taken away, and so left without

arms and legs, head and feet, eyes and ears, and turned into the form and fashion of

a bowl, as the papists imagine. The sun and the moon, the fire and the air, be bodies, 244_

but no man's bodies, because they lack heart and lungs, head and feet, flesh and blood,

veins and sinews to knit them together. When Christ was transfigured, his face shined Matt. xvii.

like the sun, and with his month he spake to Moyses and Helias. And after his resurrection

we read of his flesh and bones, his hands and feet, his side and wounds, visible and Luke xxiv.

palpable, and with mouth, tongue, and teeth, he did eat and speak; and so like a man o “1'

he was in all proportions and members of man, that Mary Magdalene could not discern John xx.

him from a gardener. And take away flesh and skin, sincws and bones, blood and

veins, and then remaineth no man’s body. For take away distinction and diversity

of parts and members, how shall Peter be Peter, and Paul be Paul? How shall a

man be a man, and a woman a woman? And how shall we see with our eyes, and

hear with our ears, grope with our hands, and go with our feet? For either we

shall do no such things at all, or see with every part of our bodies, and likewise

hear, speak, and go, if there be no diversity of members. This I have spoken for

this purpose, to declare that St Hierome, speaking of Christ's divine and spiritual flesh,

excludeth not thereby any corporal member that pertaineth to the substance of a man's

natural body, but that now being glorified, it is the same in all parts that it was before.

And that same flesh, being first born mortal of the virgin Mary, and now being glorified

[2 And yet notwithstanding, Orig. ed. “'inch.] | [‘ For our sins, Ibid.]

[3 ls spiritually, lbid.] ~ t
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and immortal, as well the holy fathers did eat before he was born, and his apostles

and disciples whiles he lived with us here in earth, as we do now when he is glorified.

But what availeth all this to your purpose, except you could prove, that to a spiritual

eating is required a corporal presence?

And where you say, that “St Hierome and St Augustine use both one manner of

speaking," that is not true. For St Hierome speaketh of the diversity of the body of

Christ, and St Augustine of the diversity of eating thereof. And yet here is to be

noted by the way, that you say, we receive not in the sacrament Christ's flesh that

was crucified: which your words seem to agree evil with Christ's words, who the

night before he was crucified declared to his disciples, that he gave them the same

body that should suffer death for them. And the apostles received the body of Christ,

yet passible and mortal, which the next day was crucified; and if we receive not in

the sacrament the body that was crucified, then receive we not the same body that

the apostles did. And here in your idle talk you draw by force St Hierome's words

to the sacrament, when St Hierome speaketh not one word of the sacrament in that

place: let the reader judge.

And here, for the conclusion of the matter, you fantasy and imagine such novelties,

and wrap them up in such dark speeches, that we had need to have Joseph or Daniel

to expound your dreams. But to make a clear answer to your dark reason, the body

of Christ is glorified and reigneth in heaven ,- and yet we remember with thankful minds,

that the same was crucified and emptied of blood for our redemption: and by faith

to chaw and digest this in our hearts is to eat his flesh and to drink his blood. But

your brain rolleth so in fantasies, that you wot not where to get out, and one of your

sayings impugneth another. For first you say, that “ we receive not in the sacrament

the flesh that was crucified,” and now you say that “we receive him not as he sitteth

in heaven and is glorified," and so must you needs grant that we receive him not

at all.

WINCHESTER.

But to return to St Augustine touching adoration: if the very flesh of Christ were not in

the sacrament truly present, which is as much to say, as in substance present; it were not

in deed present, that is to say really present; if it were not corporally present, that is to say,

the very body of Christ there present, God and man; if these truths cementing in one were

not there, St Augustine would never have spoken of adoration there. '0 more he doth, saith

this author, there, but in heaven: lct St Augustine’s words, quoth I, be judge, which be these:

“No man eateth that flesh but he first worshippeth it. It is found out how such a footstool

of the Lord’s foot should be worshipped, and not only that we do not sin in worshipping, but

we do sin in not worshipping it.” These be St Augustine’s words, which, I said before, cannot

be drawn to an understanding of tho worshipping of Christ’s flesh in heaven, where it remaineth

continually glorified, and is of all men christened continually worshipped. For as St Paul

saith: “Christ is so exalted that every tongue should confess, that our Saviour Christ is in

the glory of his Father." So as the worshipping of Christ there, in the estate of his glory where

he reigneth, hath neither “aforc” ne “after,” but an “ever” continual worshipping in glory.

Wherefore St Augustine, speaking of a “before,” must be undcrstanded of the worshipping of

Christ’s flesh present in the sacrament, as in. the dispensation of his humility, which Christ

ccascth not to do reigning in glory: for although he hath finished his humble patiblc com-er

sation, yet he continueth his humble dispensation in the perfection of his mystical body; and

as he is our invisible priest for ever, and our advocate with his Father, and so for us to

him a mediator, to whom he is equal,- so doth he vouched/b in. his supper which he continueth

to make an qfl'ectual remembrance of his ofering for us, of the new testament confirmed in

his blood, and by his power maketh himself present in this visible sacrament, to be therein of

us truly eaten, and his blood truly drunken, not only in faith, but with the truth and ministry

of our bodily mouth, as God hath willed and commanded us to do : which presence of Christ in

this humility of dispensation to relieve us andfeed us spiritually, we must ado-re, as St Augustine

saith, before we eat; and “we do not sin in adoring, but we sin in not adoring,” remembering the

divine nature unite unto Christ’s flesh, and therefore of flesh not severed from the Godhead.

Which admonishment of St Augustine dcclareth he meant not of the worshipping ofChrist’sflesh

in heaven, where can be no danger of such a thought, where all tongues confess Christ to be in the
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glory of his Father; of which Christ, as he is there in glory continually to be worshipped, it

were a cold saying of St Augustine to say, “ We do not sin in worshipping Christ in heaven,

but sin in not worshipping himl,” as though any could have doubted whether Christ should be

worshipped in his humanity in heaven, being inseparably unite to the divinity. And when I say,

in his humanity, I speak not properly as that mystery requireth; for as Chn'st’s person is

but one of two perfect natures, so the adoration is but one, as Cyril dcclareth it, and therefore

abhorreth the addition of a syllable to speak of co-adoration. And will this author attribute

to St Augustine such a grossness to have written and given for a lesson, that no man sinneth

to worship Christ’s flesh in heaven reigning in glory? Wherefore taking this to be so far from

all probability, I said before, these words of St Augustine cannot be drawn with any tenters

to stretch so far as to reach to heaven, where every christian man knoweth and prqfesseth the

worshipping of Christ in glory, as they be taught also to worship him in his diavcnsration2 of

his humility, when he maketh present himself in this sacrament, whom we should not receive

into our mouth before we adore him. And by St Augustine‘s rule, we not only not sin in

adoring, but also sin in not adoring him.

CANTERBURY.

Where you speak of the adoration of Christ in the sacrament, saying, “that if

he were not there present, substantially, really, and corporally, St Augustine would

never have spoken of adoration there;" in this word “there,” you use a. great doubla

ness and fallax, for it may be referred indifl'erently either to the adoration, or to the

presence. If it be referred to the presence, then it is neither true, nor St Augustine

saith no such thing, that Christ is really, substantially, and corporally present there.

If it be referred to the worshipping, then it is true, according to St Augustine's mind,

that there in the receiving of the sacrament in spirit and truth, we glorify and honour

Christ sitting in heaven at his Father's right hand. But to this adoration is required

no real, substantial, and corporal presence, as before I have declared: for so did Jacob

worship Christ before he was born, and all faithful christian people do worship him

in all places wheresoever they be, although he carnally and corporally be far distant from

them; as they daily honour the Father and pray unto him, and yet say, Qui es in

wells, confessing him to be in heaven. And therefore, to avoid all the ambiguity and

fallax of your speech, I say, that we being here do worship here Christ, being not

corporally here, but with his Father in heaven.

And although all christian men ought of duty continually to worship Christ being

in heaven, yet because we be negligent to do our duties therein, his word and sacra

ments be ordained to provoke us thereunto: so that, although otherwise we forgat

our duties, yet when we come to any of his sacraments, we should be put in remem

brance thereof. And therefore said Christ, as St Paul writeth, “ As often as you shall

eat this bread and drink this cup, shew forth the Lord's death until he come.” And,

“Do this," said Christ, “in remembrance of me." And the worshipping of Christ in

his glory should be ever continual, without either “before” or “ after." Nevertheless, for

asmuch as by reason of our infirmity, ingratitude, malice, and wickedness, we go far

from our offices and duties herein, the sacraments call us home again, to do that

thing which before we did omit, that at the least we may do at some time that which

we should do at all times.

And where you speak of the humiliation of Christ in the sacrament, you speak

without the book. For the scripture termeth not the matter in that sort, but calleth

his humiliation only his incarnation and conversation with us here in earth, being

obedient even unto death, and for that humiliation he is now from that time for

ward exalted for ever in glory: and you would pluck him down from his glory to

humiliation again. And thus is Christ entreated, when he cometh to the handling of

ignorant lawyers, blind sophisters, and popish divines; but the true worshippers of

Christ worship him in spirit, sitting in his high glory and majesty, and pluck him

not down from thence, corporally to eat him with their teeth, but “spiritually in heart

ascend up,” as St Chrysostom saith, “and food upon him where he sitteth in his high

throne of glory with his Father.” To which spiritual feeding is required no bodily

[' \Vorshipping, as though, Orig. cd. \VinchJ [‘3 In this dispensslirm, lbid.]
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presence, nor also mouth nor teeth; and yet they that receive any sacrament, must

adore Christ, both before and after, sitting in heaven in the glory of his Father. And

this is neither, as you say it is, a cold nor gross teaching of St Augustine in this

place, to worship the flesh and humanity of Christ in heaven: nor your teaching is

not so far from all doubts, but that you seem so afraid yourself to stand to it, that

when you have said, that Christ is “to be worshipped in his humanity,” as it were

to excuse the matter again, you say you “speak not properly.”

And this doctrine of St Augustine was very necessary for two considerations. One

is for the exposition of the psalm, which he took in hand to declare, where in one

verse is commanded to worship the earth, being God’s footstool; and this he saith may

be understand in the flesh of Christ, which flesh being earth, and the food of faithful

christian people, is to be worshipped of all that feed and live by him. For notwith

standing that his flesh is earth of earth, and a creature, and that nothing ought to

be worshipped but God alone; yet is found out in Christ the explication of this great

doubt and mystery, how flesh, earth, and a creature, both may and ought to be

worshipped: that is to say, when earth and flesh being united to the Godhead in

one person, is one perfect Jesu Christ, both God and man. And this is neither a

cold nor gross saying of St Augustine, but an explication of the divine and high

mystery of his incarnation.

The other cause, why it is necessary both to teach and to exhort men to honour

Christ's flesh in heaven, is this, that some know it not, and some do it not. For

some heretics have taught, that Christ was but a man, and so not to be honoured.

And some have said, that although he be both God and man, yet his divinity is to

be honoured, and not his humanity. For extirpation of which errors, it is no gross

nor cold saying, that Christ's flesh in heaven is to be honoured. And some know

right well, that whole Christ, God and man, ought to be honoured with one entire and

godly honour, and yet forgetting themself in their facts, do not according to their

knowledge; but treading the Son of God under their feet, and despising the blood,

whereby they were sanctified, crucify again the Son of God, and make him a mocking

stock to all the wicked. And many professing Christ, yet having vain cogitations and

fantasies in their heads, do worship and serve antichrist, and thinking themselves

wise, become very fools indeed. And count you it then a cold and a gross saying,

that Christ in heaven is to be honoured; wherein so many old authors have travailed

and written so many books, and wherein all godly teachers travail from time to

time? And yet bring you here nothing to prove, that St Augustine spake of the

real presence of Christ's flesh in the sacrament, and not of Christ being in heaven, but

this your “cold and gross" reason.

And this will serve to answer also the place here following of St Ambrose, who

spake not of the worshipping of Christ only at the receiving of the sacrament, but at

all times and of all reasonable creatures, both men and angels.

“'INCHI‘STER.

And for the more manifest confirmation that St Augustine ought thus to be understanded, I

shall bring in St Ambrose’s saying, of whom it is probable St Augustine to have learned that he

writeth in this matter.

St Ambrose’s words, in his book De Spiritu Sancto, Lib. iii. cap. 12., be these : Non medio

, cris igitur qumstio, et ideo diligcntius considercmus quid sit scabellum. Legimus enim

ii. cap. 12.

248.

alibi: “ Coelum mihi thronus, terra autem scabellum pedum meorum.” Sed nec tcrra ado

randa nobis, quia creatura est Dei. Videamus tamen ne terram illam dicat adorzmdam

propheta, quam Dominus Jesus in carnis assumptione suscepit. Itaque per scabellum

terra intelligitur, per terram autem caro Christi, quam hodie quoque in mysteriis adorarnus,

ct quam apostoli in Domino Jesu, ut supra diximus, adoranmt. Neque enim divisus Christus,

sed unusl. lVhich words may be Englished thu's: “It is therefore no mean questimt, and

therefore we should more diligently consider, what is the footstool. For we read in another

[I Ambms. dc Spiritu Sancto, Lib. iii. cap. 12. Tom. 1V. p. l23. Ed. Col. Agrip. 1616. The ()rig.

ed. \Vinch. omits the words “be these."]
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place, ‘Heaven is my throne, and the earth the footstool of my feet.’ But yet the earth is not

to be worshipped of us, because it is a creature of God. And yet let us see though lest the

prophet mean that earth to be worshipped, which our Lord Jesus took in the taking offiesh.

So then by the footstool let the earth be understanded, and then by the earth the flesh of Christ,

which we do now worship also in the mysteries, and which the apostles, as we have before

said, worshipped in our Lord Jesu; for Christ is not divided, but one.” Hitherto St Ambrose,

whereby may appear how St Ambrose and St Augustine took occasion to open ‘their faith and

doctrine touching adoration, upon discussion of the self-same words of the prophet David. And

St Ambrose expressly noteth our adoration in the mysteries where we worship Christ’s flesh

invisibly present, as'the apostles did, when Christ was visibly present with them. And thus

with these so plain words of St Ambrose consonant to those of St Augustine, and the opening

of St Augustine’s words as before, I trust I have made manifest, how this author travaileth

against the stream, and laboureth in vain to u-rithe St Augustine to his purpose in this matter.

The best is in this author, that he handleth St Augustine no worse than the rest, but all after

one sort, because they be all of like sort against his new catholic faith, and confirm the old

true catholic faith, or do not improve it. For of this high mystery the authors write some more

obscurely and darkly than other, and use diversities of speeches and words, wherewith the

true doctrine hath been of a very few impugned, but ever in vain, as I trust in God this shall

be most in vain'l, having this author uttered such uutruths with so much blind ignorance, as

this work well weighed and considered, (that is to say, who made it, when he made it, and of

like how many were, or might have been and should have been, of counsel in so great a matter,

who, if they were anys, be all reproved in this one work,) all such circumstances considered,

this book may do as much good to relieve such perplerity, as alteration hath engendered,

and so do as good service in the truthi, as was meant thereby to hinder and impair it. And

this shall sujice for an answer to this fourth book.

CANTERBURY.

Here appeareth your sincerity in proceeding in this matter. For you leave out

those words of St Ambrose, which maketh his meaning plain, that the prophet spake

of the mystery of Christ's incarnation: Si negant quia in Christo etiam incarnationis

adoranda mysteria sunt, <§'c.: “If they deny," saith he, “ that the mysteries of the incar

nation in Christ be to be honoured, &c." And a little after: Qua ratione ad incarnationis

dominicw saeramentum spectare videatur, quod ait propheta, Adorate scabellum pcdum

q'us, consideremus: “Let us consider by what means this saying of the prophet,

‘Worship his footstool,’ may be seen to pertain to the sacrament of Christ's incarna

tion." And after the words by you rehearsed, followeth by and by: Cum igitur in

carnationis adorandum sit saeramentum, dc: “Seeing then that the sacrament of the

incarnation is to be honoured." In these words sheweth St Ambrose plainly, that the

worshipping of Christ's flesh is understand of the mystery of his incarnation. So that

St Ambrose meant, not only that men should worship Christ when they receive the

sacrament, but that all creatures, at all times, should worship him. And therefore, he

expresseth there by name, how the angels did worship him, and also Mary Magdalene Mm. xn-iii.

and the apostles after his resurrection, when they received not the sacrament. And so did Luke u.

also the shepherds and the wise men worship him, yet being in his infancy: and the Mm I"

prophet, after the mind of St Augustine and St Ambrose, commanded to honour him 249,

before his incarnation; and we likewise honour him sitting now in heaven after his

ascension. For so far is faith able to reach, without either tentering or stretching.

Thus have I answered to all that you have brought against my fourth book, not

obscurely, as you like a cuttle have done, hiding yourself in your dark colours, but

plainly to the capacity of all men as much as I can. And this have I done with

some pain of writing, but little or no study for the matter, being a very easy thing

for defence of the truth to answer by God's word, and ancient authors, to an ignorant

lawyer, being well exercised in neither of both, but making such divinity as he can

dream in his sleep, or devise of his own brain, or hath sucked out of the papistical

laws and decrees, and, for lack of arguments, furnishing up his book with pretty toys,

with glorious boasting, and scornful taunting; and with picking out of my book such

 

[1 In God shall be most in vain, Orig. ed. [3 Iflhere were any, lhid.]

“'inch.] [4 To the truth, 1551.]
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sentences, as he persuadcth himself, that he can make some colour of apparent answer,

to deceive the reader. And such places as he seeth his rhetoric will not serve, he

passeth them away slightly, because he is afraid to file his hands therewith. Where

fore, I may now right well and justly conclude here mine answer to his confutation,

with the words of my fourth book, which be these:

But our Saviour Christ himself hath given us warning beforehand, that

such false Christians and false teachers should come, and hath bid us to beware

of them, saying: “If any man tell you that Christ is here, pr Christ is there,

believe him not. For there shall rise false Christs, and false prophets, and

shall shew many signs and wonders, so that if it were possible, the very elect

should be brought into error. Take heed, I have told you beforehand.”

Thus our Saviour Christ, like a most loving Pastor and Saviour of our ouls,

hath given us warning beforehand of the perils and dangers that were to come,

and to be wise and ware, that we should not give credit unto such teachers as

would persuade us to worship a piece of bread, to kneel to it, to knock to it,

to creep to it, to follow it in procession, to lift up our hands to it, to offer to it,

to light candles to it, to shut it up in a chest or box, to do all other honour unto

it, more than we do unto God; having alway this pretence or excuse for our

idolatry, “Behold, here is Christ.” But our Saviour Christ calleth them false

prophets, and saith: “ Take heed, I tell you before; believe them not. If they

say to you, Behold, Christ is abroad, or in the wilderness, go not out: and if

they say, that he is kept in close places, believe them not.”

And if you will ask me the question, Who be these false prophets and

seduccrs of the people? the answer is soon made: The Romish antichrists

and their adherents; the authors of all error, ignorance, blindness, superstition,

hypocrisy, and idolatry.

For Innocentius the third, one of the most wicked men that ever was in the

see of Rome, did ordain and decree, that the host should be diligently kept

under lock and key‘. And Honorius the third not only confirmed the same, but

commanded also, that the “priests woulda diligently teach the people from time to

time, that when they lifted up the bread, called the host, the people should then

reverently bow down; and that likewise they should do when the priest carrieth

the host unto sick folksa.” These be the statutes and ordinances of Rome, under

pretence of holiness, to lead the people unto all error and idolatry; not bringing

them by bread unto Christ, but from Christ unto bread.

But all that love and believe Christ himself, let them not think that Christ

is corporally in the bread; but let them lift up their hearts unto heaven, and

worship‘ him, sitting there at the right hand of his Father. Let them

worship him in themselves, whose temples they be, in whom he dwelleth and

liveth spiritually: but in no wise let them worship him, as being corporally

in the bread. For he is not in it, neither spiritually, as he is in man, nor

corporally, as he is in heaven, but only sacramentally, as a thing may be said to

be in the figure, whereby it is signified. Thus is sufficiently reproved the third

principal error of the papists concerning the Lord’s supper, which is, “ That

wicked members of the devil do eat Christ’s very body, and drink his blood."

Thus endeth the Fourth Book.

 

[‘ Slazuimus ut in cunctis ecclesiis chrisma et 1 [3 Sacerdos vero freqnenter doceat plebem suam,

eucharistia sub fideli custodia clavibus adhibitis u! cum in celebrations missarum elevalur hosti

conservemur. Decrel. Concil. Lateran. iv. cap. xx. ‘ salutaris, se reverenter inclinet, idem faciens rum

anno l2l5. liahbei Cone. Tom. XXII. p. MHZ] eam defert presbyter ad infinnum. Decretal. Lib.

[1' Should, lfifil, and Orig. ed.] In. Tit. xli.] [‘ “'orshipping. edit. USO.)
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THE

CONFUTATION OF THE SECOND BOOK.

[wmcm-Lsmm]

HAVING declared how much against all truth this author would bear in hand, that the

real presence, the corporal presence, and substantial presence of Christ’s most prec-ious body

and blood in the sacrament is not the true catholic doctrine, but a device of the papists,

which is a term wherewith this author doth uncharitably charge the king's true suly'ects, among

whom he knoweth a great many to be of that faith he calleth now papish: but setting words

apart and to come to the matter, as I have shewed this author to err partly by wilfuliwss, partly

by ignorance in the understanding of the old authors concerning the true real presence of

Christ’s body and blood in the sacrament; so I trust to shew this author overseen in the article

of transubstantiation. For entry whereunto, first I say this, that albeit the word transubstan

tiation was first spoken of by public authority in that assembly of learned men of Christen

dom in a general council5, where the bishop of Rome was present“, yet the true matter signified

by that word was older and believed before upon the true understanding of Christ’s words,

and was in that council confessed, not for the authority of the bishop of Rome, but jbr the

authority of truth, being the article such as toucheth not the authority of the bishop of Rome,

but the true doctrine of Christ's mystery, and there-fore in this realm, the authority of Rome

ceasing, was also confessed for a truth by all the clergy of this realm in an open council7,

specially discussed; and though the hardness of the law that by parliament was established of

that and other articles hath been repelled, yet that doctrine was never hitherto by any public

council, or any thing set forth by authority, impaired, that I have heard: wherefore methinlceth

this author should not improve it by the name of the bishop of Rome, seeing we read how

truth was uttered by Balaam and Caiaphas also : and St Paul teacheth the Philippians, that

whether it be by contention or envy, so Christ be preached, the person should not impair the

opening of truth, it be truth, which Luther indeed would not allow for truth, impugning

the article of transubstantiation, not meaning thereby, as this author doth, to impair the truth

of the very presence of Christ's most precious body in the sacrament of the altar,’ as is

aforesaid, in the discussion of which truth of transubstantiation I for my part should be

special defended by two means, wherewith to avoid the envious name of papist. One is, that.

Zuinglius himself, who was no papist, as is well known, nor good christian man, as some

said, neither, saith plainly, writing to Luther in the matter of the sacrament: “It must needs

be true, that the body of Christ be really in the sacrament, there is of necessity transub

stantiation also." Wherefore seeing by Luther’s travail, who favoured not the bishop of Rome

neither, and also by evidence of the truth, most certain and manifest, it appeareth that ac

cording to the true catholic faith Christ is really present in the sacrament, it is now by

Zuinglius' judgment a necessary consequence of that truth to say there is transubstantia-tion

also; which shall be one mean of purgatio'n, that I defend not transubstantiation as depending

of the bishop of Rome’s determiiuztion, which was not his absolutely, but of a necessity of

the truth, howsoever it likcth Duns or Gabriel 5 to write in it, whose sayings this author

useth for his pleasure. Another defence is, that this author himself saith “that it is over

great an absurdity to say, that bread insensiblc,” with many other terms that he addeth,

“should be the body of Christ ;" and therefore I thinlc, that the “is,” that is to say, the

inward nature and essence of that Christ delivered in his supper to be eaten and drunken,

was of his body and blood, and not of the bread and wine, and therefore can well agree with

this author, that the bread of wheat is not the body of Christ, nor the body of Christ made

of it as of a matter; which considerations will enforce him that belie-veth the truth of the pre

sence of the substance of Christ’s body, as the true catholic faith teacheth, to assent to transub

stantiation, not as determined by the church of Rome, but as a consequent of truth believed in

the mystery of the sacrament: which transubstantiation how this author would impugn, I will

without quarrel of envious words consider, and, with true opening of his handling the matter,

doubt not to make the reader to see that he fighteth against the truth.

I will pass over the u'nreverent handling of Christ’s words, “ This is my body,” which words

 

[5 The fourth General Council of Lateran, A.D. \ [7 This was held in L539, at which Cranmer vehe

1'215.] \ memly opposed the passing of the Six Arlicleu.]

[" Innocentius llI.] \ [“ Duns Scotus or Gabriel BieL]

SNum. xxi.

nun xi.

Orig. ed.

“'lnch.]

Zuingliui.

25L
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I heard this author (if he be the same that is named) once rehca‘rsc morev seriously in a solemn

and open audience‘, to the conviction and condemnation, as followed, of one that erroneously

maintained against the sacrament the same that this author calleth now the catholic faith.

CANTERBURY.

In this book, which answercth to my second book rather with taunting words

than with matter, I will answer the chief points of your intent, and not contend

with you in scolding, but will give you place therein.

First, I charge none with the name of papists, but that be well worthy thereof. For

I charge not the hearers, but the teachers, not the learners, but the inventors of the untrue

doctrine of transubstantiation; not the king’s faithful subjects, but the pope's darlings,

whose faith and belief hangeth of his only month. And I call it their doctrine, not only

because they teach it, but because they made it, and were the first finders of it.

And as in the third book, concerning the real presence of Christ's body and blood

in the sacrament, you have not shewed my ignorance or wilfulness, but your own;

so do you now much more in the matter of transubstantiation: “which word," say you,

“albeit the same was first spoken of in the general council, where the bishop of Rome

was present, yet the true matter signified by that word was older." Here at the first

brunt you confess, that the name of “transubstantiation” was given at the council: so

that either the matter was not before, (as it was not in deed,) or at the least it was

before a nameless child, as you do grant, until the holy father Innocent the third,

which begat it, assembled a company of his friends as godfathers to name the child.

And by what authority the council defined the matter of “transubstantiation,” it may

easily appear. For authority of scripture have they none, nor none they do allege.

And what the authority of the pope was there, all men may see, being present in the

same no less than eight hundred abbots and priors, who were all the pope’s own children,

of him created and begotten.

And as for the “confession of all the clergy of this realm in an open council, the

authority of Rome ceasing," you speak here a manifest untruth wittingly against your con

science. For you know very well, (and if you will deny it, there be enough yet alive can

testify,) that divers of the clergy, being of most godly living, learning, and judgment, never

consented to the articles which you speak of. And what marvel was it, that those articles

(notwithstanding divers learned men repugning,) passed by the most voices of the par

liament? seeing that although the authority of Rome was then newly ceased, yet the

darkness and blindness of errors and ignorance that came from Rome still remained, and

overshadowed so this realm, that a great number of the parliament had not yet their

eyes opened to see the truth. And yet how that matter was enforced by some persons,

they know right well that were then present. But after, when it pleased almighty God

more clearly to shine unto us by the light of his word, our eyes by his goodness were

opened, darkness discussed, and that which was done in ignorance and darkness, was by

knowledge and light in public council reversed and taken away, as well concerning the

doctrine as the hardness of the law. For if the doctrine had been true and godly, there

is no christian-hearted man, but he would have desired the establishment and continuance

thereof. But the doctrine being false, and such as came only from Rome, they be not

worthy to be likened to these truths which came from God, and were uttered by Balaam

and Caiaphas, but to be numbered among those lies which came from his vicar, who,

when he speaketh lies, ea: propriis loquitur, “he speaketh properly of himself."

And the bishop of Rome was not clean gone out of England, as soon as the laws

were made against his authority, but remained still by his corrupt doctrine, as I fear me

he doth yet in some men's hearts, who were the chief procurers and setters forthward of

the foresaid law. But yet is all together to be imputed to the bishop of Rome, forasmuch

as from thence came all the foresaid errors, ignorance, and corruption, into these parties.

Now where you take upon you here to purge yourself of papistry by me and

[1 The allusion of Winchester is here made to

the disputation before Henry Vlll. A. n. 1538,

held by Lambert, in which Cranmer took a part.—

Vide Foxe‘s Acts and Monuments, Vol. II. p.

425. Ed. Lond. 1631, md Examination before

Brookes.]
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Zuinglius, if you have no better compurgators than us two, you be like to fail in

your purgation. For neither of us, I dare say, durst swear for you in this matter,

though Zuinglius were alive. Or if your purgation stand to this point, that Christ

called not bread made of wheat his body, (although in a formal and proper speech bread

is not in deed his body,) you may be as rank a papist as ever was, for any purgation

you can make by this way. For Christ called bread made of wheat his body, as the

words of the evangelists plainly declare, and all old writers teach ; and in your book

of the “ Devil's Sophistry," you have confessed, saying, that “ Christ made demonstration

of bread, when he said, ‘This is my body.” And therefore bring some better purgation

than this; or else had you been better not to have offered any purgation in a matter

that no man charged you withal, than by offering a purgation, and failing therein,

to bring yourself into more suspicion.

And whereas in fortification of your matter of transubstantiation, you make your

argument thus, that “forasmuch as the body of Christ is really in the sacrament, 253.

there is of necessity transubstantiation also ;" this your argument hath two great Realprcsence

faults in it. The first is, that your antecedent is false, and then you cannot concludethereof a true consequent. The second fault is, that although the antecedent were mm'

granted unto you, “that the body of Christ is really in the sacrament," yet the con

sequent cannot be inferred thereof, “that there is of necessity transubstantiation." For

Christ can make his body to be present in the sacrament, as well with the substance

of the bread as. without it, and rather with the substance of bread than with the

accidents; forasmuch as neither Christ's body there occupieth any place, as you say

yourself, nor no more doth the substance of bread by itself, but by means of the

accidents, as you say also.

Now forasmuch as you say, that “ you will pass over the unrevereut handling of ilnemg once

Christ's words, which you heard me once more seriously rehearse in solemn open matter.

audience 5" I acknowledge that not many years passed I was yet in darkness concerning

this matter, being brought up in scholastical and Romish doctrine, whereunto I gave

too much credit. And therefore I grant, that you have heard me stand and defend

the untruth, which I then took for the truth ,- and so did I hear you at the same time.

But praise be to the everliving God, who hath wiped away those Saulish scales from Act! ix

mine eyes! and I pray unto his divine Majesty with all my heart, that he will likewise

do once the same to you. Thy will be fulfilled, O Lord!

But forasmuch as you “pass over my handling of Christ's words," (as you use commonly

to pass in post when you have no direct answer to make,) I shall here repeat my words

again; to the intent that the indifferent reader may presently see how I have handled

them, and then judge whether you ought so slenderly to pass them over as you do.

My words be these:

The second book”.

Thus have you heard declared four things, wherein chiefly the papistical doe- (£00k a]

trine varieth from the true word of God, and from the old catholic christian nimirum
. . . - non ofilie

faith m tlus matter of the Lord’s supper. error of
Now, (lest any man should think that I feign any thing of mine own head {mall-mm

without any other ground or authority) you shall bear by God’s grace as well

the errors of the papists confuted, as the catholic truth defended, both by God’s

most certain word, and also by the most old approved authors and martyrs of

Christ’s church.

And first, that bread and wine remain after the words of consecration, and grasp. "In

be eaten and drunken in the Lord’s supper, is most manifest by the plain words Jami:
ls contrary

of Christ himself, when he ministered the same supper unto his disciples. For, $02,.“

as the evangelists write, “Christ took bread, and brake it, and gave it to his dis- mfi; {fli

ciples, and said: Take, eat, this is my body.” “k” "‘“'

 

[1 The title of this book runs thus in the Orig. ed. “The second Book is against the error of

Transubnlantiation."]

[mamas] lb
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Here the papists triumph of these words, when Christ said: “This is my

body:” which they call the words of consecration. For, say they, as soon as

these words be fully ended, there is no bread left, nor none other substance, but

254. only Christ’s body. When Christ said “this,” the bread, say they, remained.

And when he said “is,” yet the bread remained. Also, when he added “my,”

the bread remained still. And when he said “be,” yet the bread was there still.

But when he had finished the whole sentence, “This is my body,” then, say they,

the bread was gone, and there remained no, substance but Christ’s body; as

though the bread could not remain when it is made a sacrament. But this

negative, that there is no bread, they make of their own brains, by their un

written verities, which they most highly esteem‘.

Oh, good Lord! how would they have bragged, if Christ had said, “This

is no bread I” But Christ spake not that negative, “This is no bread;” but said

afiirmingly, “This is my body ;” not denying the bread, but afiirming that his

body was eaten, meaning spiritually, as the bread was eaten eorpOrally.

And that this was the meaning of Christ, appeareth plainly by St Paul, in

the tenth chapter to the Corinthians, the first epistle, where he, speaking of the

lCor-X- same matter, saith: “Is not the bread which we break the communion of the

body of Christ?” Who understood the mind of Christ better than St Paul, to

whom Christ shewed his most secret counsels? And St Paul is not afraid, for

our better understanding of Christ’s words, somewhat to alter the same, lest we

might stand stifliy in the letters and syllables, and err in mistaking the sense

and meaning”. For whereas our Saviour Christ brake the bread, and said,

“This is my body ;” St Paul saith, “that the bread which we break is the com

munion of Christ’s body.” Christ said, “his body ;” and St Paul said, “the

communion of his body :” meaning, nevertheless, both one thing, “that they

which eat the bread worthily, do eat spiritually Christ’s very body.” And so

Christ calleth the bread his body, as the old authors report, because it repre

senteth his body, and signifieth unto them which eat that bread according to

Christ’s ordinance, that they do spiritually eat his body, and be spiritually fed

and nourished by him, and yet the bread remaineth still there as a sacrament to

signify the same. But of these words of consecration shall be spoken hereafter

more at large.

Therefore, to return to the purpose: that the bread remaineth, and is eaten

in this sacrament, appeareth by the words of Christ, which he spake before the

Matt. “a. consecrationa. For that Christ “took bread, and brake it, and gave it to his dis

ciples, and said, Take, eat ;” all this was done and spoken before the words of

consecration. Wherefore they must needs be understood of the very bread,

that Christ took bread, brake bread, gave bread to his disciples, commanding

them to take bread and eat bread. But the same is more plain and evident of

the wine, that it remaineth, and is drunken at the Lord’s supper, as well by the

words that go before, as by the words that follow after the consecration. For,

before the words of consecration, Christ took the cup of wine, and gave 'it unto

gm :ifyi- his disciples, and said, “Drink ye all of this:” and after the words of consc

cration followeth, “ They drank all of it.”

Now I ask all the papists, what thing it was that Christ commanded his

disciples to drink, when he said, “ Drink ye all of this?” The blood of Christ

was not yet there by their own confession; for these words were spoken‘

 

[' The Orig. ed. omits the words, “which they [a By the words which go before the consecra

most highly esteem.” The 1551 ed. for “most,” tion, Orig. ed.]

reads “ must."] [‘ For it was spoken, Orig. ed.]

[2 And errin mistaking ofChrist's words, Or. ed.]
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before the consecration: therefore it could be nothing else but wine that he

commanded them to drink.

Then I ask the papists once again, whether the disciples drank wine or

not ‘? If they say, “yea,” then let them recant their error, that there was no

wine remaining after the consecration. If they say, “nay,” then they condemn

the apostles of disobedience to Christ’s commandment, which drank not wine 255.

as he commanded them. Or rather they reprove Christ as a juggler, which

commanded his apostles to drink wine; and when they came to the drinking

thereof, he himself had conveyed it away. Moreover, before Christ delivered the

cup of wine to his disciples, he said unto them: “Divide this among you.” Luke xxii.

Here I would ask the papists another question, what thing it was that

Christ commanded his disciples to divide among them ? I am sure they will

not say it was the cup, except they be disposed to make men laugh at them.

Nor I think. they will not say it was the blood of Christ, as well because the

words were spoken before the consecration, as because the blood of Christ

is not divided, but spiritually given whole in the sacrament. Then could it

be understand of nothing else but of wine, which they should divide among

them, and drink all together.

Also when the communion was ended, Christ said unto his apostles: “Verily,

I say unto you, that I will drink no more henceforth of this fruit of the vine, 5:5; gyn

until that day that I shall drink it new with you in my Father’s kingdom.”

By these words it is clear, that it was very wine that the apostles drank

at that godly supper. For the blood of Christ is not the fruit of the vine,

nor the accidents of wine, nor none other thing is the fruit of the vine, but

the very wine only”.

How could Christ have expressed more plainly, that bread and wine re

main, than by taking the bread in his hands, and breaking it himself, and

giving it unto his disciples“, commanding them to eat it; and by taking

the cup of wine in his hands, and delivering it unto them, commanding them

to divide it among them, and to drink it; and calling it “ the fruit of the

vine ?” These words of Christ be so plain, that if an angel of heaven would

tell us the contrary, he ought not to be believed. And then much less may

we believe the subtle lying papists’.

If Christ would have had us to believe, as a necessary article of our faith,

that there remaineth neither bread nor wine, would he have spoken after this

sort, using all such terms and circumstances as should make us believe that still

there remaineth bread and wine?

What manner of teacher make they of Christ, that say he meant one thing,

when his words be clean contrary ‘2 What christian heart can patiently suffer

this contumely of Christ ?

But what crafty teachers be these papists, who devise phantasies of their

own heads directly contrary to Christ’s teaching, and then set the same abroad

to christian people, to be most assuredly believed as God’s own most holy

word! St Paul did not so, but followed herein the manner of Christ’s speak

ing, in calling of “bread” “bread,” and “wine” “ wine,” and never altering

Christ’s words herein. “ The bread whichwe break,” saith he, “is it not the Ivor-x

communion of Christ’s body ?”

New I ask again of the papists, whether he spake this of the bread con

secrated or not consecrated? They cannot say that he spake it of the bread

 

[‘5 But very wine only, Orig. ed.] Orig. ed.]

[" And giving unto his disciples, 1551, and [7 Subtlelyingofthepapists,155],and Orig.ed.]
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256.

1 Cor. x.

unconsecrated, for that is not the communion of Christ’s body by their own

doctrine. And if St Paul spake it of bread consecrated, then they must needs

confess that after consecration such bread remaineth, as is broken bread, which

can be none other than very true material bread. And straightways after,

St Paul saith in the same place, that “we be partakers of one bread and

one cup.” And in the next chapter, speaking more fully of the same matter,

four times he nameth the bread and the cup, never making mention of any

transubstantiation, or remaining of accidents without any substance; which things

he would have made some mention of, if it had been a. necessary article of

our faith, to believe that there remaineth no bread nor wine. Thus it is

evident and plain, by the words of scripture, that after consecration remaineth

bread and wine, and that the papistical doctrine of transubstantiation is directly

contrary to God’s word.

WINCHEQTER.

But to the purpose, the simplicity offaith in a christian man’s breast doth not so precisely

mark and stay at the syllables of Christ’s words, as this author pretcndcth; and knowing by

faith the truth of Christ's words, that as he said he wrought, doth not measure God’s secret

working after the prolation of our syllables, whose work is in one instant, howsoever speech in

us require a successive utterance: and the manner of handling this author useth to bring the

mystical words in contempt, were meeter in an ethnick’s mouth to jest out all, than to pass the

lips of such an author, to play with the syllables after this sort. For although he may read

in some blind gloss, that in the instant of the last syllable God’s work is to be accomptai wrought,

being a good lesson to admonish the minister to pronounce all; yet it is so but a private opinion, and

reverently uttered, not to put the virtue in the last syllable, nor to scorn the catholic faith: qfler

which manner, taking example of this author, an ethnick should of flat lux, a-t fi was nothing,

and then at at wasyet nothing, at In was not-hing but a little little paring, put an x to it, and it was

suddenly lux, and then the light 1. What christian man would handle either place thus? And therefore,

reader, let this entry of the matter serve for an argument, with what spirit this matter is handled:

but to answer that this author noteth with an exclamation, “ 0, good Lord! how would they have

bragged Christ had said, This is no bread l” here I would question with this author, whether

Christ said so or no, and reason thus : Christ’s body is no material bread: Christ said, “ This

is my body ;” ergo, he said, “ This is no bread?” And the first part of this reason this author

afinneth in the fifty-ninth leafs. And the second part is Christ’s words ; and therefore to avoid

this conclusion the only way is to say that Christ’s speech was but a- figure, which the catholic

doctrine saith is false; and thertforc, by the catholic doctriiw, Christ saying, “ This is my body,”

saith in eject, “ This is no bread ;” whercat this author saith, “ They would brag if Christ

had said so.” In speech is to be considered that every “yea” containeth a “nay” in. it naturally :

so as whosoever saith, “ This is bread,” saith “it is no wine :” whosoever saith, “ This is wine,”

saith, “it is no beer.” If a lapida-ry saith, “ This is a diamond,” he saith “it is no glass;” he saith

“ it is no crystal ;” he saith “it is no white sapphire." So Christ saying, “ This is my body,” saith

“it is no bread.” Which plainness of speech caused Zuinglius to say plainly: “If there be

present the substance of the body of Christ, there is transttbstantiation;” that is to say, not

the substance of bread; and Moro/Ore who will plainly deny transubstantiation, must deny the

true presence of the substance of Christ’s body, as this author doth ; wherein I have first convinced

him, and therefore use that victory for his overthrow in transubstantiation. I have shewed

before how Christ’s words were not figurative when he said, “ This is my body;” and yet I will

touch here such testimony as this author bringeth out of one Hilary", for the purpose of tran

substantiation, in the twenty-fifth leaf of this boo/c5, in these words: “ There is a figure," saith

Hilary, “for bread and wine be outwardly seen; and there is also a truth of that figure, for

the body and blood of Christ be of a truth inwardly believed." Those be Ililary's words, as this

author allegeth them, who was, he saith, within three hundred and fifty years of Christ. Now

I call to thy judgment, good reader, could any man devisc more pithy words for the proof of

the real presence of Christ’8 body and blood, and the condemnation of this author, that would

have an only figure? Here in Hilary‘s words is a figure compared to truth, and sight outwardly

 

[1 And than light, 1551.] I

I" Is not bread, Orig. ed. \Vinch.] ’

[3 vm. p. 105.]

[4 Out of Hilary, Orig. ed. Wincl|.]

[5 Vid. p. 272. j
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to belief inwardly. Now our belief is grounded upon God’s word, which is this: “ This is my 257.

body ;” in which words Hilary testifieth that is inwardly believed is a truth; and the figure is in

that is seen outwardly. I take Hilary here as this author allegeth him, whereby I ask the reader,

is not this author overthrown, that Christ’s speech is not figurative, but true and proper, being

inwardly true that we believe ? Ye will say unto me, “ What is this to transubstantiation, to the

reproof whereof it was brought in ? because he saith bread and wine is seens.” First, I say that

it overthrowcth this author for truth of the presence of Christ’s body, and every overthrow

therein overthroweth this author in transubstantiat-ion, not by authority of the church of Rome,

but by consequence in truth, as Zninglius saith, who shall serve me to avoid papistry. If

one ask me, “ IVhat say ye then to Hilary, that bread and wine is seen6 ?” I say they be indeed

seen, for they appear so, and therefore be called so; as Isaac said of Jacob, it was his voice, gien. xxvii.

and yet by his sense offeeling denied him Esau, which was not Esau, but was Jacob, as the “$5523.91

voice from within did declare him. If ye will ask me, how can there, according to Hilary/s

words, be in the outward visible creatures any figure, unless the same be in deed as they appear,

bread and wine, I will answer: “Even as well as this outward object of the sensible hairyness

of Jacob, resembling Esau, was a figure of Christ’s humanity, and of the very humanity in

dee .” Thus may Hilary be answered, to avoid his authority from contrarying transubstam

tiation. But this author shall never avoid that himself hath brought out of Hilary, which

overthroweth him in his figurative speech, and consequently in his denial of transubstantiation

also, as shall appear in the further handling of this matter. W’here this author in the eighteenth

leaf7 eompareth these St Paul's words, “ The bread that we break, is it not the communion of

the body of Christ ?” to the erpounding of Christ's words, “ This is my body,” I deny that:

for Christ’s words declared the substance of the sacrament when he said, “ This my body ;” and

St Paul dcclareth the worthy use of it according to Christ’s institution ; and by the words,

“ The bread that we break,” doth signify the whole use of the supper, wherein is breaking,

blessing, thanksgiving, dispensing, receiving, and eating: so as only breaking is not the com

munion, and yet by that part in a figure of speech St Paul meaneth all, being the same as

appeareth by the scripture, a term in speech, “to go break br ,” although it be not always

so taken, whereby to signify “ to go celebrate our Lord's supper ;” and therefore bread in that

place may signify the common bread, as it is adhibited to be consecrated; which by the secret

power of God turned into the body of Christ, and so distributed and received, is the communion

of the body of Christ, as the cup is likewise of the blood of Christ after the benediction, which

benediction was not spoken of in the bread, but yet must be understamied. As for calling of

Christ’s bread his body, is to make it his body, who as St Paul saith calleth that is not, as it -

were, and so maketh it to be.

The arguments this author useth in the nineteenth and twentieth leaf“, of the order of Christ’s

speeches as the evangelists rehearse them, be captions devices of this author, in case he knoweth

what St Augustine writeth,- or else ignorance, if he hath not read St Augustine do Doctrine

Christiana9, where he giveth a rule of rccapitulation, as he calleth it, when that is told after,

that was done afore; and therefore we may not argue so firmly upon the order of the telling

in the speech. St Augustine bringeth an evample that by order of telling “Adam was in Apiqggim,

paradise or any tree was brought forth for feeding,” with divers other, wherewith I will not iii:

encumber the reader. The evangelist rehearseth what Christ said and did simply and truly,

which story we must so place in understanding, as we trifle not with the mystery, at staying

and stopping of letters and syllables. And therefore though the word “take, eat,” go before

the words, “This is my body,” we may not argue that they took it and eat it afore Christ

had told them what he gave them; and all these often rehearsals of bread, with “ he took bread,”

and “brake bread,” and “blessed bread,” and if ye will add “held bread,” all this induce no

consequence that he therefore gave bread. For he gave that he had consecrate, and gave that

he made of bread. If Christ, when he was tempted to make stones bread, had taken the stones

and blessed them and delivered them, saying, “ This is broad,” had he then delivered stones, or

rather that he made of stones bread ? Such manner of reasoning useth Peter Martyr, as this

author doth, whose folly I may well say he saw not to eschew it, but (as appeareth) rather to

follow it. And yet, not content to use this fond reasoning, this author calleth papists to witness 253_

that they might laugh at it, because the evangelist tclleth the story so as Christ said, “drink,”

and then told after what it was, this author fancieth that the apostles should be so hasty to

drink cre Christ had told them what he gavc; which and they had, I think he would have stayed

the cup with his hand, or bid them tarry, whiles he had told them more. I will no further

 

[° Are seen, Orig. ed. “finch—.17 [” Augustin. De Doctrine Christiana. Lib. In.
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travail with this reasoning, which it is pity to hear in such a matter of gravity, of such con

sequence as it is both in body and soul. We may not trifle with Christ’s words after this sort.

When St Paul saith, “ We be partakers of one bread ;” he speaketh not of material bread, but of

Christ's body, our heavenly bread, which to all is one, and cannot be consumed, but able to feed all

the world: and this author giveth credit to Theorloretus, whom he calleth an holy man, then

shall he never find the sacrament called bread after the sanctification, but the bread of life; the

like whereof should be in an epistle of C'hrysostoml, as Peter Martyr allegeth, not yet printed, by

whose authority2 they have any, as in their place this author maketh much of them, all these

arguments be all trifles, for all the naming of bread by Christ, and St Paul, and all other, must

be understandecl before the sanctification and not afier. And thou, reader, lookest afier

upon Themloretus and that epistle, thou shalt find true that I say, whereby all this questioning

with the papists is only a dallying for this author's pleasure, against his own authors, and

all learning.

CANTERBURY

\Vhere you say, that “ the simplicity of faith in a christian man’s brcast doth

not so precisely mark and stay at the syllables of Christ's words, as I pretem," here

may the world see what simplicity is in the papists. For I do nothing else but rehearse

what the papists say, that “until these words be fully ended, hoe est corpus meum,

there is bread, and after those words be fully ended, there is no more bread, but only

Christ himself." And the same simplicity do you declare by and by to be in yourself,

when you say, that “ God's work is in one instant, howsoever speech require in us a

successive utterance.” Then if God change the bread into Christ's body in one instant,

tell me, I pray you, in which instant? For seeing that our pronunciation is by

succession of time, I think you will not say, that the work of God is done before the

last syllable be pronounced, (for then Christ's body should be there before the words

of consecration were fully finishcd,) nor I think you will not deny, but whensoever

the words of consecration be fully pronounced, then is Christ's body there. Wherefore

by your own judgment you vary not in this matter from the other papists, but must

needs say, that God's secret work herein is measured after the prolation of our syllables,

and so it is none other person that teacheth to play with syllables in this high mystery,

but the papists only. And yourself do teach in this same place, that it is a good lesson

to say, that in the instant of the last syllable God’s work is to be accounted wrought.

And I find it not in blind glosses, but in the chief authors of the papists, that the con

version is not wrought before the whole sentence is finished, hoe est corpus mcum.

And it is no direct answer, but a mere cavillation and illusion, to bring in here

the creation of the world, when. God said, fiat lux, to be a like matter unto transub

stantiation. For GOd's speech requireth no succession of time, as the speech of the

priest doth. Therefore this is but a playing, to show your subtle wit and crafty

rhetoric, whereby your spirit may be judged, whether you go about clearly to set forth

the truth, or by dark colours and unlike examples to hide and cover it.

And where you question with me, going about by a subtle sophistical argument, to

prove that Christ said, “This is no bread,” I shall make another argument of the

same form, which shall show how strong your argument is. St John is not the son

of the virgin Mary. Christ said to her, “This is thy s0n;" ergo, he said, “This is not

John." The first part I am-sure you will affirm in effect. The second part is Christ's

words; and as the second part in my argument is a figurative speech, so is it in yours,

so that in every point the arguments be like. And therefore as mine argument is

naught, so is yours also, and all that you bring in to follow thereof. And if I list to

dally, as you do, in such a matter, I could conclude directly against you, that in

the sacrament is not Christ’s body, thus: “Christ's body is not material bread :"

St Paul said, “it is bread;” ergo, he said it is not Christ's body. The first part you

affirm, the second part St Paul afl'irmeth. And therefore to avoid this conclusion, the

only way is, to say that Christ's speech was a figurative speech, when he said, “This

is my body." For else by the catholic doctrine St Paul, saying that it is bread, saith

in effect it is not the body of Christ. Thus may you see what availeth your sophisti

cation, when I am constrained sophisticari cum sophista, at are deludatur arte.
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And of like effect is your argument of “yea” and “ nay," when you say, “ every yea Yealnd nay.

containeth a nay in it naturally." Therefore Christ, saying it is his body, saith it

is no bread. If this form of argument were infallible, then I may turn the same to

you again, and overthrow you with your own weapon thus. St Paul said, “it is

bread," ergo, it is not Christ’s body: if the affirmation of the one be a negation of

the other. And by such sophistication you may turn up all the truth quite and

clean, and say that Christ was neither God nor man, because he said he was a vine

and bread. “And every yea," say you, “containeth a nay in it naturally."

And where you boast, that you have “convinced me in the matter of the real

presence of Christ’s body,” I trust the indifferent reader will say, that you triumph

before the victory, saying that you have won the field, when in deed you have lost it,

and when Goliath’s head is smitten off with his own sword. But the old English proverb 15m “ii

is here true, “that it is good beating of a proud man: for when he is all-to beaten back

and bone, yet will he boast of his victory, and brag what a valiant man he is."

And it is another vain brag also that you make, when you say, that you “have

shewed before, that Christ's words were not figurative, when he said, ‘This is my

body.” For you have neither proved that you say, nor have answered to my proofs

to the contrary, as I refer to the judgment of all indifferent readers, but you have

confessed that Christ called bread his body, and made demonstration upon the bread,

when he said, “This is my body." How can then this speech be true, but by a

figure, that bread is Christ’s body? seeing that in proper speech, as you say, “every

yea containeth a nay, and the affirmation of one thing is the denial of another."

And where you allege, as it were against me, the words of Hilary, “ that there Hilary'

is both a figure and a truth of that figure ;" for answer hereunto the truth is, that

your matter here is gathered of an untruth, that I would have only a figure, whereas

I say plainly, as Hilary saith, “that in the true ministration of the sacrament is both 260

a figure and a truth: the figure outwardly, and the truth inwardly.” For bread and

wine be sensible signs and sacraments, to teach us outwardly, what fccdcth us in

wardly. Outwardly we see and feel bread and wine with our outward senses, but

inwardly by faith we see and feed upon Christ’s true body and blood. But this is a

spiritual feeding by faith, which requireth no corporal presence. And here I ask you

two questions. One is this, whether Hilary say that the body of Christ is under

the forms of bread and wine, and that corporally? If he say not so, as the reader

shall soon judge, looking upon his words, then stand I upright without any fall or

foil: for Hilary saith not as you do. The other question is, whether Hilary do not

say that there is a figure: let the reader judge also, and see whether you be not

quite overthrown with your own crook, in saying that Christ's speech is not figura

tive. And yet the third question I may add also, why St Hilary should say, that

bread and wine be figures, if there be no bread nor wine there at all, but be taken

clean away by transubstantiation? And whereas for answer hereto you take the

example of Jacob, who for his hairiness resembled Esau, and was, as you say, a

figure of Christ's very humanity; you do like an unskilful mariner, that to avoid a

little tempest, runneth himself upon a rock. For where you make Jacob, who re

sembled Esau, and was not he in deed, to be a figure of Christ's humanity, you make

by this example, that as Jacob by his hairiness resembled Esau, and was not he in deed,

so Christ by outward appearance resembled a man, and yet he was no man in deed.

And where you deny that these words of St Paul, “Is not the bread which we lCor..\.

break the communion of the body of Christ ?" declare the meaning of Christ's words,

“This is my body," because Christ’s words, say you, “declare the substance, and

St Paul's words declare the use :" I deny that Christ's body is the substance of the

visible sacrament. For the substance of the sacrament is bread and wine, and the thing

thereby signified is Christ’s body and blood.

And this is notable which you say, “that these words, ‘the bread which we break,’ 3mm ,ig,

do signify the whole use of the supper, not only breaking, but also blessing, thanksgiving, ,Lfor

dispensing, receiving and eating, and that ‘bread’ in this place signifieth common bread, ‘he'upw'

taken to be consecrated." In which saying it is a world to see the phantasics of men's

devices, how uncertain they be in matters pertaining to God. How agreeth this your

saying with your doctrine of transubstantiation? For if St Paul, when he said, “the
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bread which we break, is it not the communion of Christ’s body?” meant by “bread,”

“common bread," and by “ breaking,” meant also the “blessing, thanksgiving, receiving,

and eating," then is common bread “broken, blessed, received, and eaten." And then

where becometh your transubstantiation, if common bread be eaten in the sacrament?

And when is the bread turned into the body of Christ, if it remain common bread until

it be eaten? Yet now you seem to begin something to savour of the truth, that the

bread remaineth still in his proper nature, enduring the whole use of the supper.

Rom. iv. And as touching this place of St Paul, that “ God calleth things that be not, as they

were," if it pertain unto the sacrament, where Christ called “bread his body," what could

261, you have alleged more against yourself? For if in this place “ Christ call that which is

not, as it were," then Christ called bread as it were his body, and yet it is not his

body in deed. '

Whethcrall But in this your answer to the arguments brought in by me out of the very words

i12il<cdiiiii€f1 of the evangelists, is such a shameless arrogancy and boldness shewed, as abhorreth

sdgférygutoi all christian ears for to hear; which is, that “three evangelists, telling the manner

or a" of Christ's holy supper, not one of them all do tell the tale in right order, but subvert

the order of Christ's doings and sayings, and that in such a necessary matter of our

religion, that the definition of the whole truth standeth in the order." “The evan

gelists," say you, “rehearse what Christ said and did, simply and truly." But is

this a simple and true rehearsal of Christ's words and deeds, to tell them out of

order, otherwise than Christ did and said them? And St Paul also, if it be as you

say, speaking of that same matter, committeth the like error. And yet never no ancient

author, expounding the evangelists or St Paul, could spy out this fault, and in their

commentaries give us warning thereof. And I am not so ignorant, but I have many

times read St Augustine, De doctrine Christiana, where he saith: “That sometimes

in scripture a thing is told after, that was done before‘." But St Augustine saith not

that it is so in this matter: nor I am not so presumptuous to say that all the three

evangelists, with St Paul also, disordered the truth of the story in a matter wherein

August,“ the truth cannot be known but by the order. St Augustine, De consensu Evange

533351511“. listarum, saith, that “that which Luke rehearseth of the chalice, before the giving

'“m' ib'm' of the bread, was spoken by Christ after the distribution of the bread, as the other

two evangelists report the same'.” And if these words, Hoe est corpus meum, had

been put out of the right place in all the three evangelists, and also in St Paul, would

“mm-L not St Augustine have given waming thereof, as well as of the other? And would

ifli‘ all other authors expounding that place have passed over the matter in silence, and

have spoken not one word thereof; specially being a matter of such weight, that the

catholic faith and our salvation, as you say, hangeth thereof? Do not all the proofs

you have, hang of these words, Hoc ext corpus meum? “This is my body?" And

shall you say now, that they be put out of their place? And then you must needs

confess, that you have nothing to defend yourself, but only one sentence, and that put

out of order, and from his right place, as you say yourself; where in deed the evangelists

and apostles, being true rehearsers of the story in this matter, did put those words

in the right place. But you, having none other shift to defend your error, do remove

the words, both out of the right place and the right sense. And can any man that

loveth the truth, give his ears to hear you, that turn upside down both the order

and sense of Christ’s words, contrary to the true narration of the evangelists, contrary

to the interpretation of all the old authors, and the approved faith of Christ’s church,

even from the beginning, only to maintain your wilful assertions and papistical opinions?

So long as the scripture was in the interpretation of learned divines, it had the right sense;

but when it came to the handling of ignorant lawyers and sophistical papists, such godly

men as were well exercised in holy scripture, and old catholic writers, might declare and

defend the truth at their perils : but the papistical sophistcrs and lawyers would ever de

262. fine and determine all matters as pleased them.

 

[‘ Vid. p. 245.] pnvit ut solet: illud vero quod ordine suo posuit,
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But all truths agree to the truth, and falsehood agreeth not with itself: so it is

a plain declaration of untruth, that the papists vary so among themselves. For some

say that Christ consecrated by his own secret power without sign or words: some say

that his benediction was his consecration: some say that he did consecrate with these

words, Hoe est cor-pm meum; and yet those vary among themselves: for some say

that he spake these words twice, once immediately after benediction, at what time

they say he consecrated, and again after when he commanded them to eat it, appointing

then to his apostles the form of consecration. And lately came new papists with their

five eggs, and say that the consecration is made only with these five words, H00 est

enim corpus meum. And last of all come you and Smith with yet your newer devices,

saying that Christ spake those words before he gave the bread and immediately after

the breaking, manifestly contrary to the order of the text, as all the evangelists

report, and contrary to all old authors of the catholic church, which all with one

consent say, that Christ gave bread to his apostles, and contrary to the book of common

prayer by you allowed, which rehearseth the words of the evangelists thus: “That

Christ took bread, and when he had blessed and given thanks, be brake it and gave

it to his disciples ;” where all the relation is made to the bread. Is this your faithful

handling of God’s word, for your pleasure to turn the words as you list? Is it not

a thing much to be lamented, that such as should be the true setters forth of Christ's

gospel, do trifle with Christ's words after this sort, to alter the order of the gospel

after their own phantasy? Can there be any trifling with Christ's words, if this be

not? And shall any christian man give credit to such corrupters of holy scripture?

Have you put upon you harlots' faces, that you be past all shame, thus to abuse God's

word to your own vanity?

And be you not ashamed likewise so manifestly to bely me, that I “fancy that the

apostles should be so hasty to drink, or Christ had told them what he gave ?" whereas

by my words appeareth clean contrary, that they drank not before all Christ's words

were spoken.

And where you say, “that Christ gave that he had consecrated, and that he made

of bread ;" here you grant that Christ's body, which he gave to his disciples at his

last supper, was made of bread. And then it must follow, that either Christ had

two bodies, the one made of the flesh of the virgin Mary, the other of bread, or else

that the self-same body was made of two divers matters, and at divers and sundry

times. Now what doctrine this is, let them judge that be learned. And it is worthy

a note, how inconstant they be that will take upon them to defend an untruth; and

how good memories they had need to have, if they should not be taken with a lie.

For here you say that Christ's body in the sacrament is made of bread; and in the

eleventh comparison you said, that “this saying is so fond, as were not tolerable to

be by a scoifer devised in a play, to supply when his fellow had forgotten his part."

And where you say that St Paul speaketh not of material bread, but of Christ's

body, when he saith, “that we be partakers of one bread," the words of the text bc

plain against you. For he speaketh of the bread that is broken, whereof every man

taketh part, which is not Christ's body; except you will say that we eat Christ's

body divided in pieces, as the gross Capernaitcs imagined. And St Augustine with

other old authors do write, that “St Paul spake of such bread as is made of a great

multitude of grains of corn gathered together, and united into one material loaf, as

the multitude of the spiritual members of Christ be joined together into one mystical

body of Christ."
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And as concerning Theodoret and Chrysostom, they say as plainly as can be spoken, Chrygnsmm,

that the bread remaineth after consecration, although we call it by a more excellent

name of dignity, that is to say, by the name of Christ's body. But what estimation

of wisdom or learning soever you have of yourself, surely there appeareth neither in

Theodoret.

you in this place, where upon the alteration of the name of bread you would gather Mama“ 0!

the alteration of the substance, or transubstantiation. Be not kings and emperors very

men, although they be ever called by the names of their royal and imperial dignities?

Or are they therefore gods, because the prophet calleth them so? And who ever called

you a man, sithens you were a bishop? and yet that dignity took not from you the

names unto

dignity.

Psal. lxxxii.
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nature of a man. And the pope is a man, although he be called Julius, or Pater sanc—

tissimus, or Hypocrite impiissimus. So is broad still bread, although it represent the

body of Christ, and be called in that respect, as a figure, the very body of Christ.

And where you say, that “ the naming of bread by Christ and St Paul and all

other must be understood before the sanctification and not after," St Paul's own

words reprove this your saying most manifestly. For he calleth it bread when it is

the communion of Christ’s body, and when it is eaten, saying: “The bread which

we break, is it not the communion of Christ’s body?" and, “As often as you eat

this bread and drink this cup:" and, “Whosoever eateth the bread and drinketh the

cup of the Lord unworthilyz' and, “ Let a man try himself, and so eat of that bread

and drink of the cup:” and, “He that eateth and drinketh unworthily," &c. Now

these sayings cannot be understanded before the sanctification, except you will grant

that the bread was Christ’s body, and that it was eaten, before it was sanctified.

Wherefore, let every reader that knoweth any thing, judge whether you seek any truth

in this matter, or whether you study to search out vain cavillations, and yet the same

being clean contrary to the manifest words of holy scripture, and to all approved

writers. “'hereforc, gentle reader, weigh St Paul’s words, whether he call it bread

after the sanctification, or only before; and as thou findest St Paul make with this

man’s saying, that trifleth away the truth, so thou mayest believe him in all other

things. Hitherto is discussed how the doctrine of transubstantiation is against God’s word:

now followeth in my book how the same is against nature, whereof I write thus:

Let us now consider also, how the same is against natural reason and natu

ral operation, which although they prevail not against God’s word, yet when

they be joined with God’s word, they be of great moment to confirm any truth.

Natural reason abhorreth vacuum, that is to say, that there should be any

empty place, wherein no substance should be. But if there remain no bread

nor wine, the place were they were before, and where their accidents be, is

filled with no substance, but remaineth vacuum, clean contrary to the order

of nature.

We see also that the wine, though it be consecrated, yet will it turn to

vinegar, and the bread will mould; which then be nothing else but sour wine

and mouldy bread, which could not wax sour nor mouldy, if there were no

bread nor wine there at all.

And if the sacraments were now brent, as in the old church they burned

all that remained uneaten, let the papists tell what is brent. They must needs

say, that it is either bread or the body of Christ. But bread, say they, is none

there; then must they needs burn the body of Christ, and be called Christ

burners, (as heretofore they have burned many of his members,) except they

will say, that accidents burn alone without any substance, contrary to all the

course of nature.

The sacramental broad and wine also will nourish, which nourishment natu

rally cometh of the substance of the meats and drinks, and not of the accidents.

The wine also will poison, as divers bishops of Rome have had experiences,

both in poisoning of other, and being poisoned themselves; which poisoning they

cannot ascribe to the most wholesome blood of our Saviour Christ, but only to

the poisoned wine.

And most of all; it is against the nature of accidents to be in nothing. For

the definition of accidents is to be in some substance, so that if they be, they

must needs be in something; and if they be in nothing, then they be not. And

a thousand things more of like foolishness do the papists aflirm by their transub

stantiation, contrary to all nature and reason: as that two bodies be in one

place, and one body in many places at one time; and that substances be gendered

of accidents only, and accidents converted into substances; and a body to be in :1

~‘___‘____‘ 7
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place and occupy no room; and generation to be without corruption, and cor

rupt-ion without generation; and that substances be made of nothing, and turned

into nothingl, with many such like things, against all order and principles of

nature and reason.

WINCHESTER.

In the third chapter written in the twenty-first leaf”, it troubleth this author that the doctrine

of transubstantiation is, in his judgment, against natural reason and natural operation: in the

entry 0 which matter he granteth wisely that they should not prevail against God’s word,

and yet, he saith, when they be joined with God’s wordss, they be of great moment to confirm

any truth; wherein if he maneth to confirm God’s word by reason, or God’s mysteries by

natural operation, mine understanding cannot reach that doctrine, and is more strange to

me, than this author maketh transubstantiation to be to him. As for the reason of vacuum

dcclareth a vacuum, that nature abhorreth not. And if we speak after the rules of nature,

quantity filleth the place rather than substance. And shortly to answer this author, it is

not said in the doctrine of transubstantiation, that there remaineth nothing; for in the visible

form of bread remaineth the proper object of every sense truly: that is seen with the bodily

eye is truly seen, that is felt is truly felt, that is sauoured is truly savoured; and those things

corrupt, putrify, nourish, and consume after the truth of the former nature, God so ordering

it that create all, using singularly that creature of bread, not to unite it unto him as he did

man’s nature, to be in bread impanate and breaded, as he was in flesh incarnate. And as for

reason in place ofservice as being inferior to faith, will agree with the faith of transubstantiation

well enough. For if our faith of the true presence of Christ’s very body be true, as it is most

true, grounded upon these words4 of Christ, “This is my body ,-” then reason yielding to5 that

truth, will not strive with transubstantiation, but plainly afir-m that by his judgment“, if it

be the body of Christ, it is not bread. For in the rule of common reason, the grant of one

substance is the denial of another; and therefore reason hath these conclusions throughly, what

soever is bread is no wine, whatsoever is wine is no milk, and soforth.

And therefore being once believed this to be the body of Christ, reason saith by and by, it is not

bread by the rule aforesaid, whereby appeareth how reason doth not strive with transubstantia

tion, being once conquered with faith of the true presence of Christ’s body, which is most evident,

and no whit darkened by any thing this author hath brought. As for natural operation, is not in

all men’s judgments as this author taketh it, who seemeth to repute it for an inconvenience, to say

that the accidents of wine do sour and was: vinegar. But Ulpian, a man of notable learning, is

not afraid to write in the law, In venditionibus, do contrahenda emptione, in the Pandects, that

of wine and vinegar there is (prope eadem obtain) in manner one substance : wherein he sheweth

himselffar against this author’s skill, which Iputfor an example to shew that natural operations

have had in natural men’s judgments divers considerations, one sometime repugnant to another,

and yet the authors of both opinions called philosophers all. Among which some thought, for

example, they spake wisely, that esteemed all things to alter as swiftly as the water runneth

in the stream, and thought therefore no man could utter a word, being the same man in the

end of the word that he was when he began to speak, and used a similitude: Like as a man

standing in one place cannot touch the same one water twice in a running stream, no more can

a man be touched the same man twice, but he altereth as swiftly as doth the stream. These

were laughed to scorn, yet they thought themselves wise in natural speculation. Aristotle, that

is much esteemed and worthily, fancied a first matter in all things to be one; in which con

sideration he seemeth to be as extreme in a stay, as the other fond philosophers were in

moving. By which two extremities I condemn not natural speculation, wherewith, I think,

God pleased for man to marvel in contemplation of his inferior works, and to tame his rash

wit in the inexplicable variety of it; but to use it so, as to make it an open adversary to

religion, it is nwseenwth without all purpose. The doctrine of transubstantiation doth not

twch no earthly thing to remain in the sacrament, but contrariwise, that the visible form

of bread and wine is there as the visible figure7 of the sacrament, and to be the same in

greatness, in thickness, in weight, in savour, in taste, in propriety also to corrupt, putmfy,

and nourish as it did before,- and yet the substance of those visible creatures to be converted

 

[1 Orig. ed. omits the words, “and that sub
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into the substance, as Emissen saith, of the body of Christ. And here will reason do ser

vice to faith, to say if there be a conversion indeed, as faith teacheth, and none of the ac

cidents be converted, then the substance is converted: for in every thing, all is substance and

accidents; but the accidents be not changed, and yet a change there is; it must needs be then

that substance is changed. Which deduction reason will make, and so agree with transub

stantiation in convenient due service. And thus I have gotten reason’s good will, whatsoever

this author saith, and from the ground of faith have by reason deduced such a conclusion

to prove transubstantiation, as unless he destroy the true faith of the presence of Christ's

very body, which he cannot, must needs be allowed. And as for natural operation of pu

trifying, engendering worms, burning, and such experiences, which being the substance of bread

absent, this author thinketh cannot be so, when he hath thought thoroughly, he can of his

thought conclude it only to be a marvel, and it be so as against the common rules qfphiloso

phy, wherein as meseemeth it were a nearer way, as we be admonished to leave searching

of “how” of the work of God in the mystery of Christ’s presence, being that the celestial

part of the sacrament, so not to search “how” in the experience of the operation of nature,

of the visible earthly part of the sacrament. When God sent manna in [the] desert, the people

saw many marvels in it, besides the common operation of nature, and yet they never troubled

themselves with “hows.” And as one very well writeth, it is consonant, that as there is a

great miracle in the work of God to make there present the substance of the body of Christ,

so likewise to knowledge the miracle in the absence of the substance of bread, and both the

heavenly and earthly part of the sacrament to be miraculous, and so many miracles to be

joined together in one, agreeth with the excellency of the sacrament. As for the objections this

author maketh in this matter, be such as he findeth in those scholastical writers that discuss

as they may, or labour thereabout wherewith to satisfy idle imaginations, and to make learned

men prompt and ready to say somewhat to these trifles, whose arguments this author taketh

for his principal foundation. For plain resolution and avoiding whereof; I would now,

for my part, bring forth their solutions and answers, there were a part of school theology,

so brought into English, to no great praise of either of our Zearnings, but our vain labour,

to set abroad other men’s travails, to trouble rude wits with matter not necessary, and by

such unreverent disputing and alteration to hinder the truth. Finally, all that this author

rehearseth of absurdity, repugneth in his estimation only to the conclusion of philosophy,

which should nothing move the humble simplicity of faith in a christian man, who marvel

leth at Gods works and reputeth them true, although he cannot comprehend the ways and

means of them.

CANTERBURY.

Here in the beginning of this chapter, it is a strange thing to me that you should

think strangeness in my saying, that natural reason and operation joined to God's

word should be of great moment to confirm any truth: not that they add any autho

rity to God’s word, but that they help our infirmity; as the sacraments do to God's

promises, which promises in themselves be most certain and true. For did not the

eating and drinking of Christ, his labouring and sweating, his agony and pangs of

death, confirm the true faith of his incarnation? And did not his eating with the

apostles confirm and stablish their faith of his resurrection? Did not the sight of

Christ and feeling of his wounds induce Thomas to believe that Christ was risen,

when neither the report of the devout woman, nor yet of the apostles which did see

him, could cause him to believe Christ's resurrection? And when they took our Saviour

Christ for a spirit, did not he cause them by their sight and feeling of his flesh and

bones to believe that he was very man, and no spirit, as they phantasied? Which

sensible proofs were so far from derogation of faith, that they were a sure establish

ment thereof. Wherefore if your understanding cannot reach this doctrine, it is indeed

very slender in godly things.

And as for my reason of vacuum, you have not yet answered thereto, for nature

sufl'ereth not any place to be without some substance, which by means of his quantity

fillcth the place. And quantity without substance to fill any place, is so far from the

rules of nature, that by order of nature quantity without substance hath neither

filling nor being. And although I do not say, that by the doctrine of transubstan

tiation there remaineth nothing, (so that all that you speak to answer that matter is
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to no purpose, but re: eacua,) yet by-the doctrine of transubstantiation joined unto

nature, there should remain utterly nothing indeed: for substance remaineth none by

your doctrine of transubstantiation, and without substance can be no accidents by the

rulqa of nature. Therefore comparing your doctrine and nature together, either you

must recant your doctrine of transubstantiation, or confess that nothing remaineth, or

at the least grant that your teaching repugneth to the order of nature; which sufliceth

for me in this place, where my purpose is only to shew how the doctrine of transub

stantiation is against nature and reason.

Now where you so often speak of the visible form of bread remaining, by this 267.

word “form”. you sweetly deceive yourself, thinking that it doth much advance your algnword

faith of transubstantiation, understanding by that word the accidences, similitudes, and '

likeness without substance remaining, misunderstanding both holy scripture and the

ancient doctors. St Paul, speaking of Christ’s incarnation, saith, that “he 'being in Phil. ii.

form of God, did humble himself, taking upon him the form of man." By which

words St Paul meant not that Christ was like unto God, and not God in deed, nor

yet that he was like unto man, and not Very man in deed, but that he was and is

very God and very man, having two substances, one of his Godhead, and the other

of his manhood, united together in one person. And the ancient doctors writing of

this sacrament, when they speak of the forms of bread and wine, do use this vocable

“form,” as St Paul useth it, to signify very bread and very wine, or the substances

of bread and wine, and not the similitude or likeness of bread and wine without the

substances, as you fantasy and imagine.

And you, after this sort wrasting holy scriptures and doctors for maintenance of

your error of transubstantiation, do lead yourself craftily into another heinous error,

(if this your proposition be true, that the grant of one substance is a denial of any

other,) which is, to deny Christ either to be very God or man. For by your sen

tence, if he in substance be God, then can he not have the substance of man: for

the grant of one substance is a denial of any other, as ye say.

And like as ye do err in misunderstanding of the scripture and doctors, so do

you on in reason and judgment of things; your own eyes, nose, mouth, and fingers,

bearing witness against you of your wilful error and folly. For what man is living,

which hath his right wits, that can believe as you teach, that the proper object of

every sense remaineth, that is to say, colour, taste, savour, &c., and yet the former

substance of bread and wine is gone? And here, to further your belief of transub

stantiation, you do exaggerate your accustomed absurdity of impanation of Christ's Imp-union.

body; as if every man that believeth not your error of transubstantiation must of

necessity fall into the error of impanation, or as if I defended the said impanation.

But whether I defended any such fond opinion or no, or whether I have herein

sufiiciently answered the papists, I refer to the judgment of all wise and learned men,

that be any thing indifferent, which have read my book.

And as concerning natural reason, where you say it will agree with the doctrine

of transubstantiation well enough, if the faith of the true presence of Christ's very

body be true: for answer hereto I say, that if your phantastical belief of the real

presence of Christ’s natural body in the sacrament were as true as the gospel, (as

none opinion can be more erroneous and fond,) yet would both faith and reason judge

that there were still bread: faith, because holy scripture manifestly saith so; reason,

because it is so, not only to all our senses, but also in all the effects and operations

of bread. And reason cannot discern but that Christ's body may be as well present

with the substance of bread, as with the accidents, and that rather also, forasmuch

as you confess yourself, that after the rules of nature quantity filleth the place rather

than substance. And so may reason judge the body of Christ to be the body of

Christ, and yet the bread to be the bread still, and wine to be wine and no bread,

nor none other confusion of natures to be there against reason.

And as touching natural operation, in the handling thereof you shew your igno

rance in natural philosophy, which teacheth that in mutation from one quality to

another is required one substance to receive both the qualities. For white of itself

cannot be made black, nor cold hot; but one substance may be new hot, new cold;

268.
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now black, now white: as cold water may be made hot, although cold in itself

cannot be hot. Therefore you cannot blame me, to think in this a great inconve

nience and absurdity in nature, that sweetness of itself should change into sourness,

when the substance of wine is gone, and no substance remaining to receive this muta»

tion, this matter being so clean contrary to the precepts and rules of natural philo

sophy.

And I marvel that you cannot see how much Ulpian, whom you allege, maketh

against yourself, and with my saying, that both in wine and vinegar remaineth sub

stance, which is changed from sweet to sour; so that the sweet of itself is not made

sour, but that substance which before was sweet is after sour. And therefore what

great skill you have in citing of Ulpian, to prove that the accidents of wine without

substance do sour and wax vinegar, let the wise reader judge.

But Ulpian seemeth to me to have another sense than all men can perceive: but

I will not discuss the mind of Ulpian, because I am no lawyer, lest you should cast

the proverb in my teeth, Ne sutor ultra crapidam.

But to what purpose you should bring in the diversity of judgments in natural

operations, and the extreme fondness of philosophers, some in moving, some in stay

ing, I cannot devise, except it be the permission of God, that as some of the philo

sophers by their fond opinions in nature made themselves laughing-stocks to all men,

of reason so should ye papists do. And yet so much more is the papistical opinion

of transubstantiation to he laughed to scorn of all men, as it passeth the fondness of

all the philosophers, and that so far, that the fondest of the philosophers would have

laughed at it, and have clapped it out of their schools with one consent, as an opinion

more meet for frantic and mad men than for men of natural reason. And as fond

opinions as some philosophers had, yet was there none that so far erred in reason to

say, that accidences might stand without any substance; but all with one uniform

consent agreed, that aecidences had none other being or remaining but in their sub

stances. And yet if the faith of our religion taught us the contrary, then reason must

yield to faith. But your doctrine of transubstantiation is as directly contrary to the

plain words of scripture as it is against the order of natural reason.

And where you say that the doctrine of transubstantiation doth not teach, that

no earthly thing remaineth, but that “the visible form of bread and wine remaineth

the same in greatness, in thickness, in weight, in savour, in taste, in property also to cor

rupt, putrify, and nourish, as it did before," tell plainly, I pray you, what thing it

is which you call the visible form of bread and wine, whether it be an accidence or

a substance; and if it be an accidence, shew whether it be a quantity or quality, or

what other accidence it is, that all men may understand what thing it is which, as

you say, is the same greatness, thickness, weight, savour, and other properties.

And where you allege Emissen for the conversion of the substance of bread and

wine, this conversion, as Emissen saith, and as I have declared before, is like to our

conversion in baptism, where outwardly is no alteration of substance, (for no sacra

mental alteration maketh alteration of the substance,) but the marvellous and secret

alteration is inwardly in our souls. And as the water in baptism is not changed,

but sacramentally, (that is to say, made a sacrament of spiritual regeneration, which

before was none,) so in the Lord's supper neither the substance nor accidences of bread

and wine be changed, but sacramentally ; but the alteration is inwardly in the souls

of them that spiritually be refreshed and nourished with Christ's flesh and blood.

And this our faith teacheth us, and natural reason doth good service to faith herein

against your imagined transubstantiation. So that you have not gotten reasons, good

will, nor consent to your vain doctrine of transubstantiation, although you had proved

your real presence; which hitherto you have not done, but have taken great pain

to shoot away all your bolts in vain, missing quite and clean both the prick and the

whole butt.

And yet in the end you take a good ready way for your own advantage, like

unto a man that had shot all his shafts clean wide from the butt, and yet would hear

all men in hand that he had hit the prick. And when other should go about to

measure how far his shafts were wide from the butt, he would take up the matter
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himself, and command them to leave measuring, and believe his own saying, that

his arrows stuck all fast in the mark, and that this was the nearest way to finish

the contention: even so do you in this matter, willing all men to leave searching of

“how” in the mystery of Christ's presence in the sacrament, saying that to be the

nearest way. And it were a much nearer way for you indeed, if all men would leave

searching of “how,” and without ground or reason believe as well your transubstan

tiation as your corporal presence of Christ's body, only because you do say it. is so.

But St Peter requireth every christian man to be ready to render a reason of hlSIPel. iii.

faith to every one that asketh; and St Paul requireth in a christian bishop, that he re. i.

should be “able to exhort by wholesome doctrine, and to convince the gainsayers," and

not to require other men to give faith unto him without asking of “how,” or “ why,"

only because he saith so himself. The old catholic authors tell, wherefore Christ called

bread his body, and how christian people fed of his body. And the blessed virgin Luke i.

Mary asked how she should conceive a child, never having company with man. And

you tell yourself how Christ is in heaven, how in us, and how in the sacrament, dc

claring all to be but after a spiritual manner. And what manner of men be you,

that we may not ask you “how,” to render a reason of your transubstantiation, being

a matter by you only devised, clearly without God’s word. ‘

But at length, when you have sweat well-favouredly in answering to mine argu- Miracles.

ments of natural reason and natural operation, you be fain to confess a great part to

be true, and to turn altogether into miracles, and that into such kind of miracles, as 270.

the old catholic writers never knowledged nor touched in none of their works. For

besides the chief miracle, which you say is in the conversion of the substance of

bread into the substance of Chirst's body, and of the wine into his blood, there be

other miracles, when the forms of wine turn into vinegar, and when bread mouldeth,

or a man doth vomit it, or the mouse eateth it, or the fire burneth it, or worms breed

in it, and in all like chances, God still worketh miracles, yea, even in poisoning with

the consecrated wine. And the multitude of such miracles, as you do judge, pertaineth

to the excellency of the sacrament; whereas among the school-authors this is a com

mon received proposition, non case ponenda miracula sine necessitate.

And where you say, that I make my principal foundation upon the arguments of

the scholastical writers, although mine arguments deduced out of the scholastical authors

be unto you insoluble, and therefore you pass them over unanswered, yet I make no

foundation at all upon them, but my very foundation is only upon God's word, which

foundation is so sure, that it will never fail. And mine arguments in this place I

bring in only to this end, to shew how far your imagined transubstantiation is, not

only from God's word, but also from the order and precepts of nature, and how many

and portentous absurdities you fall into by means of the same. Which it seemeth you

do confess by holding your peace, without making answer thereto.

But now let us consider what is next in my book.

The papistical doctrine is also against all our outward senses, called our five Char- “7-.
The pains"

wits. For our eyes say, they see there bread and wine: our noses smell shaming?“

bread and wine: our mouths taste, and our hands feel bread and wine. And “Mum”

although the articles of our faith be above all our outward senses, so that we

believe things which we can neither see, feel, hear, smell, nor taste; yet they

be not contrary to our senses, at the least so contrary, that in such things

which we from time to time do see, smell, feel, hear, and taste, we shall not

trust our senses, but believe clean contrary. Christ never made no such article

of our faith. Our faith teacheth us to believe things that we see not, but it

doth not bid us, that we shall not believe that we see daily with our eyes,

and hear with our ears, and grope with our hands. For although our senses
cannot reach so far as our faith doth, yet so far as the compassiof our senses

doth usually reach, our faith is not contrary to the same, but rather our senses

do confirm our faith. Or else what availed it to St Thomas, for the con- John xx.
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firmation of Christ’s resurrection, that he did put his hand into Christ’s side,

and felt his wounds, if he might not trust his senses, nor give no credit

thereto ?

And what a wide door is here opened to Valentinianus, Marcion, and other

heretics, which said, “that Christ was not crucified, but that Simon Cyrenaaus

was crucified for him, although to the sight of the people it seemed that Christ

was crucified ?” or to such heretics as said, that “ Christ was no man, al

though to men’s sights he appeared in the form of man, and seemed to be

hungry, dry, weary, to weep, sleep, eat, drink, yea, and to die like as other

men do. For if we once admit this doctrine, that no credit is to be given

to our senses, we open a large field, and give a great occasion unto an in

numerable rabblement of most heinous heresies.

And if there be no trust to be given to our senses in this matter of the

sacrament, why then do the papists so stoutly affirm, that the accidents re

main after the consecration, which cannot be judged but by the senses? For

the scripture speaketh no word of the accidents of bread and wine, but of

the bread and wine themselves. And it is against the nature and definition

of accidents, to be alone without any substance. Wherefore, if we may not

trust our senses in this matter of the sacrament, then if the substance of the

bread and wine be gone, why may we not then say, that the accidents be gone

also? And if we must needs believe our senses as concerning the accidents

of bread and wine, why may we not do the like of the substance, and that

rather than of the accidents: forasmuch as after the consecration, the scripture

saith in no place that there is no substance of bread nor of wine, but calleth

them still by such names as signify the substances, and not the accidents?

And finally, if our senses be daily deceived in this matter, then is the sensi

ble sacrament nothing else but an illusion of our senses. And so we make much

for their purpose that said, tha “ Christ was a crafty juggler, that made things

appear to men’s sights, that in deed were no such things, but forms only, figures,

and appearances of them.”

But to conclude in few words this process of our senses, let all the papists

lay their heads together, and they shall never be able to shew one article of

our faith so directly contrary to our senses, that all our senses by daily expe

rience shall afiirm a thing to be, and yet our faith shall teach us the contrary

thereunto.

WINCHESTER.

As in answering to the third chapter, I have shewed how reason received into fizith's ser

vice doth not strive with transubstantiation, but agreeth well with it; so I trust to show how

man’s senses, which this author calleth “ the five wits,” be no such direct adversaries t0 tran

substantiation, as a matter whereof they can no skill. And therefore to a question this

author asketh in the end of the second column in the twenty-second lea/'1, which is this. “If

we believe our senses in the accidents, why may we not do the like of the substance ?" I

answer thus, that the senses can no skill of substance, as learned men speak of substance, nor

this author neither, a man should judge him by this question. For and a sensual man,

one that followeth his rude senses, would sag, “Come hither, master scholar, I hear much talk.

ing in this world of substance and accidence," and if he were of a merry nature would say,

his little bog had learned his accidence, but himself woteth not perfectly what substance meaneth,

as clerks term it, and bringing forth a piece of bread, another of cheese, and a pot of ale,

would desire the scholar to learn him the substance of them, and shew it with his finger, and

shew him also what difference between the substance of bread, cheese, and the alez; I think

the scholar, with the advice of all at Cambridge and Ooford also, could not do it ,' and the

'Contnu-ium

habetur in

libro vocato,

The Devil's

i3]?
12,

histr -
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more the scholar should travail with such a rude man so sensual in the matter, I think he

should be the further of, unless the sensual man would set apart his rude wits and learn

of the scholar some reasonable understanding, which is, that the substance is the inward nature,

wherein those that be accidents do naturally stay the quantity immediately, and the rest by

mean of quantity, in which the rest may be said to stay; which words were new divinity to

this man, who, touching the bread, would ask the scholar roundly, “Callest tho-u not this sub

stance, this good thick8 piece that I handle?” The schohtr would answer, “Sir, asI shall answer

you, you will say I play the sophister; for I must speak learning to you, that you can

no skill of. And be not angry though I tell you so; jbr and ye were learned, ye would not

ask me this question; for substance, as it is properly understanded to be of this or that thing,

is properly neither seen by itself nor felt, and yet by reason comprehended truly to be in

that we feel or see: nevertheless in common speech, and in the speech of such asfor the pur- 272.

pose speak after the common capacity, the word “substance” is used to signify that is seen or

felt, and so ye may say, ye see the substance or feel the substance of bread, and yet ye do

in deed see but the colour, and by it the largeness, and feel the heat or coldness, moisture or

dryness, weight or lightness, hardness or softness, thickness and thinness. If ye will learn \

what substance is, ye must leave your outward senses, and consider in your understanding

how in every thing that is there is a stay, which we call a substance, being the principal part

of every thing, which failing, we say that special thing not to be: as where the substance of

bread is not, there that special thing bread is not, because bread is, as every other natural

visible thing is, of two parts, substance and accidents. Now if the one part, that is to say

substance, be not there, which can be but by miracle, then is no bread properly there, because

the one and chief part is not there: and yet I say not nothing is there, for the other part

remaining hath a being as God’s visible creature, and may be called the visible part of

bread ‘, and therefore the outward kind and form of bread, and the appearance of bread and

a true sensible part of bread, and therefore be called also by the name of bread,- not that it

is so properly, but after the common speech and capacity of men, and may be called the nature

ofbread, signifying the property, and the matter of bread, signifying the grossness.” The rude

man, I think, would hereat say, “Here is sophistry in deed, for here is substance, and no substance:

matter-of bread, and no bread; appearance of bread, and no bread: called bread, and no bread;

this is plain juggling where it happcneth.” Wherein this rude man, for want of true under

standing of the words, and perfect consideration of the matter, speaketh thus fondly; who, if

he should thereupon require the scholar to shew him some difl'erence of the very substance be.

tween bread, cheese, and ale, what could the learned scholar answer here, but even frankly

declare his ignorance, and say, “I know none ?” which is as much to say as, “I know there is a

difl'erence, but I wot not what it is.” W'hereunto I trow the rude man would say to the

scholar: “Then art thou with all thy learning as very a fool as I, to speak of a diferencc,

and cannot tell what it is.” Now, the scholar should utter even the ertremity of his learning

in PTW terms, and say, “I know bread is no cheese, and cheese is no ale, and of their ac

cidental parts I can indeed shew difim‘cnces, but of the very substance none;” the rude man,

if his nature were not over dull, would laugh roundly, to hear a scholar utter for a point

of learning that bread is no cheese, and cheese is no ale, which whoso knoweth not is a very

fool; and merely to knit up the matter would keep the accidents of his bread, cheese, and

ale for himself, and give the substance to the scholar, if he can divide it, as a reward for

his cunning to his better nurture. And this I write after this gross sort, to shew that this

matter of substance is not commonly undcrstanded as senses exercised in learning perceive it,

and how man’s outward senses cannot, as this author would have it, be judges of the inward

nature of substance, which reason persuadeth to be, using the service of the senses for induction

of the knowledge [of it] 5, in which judgment upon their report happeneth many times much deceit.

Titus Livius speaketh of a great number of divers dishes of meat made in a solemn supper, .0,“ cm.

whereat the guests wondered to see such a variety at that time of the year; and when they dd°“"“"H“"‘

ilis. Liv'uls

demanded of it, answer was made, the substance was but one, all hogs flesh, so as the altera

tion in the accidents deceived their judgments. That stone, which among many, thought to

have some skill, hath been taken for a prccious diamond, hath after by cunning lapidaries

been judged to be but a white sapphire, and contrariwise: so easily may our judgment upon

the report of our senses fall in error; not that the senses be properly deceived, but rather

the man that is grossly sensual, and judgeth fondly by them. For the very substance is not

the proper olg'ect of any of the jive wits, but of their report considered in reason denied,

[= Good round thick. Orig. ed. Winch.] [4 mm broad. Ibid.) [5 mm, and Orig. ed. Winch]
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and sometime guessed at, whereof ensueth great error and quid pro quo among the poti

caries and learned also in things strange, whereof they have but accidental marks. W'here

fore upon consideration of the premises it may easily appear how the question of this author,

why the senses be not believed in knowledge of substance as in knowledge of accidents, may

be reasonably answered. And then if the judgment of reason in the estimation of God’s

natural works and denying this or that substance, when by accidents it should seem otherwise,

reason doth stay sensuality, and when men of experience, knowledge, and credit, have determined

such a certain stone to be a very true diamond, other ignorant will be ashamed to say the

contrary; and if a man fearing himself deceived to have bought one kind of drugs for

another, and yet mistmsting wisely his own judgment, having caused it to be viewed by men

of knowledge, good faith, and honesty, if they aflirm it to be the very thing, this man will then

condemn his own imagination, and upon credit call it so, and take it so to be: wherefore if in

these things, I say, reason doth in a man stay sensuality, and if knowledge with honesty ruleth

the judgment of rude understandingl, and finally, if credit among men be so much regarded,

how much more convenient is it that faith in God’s word (wherein can be no deceit as there

is in men) should alter and change man’s judgment in reason, and bring it into the obedience

offaith! Of that is bread after the judgment of our reason, after the report of our senses,

Christ determineth unto us the substance of that to be his body, saying, “ This is my body :"

why shall not now a true christian man answer ever according to his faith, to say and profess

the same to be the substance of Christ’s body upon credit of Christ’s words, as well as the carnal

man will upon report of his senses conclude in reason there to be the substance of bread?

whereby is not taken away the credit of our senses, as this author supposeth, which have their

objects still true as they had before: for the colour, greatness, savour, and taste, all remain

tru-ly with the experiences of them as before.- upon whose report reason nevertheless, now

reduced to the obsequy offaith, forbcareth reverently to conclude against the truth offaith, but

according to faith confesseth the substance to be the very substance of Christ’s body, and the

accidents to remain in their very true nature, because faith teacheth not the contrary, and that

it agreeth with the rule offaith so to be, and therefore remaineth. a very true greatness, thick

ness, and weight, which may be called in common speech “substance,” signifying the outward

nature. And in that sense Theodoret, reasoning with an heretic, seemeth to call it, because,

having spoken of substance remaining, he dcclareth what he meaneth by it, adding, “it may be

seen and felt as before;” which is not the nature of substance properly, but by like common

speech that remaineth may be called “matter,” as Origen called it; wherein also remain the

true savour and taste, with true propriety to corrupt, or putri/‘y, and also nourish; God so

ordering the use of the creature of bread and likewise wine in this mystery, as the inward

nature of them, which indeed is the substance, but only comprehended in reason and under

standing, is converted into the most precious substance of Christ’s body and blood, which is indeed

a substance there present by God’s omnipotency, only to be comprehended by faith, so far as

may be understanded of man’s weakness and imbecility. And where this author putteth a

danger, if senses be not trusted, there is a gap open to the Valentinians and Marcionists, and

therefore bringeth in the feeling of St Thomas: hereunto I say, that the truth of that feeling

dependeth upon a true belief, according to the scriptures, that Christ was very man; for else the

body glorified of Christ, as St Gregory noteth2, was not of the own glorified nature, then either

visible or palpable; but therein Christ condescended to man’s infirmity, and as he was truth

itself, left that a true testimony to such as humbly were disposed by grace to rwcive it, not to

convince heretics, who can devise wayward answers to the external acts of Christ, as now-a-days

they delude the miraculous entering of Christ to his disciples, the doors being shut. Our faith

of the true manhood in Christ is truly believed by true preaching thereof; and by the scriptures;

not by the outward senses of men, which altogether, we must confess, could be no certain, inevitable

proof thereof. And therefore Christ appearing to his disciples going into Emmaus opened the

scriptures to them for the proof of his death, that he sufered as very man; and yet he used also

in some part to preach to their senses, with sensible exhibition of himself unto them. And so

all Christ’s doings, which were most true, do bear testimony to the truth; but in their degree of

testimony, and the feeling of St Thomas, being (as St Gregory saith) miraculous, semeth for

proof of another thing, that God’s work. in miracle doth not impair the truth of the thing

wrought; and so St Thomas touched then Christ as truly by miracle, after his resurrection,

in his body glorified, as he had touched his body before glorification. Filmlly, in Christ's

acts or his ordinances be no illusions: all is truth and perfect truth. and our senses in the visible

[‘ Rude of understanding. Orig. ed. “'inch.] [’ Hamil. Pass. xxvi.]
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forms of bread and wine be not illuded, but have their proper ofiects in those accidents,- and 27-1.

reason in carnal understanding, brought and subdued in obsequy to faith, doth in the estimation

of the host consecrate yield to faith, according whereunto we confess truly the same to be the

body of Christ.

Where this author would all the papists to lay all their heads together, &'c., I know no such

papists: but this I say without further counsel, which this author with all his counsel shall not

avoid, we believe most certainly the resurrection of our flesh, and be persuaded by catholic

teaching that the same flesh by participation of Christ’s godly flesh in the sacrament shall be

made irwowuptible ,- and yet afier8 the judgment of our senses and conclusions gathered of them, mnnégi

considering the manner of the continual [wasting of the said bodies, appear the utter]4 consu-mp- \Viizzchj

tion, whereof some philosophers have at length after their reason declared their mind, whom

christian men co-ntemn with all the experience of senses, which they allege being vehement in that

matter. lVe read in scripture of the feeding of angels, when Lot received them. “3951- "iii

CANTERBURY.

As in your answer to the third chapter of my book you have done nothing but dallied

and trifled, even so do you likewise in the fourth chapter, and yet far more unseemly

than in the third. For doth it become a christian bishop of a matter of religion and

a principal article of our faith to make a matter of bread and cheese; and of the holy

supper of the Lord to make a resemblance of a dinner 'of hog's flesh? And yet for

persuasion of your purpose you make, as it were, a play in a dialogue between a rude The rude

man and a learned scholar, wherein the matter is so learnedly handled that the simple E322?“

rude man sheweth himself to have more knowledge than both you and your learned M Ola"

scholar. And why you should bring in this matter, I know not, except it be to show

your ignorance to be as great in logic and philosophy as it is in divinity. For what Absurdities.

an ignorance is this, to say that a man can know no difl'erence between one substance

and another, and that substances be not judged by any senses; and that all natural

things be of these two parts, of substances and accidents; and that their" accidents be

part of their substances, and be called their substances, their natures, and matters!

“’as there ever any such learning uttered before this time? May not all men now

evidently perceive into what a strait your error hath driven you, that you have none

other defence but to fly to such absurdities as be against the judgment of the whole

world? \Vould you make men believe that they know not the substance of the bread from

drink, nor of chalk from cheese? Would you lead the world into this error, that Christ

was never in deed seen, heard, nor felt, when he walked here with his apostles? Did

he not prove the truth of his very flesh and bones by sight, saying, “A spirit hath Luke ult.

not flesh and bones, as you see me have ?" And although substances be not seen and

known to our senses but by their accidents, 'et be they indeed known, and properly

known, and truly known by their accidents, and more properly seen than their accidents

be. For the accidents be rather the means to know the substance by, than the things

that be known. Is not wine known from beer by the taste? and mustard from sugar?

Is not one man known by his voice from another? and a shalm’ from a drum? And

is not a man discerned’ from a beast, and one” from another by sight? But when you

turn up all speeches, all reason, and all manner of knowledge, it is less to be marvelled 275

that you tum up divinity also, wherein you can less skill than in the rest.

And where you say, that “the senses can no skill of substances, because they

may be deceived therein," so may they also be in the accidents. For do not the sun

and moon sometime look red by means of the vapours between us and them? And

doth not spectacles make all things look of the same colour that they be of ? And

if you hold up your finger directly between your eyes and a candle, looking full at the

candle, your finger shall seem two; and if you look full at your finger, the candle

shall seem two. And an ague maketh sweet things seem bitter, and that is sweet to

one is bitter to another. And if a man having very hot hands, and another very cold,

 

[3 And yet not after. Orig. ed. Winch] [5 The accidenccs, ed. 1551.]

[4 The Orig. ed. \Vinch. omits the words within [‘ A shalm: i. e. a kind of musical pipe.]

brackets: they are found, however, in ed. l551.] ‘ [7 Differ-ed, ed. 1551.] [a One man, lb.]
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if they handle both one thing, the one shall think it hot, and the other cold So that

the senses may err as well in the accidents as in the substances, and cannot err in the

substances, except they err also in the accidents.

But in speaking of “substance,” you declare such a substance as never was nor

never shall be, phantasying substance by your imagination to be a thing in itself,

separated from all accidents; and so confounding the substances of all things, and mixting

heaven and earth together, you make all substances but one substance, without any

difference. And where Almighty God hath taught by his word that there be heavenly

bodies and earthly bodies, and that every seed hath his own proper body, and that all

flesh is not one flesh, but the flesh of men, of beasts, of fish, and of few], be divers;

you teach by your words that all flesh is one flesh, and all substancw one substance,

and so confound you all flesh with hog’s flesh, making an hotch-potch, like unto him

that made a great variety of dishes all of hog’s flesh. For take away the accidents,

and I pray you what difference is between the bodily substance of the sun and the moon,

of a man and a beast, of fish and flesh, between the body of one beast and another, one

herb and another, one tree and another, between a man and a woman? yea, between

our body and Christ's? and generally between any one corporal thing and another?

For is not the distinction of all bodily substances known by their accidents? without

the which a man's body cannot be known to be a man’s body. And as substance;

cannot be substances without accidents, so the nature of accidents cannot be without

substances, whose being and definition is to be in substances.

But as you speak of substances and accidents against scripture, sense, reason, expe

rience, and all learning, so do you also speak manifestly against yourself. For you

say, that “every thing that is must have a substance wherein it is stayed, and that

every natural visible thing is of two parts, of substance and accidents;” and yet by

your transubstantiation you leave no substance at all, to stay the accidents of the

bread and wine.

And, moreover, this is a marvellous teaching of you, to say that the accidents of

bread be one part of bread, and be called “the outward kind of bread, the sensible

part of bread, the nature and matter of bread, and very bread." “'as there ever any

such learning taught before this day, that accidents should be called parts of sub

stances, the nature of substances, and the matter of substances, and the very substances

themselves? If ever any man so wrote, tell who it is, or else knowledge the truth,

that all these matters he invented by your own imagination, whereof the rude man may

right Well say, Here is sophistry indeed, and plain juggling. But you convey not your

juggling so craftily but that you be taken (as the Greeks term it) E'TGIITO¢UIPIP, even

with the manner.

Now, as concerning your expert lapidary, if his senses be deceived, how shall he

judge a true stone from a counterfeit? Doth he not diligently look upon it with his

sight, to discern truly of it? For tell me, I pray you, how a man without senses

shall judge a true diamond?

Put out his eyes, and is not a white sapphire, a diamond, and a glass, all one

in his judgment? Marry, if he be a man of clear sight, of true knowledge and expe

rience in the judgment of stones, and be therewithal a man of good faith and honesty,

as you tell the tale, they that be ignorant will be ashamed to control his judg

ment. But if he be blind, or be a man neither of faith nor honesty, but his experi

ence hath been ever exercised to deceive all that trust him, and to sell them white

sapphires for diamonds, then no man that wise is will take a glass or sapphire at his

hands of trust, although he say it be a true diamond. Even so likewise the papists,

(being so accustomed with these‘ merchandises of glistering glasses and counterfeit drugs’

to deceive the world), what wise men will trust them with their feigned transubstan

tiation, being so manifestly against the plain words of scripture, against all reason, sense“,

and ancient writers? And although you have taken never so great labour and pains

in this place to answer mine arguments, (wherein you do nothing else but shew your

ignorance in philosophy and logic,) yet all is in vain, except you could prove tum

[' Dredges, 15M.)

 

[I Their, last] [= Senses, 1551.]
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substantiation to be a matter of our faith; which being not proved, all that you have

spoken here serveth to no purpose, nor concludeth nothing. For you are not so

ignorant in sophistry but you know well enough, that of a false antecedent can no

consequent directly follow.

And as concerning these words of Christ, “This is my body,” by your own teach

ing in these words he called bread his body, which can be no formal and proper

speech, but spoken by a figure, as the order of the text plainly declareth, and all

the old authors do testify. ‘

And where you say, that “although the substance of bread and wine be gone,

yet the senses have their proper object still remaining," as they had before, that

is to say, the colours, greatness, thickness, weight, savour, and taste; express then,

I pray you, plainly, what thing it is that is coloured, great, thin or thick, heavy or

light, savoury or tasted. For seeing you confess that these do remain, you must

confess also that there remaineth bread: for that greatness, thickness, thinness, co

lours, and weight, be not in the body of Christ, nor in the air, which cannot be

weighed; and in something they must needs be: for by your own saying, “every

thing hath a substance to stay it ;" therefore they must needs be in the substance of

bread and wine. And to say that the accidents of bread be the natures, matters,

and substances thereof, is nothing else but to declare to the world that you make

words to signify at your pleasure.

But other shift have you none to defend your transubstantiation, but to devise

such monstrous kinds of speeches as were never heard of before. For you say, that 277_

“the nature, matter, and substance of bread and wine remain not, but be changed

into the body and blood of Christ:" the old writers say directly contrary, that the

nature, matter, and substance remain. “ Christ," saith Theodoret, “ called bread and Theodoret“,

wine his body and blood, and yet changed not their natures.” And again he saith:

“The bread and wine after the consecration lose not their proper nature, but keep

their former substance, form, and figure, which they had before‘." And Origen saith, Origen,

that “the matter of bread availeth nothing, but as concerning the material part thereof

it geeth down into the belly, and is avoided downward5." And Gelasius saith, that Gelulul.

“the nature and substance of bread and wine cease not to be“.” New seeing that your

doctrine (who teach that the nature, matter, and substance of bread and wine be

changed and remain not) is as clean contrary to these old writers, with many other,

as black is contrary to white, and light to darkness, you have no remedy to defend

your error and wilful opinion, but to imagine such portentous and wonderful kinds

of speeches to be spoken by these authors, as never were uttered before by no man,

that is to say, that the outward appearance and accidents of any thing should be

called the nature, matter, and substance thereof. But such monsters had you rather

bring forth, than you would in one jot relent in your error once by you uttered,

and undertaken by you’ defended. And yet bring you nothing for the proof of your

saying, but that if the author's words should be understand as they be spoken, this

should follow thereof, that bread and wine should be seen and felt;' which as no

man doubteth of, but all men take it for a most certain truth, so you take it for

a great inconvenience and absurdity. So far be you forced in this matter to vary in

speech and judgment from the sentence and opinion of all men.

And as touching the belief of St Thomas, although he believed certainly that Thomas.

Christ was a man, yet he believed not that Christ was risen and appeared to the

apostles, but thought rather that the apostles were deceived by some vision or spirit,

which appeared to them in likeness of Christ, which he thought was not he in deed.

And so thought the apostles themselves until Christ aid: Videte mama meas et Lu“ "it

pedes, quia ego ipse sum: palpate et eidete, quia spiritus carnem at ease non Izabent,

ricut me eidetis habere. “See my hands and my feet, for I am he: grope and see,

for a spirit hath no flesh and bones, as you see that I have." And so thought also

St Thomas, until such time as he put his hands into Christ's side and felt his wounds, John “_

 

[4 See above, p. 133.1 [5 See below, p. 266.] Nest. Sect. v. Pars iii. p. 671, in Biblioth. Pa

[" l']! tamcn esse non desinit substantia vel trum, Colon. 15l8.]

natura panis et vini.-Gelasii adv. Emych. ct [7 Undertaken to be by you, 1551.]
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and by his sense of feeling perceived that it was Christ's very body, and no spirit nor

phantasy, as before he believed. And so in St Thomas the truth of feeling depended

not upon the true belief of Christ's resurrection, but the feeling of his senses brought

him from misbelief unto the right and true faith of that matter. And as for St

Gregory, he speaketh no such thing as you report, that “the glorified body of Christ

was of the own nature neither visible nor'palpable," but he saith clean contrary, that

“Christ showed his glorified body to St Thomas palpable, to declare that it was of

the same nature‘that it was of before his resurrection:" whereby it is plain, after

St Gregory’s mind, that if it were not palpable, it were not of the same nature.

And St Gregory saith further in the same homily: Egit miro modo superna clemen

tia, ut discipulzw ille (lubitans, clum in magistro sue eulnera palparet carnis, in nobis

vulnera sanaret infidelitatis. Plus enim nobis Thoma; infidelitas ad fidem, quam fidc:

crcdentium discipulorum prqfuit: guia dum ille ad fidem palpando reducitur, nostra

mens omm' dubitatione postposita in fide solidatur. “The supernal clemency wrought

marvellously, that the disciple which doubted, by groping the wounds of flesh in

his master, should heal in us the wounds of infidelity. For the lack of faith in

Thomas profited more to our faith than did the faith of the disciples that believed.

For when he is brought to faith by groping, our mind is stablished in faith without

all doubting." And why should St Gregory write thus, if our senses availed nothing

unto our faith, nor could nothing judge of substances? And do not all the old

catholic authors prove the true humanity of Christ by his visible conversation with

us here in earth; that he was heard preach, seen eating and drinking, labouring and

sweating? Do they not also prove his resurrection by seeing, hearing, and groping

of him? which if it were no proof, those arguments were made in vain against such

heretics that denied his true incarnation. And shall you now take away the strength

of their arguments, to the maintenance of those old condemned heresies, by your sub

tile sophistications? The touching and feeling of Christ’s hands, feet, and wounds

was a proof of his resurrection, not, as you say, to them that believed, but, as St

Gregory saith, to them that doubted.

And if all things that Christ did and spake to our outward senses prove not that

he was a natural man, as you say with Marcion, Menander, Valentinus, Apollinaris,

with other like sort, then I would know how you should confute the said heresies?

Marry, will you say peradventure, by the scripture, which saith plainly, Verbum earo

factum est. But if they would say again, that he was called a man and flesh because

he took upon him the form of a man and flesh, and would say that St Paul so declareth

it, saying, Formam servi accipiem, and would then say further, that form is the acci

dence of a thing, and yet hath the name of “substance,” but is not the substance

in deed, what would you then say unto them? If you deny that the forms and accidcnces

be called “ substances," then go you from your own saying. And if you grant it, then

will they avoid all the scriptures that you can bring to prove Christ a man, by this

cavillation, that the appearances, forms, and accidences of a man may be called a man,

as well as you say that the forms and accidences of bread be called bread. And so

prepare you certain propositions and grounds for heretics to build their errors upon,

which after, when you would, you shall never be able to overthrow.

And where you say that Thomas touched truly Christ's body glorified, how could

that be, when touching, as you say, is not of the substance but of the accidents only?

and also Christ’s body glorified, as you say, is neither visible nor palpable. And whereas

indeed you make Christ’s acts illusions, and yet in words you pretend the contrary;

call you not this illusion of ourselves, when a thing appeareth to our senses which is

not the same thing in deed? When Jupiter and Mercury, as the comedy telleth,

appeared to Alcumena in the similitude of Amphitryo and Sosia, was not Alcumena

deceived thereby? And poticaries that sell juniper-berries for pepper, being no pepper

indeed, deceive they not the buyers by illusion of their senses? \Vhy then is not in

the ministration of the holy communion an illusion of our senses, if our senses take for

bread and wine that which is not so indeed?

Finally, whereas I required earnestly all the papists to lay their heads together, and

to shew one article of our faith so directly contrary to our senses, that all our senses
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by daily experience shall afirm a thing to be, and yet our faith shall teach us the

contrary thereunto; where, I say, I required this so earnestly of you, and with such cir

cumstances, and you have yet shewed none, I may boldly conclude that you can shew

none. For sure I am if you could, being so earnestly provoked thereunto, you would

not have failed to shew it in this place. As for the article of our resurrection, and

of the feeding of angels, serve nothing for this purpose. For my saying is of the daily

experience of our senses, and when they afiirm a thing to be; but the resurrection of

our flesh, and the feeding of angels, be neither in daily experience of our senses, nor

our senses affirm them not so to be. Now after the matter of our senses followeth in

my book the authorities of ancient writers in this wise.

Now forasmuch as it is declared how this papistical opinion of transub- ¥h-ep.v.im_

stantiation is against the word of God, against nature, against reason, and g1gran-sigma

against all our senses, we shall shew furthermore, that it is against the faith $5315!“ of

and doctrine of the old authors of Christ’s church, beginning at those authors 31122“

which were nearest unto Christ’s time, and therefore might best know the f'tv‘if‘gmm

truth herein. fihinnitiiiq

.Jurtinus

First, Justinus, a great learned man, and an holy martyr, the oldest author Martyr.

that this day is known to write any treaty upon the sacraments, and wrote

not much after one hundred years after Christ’s ascension.

He writeth in his second Apology, that “ the bread, water, and wine in this

sacrament are not to be taken as other common meats and drinks be, but

they be meats ordained purposely to give thanks to God, and therefore be

called Eucharistia, and be called also the body and blood of Christ; and

that it is lawful for none to eat or drink of them but that profess Christ, and

live according to the same. And yet the same meat and drink,” saith he, “is

changed into our flesh and blood, and nourisheth our bodies'.”

By which saying it is evident, that Justinus thought that the bread and

wine remained still; for else it could not have been turned into our flesh and

blood to nourish our bodies.

\VINCHESTER.

I will spend no more words herein, but having avoided this author’s reasoning against tron. 1mm"!

substantiation, now let us examine his authorities. First he beginneth with Justin the Martyr,

whose words be not truly by this author hc-re reported, which be these truly translate out of the

Greek : “ When the priest hath ended his thanksgiving and prayers, and all the people hath said

‘ Amen,’ they whom we call deacmts give to every one then present a part qf the broad and of

the wine and water consecrated, and carry part to those that be absent; and this is that food

which is among us called Eucharistic, whereof it is lawful for no man to be partaker, accept

he be persuaded those things to be true that be taught as, and be baptized in the water of regene.

ration in remission of sins, and ordercth his life after the manner which Christ hath taught.

For we do not take these for common bread or drink,- but like as Jesus Christ our Saviour,

incarnate by the word of God, had flesh and blood for our salvation, even so we be taught the

food, wherewith our flesh and blood be nourished by alteration, when it is consecrate by the

prayer of his word, to be the flesh and blood of the same Jesus incarnate. For the apostles

in those their works, which be called gospels, teach that Jesus did so command them, and afier

he had taken the bread, and ended his thanksgiving, said, “Do this in my remembrance, This

is my body;" and likewise taking the cup after he had given thanks, said, “ This is my blood,”

and did give them to his apostles only. And here I make an issue with this author, that he An issue.
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wittingly corrupteth Justin in the allegation of him, who writeth not 'in such form of words as

this author allegeth out of his second Apology, nor hath any such speech: “The bread, water,

and wine in this sacrament are meats ordained purposely to give thanks to God, and therefore

be called Eucharistia;” nor hath not these words, “ They be called the body and blood of Christ 1'”

but hath in plain words, “ That we be taught this food consecrate by God's word to be the flesh

and blood of Christ, as Christ in his incarnation took flesh and blood ;” nor hath not this form

of words placed to have that understanding, how the same meat and drink is changed into our

flesh and blood. For the words in Justin speaking of alteration of the food, have an under

standing of the food as it is before the consecration, showing how Christ used those creatures

in this mystery, which by alteration nourish our flesh and blood.

For the body of Christ, which is the very celestial substance of the host consecrate, is not

changed, but without all alteration spiritually nourisheth the bodies and souls of them that

worthily receive the same to immortality: whereby appeareth this author’s conclusion, that bread

and wine remain still, which is turned into our flesh and blood, is not deduced upon Justin's

words truly understanded, but is a gloss invented by this author, and a pervcrting of Justin’s

words, and their true meaningl. Whereupon I may say and conclude, even as this author erreth

in his reasoning of mother wit against transubstantiation, even so erreth he in the first alle

gation of his authorities by plain misreporting,- let it be further named or thought on as the

thing desmeth.

CANTERBURY.

In this holy martyr Justinus I do not go about to be a translator of him, nor I

bind not myself precisely to follow the form of his words, which no translator is bound

unto, but I set forth only his sense and meaning. For where Justin bath a good long

process in this matter, I take no more but that is directly to the purpose of transub

stantiation, which is the matter being here in question. And the long words of Justin

I knit up together in as few words as I can, rendering the sense truly, and not varying

far from the words. And this have I done, not willingly to comrpt Justin, as you

maliciously dcprave, (and thereupon will I join with you in your issue,) but I do it

to recite to the reader Justin's mind shortly and plainly; whereas you, professing

to observe scrupulously the words, observe indeed neither the words nor the sentence

of Justin. But this is your fashion when you lack good matter to answer, then, to

find something to fill up your book, you turn the matter into trifling and cavillation

in words.

You say that Justin hath not this speech, “the broad, water, and wine in this

sacrament are meats ordained purposely to give thanks to God ;" and yet by your own

translation he hath the same thing in effect: and yet indeed the words be neither as you

nor as I say; and as they be in Greek, they cannot be expressed in English but by a

paraphrasls. The WOl'dS be these in Greek, 'J'Oll~ GIlXGPAQ'TqQE'u'roQ dp'rou Kal oivou Kai

t'8a-roc, and in our tongue, as near as may be Englished, signify thus: “The bread

and wine and water of thanksgiving," or, as Irenmus saith, “ in which thanks be

given." And neither hath Justin this word “sacrament,” as I say, nor this word

“consecrated,” as you say. May not all men therefore evidently see that your chief

study is to make cavillations and dallying in words? And all the rest of my sayings

which you deny to be in Justin, be there very plainly in sense, as I will be judged by

the indifferent reader.

And what need I willingly to corrupt Justin, when his words, after your allegation,

serve more for my purpose against your feigned transubstantiation, than as I allege them

myself? For if the deacons give to every one present a part of the bread, wine, and

water consecrated, and send part to them that be absent, as you report Justin’s words,

do not then bread, wine, and water, remain after consecration, seeing that they be dis

tributed to divers men in parts? For I think you will not say that the body of Christ

is divided into parts, so that one man receiveth an hand, and another a leg. And Justin

saith further, that the same food of bread, wine, and water, called Eucharistia, nourisheth

our flesh and blood by alteration, which they could not do if no bread, wine, nor water,

were there at all.

 

[' Meanings, Orig. ed. “'inch.]
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But here is not to be passed over one exceeding great craft and untruth in your

translation, that to cast a mist before the reader's eyes you alter the order of Justin's

'words in that place, where the pith of the matter standeth. For where Justin saith

of the food of bread, wine, and water, after the consecration, that they nourish our flesh

and blood by alteration, the “nourishment” which Justin putteth after “ consecration,"

you untruly put it before the “ consecration," and so wilfully and craftily alter the order

of Justin's words, to deceive the reader; and in this point will I join an issue with .M-me 1",“,

you. Is such craft and untruth to be used of bishops, and that in matters of faith

and religion, whereof they pretend and ought to be true professors? But I marvel not

so much at your sleights in this place, seeing that in the whole book throughout you

seek nothing less than the truth. And yet all your sleights will not serve you ; for how

can the food, called Eucha-ristia, nourish before the consecration, seeing it is not eaten

until after the consecration?

The next author in my book is Irene, whom I allege thus.

Next him was Irenaaus, above one hundred and fifty years after Christ, ire-“mm.

who, as it is supposed, could not be deceived in the necessary points of our iiidfii'ii'h.
faith, for he was a disciple of Polycarpus, which was disciple to St John the cap-“

Evangelist.

This Irenwus followeth the sense of Justinus wholly in this matter, and

almost also his words, saying, that “the bread wherein we give thanks unto

God, although it be of the earth, yet when the name of God is called upon it,

it is not then common broad, but the bread of thanksgiving, having two things

in it, one earthly, and the other heavenly’.” What meant he by the heavenly

thing, but the sanctification which cometh by the invocation of the name of

God? And what by the earthly thing, but the very bread which, as he said

before, is of the earth; and which also, he saith, doth nourish our bodies, as

other bread doth which we do use?

WINCHESTER.

Nest Justin is Irene, in the allegation of whom this author maketh also an untrue re

port, who hath not this form of words in the fourth book contra Valentinum, that “ the

bread wherein we give thanks unto God, although it be of the earth, yet when the name of 282,

God is called upon, it is not then common broad, but the bread of thanksgiving, having two

things in it, one earthly, and the other heavenly.” This is Irene, alleged by this author, who,

I say, writeth not in such form of words. For his words be these: “Like as the bread which

is of the earth, receiving the calling of God, is now no common bread, but eucharistia, con

sisting of two things, earthly and heavenly, so our bodies, receiving eucharistia, be no more

comlptible.” These be Irene’s words, where Irene doth not call the bread, “receiving the call

ing of God,” the bread of thanksgiving, but eucharistia; and in this eucharistia hc sheweth

how that, that he calleth the heavenly things3, is the body and blood of Christ, and therefore

saith in his fifth book: “ When the chalice mist, and the bread broken, receive the word of God,

it is made eucharistia, of the body and blood of Christ, of which the substance of our flesh

is stayed and increased. And how say they that our flesh is not able to receive God’s gi ,

who is eternal life, which flesh is nourished with the body and blood of Christ 3'" These be

also Irenc’s words, whereby appeareth, what he meant by the heavenly thing in eucharistia,

which is the very presence of Christ’s body and blood. And for the plain testimony of this

faith, this Irene hath been commonly alleged, and specially of M'elancthon and (Ecolampa

dius, as one most ancient and most plainly testifying the same. So as his very words, truly

alleged, overthrow this author in the impugnation of Christ’s real presence in the sacrament,

and therefore can nothing this author’s purpose against transubstantiation. Is not this

a. goodly and godly entry of this author, in the first two authorities that he bringeth in to

corrupt them both?

 

[' '09 'ya‘p 41rd 'yfir dp'ros, rpoohapfiavdptvmr £1rl'yeiou rs xaiobpauiou.—Irenmus sdversus Hmeses

'rviv Exxhnd'w “mi; 96017, oime'ri Icolvds dp'ros tori”, Valent. Lib. IV. cap. 34. p. 327. Ed. 0X01]. I701]

n’,\,\' ehxapw'ria, éK Bio wpaypa'rwv ouum-rnxuia, I:a Thing, 1551.]
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283.

Origenes in

Matth. Cap.

xv.

[Vid. Emb.

ed. in fine

hujua lolni.]

Origen.

(Gen. |. Ori .

ed. \Vmch.

CANTERBURY.

\Vho seeth not, that as you did before in Justin, so again in Irene, you seek nothing

else but mere cavillations and wrangling in words? Is not eucharistia called in

English, “thanksgiving?” If it be not, tell you what it is called in English. And

doth not Irene say, Panes in qzw gratial (wta! aunt? that is to say, “bread wherein

thanks be given?" \Vhat have I offended then in Englishing eueharistiam, “thanks

giving?” Do not I write to Englishmen, which understand not what this Greek

word, eucharistia, meaneth? \Vhat great offence is it then in me to put it into English,

that Englishmen may understand what is said? Should I do as you do, put Greek

for English, and write so obscurely that the Englishmen should not know the author's

meaning ?

And do you not see how much the words of Ireneus, by you alleged, make against

yourself ? These be his words after your citation: “When the chalice mixt, and the

bread broken, receive the word of God, it is made mwhariatia of the body and blood

of Christ, of which the substance of our flesh is stayed and increased." Doth not Irene

say here plainly, that “the chalice mixt, and the bread broken, after the word of God,

which you call the words of consecration, is made eucharistia of the body and blood

of Christ," and not the body and blood of Christ? And saith he not further, that

“they stay and increase the substance of our bodies?" But how can those things

stay and increase our bodies, which be transubstantiated and gone before we receive

them? And have you forgotten now in Irene, what you said in the next leaf before

in Justin, that “the alteration and nourishment by the food of bread and wine was

understand before the consecration?” which you confess now to be after the consecration,

And when you thus obscure the author’s words, perverting and corrupting both the

words and sentences, yet shall you conclude your untrue dealing with these words

concerning me: “Is not this a goodly and godly entry of this author, in the first two

authorities that he bringeth in to corrupt them both?"

Now followeth Origen next in my book.

Shortly after Irenzeus was Origen, about two hundred years after Christ’s

ascension; who also affirmeth that the material bread remaineth, saying that

“ the matter of the bread availeth nothing, but goeth down into the belly, and

is avoided downward; but the word of God spoken upon the bread is it that

availeth‘.”

WINCHEHZR.

As for Origen in his own words saith, “the matter of the bread remaineth” which, as

I have before opened, it may be granted, but yet he termeth it not as this author doth, to

call it material bread. When God for-med Adam of clay, the matter of the clay remained

in Adam, and yet the material clay remained not; for it was altered into another sub

stance: which I speak not to compare equally the forming of Adam to the sacrament, but

to shew it not to be all one to say the material bread and the matter of bread. For the

accidents of bread may be called the matter of bread, but not the material bread, as I have

somewhat spoken thereof before; but such shifts be used in this matter, notwithstanding the

importance of it.

CANTERBURY.

What should I tarry much in Origen, seeing that you confess that he saith, “the

matter of bread remaineth;" and Origen saith, that “the meat which is sanctified,

juxta id quod habet materiale in ventrem abit,” that is to say, “ as concerning the material
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part thereof goeth into the belly ?” So that by Origen's teaching both the bread and

the material part of bread remain. So that your example of clay relieveth you nothing

in this your answer unto Origen.

But when you see that this shift will not serve, then you fly to another, and say,

“that the accidents of bread be called the matter of bread ;" which is so shameful a

shift, as all that have any manner of knowledge may plainly see your manifest im

pudency. But many “ such shifts you use in this matter, notwithstanding the importance

of it."

Now let us come to Cyprian, of whom I write in this manner.

After Origen came Cyprian the holy martyr, about the year of our Lord 3mm: aldb

250, who writeth against them that ministered this sacrament with water only, is '

and without wine. “Forasmuch,” saith he, “as Christ said, ‘I am a true gigging

vine,’ therefore the blood of Christ is not water, but wine; nor it can not be

thought that his blood, whereby we be redeemed and have life, is in the cup,

when wine is not in the cup, whereby the blood of Christ is shewed’."

W'hat words could Cyprian have spoken more plainly, to shew that the wine

doth remain, than to say thus: “ If there be no wine, there is no blood of

Christ ? ”

And yet he speaketh shortly after as plainly in the same epistle. “ Christ,” Matt. xxvi.

saith he, “ taking the cup, blessed it, and gave it to his disciples, saying,

‘ Drink ye all of this: for this is the blood of the new testament, which shall be

shed for many for the remission of sins. I say unto you, that from henceforth

I will not drink of this creature of the vine, until I shall drink with you new

wine in the kingdom of my Father.’ By these words of Christ,” saith St Cyprian,

“ we perceive that the cup which the Lord offered was not only water, but also

wine, and that it was wine that Christ called his blood; whereby it is clear that

Christ’s blood is not offered, if there be no wine in the chalices.” And after it fol

loweth: “ How shall we drink with Christ new wine of the creature of the vine,

if in the sacrifice of God the Father and of Christ we do not offer wine‘?” 284.

In these words of St Cyprian appeareth most manifestly, that in this sacrar

ment is not only offered very wine that is made of grapes that come of the vine,

but also that we drink the same. And yet the same giveth us to understand,

that if we drink that wine worthily, we drink also spiritually the very blood of

Christ, which was shed for our sins.

WINCHESTER.

St Cyprian’s words do not impugn transubstantiation, for they tend only to shew that Cyprian.

wine is the creature appointed to the celebration of this mystewy, and therefore water only is

no clue matter according to Christ’s institution. And as the name wine must be used before

the consecration to shew the truth of it then, so it may also be used for a name of it after

to shew what it was; which is often used. And in one place of Cyprian by this author here

alleged it appeareth, St Cyprian by the word wine signifieth the heavenly wine of the vine

yard of the Lord of Sabaoth, calling it new wine, and alluding therein to David. And
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285.

Eulcblul

Emllsenul.

this doth Cyprian shew in these words: “How shall we drink with Christ new wine of the

creature of the vine, if, in the sacrifice to God the Father and Christ, we do not ofl'er wine 7"

Is not here mention of new wine of the creature of the vine? What new wine can be but

the blood of Christ, the very wine consecrate by God’s omnipotency, of the creature of the

vine ofl'ered? And therefore this one place may give us a lesson in Cyprian, that as he

useth the word “wine” to signify the heavenly drink of the blood of Christ, made by con

secration of the creature of wine, so when he nameth the bread “consecrate bread,” he meaneth

the heavenly bread Christ, who is the bread Qf life. And so Cyprian can make nothing by

those words against transubstantiation, who writeth plainly of the change of the bread by

God’s o-mm'potency into the flesh of Christ, as shall afier appear, where this author goeth

about to answer to him. ‘

CANTERBURY.

lyprian's words tend not only to shew that wine is the creature appointed to the

celebration of the mystery, but that it is also there present, and drunken in the mystery.

For these be his words: “ It cannot be thought that Christ's blood is in the cup,

when wine is not in the cup, whereby the blood of Christ is shewed." And again

he saith: “ It was wine that Christ called his blood ;" and that “it is clear, that Christ's

blood is not offered, if there be no wine in the chalice.” And further he saith: “How

shall we drink with Christ new wine of the creature of the vine, if in the sacrifice

of God the Father and of Christ, we do not offer wine?" In these words Cyprian

saith not, that Christ is the wine which we drink, but that with Christ we drink

wine, that cometh of the vine-tree; and that Christ's blood is not there, when wine

is not there. And where is now your transubstantiation, that taketh away the wine?

For take away the wine, and take away by Cyprian's mind the blood of Christ also.

But, lest any man should stumble at Cyprian's words, where he seemeth to say

that the blood of Christ should be really in the cup, he saith nor meaneth no such

thing, but that it is there sacramcntally or figuratively. And his meaning necdeth

none other gathering, but of his own words that follow next after in the same sentence,

that “by the wine the blood of Christ is shewed." And shortly after he saith, that

“the cup which the Lord ofi'cred was wine," and that “it was wine that Christ called

his blood." ‘

Now come we to Emissene, your principal stay, in whom is your chief glory.

Of him thus I write.

Eusebius Emissenus, a man of singular fame and learning, about three

hundred years after Christ’s ascension, did in few words set out this matter so

plainly, (both how the bread and wine be converted into the body and blood of

Christ, and yet remain still in their nature; and also how, besides the outward

receiving of bread and wine, Christ is inwardly by faith received in our hearts,)

all this, I say, he doth so plainly set out, that more plainness cannot be reason

ably desired in this matter. For he saith, that “the conversion of the visible

creatures of bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ is like unto our

conversion in baptism, where outwardly nothing is changed, but remaineth the

same that was before; but all the alteration is inwardly and spiritually.”

“ If thou wilt know,” saith he‘, “how it ought not to seem to thee a new
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thing and impossible, that earthly and corruptible things be turned into the

substance of Christ, look upon thyself, which art made new in baptism: when

thou wast far from life, and banished as a stranger from mercy and from the

way of salvation, and inwardly wast dead, yet suddenly thou begannest another life

in Christ, and wast made new by wholesome mysteries, and wast turned into the

body of the church, not by seeing, but by believing : and of the child of damnation,

by a secret pureness, thou wast made the chosen son of God. Thou visibly didst

remain in the same measure that thou hadst before, but invisibly thou wast made

greater, without any increase of thy body. Thou'wast the self-same person, and

yet by the increase of faith thou wast made another man. Outwardly nothing

was added, but all the change was inwardly. And so was man made the son of

Christ, and Christ formed in the mind of man. Therefore as then, putting away

thy former vileness, didst receive a new dignity, not feeling any change in thy

body; and as the curing of thy disease, the putting away of thine infection, the

wiping away of thy filthiness, be not seen with thine eyes, but are believed in

thy mind: so likewise when thou dost go up to the reverend altar, to feed upon

spiritual meat, in thy faith look upon the body and blood of him that is thy God;

honour him, touch him with thy mind, take him in the hand of thy heart, and

chiefly drink him with the draught of thy inward man.”

Hitherto have I rehearsed the sayings of Eusebius, which be so plain that

no man can wish more plainly to be declared, that this mutation of the bread

and wine into the body and blood of Christ is a sacramental mutation, and that

outwardly nothing is changed. But as outwardly we eat the bread, and drink

the wine with our months, so inwardly by faith we spiritually eat the very flesh,

and drink the very blood of Christ.

WINCHESTER.

As touching Emissene, by whose words is eapressly testified the truth of the real presence Emimene.

of Christ in the sacrament, and also the sense of the doctrine of transubstantiation, this an

thor maketh himself bold over him, and so bold that he dare corrupt him,- which Emissene

writeth not, “that man is turned into the body of the church." And here I make an issue with An issue.

this author, that Emissene hath not that word of “turning” in that place, and man to be turned

into the body of the church is no convenient speech, to signify a change in him that is regene

rate by baptism. He indeed that is thrust out of the chancel for his misdemeanour in service

time may be said turned into the body of the church. But E-missene speaketh not so here;

but because the same Emisscne, declaring the mystery of the sacrament, saith, “ the visible

creatures be turned into the substance of the body of Christ,” this author thought it would

sound gaily well, to the confusion of that true doctrine of turning, to speak in baptism of

the turning of a man into the body of the church. And it may be commonly observed in 286.

this author, when he dllegeth any authority of others, he bringeth forth the same in such

form of words as he would have them, and not as they be, for the most part or very often;

and once of purpose were over often in so high a matter as this is. And yet in this Emis

sene's authority, after all the pain taken to reforge him, Emissene’s doctrine plainly confound

eth this author's teaching. This author maketh a note, that there is in man, baptized, nothing

changed outwardly, and therefore in the sacrament neither; and it must be granted: for

the doctrine of transubstantiation teacheth not in the sacrament any outward change. For

the substance of the bread and wine is an inward nature, and so is substance of one dc~

fined. And to speak of the thing changed then, as in man the change is in the soul, which

is the substance of man; so, for the thing changed in the visible creatures, should be also
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287.

Turning.

changed, and is changed, the substance of the bread and wine to answer therein to the other.

And we must consider how this comparison of the two changes is made as it were by pro

portion, wherein each change hath his special end and term, “whereunto,” and therefore, ac

cording to the term and end, hath his work of change, special and several, both by Gods

work. Thus I mean: the visible creatures hath their end and term “whereunto” the change

is made, the very body and blood of Christ, which body being a true body, we must say, is

a corporal substance. The soul of man hath his end and term, a spiritual alteration, in

corporal, to be regenerate the son of God. And then the doctrine of this Emissene is plain

this, that each change is of like truth; and then it followeth, that if the change of man's

soul in baptism be true and not in a figure, the change likewise in the sacrament is also true

and not in a figure. And man's soul by the change in baptism be in deed, that is to say,

really, made the son of God, then is the substance of the bread, which is as it were the soul

of the bread, (I am bold here in speech to use the word soul, to express proportion of the

comparison) but even so is the inward nature of the bread, which is substance, turned and

changed into the body of Christ, being the term and end of that change. And here I say

“so,” not to declare the manner, but the truth of the end, that is to say, as really and in

deed the change is in the substance of bread as in the soul of man: both these changes be

marvellous, and both be in the truth of their change, whereunto they be changed, of like

truth and reality to be done indeed: they resemble one another in the secrecy of the mystery

and the ignorance of our senses, for in neither is any outward change at all; and there

fore there was never man tripped himself more handsomely to take a fall, than this author

doth in this place, not only in corrupting evidently and notably the words of Emissene without

purpose, whereby nevertheless he shewed his good-will, but also by setting forth such matter, as

overturneth all his teaching at once.

For now the author must say the change in man’s soul by baptism, to be there made

the son of God, is but in figure and signification, not true and rea-l in deed; or else grant

the true catholic doctrine of the turn of the visible creatures into the body and blood of

Christ, to be likewise not in figure and signification, but truly, really, and in deed: and for

the thing changed, as the soul of man, man’sl inward nature, is changed; so the inward na.

ture of the bread is changed.

And then is that evasion taken away, which this author useth in another place, of sacra

mental changc, which should be in the outward part of the visible creatures to the use of

signification. This author noteth the age of Emissene, and I note withal, how plainly he

writeth for confirmation of the catholic teaching, who indeed, because of his ancient and

plain writing for declaration of the 'matter in form of teaching without contention, is one

whose authority the church hath much in allegation used to the conviction of such as have

impugned the sacrament, either in the truth of the presence of Christ's very body, or tran

substantiation; for the speaking of the inward change doth point as it were the change of

the substance of bread, with resembling thereunto the soul of man changed in baptism. This

one author, not being of any reproved, and of so many approved, and by this in the alle

gation after this manner corrupt, might sufiice for to conclude all brabbli-ng against the

sacrament.

CANTERBURY.

Where I have corrupted Emissene, let the reader be judge. But when Emissene

speaketh godly of the alteration, change, and tumiug of a. man from the congregation

of the wicked unto the congregation of Christ, which he calleth “ the body of the

church," and from the child of death unto the child of God, this must be made a

matter of smiling, to “ turn light follows out of the chancel into the body of the church."

Such trifling now-ardays becomcth “ gaily well" godly bishops. What if in the stead of

“turning” I had said “skipt over," as the word transiluisti siguifieth, which, although

perodventure the books be false and should be transisti, I have translated “turning?”

should I have so escaped a mock, trow you? You would then have said, he that

so doth, goeth not out of the chancel door into the body of the church, but skippeth

over the stalls. But that Emisscne meant of tuning is clear, as well by the words that

go before, as those which go after; which I refer to the judgment of the indifi'erent reader.

[1 The soul of man in man‘s, &c. Orig. ed. \VinclL]
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But forasmuch as you would persuade men, that this author maketh so much for

your purpose, I shall set forth his mind plainly, that it may appear how much you

be deceived. Emissene’s mind is this, that although our Saviour Christ hath taken 'sminenus'
his body hence from our bodily sight, yet we see him by faith, and by grace he ismmd‘

here present with us; so that by him we be made new creatures, regenerated by him,

and fed and nourished by him, which generation and nutrition in us is spiritual, without

any mutation appearing outwardly, but wrought within us invisibly by the omnipotent

power of God. And this alteration in us is so wonderful, that we be made new

creatures in Christ, grafted into his body, and of the same receive our nourishment

and increasing. And yet visibly with our bodily eyes we see not these things, but

they be manifest unto our faith by God’s word and sacraments. And Emissene de

clareth none other real presence of Christ in the sacrament of his body and blood,

than in the sacrament of baptism, but spiritually by faith to be present in both.

And where Emissene speaketh of the conversion of earthly creatures into the sub- .Conve'rsion.

stance of Christ, he speaketh that as well of baptism as of the Lord’s supper, as his

own words plainly declare. “If thou wilt know," saith be, “how it ought not to

seem to thee a new thing and impossible, that earthly and corruptible things be turned

into the substance of Christ, look upon thyself, which art made new in baptism."

And yet he meant not, that the water of baptism in itself is really turned into the

substance of Christ, nor likewise bread and wine in the Lord’s supper; but that in

the action water, wine, and bread, as sacraments, be sacramentally converted, unto him

that duly receiveth them, into the very substance of Christ. So that the sacramental

conversion is in the sacraments, and the real conversion is in him that receiveth the

sacraments; which real conversion is inward, invisible, and spiritual. For the outward

corporal substances, as well of the name as of the water, remain the same that they

were before. And therefore saith Emissene: “Thou visibly didst remain in the same

measure that thou hadst before, but invisibly thou wast made greater without any

increase of thy body; thou wast the self-same person, and yet by the increase of

faith thou wast made another man. Outwardly nothing was added, but all the change 289,

was inwardly." In these words hath Emissene plainly declared, that the conversion

in the sacraments, whereof he spake when he said, that earthly and corruptible things

be turned into the substance of Christ, is to be understand in the receivers by their

faith, and that in the said conversion the outward substance remaineth the self-same

that was before. And that Emissenc meant this, as well in the sacrament of the Lord’s

supper, as in the sacrament of baptism, his own words plainly declare. So that the

substance of Christ, as well in baptism as the Lord’s supper, is seen, not with our

eyes, but with our faith; and touched not with our bodies, but with our minds;

and received not with our hands, but with our hearts; eaten and drunken not with

our outward months, but with our inward man.

And where Emissene saith, that Christ hath taken his body from our sight into

heaven, and yet in the sacrament of his holy supper he is present with his grace

through faith, he doth us to understand, that he is not present in the forms of bread

and wine out of the ministration, (except you will say, that faith and grace be in

the bread when it is kept and hanged up,) but when the bread and wine be eaten

and drunken according to Christ's institution, then, to them that so eat and drink,

the bread and wine is the body and blood of Christ, according to Christ's words:

Edite, 1100 est corpus meum. Bibite, bio est cali.» sanguinis mei. And therefore' in the The am

book of the holy communion, we do not pray that the creatures of bread and wine $3,???”

may be the body and blood of Christ; but that they may be to us the body and

blood of Christ; that is to say, that we may so eat them, and drink them, that we

may be partakers of his body crucified, and of his blood shed for our redemption.

Thus have I declared the truth of Emissene’s mind, which is agreeable to God’s

word and the old catholic church. But now what illusions and dreams you fantasy Ahurllillelk

of Emissene's words, it is a wonder to hear. First, that the substance of bread and

wine is “an inward nature," and that in baptism the whole man is not regenerated,

 

[2 vm. p. 79.]
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289.

Hilarim.

HiIarius.

but “ the soul" only; and that the soul of man is “the substance" of man, and made

the son of God. And now, when it serveth for your purpose, the body of Christ is a

corporal substance, which in all your book before was but a spiritual body, and the

substance of bread and wine be visible creatures, which were wont with you to be

inward and invisible natures: and now is the inward nature of the bread the sub

stance of the bread, whereas in other places the outward forms be the substance: so

little substance is in your doctrine, that from time to time you thus alter your sayings.

This is no tripping, but so shameful a fall, and in so foul and stinking a place, that

you shall never be able to sponge the filthiness out of your clothes, and to make

yourself sweet again.

And you appoint at your pleasure both tcrmz'num a quo, terminum ad gum, and

the changes, and the things that be changed, altogether otherwise than Emissene doth.

For in Emissene the changes be regeneration, and nourishing or augmentation; the thing

that is changed is the man, both in regeneration, and in nutrition or augmentation;

and in regeneration terminus a quo is the son of perdition; and terminus ad quem

is the son of God. And in nutrition terminus a quo is the hunger and thirst of

the man; and terminus ad quem is the feeding and satisfying of his hunger and thirst.

But you appoint the changes to be transubstantiation and regeneration, and the things

that be changed in transubstantiation you say is the substance of bread and wine,

and the same to be terminum a quo, and the flesh and blood of Christ, say you, is

terminus ad quem. And in regeneration you assign terminum a quo, to be the soul

of man only; and termi'num ad quem, to be regenerated the son of God. And so

being eight things in these two mutations, in each of them the change, the thing that

is changed, the thing from whence it is changed, and the thing whereunto it is changed,

you have missed the butt clearly in all, saving two, that is to say, regeneration and

the thing whereunto regeneration is made, and in all other six you missed the cushion

quite. And yet if the change were in the substance of bread and wine proportionably

to the change of the soul, being the substance of man, as you say; if you should

make the proportions agree, then as the soul, being the man's substance, remaineth

without transubstantiation, so must the bread and wine remain without transubstan

tiation. And if the substance of the bread and wine be not the visible sign in the

Lord's supper, because “substance”, as you say, “is a thing invisible," then is not

the substance of water the visible sign in baptism, being no more visible the substance

of the one, than the substance of the other.

Now of Hilary I write thus.

Hilarius also in few words saith the same. “There is a figure,” saith he,

“for bread and wine be outwardly seen. And there is also a truth of that figure,

for the body and blood of Christ be of a truth inwardly believed ‘.” And this

Hilarius was within less than three hundred and fifty years after Christ.

\VINCHESTER.

But I will examine more particularities. I have before answered to Hilary, to whom

nevertheless I would aptly have said somewhat 'now, to 'note how he distincteth outwardly and

inwardly by belief and corpora-l sight. For outwardly, as Emisscne saith, we see 'no change,

and tlwrqfare we sec after consecration, as before, which we may therefore call bread; but we

believe that inwardly is, which, as Emisscne saith, is the substance of the body of Christ,

whereunto the change is made of the inward nature of bread, as by the comparison of Emissmze

doth appear.

CANTERBURY.

Your distinction made here of “ outwardly " and “inwardly,” is a plain confusion of

Hilarius' mind, and contrary to that which you wrote before in Emissene. For there

Consecrat. Dist 11. cap. lxxix. “ Corpus Christi."

Tom. 11. col. 1956. Ed. Lugduni. 1618. By a note

at this place in the “ Corpus Jur. Canon." it appears

that this passage is not to be found in Hilary.]

[‘ Corpus Christi, quod sumiturde altari, figure

est, dum panis et vinum extra videtur: veritas

nutem, dum corpus ct sanguis Christi in veritate

interius creditur._-Corpus Juris (Ianonici. De
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you said, that “the visible creatures be changed," meaning by the visible creatures

the substances of bread and wine; and now, when Hilary saith that “bread and

wine be seen," you say that “their substances be not seen, but the outward forms

only," which, you say, “be called bread and wine." But here appeareth into how

narrow a strait you be driven, that be fain for a shift to say, “that the accidents of

bread without the substance be called bread."

Epiphanius is next in my book.

And Epiphanius, shortly after the same time, saith, that “ the bread is magma“;

meat, but the virtue that is in it is it that giveth life’.” But if there were no 1:5??

bread at all, 110w could it be meat? TQm- "-"i"

Anacepha

leosl.

“'INCHEQTER.

These words of Epiphaniua do plainly overturn this author’s doctrine of a figurative Eggrggniul

speech,- for a figure cannot give life, only God giveth life: and the speech of this Epipha- \Vlnhh.j

nius of the sacrament doth necessarily imply the very true presence of Christ’s body, author

of li e. And then, as often as the author is overthrown in the truth of the presence, so often

is he, by Zuinglius’ rule, overthrown in trambstantiation. As for the name of bread is

granted because it was so, and transubstantiation doth not take away, but it is meat because

of the visible matter remaining.

Thesea sayings be sought out by this author only to wrangle, not taken out where the

mystery is declared and preached to be taught as a doctrine thereof; but only signified by

the way, and spoken of upon occasion, the sense whereof faithful men know otherwise than

appeareth at the first readings to the carnal man: but by such like speeches the Arians

impugned the divinity of Christ.

CANTERBURY.

Epiphanius, speaking of the bread in the Lord's supper, and the water in baptism,

saith, that they “have no power nor strength of themselves, but by Christ :" so that

the bread feedeth, and the water washeth the body; but neither the bread nor water

give life, nor purge to salvation, but only the might and power of Christ that is in

them: and yet not in them reserved, but in the action and ministration, as it is

manifest of his words. And therefore, as in baptism is neither the real and corporal

presence of Christ’s body, nor transubstantiation of the water; no more is in the Lord’s

supper either Christ’s flesh and blood really and corporally present, or the bread and wine

transubstantiated. And therefore Epiphanius calleth not bread by that name because

it was so, but because it is so in deed, and nourished‘ the body. As Hilary said,

“ there is a figure, for bread and wine be openly seen :" he saith not, there was a

figure, for bread and wine were openly seen. And the figure giveth not life, nor

washeth not inwardly, but Christ that is in the figure, tanguam signatum in signo.

And where you be fain to say, that “accidents be meat without substance,” all the

world may judge how shameful a shift this is, and how contrary to this principle of

philosophy, En: eisllem sunt et nutriuntur omnia. Oh, what absurdities you be driven

unto for the defence of your papistical inventions!

Now cometh St John Chrysostom, of whom in my book is thus written.

About the same time, or shortly after, about the year of our Lord glhrymtin

400, St John Chrysostom writeth thus against them that used only water in giti.‘iiilih.

 

[' Err-mien in Xpw-rqi 1'15? la'xvpo'lrowvpe'vq: Tfir aura] els zwo'yo'untrw.—Epiphlnius, ndversus Hm

6uua'pem- 'rm? ip'rou Kai 'rfic 'roii Udarcs ltrxlios' reses. Lib. "I. Tom. I. p. 1098. ed. Pltnv. Paris.

'lva. oinr tip-roe viuiv 7éun'rm Bull/ants, a'hhri dam-rpm 1622.]

rip'rou‘ xal flpfia'n [Air ('1 lip'ros, ti 3% [illum/rm 6v [iI Thi2,1551.] [‘ Nourisheth, l55l.]
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the sacrament. “ Christ,” saith he, “ minding to pluck up that heresy by the

roots, used wine as well before his resurrection, when he gave the mysteries, as

after at his table without mysteries. For he saith, ‘ Of the fruit of the vine ;’

which surely bringeth forth no water, but wine‘.”

These words of Chrysostom declare plainly, that Christ in his holy table

both drank wine and gave wine to drink, which had not been true if no wine

had remained after the consecration, as the papists feign. And yet more

plainly St Chrysostom declareth this matter in another place, saying: “The

bread before it be sanctified is called bread, but when it is sanctified by the

means of the priest, it is delivered from the name of bread, and is exalted

to the name of the Lord’s body, although the nature of bread doth still re

mains.”

“ The nature of bread,” saith he, “ doth still remain,” to the utter and mani

fest confutation of the papists, which say, “ that the accidents of bread do remain,

but not the nature and substance.” '

A d Ca-snrium

Monachum.

291.

“'INCHESTI-ZR .

Chrysostom speaketh in this place of wine, as, Cyprian- did before, against those that ofer

no wine, but water. Chrysostom saith thus: “ Christ used wine ;" and I grant he did so. For

he did consecrate that creature, and, as Emilssene saith, “turned it in the celebration and dis

pensation of these mysteries.” But this saying touchcth vwthing the doctrine of transubstan

tiation. The second saying of Chrysostom, which I never read but in Peter Martyr’s book,

who saith it is not printed, toueheth this author’s doctrine much, the bread by consecration

be “delivered from the name of bread, and malted to the name of our Lord’s body.” Now

consider, reader: if this manner of speech by Chrysostom here mea'neth an efl'ectllal naming, to

make the substance of the body of Christ present, (as Chrysostom in his public approved works

is understanded of all to teach,) then is the deliverance from the name of bread of like eject,

to take away the reason of the name of bread, which is the change in substance thereof. Or

if the author will say that by the name of bread Chrysostom understandeth the bare name,

how can that stand without reproof of St Paul, who, after this author’s mind, calleth it

braid after consecration? and so do many other by this author alleged. Here percase may be

said, “ What should I reason what he meant, when he saith plainly the nature of bread still

remaineth ?” To this I say, that as Chrysostom, in this place of an epistle not published by

credit, saith “that the nature of bread remaineth:” so Cyprian, that was older than he, saith,

“the nature of bread is changed,” which Chrysostom in his other works, by public credit set

abroad, seemeth not to deny. Now the word “nature” signifieth both the substance and also

hath two sig- propriety of the nature. The substance therefore, after Cyprian, by the word of God is changed,

mflcauom' but yet the proper eject is not changed, but in the aceidences remain without illusion,- by which

divers signification and deception of the wor “nature,” both the sayings of St Cyprian and

St Chrysostom (if this be his saying) may be accorded, and, notwithstanding the contrariety in

letter, agree nevertheless in sense between themselves, and agree with the true doctrine of tran

substantiation. Add to this, how the words of Chrysostom nert following this sentence, alleged

by this author, and as it seemeth of purpose llj/‘t here out, do both confound this author’s enter

prise, and confirm the true doctrine: which words be these, “And is not called two bodies,

but one body of the Son of God.” Of Chrysostom I shall speak again hereafter.

Chrysostom.

[1 ’l‘iim~ iivexsu m‘lx iidwp Ems» ziww-rdc, a'kX dem ab appelIatione penis, dignus autem habitus

oivuv ; dhhnv a'lpeo'lv Tounpa'v npéfifiizou dvaavrdiu.

dirt-151; 'ya'p slain 'rwcs Eu 'roic ,uuc'rnpion iida-ri

Kcxpnpéuoi, dam/I'm li'n riuiKa "rd Il-Ud'fllplll wapé

dwxeu, olvov Tapc'dwKs, Kai iivixa iii/aortic xwpis

putr'rnplwu \l/thriv 'rpa'wsgav rape'rifls-ro, 01mg éné

Xpq-ro in rail yevmina-rés, mm, 'rfi: a'lnréhou. n'

zipvrchoc 6% oiuou, mix iidwp yelled—Chrysostom.

In Matt. cap. xxvi. Hem. Lxxxn. (a1. 83.) Tom.

VII. p. 784. ed. Bened.]

[2 Sicut enim amequam sanctificetur panis,

panem nominamus; divina autem illum sanctifi

cante gratin, mediame sncerdote, liberstus est qui- l

Dominici Corporis appellatione, etiamsi natun

panis in ipso permansit-Id. Ad Cmsarium Mo

nachum. Tom. III. p. 743. The authenticity

of this book, which was brought by P. Martyr to

England and given to Cranmer, is much disputed;

a Latin version only being extent, with the excep

tion of a few passages in Greek. Vid. Chrysost. Op.

ed. Bened. Tom. III. p. 736. Jo. Geo. “"alchius.

Bibl. Patrist. pp. 194, 295. Ed. Jena: 1834. Bur

net‘s Hist. of the Reformation, Tom. III. p. 736.

Ed. Oxford, 1829. Dupin. Eecl. \Vriters, Cent.V.]
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CANTERBURY.

The first place of Chrysostom by me alleged, you say, “toucheth not the doctrine

of transubstantiation." But you rehearse but a piece of Chrysostom's words. For he

saith not only that Christ used wine, but also drank wine in the mysteries, and the

very wine of the grape. And how could then the wine be transubstantiate, except it

were transubstantiate after it was drunken?

Now as touching the second part of Chrysostom, where he saith, that “the bread,

when it is consecrated, is delivered from the name of bread and is exalted to the name

of the Lord's body, and yet the nature of bread doth still remain," he meaneth that

the bread is delivered from the bare name of bread, to represent unto us the body of

Christ, according to his institution, which was crucified for us; not that he is pre

sent or crucified in the bread, but was crucified upon the cross. And the bread is

not so clearly delivered from the name of bread, that it is no bread at all, (for he 292,

saith, “the nature of bread doth still remain,”) nor that it may not be called by

the name of bread; but it is so delivered, that commonly it is called by the higher Changing of

name of the Lord’s body, which to us it rcprcsenteth. As you and I were delivered mum

from our surnames, when we were consecrated bishops, sithens which time we have so

commonly been used of all men to be called bishops, you of \Vinchcster, and I of

Canterbury, that the most part of the people know not that your name is Gardiner,

and mine Cranmer. And I pray God that we, being called to the name of lords, have

not forgotten our own baser estates, that once we were simple squires. And yet

should he have done neither of us wrong, that should have called us by our right

names, no more than St Paul doth any injury to the bread in the sacrament, calling

it bread, although it have also an higher name of dignity, to be called the body of

Christ. And as the bread, being a figure of Christ's body, hath the name thereof,

and yet is not so in deed; so I pray God, that we have not rather been figures of

bishops, bearing the name and title of pastors and bishops before men, than that we

have in deed diligently fed the little flock of Christ with the sweet and wholesome

pasture of his true and lively word.

And where you allege Cyprian, to avoid thereby the saying of Chrysostom in the Cyprian.

epistle by me cited, you take Cyprian clearly amiss, as I have plainly opened here

after in the eleventh chapter of this book 3, whereunto for to avoid the tediousness of

repeating, I refer the indifferent reader; unto which mine answer there, helpeth much

that you grant here, that the word “nature” signifieth both the substance and also {he word"

the propriety. For in Cyprian it is not taken for the substance, as you would fain “mm

have it, but for the property. For the substance of bread still remaining in them

that duly receive the same, the property of carnal nourishment is changed into a spi

ritual nourishment, as more largely in mine answer to you in that place shall be

declared.

And where you would somewhat relieve yourself by certain words of Chrysostom,

which immediately follow the sentence by me alleged, which words be these, “that

the bread after consecration is not called two bodies, but one body of the Son of

God," upon which words you would gather your transubstantiation; how cfi'ectual your

argument is in this matter, may appear by another like. Stephen Gardiner, after he

was consecrated, was called the bishop of Winchester, and not two bishops but one

bishop: ergo Stephen Gardiner was transubstantiate. And a counter laid by an auditor

for a. thousand pounds, is not then called a counter but a thousand pounds: ergo, it

is transubstantiated. And the man and wife after marriage be called but one body:

ergo, there is transubstantiation. This must be the form of your argument, if you will

prove transubstantiation by these words of Chrysostom.

Now come we to St Ambrose.

At the same time was St Ambrose, who declared the alteration of bread and "mm",

wine into the body and blood of Christ, not to be such, that the nature and
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293.

De lis qui

mym-riu

inuiantur.

substance of bread and wine be gone, but that through grace there is a spi

ritual mutation by the mighty power of God, so that he that worthily eateth

of that bread, doth spiritually eat Christ, and dwelleth in Christ, and Christ

in him.

“For,” saith St Ambrose‘, speaking of this change of bread into the body

of Christ, “if the word of God be of that force that it can make things of nought,

cmull-etfie and those things to be which never were before, much more it can make things

Sammentu,

ifb-iv-"P- that were before, still to be, and also to be changed into other things.”

Ambrosius.

And he bringeth for example hereof the change of us in baptism, wherein

a man is so changed, as is before declared in the words of Eusebius, that he

is made a new creature, and yet his substance remaineth the same that was

before.

“’INCHESTER.

St Ambrose doth not, as this author would have it, impugn transubstantiation, but confirmeth

it most plainly, because he tcachcth the true presence of Christ’s body in the sacramcnt, which,

hc saith, is by change, and things still remaining, and that may be verified in the outward

visible matter, that is to say, the accidents remaining with their proper qflkcts, which there

fore may worthily be called things. And here I would ask this author, if- his teaching, as

he pretendeth, were thc catholic faith, and the bread only signified Christ’s body, what should

need this force of God’s word that St Ambrose speaketh of, to bring in the creation of the

world, whereby to induce man's faith in this mystery to the belief of it? As for the example

of baptism to shew the change in man’s soul, whereof I have spoken, declaring Emissenc,

serveth for an induction not to lean2 to our outward senses, no to mistrust the great miracle

of God in either, because we see none outward ezperiencc of it; but also it is not necessary

that the resemblance shall answer in equality, otherwise than as I said afore, each part

anmoering his convenient proportion, and as for their comparison of resemblance, baptism

with the sacramcnt, this author in his doctrinc specially reproveth, in that he cannot, I think,

deny, but man by regeneration of his soul in baptism is the par-taker of holiness; but as for

the bread, he specially admonisheth, that it is not par-taker of holiness by this comecratimz :

but howsoever this author in his own doctrine snorlcth himself, the doctrine of St Ambrose

is plain, that bc/‘m'e thc consecration it is broad, and aficr the consecration the body of

Christ; which is an undoubted afirmazion then to be no bread, howsoever the accidents of bread

do remain.

CANTERBURY.

St Ambrose tcacheth not the real and corporal presence of Christ's body in the

sacrament, as I have proved sufficiently in my former book, the sixty-fourth, eighty

first, and eighty-second leaves“, and in mine answer unto you in this book. But against

transubstantiation he teacheth plainly, that after consecration not only things remain,

but also that the things changed still remain. And what is this but a flat condem

nation of your imagined transubstantiation? For if the things changed in the sacra

ment do still remain, and the substances of bread and wine be changed, then it fol

loweth that their substances remain, and be not transubstantiated; so that your un

true and crafty shift will not relieve your matter any whit, when you say, that the

accidence of bread is bread, wherein all the world knoweth how much you err from

the truth. And better it had been for you to have kept such sayings secret unto

yourself, which no man can speak without blushing, except he be past all shame,

than to shew your shameful shifts open unto the world, that all men may see them:

and specially when the showing thereof only discovereth your shame, and easeth you

[‘ Quod si tantum valuit humans benedictio, ut

naturam converteret; quid dicimus de ipsa consecra

tione divine, ubi verbs ipsa Domini salvatoris ope

rantur ?-Sermo ergo Christi qui potuit ex nihilo

faccre quod non erat, non potest ea qua sum, in id

mutare quod non erant? Non enim minus est no

vas rcbus dare quam mutare naturas.—Ambros.

De initiandis, cap. ix. 'I‘nm. IV. p. 166. Colon.

Agrip 1616.-_Vides ergo quum operatorius sit ser

mo Christi. Si ergo tanta vis est in sermone Do

mini Jesu, ut inciperent esse qua: non cram : quanto

magic operatorius est, ut qua: cram, in aliud com

mutentur. Id. De Sacramentis, Lib. 1v. cap. iv.

lb. See p. 210.]

[’ To leave, Orig. ed. \Vinch.]

[“ See PP- 122. 177, M
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nothing at all. For the accidences be not changed, as you say yourself, but the

substances. And then if the things that be changed remain, the substance must remain,

and not be transubstantiated. And St Ambrose bringeth forth to good purpose the

creation of the world, to shew the wonderful work of God, as well in the spiritual

regeneration, and spiritual feeding and nourishing of the lively members of Christ's

body, as in the creation and conservation of the world. And therefore David calleth

the spiritual renovation of man by the name of creation, saying: Cor mundum area Putl

in me Bear, “0 God, create in me a new heart." And as for any further answer

here unto Ambrose needcth not, but because you refer you here to Emissene, they

which be indifl'erent may read what I have answered unto Emissene a little before,

and so judge.

Now let us examine St Augustine.

294.

And St Augustine about the same time wrote thus: “That which you see gigglgxz

in the altar is the bread and the cup, which also your eyes do shew you. But “Inf-m“

faith sheweth further, that bread is the body of Christ, and the cup his blood‘.” gig-‘21“?

[Here he dcclareth two things: that in the sacrament remaineth bread and wine "1"" Wm]

which we may discern with our eyes; and that the bread and wine be called

the body and blood of Christ]

And the same thing he dcclareth also as plainly in another place, saying: :nlssn

“ The sacrifice of the church consisteth of two things, of the visible kind of the Pmwrt

element, and of the invisible flesh and blood of our Lord Jesu Christ, both of

the sacrament and of the thing signified by the sacrament: even as the

person of Christ consisteth of God and man, forasmuch as he is very God and

very man. For every thing containeth in it the very nature of those things

whereof it consisteth. Now the sacrifice of the church consisteth of two things,

of the sacrament, and of the thing thereby signified, that is to say, the body of

Christ. Therefore there is both the sacrament, and the thing of the sacrament, gild- Em“

which is Christ’s body’.”

What can be devised to be spoken more plainly against the error of tho

papists, which say that no bread nor wine remaineth in the sacrament? For as

the person of Christ consisteth of two natures, that is to say, of his manhood

and of his Godhead, and therefore both those natures remain in Christ; even

so, saith St Augustine, the sacrament consisteth of two natures, of the elements

of bread and wine, and of the body and blood of Christ, and therefore both

these natures must needs remain in the sacrament.

For the more plain understanding thereof, it is to be noted, that there were

certain heretics, as Simon, Menander, Marcion, Valentinus, Basilides, Cerdon,

Manes, Eutyches, Manichwus, Apollinaris, and divers other of like sorts, which

said, that Christ was very God, but not a very man, although in eating, drink

ing, sleeping, and all other operations of man, to men’s judgments he appeared

like unto a man.

 

[‘ Quod videtis, psnis est et calix, quod vobis

etiam ocu1i vestri renuntiant: quod autem fides

vestra postulat instruends, pmis est corpus Christi,

calix sanguis Christi. Augustin. Ad Infantes,

Serm. cclxxii. Tom. V. p. 1103. ed. Bened. Instead

of the passage within brackets, the Orig. ed. reads

thus: “Here he dcclareth four things to be in the

sacrament: two that we see, which be bread and

wine; and other two, which we see not, but by

faith only, which be the body and blood ofChrist."]

[5 Sacrificium scilicet ecclesize duobus confici,

duobus constare, visibili eIementorum specie, et in

visibili Domini nostri Jesu Christi came et san

guine, sacramcnto, ct re saeramcnti id est, corporc i

Christi; sicut Christi persona constat et conficitur

Deo et homine, cum ipse Christus verus lit Deus,

et vcrus homo: quia omnis res illarum renun natu

ram et veritatem in se continet, ex quibus conficitur.

Conficitur autem sacrificium ecclesiu: sacramento

et re sacramenti. id est, corpore Christi. Estigitur

sacramentum, et res sscramenti, id est, corpus

Christi. August. in Lib. sent. Prosperi. (Corpus

Juris Canonici. De consecrat. Dist. ii. cap. 48.

Hoe eat. Co]. 1936, 37. Lugd. 1618.) Crmmer

quoted this passage from the Master of the

Sentences: it is not found in the Appendix either

of the Benedictine or Louvain.editions of the

works of St Augustine]
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295.

Augustinus.

Other there were, as Artemon, Theodorus, Sabellius, Panlns Samasatenus,

Marcellus, Photinus, Nestorius, and many other of the same sects, which said,

that he was a very natural man, but not very God, although in giving the blind

their sight, the dumb their speech, the deaf their hearing, in healing suddenly

with his word all diseases, in raising to life them that were dead, and in all

other works of God, he shewed himself as he had been God.

Yet other there were, which seeing the scripture so plain in those two

matters, confessed that he was both God and man, but not both at one time.

For before his incarnation, said they, he was God only, and not man, and after

his incarnation he ceased from the Godhead‘, and became a man only, and not

God until his resurrection or ascension; and then, say they, he left his manhood

and was only God again, as he was before his incarnation. So that when he

was man, he was not God; and when he was God, he was not man.

But against these vain heresies the catholic faith, by the express word of

God, holdeth and believeth, that Christ after his incarnation left not his divine

nature, but remained still God, as he was before, being together at one time, as

he is still, both perfect God and perfect man.

And for a plain declaration hereof, the old ancient authors give two

exaxhples. One is of man, which is made of two parts, of a soul and of a body,

and each of these two parts remain in man at one time: so that when the

soul by the almighty power of God is put into the body, neither the body

nor soul perisheth thereby, but thereof is made a perfect man, having a perfect

soul and a perfect body, remaining in him both at one time. The other example,

which the old authors bring in for this purpose, is of the holy supper of our

Lord, which consisteth, say they, of two parts, of the sacrament or visible

element of bread and wine, and of the body and blood of Christ. And as in

them that duly receive the sacrament, the very natures of bread and wine cease

not to be there, but remain there still, and be eaten and drunken corporally, as

the body and blood of Christ be eaten and drunken spiritually; so likewise doth

the divine nature of Christ remain still with his humanity.

Let now the papists avaunt themselves of their transubstantiation, that there

remaineth no bread nor wine in the ministration of the sacrament, if they will

defend the wicked heresies before rehearsed, that Christ is not God and man

both together. But to prove that this was the mind of the old authors, beside

the saying of St Augustine here recited, I shall also rehearse divers other.

\VINCHBSTER.

In the twenty-sirlh leaf 3 this author bringeth forth two sayings of St Augustine, which

when this author wrote, it is like he neither thought of the third or first book of this work.

For these two sayings declare most evidently the real presence of Christ’s body and bhiod in

the sacrament, aflirming the same to be the sacrifice of the church, whereby appeareth it is

'no figure only. In the first saying of St Augustine is written thus: “ how faith sheweth me

that bread is the body of Christ.” Now whatsoever faith sheweth is a truth, and then it

followeth that of a. truth it is the body of Christ: which speech, “bread is the body of Christ,”

is as much to say as it is made the body of Christ, and made not as of a matter, but, as

Emisserw wrote, by conversion of the visible creature into the substance of the body of Christ;

and, as St Augustine in the same sentence writeth, “it is bread before the consecration, and

qfler the flesh of Christ.” As for the second saying of St Augustine, how could it with more

plain words be written, than to say that “there is both the sacrament and the thing of the

sacrament,” which is Christ’s body, calling the same the sacrifice of the church? Now Christ’s

body be there, it is truly there, and in deed there, which is really there: as for there in a

figure, were as much to say as not there3 in truth and in deed, but only signified to be

[l His Godhead, 1551, and Orig. ed.] ['-’ Vid. p. 277. [“ “'creto say no: there, Orig. ed. “'inclL]
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absent, which is the nature of a figure in his proper and special speech. But St Augustine

saith, even as the author bringeth him forth, and yet he gave4 his privy nip by the way

thus: “It is said of St Augustine there be two things in the sacrifice, which be contained

in it, whereof it consisteth, so as the body of Christ is contained in this sacrifice by St

Augustine’s mind." According whereunto, St Augustine is alleged to say in the same book,

from. whence this author took this saying, also these words following: “ Under the kinds

of bread and wine which we see, we honour things invisible, that is to say, the flesh and

blood of Christ; nor we do not likewise esteem these two kinds as we did before the conse

cration, for we must faithfully confess before the consecration to be bread and wine that

nature formed, and after consecration, the flesh and blood of Christ, which the benediction

hath consecrate." Thus saith St Augustine, as he is alleged out of that book5, which in deed

I have not, but he hath the like sense in other places; and for honouring of the invisible

heavenly things there, which declare the true and real presence, St Augustine hath the like

in his book, De Catechisandis Rudibus, and in the ninety-eighth psalm, where he speaketh of

adoration. This may be notable to the reader, how this author concludeth himself in the

faith of the real presence6 of Christ’s body, by his own collection of St Augustine's mind, which

is as he confesseth in his own words, noting St Augustine, that “as the person of Christ con

sisteth of two natures, so the sacrament consisteth of two natures, of the elements of bread

and wine, and of the body and blood of Christ, and therefore both these natures do remain

in the sacrament.” These be this author’s own words, who, travailing to confound transub_

stantiation, confoundeth evidently himself by his own words touching the real presence. For

he saith the nature of the body and blood of Christ must remain in the sacrament, and as

truly as the natures of the manhood and Godhead were in Christ, for thereupon he argueth.

And now let this author choose whether he will say any of the natures, the manhood or the

Godhead, were but figuratively in Christ; which and he do, then may he the better say for

the agreement of his doctrine, the nature of the body and blood of Christ is but figura

tively in the sacrament. And if he say, as he must needs say, that the two natures be in

Christ’s person really, naturally, substantially, then must he grant by his own collection the

truth of the being of the nature of the body and blood of Christ to be likewise in the sacra

ment, and thereby call back all that he hath written against the real presence of Christ’s

body in the sacrament, and abandon his device of a presence by signification, which is in

truth a plain absence as himself also speaketh openly, which open speech cannot stand, and

is improved by this open speech of his own.

Likewise where he saith “the nature of the body and blood of Christ remain in the sacra

ment,” the word “remain” being of such signification, as it betokeneth not only to be there,

but to tarry there, and so there is declared the sacrifice of the church, which mystery of

sacrifice is perfected before the perception; and so it must be evident how the body of Christ

is there, that is to say, on the altar before we receive it, to which altar, St Augustine saith,

we come to receive it. There was never man overturned his own assertions more evidently,

than this author doth here in this place; the like whereof I have observed in other that have

written against this sacrament, who have by the way said somewhat for it, or they have

brought their treatise to an end.

It will be said here, Howsoever this author doth overthrow himself in the real presence of

Christ’s very body, yet he hath pulled down transubstantiation, and done7 as crafiy wrestlers do,

falling themselves on their back, to throw their fellow over them. But it is not like; for as long

as the true faith of the real presence standeth, so long transubstantiation sta-ndeths, not by

authority of determination, but by a necessary consequence of the truth, as I said before, and

as Zuinglius defendeth plainly: and as for these places of St Augustine may be answered unto,

for they speak of the visible nature and element, which remain truly in the propriety of their

nature, for so much as remaineth, so as there is true real and bodily matter of the accidents of

bread and wine, not in fantasy or imagination, whereby there should be illusion in the senses,

but so in deed as the experience doth shew, and the change of substance of the creatures into a

better substance should not impair the truth of that remaineth, but that remaineth doth in deed

remain, with the same natural ejects by miracle that it had when the substance was there,- which

is one marvel in this mystery, as tlwre were diverse more in manna, the figure of it. And then

[“ In the real presence, Ibid.]

[7 And do as, lbid.]

[“ So long smndeih transubstantiation, lbhl.]

[‘ He have, Ibid.]

[5 Magister Semcmiarum, Lib. iv. Dist. x fol.

35]. ed. Col. 1576.] |
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a miracle in God’s working doth not impair the truth of the work. And therefore I noted

before, how St Thomas did touch Christ after his resurrection truly, and yet it was by miracle,

as St Gregory writeth. And further we may say, touching the comparison, that when a

resemblance is made of the sacrament to Christ’s person, or contrariwise of Christ’s person to

declare the sacrament, we may not press all parts of the resemblance, with a thorough equality in

297. consideration of each part by itself, but only have respect to the end wherefore the resemblance

is made. In the person of Christ be joined two whole perfect natures inseparably unite, (which

faith the Nestorians impugned,) and yet unite without confusion of them, (which confusion the

Eutychians in consequence of their error aflirmed) and so arguments be brought of the sa

crament, wherewith to convince both, as I shall shew, answering to Gelasius. But in this

place St Augustine useth the truth most certain of the two natures in Christ’s person, whereby

to declare his belief in the sacrament; which belief, as Hilary before is by this author alleged to

say, is of that is inwardly. For that is outwardly of the visible creature, “we see,” he saith,

“ with our bodily eye," and therefore therein is no point offaith that should need such a decla

ration, as St Augustine maketh. And yet making the comparison, he rehearseth both the truths

on both sides, saying: “As the person of Christ consisteth of God and man, so the sacrifice of

the church consisteth of two things, the visible kind of the element, and the invisible flesh and

blood,” finishing the conclusion of the similitude, that therefore there is in the sacrifice of the

church both the sacrament and the thing of the sacrament, Christ’s body, that which is inoisibk,

and therefore required declaration, that is by St Augustine opened in the comparison,- that is to

say, the body of Christ to be there truly, and therewith, that needed no declaration, that is to say,

the visible kind of the element is spoken of also as being true, but not as a thing which was in

tended to be proved, for it needed not any proof as the other part did. And therefore it is

not necessary to press both parts of the resemblance so, as because in the nature of Christ's

humanity there was no substance converted in Christ, which had been contrary to the order of

that mystery, which was to join the whole nature of man to the Godhead in the person of Christ,

that therefore in this mystery of the sacrament, in which by the rules1 of our faith Christ's body

is not impanate, the con-version of the substance of the visible elements should not therefore be.

If truth answereth to truth for proportion of the truth in the mystery, that is suflicient. For

else the natures be not so unite in one hypostasy in the mystery of the sacrament, as there be2 in

Christ's person, and the flesh of man in Christ by union of the divinity is a divine spiritual

flesh, and is called and is a lively flesh; and yet the author of this book is not afraid to teach

the bread in the sacrament to have no participation of holiness, wherein I agree not with him,

but reason against him with his own doctrine; and much I could say more, but this shall sufice.

The words of St Augustine for the real presence of Christ’s body be such as no man can wrest

or writhe to another sense, and with their force have made this author to overthrow3 himself in

his own words. But that St Augustine saith, touching the nature of bread and the visible

element of the sacrament, without wresting or writhing, may be agreed in convenient under

I'l'he Master standing with the doctrine of transubstantiatum, and therefore is an authority familiar with

those writers that aflirm transubstantiation by eaprcss words, out of whose quiver this author

2%”, {3221. hath pulled out his bolt‘, and as u is out of his bow sent, turneth back and hitteth himselfon

une' the forehead; and yet after his fashion, by wrong and untrue translation, he sharpened it some

what, not without some punishment of God, evidently by the way by his own words to overthrow

himself.

In the swond column of the twenty-seventh leaf, and the first of the twenty-eighth leaffi, this

author maketh a process in declaration of heresies in the person of Christ, for conviction

whereof, this author saith, the old fathers used arguments of two cram-pas, in either of which

examples were two natures together, the one not perishing ne confounding the other. One

example is in the body and soul of man: another evample of the sacrament, in which be

two natures, an inward heavenly, and an outward earthly, as in man there is a body and

a soul.

I leave out this author’s own judgment in that place, and of thee, 0 reader, require

thine, whether those fathers that did use both these eramples to the confutation of heretics, did

not believe, as appeareth by the process of their reasoning in this point, did they not, I say,

believe, that even as really and as truly, as the soul of man. is present in the body, so really and

so truly is the body of Christ, which in the sacrament is the inward invisible thing, as the soul

is in the body, present in the sacrament? For else, and the body of Christ were not as truly and

 

[‘ In the which by the rule, Orig. ed. VVinchJ , [3 This author overthrow, Orig. ed. \Vinch.]

[2 As they be, 1551.] [‘ Thisbolt, Ibid.] [5 Vid. pp. 277, 8.]
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really present in the sacrament, as the soul is in man’s body, that argument of the sacrament

had not two things present, so as the argument of the body and soul had, whereby to shew how

two things may be together without confusion of either, each remaining in his nature : for if the

teaching of this author in other parts of this book were true, then were the sacrament like a

body lying in a trance, whose soul for the while were in heaven, and had no two things, but

one bare thing, that is to say, bread, and bread never the holier with signification of another

thing so far absent, as is heaven from earth; and therefore, to say as I probably think, this

part of this second book against transubstantiation was a collection of this author when he

minded to maintain Luther's opinion against transubstantiation only, and to strive for bread

only, which notwithstanding the new enterprise of this author to deny the real presence, is so

fierce and vehement, as it overthroweth his new purpose ere he cometh in his order in his book to

entreat of it. For there can no demonstration be made more evidentfor the catholic faith of the

real presence of Christ’s body in the sacrament, than that the truth of it was so certainly believed,

as they took Christ’s very body as verily in the sacrament, even as the soul is present in the body

of man.

CANTERBURY.

\Vhen you wrote this, it is like that you had not considered my third book,

wherein is a plain and direct answer to all that you have brought in this place,

or elsewhere, concerning the real presence of Christ’s body and blood in the sacrament.

And how slender proofs you make in this place, to prove the real presence because

of the sacrifice, every man may judge, being neither your argument good, nor your

antecedent true. For St Augustine saith not, that the body and blood of Christ is

the sacrifice of the church; and if he had so said, it infcrreth not this conclusion,

that the body of Christ should be really in the bread, and his blood in the wine.

And although St Augustine saith, that “bread is Christ's body,” yet if you had

well marked the sixty-fourth, sixty-fifth, and sixty-sixth leaves of my book“, you

should there have perceived how St Augustine dcclareth at length, in what manner of

speech that is to be understand, that is to say figuratively, in which speech the thing

that signifieth and the thing that is signified have both one name, as St Cyprian

manifestly teacheth’. For in plain speech, without figure, bread is not the body of

Christ by your own confession, who do say, that the afiirmation of one substance is

the negation of another. And if the bread were made the body of Christ, as you say

it is, then must you needs confess, that the body of Christ is made of bread, which

before you said ‘t was so foolish a saying, as were not tolerable by a scofi'er to be devised

in a play, to supply when his fellow had forgotten his part." And seeing that the

bread is not annihilate and consumed into nothing, as the school authors teach, then

must it needs follow, that the body of Christ is made of the matter of bread; for that

it is made of the form of bread, I suppose you will not grant.

And as touching the second place of St Augustine, he saith not that the body

and blood of Christ be really in the sacrament, but that in the sacrifice of the church,

that is to say, in the holy administration of the Lord's supper, is both a sacrament

and the thing signified by the sacrament, the sacrament being the bread and wine,

and the thing signified and exhibited being the body and blood of Christ. But St

Augustine saith not, that the thing signified is in the bread and wine, to whom it

is not exhibited, nor is not in it, but as in a figure; but that it is there in the true

ministration of the sacrament, present to the spirit and faith of the true believing man,

and exhibited truly and in deed, and yet spiritually, not corporally.

And what need any more evident proofs of St Augustine’s mind in this matter,

how bread is called Christ's body, than St Augustine’s own words cited in the same

place, where the other is de Consecratione, Dist. ii, “Hoe est quod dicimus ?" These be

St Augustine's words there cited: Sieut .cwlcstis panis, qui Christi caro est, suo

modo oocatur corpus Christi, cum revera sit saeramentum corporis Christi, illius ride—

licet, guod cisibile, quod palpabile, mortale, in cruce positum est, vocatu-rgue ipsa ini

molatio carnis, gum sacerdotis manibus fit, Christi passio, mors, crucifia'io, mm mi

p Vid. pp. 1234-27.] [1 Vid. p. 121.]
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300.

Similitudes

may not be

)Iressl‘d in

all points,

but in the

ceritate, sed significanti mysterio: sic sacramentum fidei, quod baptismal: intelligitur,

jides est'. “ As the heavenly bread, which is Christ's flesh, after a manner is called

the body of Christ, where in very deed it is a sacrament of Christ's body, that is

to say, of that body which being visible, palpable, mortal, was put upon the cross;

and as that offering of the flesh which is done by the priest's hands, is called the

passion, the death, the crucifying of Christ, not in truth of the thing, but in a sig

nifying mystery; so is the sacrament of faith, which is baptism, faith." These words

he so plain and manifest, that the expositor, being a very papist, ’ct could not avoid

the matter, but wrote thus upon the said words: Immolatio, qum fit a presbg/tcro,

improprie appcllatur Christi passio, rel mon, vel crucifizio: non guod sit illa, sed quia

illam significat’. And after he saith: Cwlestc aacmmentum, quad core repra-sentat

Christi carnem, dicitur corpus Christi, sed improprie. Unde dicitur, suo mode, sed

non rei eeritatc, sed siguiflcanti mysterio ; ut sit smnu, cocatur Christi corpus, id est, rig

ni/icat’. “The offering which the priest maketh, is called improperly the passion, death,

or crucifying of Christ, not that it is that, but that it significth it." And “ the heavenly

sacrament, which truly representcth Christ’s flesh, is called Christ’s body, but impro

perly. And therefore is said, after a manner, but not in the truth of the thing, but

in the signifying mystery: so that the sense is this, it is called the body of Christ,

that is to say, significth." Now the words of, St Augustine being so plain, that none

can be more, and following the other words within ten lines, so that you can allege

no ignorance, but you must needs see them, it can be none other but a wilful blind

ness, that you will not see, and also a wilful concealing and hiding of the truth from

other men, that they should not see neither.

And this one place is suflicient at full to answer whatsoever you can bring of

the presence of Christ in the sacrament of bread and wine. For after consecration

the body and blood of Christ be in them but as in figures, although in the godly

receivers he is really present by his omnipotent power, which is as great a miracle

in our daily nourishing, as is wrought before in our regeneration. And therefore is

Christ no less to be honoured of them that feed of him in his holy supper, than of

them that be grafted in him by regeneration.

And whereas I said upon St Augustine's words, that “the sacrament consisteth

of two natures," in that place I collected more of St Augustine's words in your favour,

than indeed St Augustine saith, because you should not say that I nipped him. Fm

St Augustine saith not, that the ~sacrament consisteth of two natures, and therefore

both these natures must needs remain in the sacrament; but he saith that the sacrifice

consisteth of two things, which he calleth also natures, and thereof it followeth, that

those two things must be in the sacrifice, which is to be understand, in the minis

tration, not in the bread and wine reserved.

And very true it is, as St Augustine saith, that “the sacrifice of the church

consisteth of two things, of the sacrament, and of the thing thereby signified, which

is Christ's body, as the person of Christ consisteth of God and man.” But yet

this resemblance is not altogether like, as you say truly for so much; for the per

son of Christ consisteth so of his Godhead and manhood, they they be both in

him in real presence and unity of person. But in the sacrifice it is otherwise,

where neither is any such union between the sacrament and the truth of the sa.

crament, nor any such presence of the body of Christ. For in the bread and wine

Christ is but figuratively, as I said before, and in the godly receivers spiritually, in

whom also he tarrieth and remaineth so long as they remain the members of his

bod '.

but if Christ's similitudcs should be so narrowly pressed, as you press here the

similitude of the two natures of Christ in the sacrament, collecting that because the

body and blood of Christ be truly present in the due administration of the sacm.

[2 Gloss. in Corpus Juris Canonici. Dc Consccrat.

Dist. ii. col. 1936. Lugd. 1618.]

[J lb. col. 1937.]

[I Corpus Juris Canonlci. De Consecrat. Dist.

ii. cap. 48. “Hoe est." col. 1937. Ed. Lugd.

ltil8.]
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ment, therefore they must be there naturally present, as the two natures of the hu- narrow

manity and divinity be in Christ; many wicked errors should be established by them: 325%?"

as if the similitude of the wicked steward were strained as you strain and force ifff'ih

this similitude, men might gather, that it is lawful for christian men to beguile their

lords and masters whiles they be in office, to help themselves when they be out of

office, because the Lord praised the wicked steward; yet you know that the simi

litude was not taught of our Saviour Christ for that purpose, for God is no favourer

of falsehood and untruth. So you do wrong both to the holy doctors and to me,

to gather of our similitude any other doctrine than we mean by the said similitude.

Nor any reasonable man can say, that I am forced by confessing two natures in Christ's

person really, naturally, and substantially, to confess also the nature of the body and

blood of Christ to be likewise in the sacrament, except he could prove that the holy

doctors, and I following their doctrine, do teach and affirm, that the natures of bread

and wine are joined in the sacrament with the natural body and blood of Christ in

unity of person, as the natures of God and man be joined in our Saviour Christ:

which We do not teach, because we find no such doctrine taught by Christ, by his

apostles, nor evangelists.

Therefore take your own collection to yourself, and make yourself answer to such

absurdities and inconvenience as you do infer, by abusing and forcing of the doctors'

similitude to another end than they did use it.

And it is not necessary for our eternal salvation, nor yet profitable for our com- Thefsith

fort in this life, to believe that the natural body and blood of Christ is really, sub-$222551;

stantially, and naturally present in the sacrament. For if it were necessary or com- iii!” igfiiiiiifs

fortable for us, it is without doubt, that our Saviour Christ, his apostles, and evangelists, Fgm‘t‘lfif’m'

would not have omitted to teach this doctrine distinctly and plainly. Yea, our Saviour 301'

would not have said, Spiritwr est qui tivi/ical, caro mm prodest quicquam; “ The Spirit John vi.

giveth life, the flesh availeth nothing."

But this doctrine, which the holy doctors do teach, is agreeable to holy scripture, Theproflt

necessary for all Christian persons to believe for their everlasting salvation, and pro- glfiihcgihi‘ein

fitable for their spiritual comfort in this present life; that is to say, that the sacrament docmm'

of Christ's body and blood in the natures and substances of bread and wine is distri

buted unto all men, both good and evil which receive it, and yet that only faithful

persons do receive spiritually by faith the very body and blood of our Saviour Christ.

So that Christ's natural body is not in the sacrament really, substantially, and corpo

rally, but only by representation and signification, and in his lively members by

spiritual and effectual operation.

But it appeareth that you be foul deceived in judgment of the doctrine set out

in my book. And if you were not either utterly ignorant in holy scriptures and doctors,

or not obstinately bent to pervert the true doctrine of this holy sacrament, you would

never have uttered this sentence: “That there never was man overturned his own

assertions more evidently than this author doth." For I am well assured that my

doctrine is sound, and therefore do trust that I shall be able to stand by mine asser

tions before all men that are learned, and be any thing indifferent, and not bent 0b—

stinately to maintain errors, as you be, when you, tumbling and tossing yourself in

your filthy fantasies of transubstantiation, and of the real and carnal presence of

Christ's body, shall be ashamed of your assertions. But I marvel not much of your

stout bragging here, because it is a common thing with you, to dash me in the teeth

with your own faults.

And it is untrue that you say, that “ the sacrifice is perfected before the perception."

For if the sacrifice be perfected before the perception, it is perfected also before the

consecration. For between the consecration and perception was no sacrifice made by

Christ, as appeareth in the evangelists, but the one followed immediately of the

other. And although Christ being in heaven be one of the parts whereof the sacri

fice consisteth, and be present in the sacrifice, yet he is not naturally there present,

but sacramentally in the sacrament, and spiritually in the receivers.

And by this which I have now answered, I have wrestled with you so in the

matter of Christ's presence, that I have not “fallen upon my back myself to pull you
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over me," but I standing upright myself, have given you such a fall, that you shall

never be able to recover. And now that I have brought you to the ground, although

it be but a small piece of manhood to strike a man when he is down, yet for the

truth's sake, unto whom you have ever been so great an adversary, I shall beat

you with your transubstantiation, as they say, both back and bone. How say you,

sir? is whiteness or other colours the nature of bread and wine, (for the colours be

only visible by your doctrine ;) or be they elements? or be accidents the bodily matter?

Lie still, ye shall be better beaten yet for your wilfulness. Be the accidents of bread

substances, as you said not long before? and if they be substances, what manner

of substances be they, corporal or spiritual? If they be spiritual, then be they

souls, devils, or angels? And if they be corporal substances, either they have life

or no life. I trust you will say at the least, that bread hath life, because you said

but even now almost, that “the substance of bread is the soul of it." Such absur

dities they fall into that maintain errors. -

But at length when the similitude of the two natures in Christ, remaining both

in their proper kinds, must needs be answered unto, then cometh in again the euttle

with his colours to hide himself, that he should not be seen, because he perceiveth

what danger he is in to be taken: and when he cometh to the very net, he so stoutly

striveth, wrangleth, and wrestleth, as he would break the net, or else by some craft

wind himself out of it; but the net is so strong, and he so surely masted therein,

that he shall never be able to get out.

For the old catholic authors, to declare that two natures remain in Christ together,

that is to say, his humanity and his divinity, without corruption or wasting of any

of the said two natures, do give two examples thereof: one is of the body and soul,

which both be in a man together, and the presence of the one putteth not away the

other. The other example is of the Lord's supper, or ministration of the sacrament, where

is also together the substance and nature of bread and wine with the body and blood

of Christ; and the presence of the one putteth not away the other, no more than the

presence of Christ's humanity putteth away his divinity. And as the presence of

the soul driveth not away the body, nor the presence of the flesh and blood of Christ

driveth not away the bread and wine; so doth not the presence of Christ’s humanity

expel his divinity, but his divinity remaineth still with his humanity, as the soul

doth with the body, and the body of Christ with the bread. And then if there re

main not the nature and substance of bread, it must follow also, that there remaineth

not the divine nature of Christ with his humanity, or else the similitude is clearly

dissolved.

But yet say you, “we may not press all parts of the resemblance with a thorough

equality, but only have respect to the end, wherefore the resemblance is made." And

do you not see, how this your saying taketh away your own argument of the real

presence in the sacrament; and nevertheless setteth you no whit more at liberty

concerning transubstantiation, but masteth you faster in the net, and maketh it more

stronger to hold you? For the old authors make this resemblance only to declare

the remaining of two natures, not the manner and form of remaining, which is far

diverse in the person of Christ from the union in the sacrament. For the two natures

of Christ be joined together in unity of person, which unity is not between the sacra

ment and the body of Christ. But in that point wherein the resemblance is made,

there must needs be an equality by your own saying. And forasmuch as the resem

blance was made only for the remaining of two natures; therefore as the perfect natures

of Christ's manhood and Godhead do both remain, and the perfect nature of the soul

and the body both also remain, so must the perfect nature of Christ’s body and blood,

and of bread and wine, also remain. But forasmuch as the similitude was not made

for the manner of remaining, nor for the place, therefore the resemblance requireth

not, that the body and blood of Christ should be united to the bread and wine in

person or in place, but only that the natures should remain every one in his kind.

And so be you clean overthrown with your transubstantiation, except you will join

yourself with those heretics, which denied Christ's humanity and divinity to remain

both together. '
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And it seemeth that your doctrine varieth very little from Valentine and Marcion, Spiritual

(if it vary any thing at all,) when you say that Christ's flesh was a spiritual flesh. For '

when St Paul, speaking of Christ's body, said “we be members of his body, of his

flesh and of his bones," he meant not of a spiritual body, as Ireneus saith‘, (for aig‘rmw

spirit hath no flesh nor bones,) but of a very man's body, that is made of flesh, sinews, mgcrsfln.
and bones. And so with striving to get out of the net, you roll yourself faster into it. ' I

And as for the words of St Augustine, make nothing for the real presence, as I

have before declared. So that therein I neither have foil nor trip; but for all your

brags, hooks, and crooks, you have such a fall, as you shall never be able to stand

upright again in this matter. And my shafts be shot so straight against you, and

with such a force, that they pierce through shield and habergeon in such sort, that all

the harness you have is not able to withstand them, or to make one arrow to start

back, although to avoid the stroke you shift your place, seeking some mean to fly

the fight. For when I make mine argument of transubstantiation, you tum the

matter to the real presence, like unto a surgeon that hath no knowledge, but when

the head is wounded or sore, he layeth a plaister to the heel; or, as the proverb

saith: Interrogatus de alliis, respondet dc “ when you be asked of garlic, you

answer of onions."

And this is one pretty sleight of sophistry, or of a subtle warrior, when he secth Alleight

himself overmatched and not able to resist, then by some policy quite to put off, or

at the least to delay the conflict; and so do you commonly in this book of transub

stantiation. For when you be sore pressed therein, then you turn the matter to the

real presence. But I shall so straitly pursue you, that you shall not so escape.

For where you say, that “the fathers which used the examples of the sacrament,

and of the body and blood of Christ, to shew the unity of two natures in Christ,

did believe that as really and as truly the soul of man is present in the body, so

really and so truly is the body of Christ present in the sacrament :" the fathers neither

said nor believed as you here report, but they taught that both the sacrament and

the thing thereby represented, which is Christ's body, remain in their proper substance

and nature, the sign being here and the thing signified being in heaven; and yet of

these two consisteth the sacrifice of the church.

But it is not required that the thing signified should be really and corporally

present in the sign and figure, as the soul is in the body, because there is no such

union of person; nor it is not required in the soul and body that they should be ever

together, for Christ’s body and soul remained both, without either corruption or tran

substantiation, when the soul was gone down into hell, and the body rested in the

sepulchre. And yet was he then a perfect man, although his soul was not then really .

present with the body. And it is not so great a marvel that his body should be 304.

in heaven and the sacrament of it here, as it is that his body should be here and

his soul in hell.

And if the sacrament were a man, and the body of Christ the soul of it, (as you

dream in your trance,) then were the sacrament not in a trance, but dead for the time,

whilst it were here, and the soul in heaVen. And like scofiing you might make of

the sacrament of baptism as you do in the sacrament of Christ's body, that it lieth

here in a. trance, when Christ, being the life thereof, is in heaven.

And where you think that “my second book against transubstantiation was a col

lection of me, when I minded to maintain Luther's opinion against transubstantiation.

only," you have no probation of your thought, but still you remain in your dreams,

trances, and vain fantasies, which you have used throughout your book; so that what

soever is in the bread and wine, there is in you no transubstantiation, no alteration

in this thing at all.

 

[‘ Kafiaie 6 parca'pws Uafiko'e ¢r|mv év wpde mz'pxa Exn' a'XXa‘ rcpi "rfis mz-m‘ 'rdu rihnfiuuiv

'Erpeo'iuue érlcrrokfi' 511 pi)“, éo-péu 'roi o-w'pa-ros, d'MOpw-rov olxovopiae, r17: 5": dapxdr Kai urépmv

3:: 1'5? capxdc al'l-roU, Kai IK will da-rs'wv an'l-rofi' of! K121 dure'wv awcu'Trn'a'ne.--lrena!us, adversus Hm

1repi. wvsupa'rmofi 'rwos Kat a'opa'rov a'vflpuhrov reset Valent. Lib. v. Cap. ii. pp. 398, 9. Ed.

Aéywv Tafr'ra' rd ya‘p 11463;“: oG‘re do're'a 051's ‘ Oxon. 1702.]
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Monachum.

And what availeth it you so often to affirm this untruth, “that the body of Christ

is present in the sacrament, as the soul of man is present in the body,” except you

be like to them that tell a lie so often, that with often repeating they think men be

lieve it, and sometime by often telling they believe it themselves? But the authors

bring not this similitude of the body and soul of man, to prove thereby the presence

of Christ's body in the sacrament, but to prove the two natures of the Godhead and

the manhood in the person of Christ.

Let us now discuss the mind of Chrysostom in this matter, whom I bring thus

in my book. '

St John Chrysostom writeth against the pestilent error of Apollinaris, which

affirmed that the Godhead and manhood in Christ were so mixed and confounded

together, that they both made but one nature. Against whom St John Chry

sostom writeth thus:

“ When thou speakest of God, thou must consider a thing that in nature is

single, without composition, without conversion that is invisible, immortal, incir

cumscriptible, incomprehensible, with such like. And when thou speakest of man,

thou meanest a nature that is weak, subject to hunger, thirst, weeping, fear,

sweating, and such like passions, which cannot be in the divine nature. And

when thou speakest of Christ, thou joinest two natures together in one person,

who is both passible and impassible: passible as concerning his flesh, and im

passible in his deity‘.” . '

And after he concludeth, saying: “Wherefore Christ is both God and

man: God by his impassible nature, and man because he sufl'ered. He himself

being one person, one Son, one Lord, hath the dominion and power of two

natures joined together, which be not of one substance, but each of them hath

his properties distinct from the other. And therefore remaineth there two

natures, distinct, and not confounded. For as before the consecration of the

bread, we call it bread, but when God’s grace hath sanctified it by the priest,

it is delivered from the name of bread, and is exalted to the name of the

body of the Lord, although the nature of bread remain still in it, and it

is not called two bodies, but one body of God's Son; so likewise here, the

divine nature resteth in the body of Christ, and these two make one Son, and

one personi.”

These words of Chrysostom declare, and that not in obscure terms, but

in plain words, that after the consecration the nature of bread remaineth still,

although it have an higher name, and be called the body of Christ, to sig

nify unto the godly eaters of that bread, that they spiritually eat the super

natural bread of the body of Christ, who spiritually is there present, and

dwelleth in them, and they in him, although corporally he sitteth in heaven

at the right hand of his Father.
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[‘ Deum ergo qunndo dicis, dilectissime, agno

visti id quod simplex est natura, quod incompo

simm, quod inconvertibile, quod invisibile, quod

immortals, quod incircumscriptibile, quod incom

prehensibile, ct istis similiu. Hominem autem

dicens, significasti quod naturm est infirmum, esuri

tionem, sitim, super Lazarum lacrymas, metum,

sudoris ejectionem, et his similia, quibus id quod

divinum est extra est. Christum autem quando

dicis, wnjunxisti utrumque: unde ct passibilis

dicatur idem ipse et impassibilis: passibilis qui

dem came; impassibilis autem deitate._Chrysost.

ad Cmrium Monachum. Tom. III. p. 743. Ed.

Bened. Paris. 172]. Vid. 'p. 274, note 2.]

[' Et Deus et homo Christus: Deus proptcr

impassibilitatem, homo propter passionem. Unus

Filius, unus Dominus, idemi pse procul dubio uni

larum naturarum unam dominationem, unam po

teststem possidens, etiamsi non consubstantiales

exsistunt, et unaqumque incommixtam proprietatis

conservst agnitionem, propter hoe quod inconfusa

aunt duo. Sicut enim antequam sanctificetur panis,

panem nominamus; divina autem illum sanctifi

cante gratia, mediante sacerdote, liberatus est qui

dem ab appellatione penis, dignus sutem habitus

Dominici corporis appellatione, etiamsi natura panis

in ipso permansit, et non duo corpora, sed unnm

corpus Filii prmdicamus; sic et hic divine z'lutipv

mic-m, id est, insidente oorpori natura, unum

Filium, unnm personam unique hmc fecerunt._lb.]
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“'IXCIIFSI'ER.

St C'hryaostom’s words in deed, if this author had had them cithcr truly translated unto mimic

him, or had taken the pains to have truly translated them himself, which (as Peter Martyr

saith) be not in print, but wcrc found in Florence, a copy whereof remaineth in the arch

deacon or archbishop of Canterbury’s hands,- or else, if this author had reported the words

as they be translated into English out of Peter illartyr’s book, where in some point the tram

lator in English aecmeth to have attuincd by guess the sense more perfectly than Peter Martyr

uttcrcth it himself; if either of this had been done, the matter should have seemed for so much

the more plain. But what is this, to make foundation of an argument upon a secret copy of

an epistle uttered at one time in divers senses? I shall touch one special point: Peter Martyr

saith in Latin, whom the translator in English therein followeth, “that the bread is reputed

worthy the name of the Lord's body.” This author, Englishing the same place, termeth it

“exalted to the name of the Lord’s body,” which words of exalting come nearer to the pur

pose of this author to have the bread but a figure, and therewith never the holicr of itself.

But a figure can never be accounted worthy that name of our Lord’s body, the very thing

of the sacrament, unless there were the thing in deed, as there is by conversion, as the church

truly tcachcth. Is not here, reader, a marvellous diversity in report, and the same so set forth,

as than that canst but read English must evidently sec it?-God ordering it so as such vari

eties and contradictions should so manifistly appear, where the truth is impugned. Again, this

author maketh Chrysostom to speak strangely in the end of this authority, that the divine

nature rcstcth in the body of Christ, as though the nature of man were the stay to the

divine nature; whereas in that union the rest is an imjfable mystery, the two nature: in Christ

to have one substance called and termed an hypostasy, and therefore he that hath translated

Peter M'artyr into English doth tramlate it thus : “ The divine constitution, the nature of the

body adjoincd, these two both togcther make one Son and one person.”

Thou, reader, mayest compare the books that be abroad (3/ Peter hlartyr in Latin, of
Peter Martyr in English, and this author's book, with that I write, and soideem whether I

my true or no. But to thc purpose of St Chrysostom’s words, if they be his words: he

diroctcth his argument to show by the mystery of the sacrament, that as in it there is no con~

fusion, of natures, but each remaineth in his property, so likewise in Christ the nature of his

Godhead doth not confound the nature of his manhood. If the visible creatures were in the

sacrament by the presence of Christ’s body there truly present, invz'm'l>lc-‘3 also as that body is,

impalpable also as that body is‘, incorruptiblc also as that is‘, then were the visible nature

altered, and as it were confounded, which Chrysostom saith is not so; for the nature of the

bread remaineth, by which word of “nature” is conveniently signified the property of nature.

For proof whereof, to shew remaining of the property without alteration, Chrysostom maketh

only the resemblance; and before I have shewed how nature significth the property of nature,

and may signify the outward part of nature, that is to say, the accidents, being substance in

his proper signification the inward nature of the thing, of the conversion whereof is specially

understand 5 transubstantiation.

CANTERBURY.

\Vhere you like not my translation of Chrysostom’s words, I trow you would have

me to learn of you to translate, you use such sincerity and plainness in your transla- 306,

tion. Let the learned reader be judge. I did translate the words myself out of the

copy of Florence, more truly than it seemeth you would have done. But when you

see the words of Chrysostom so manifest and clear against your feigned transubstantiation,

(for he saith, “that the nature of bread remaineth still,") you craftily for a shift fall

to the carping of the translation, because you cannot answer to the matter. And yet

the words of Chrysostom cited by master Peter Martyr in Latin out of Florence

copy, and my translation, and the translation of master Peter's book in English, do

agree fully here in sense, although the words he not all one, which neither is required

nor lightly found in any two translators; so that all your wrangling in the diversity

of the translations is but a sleight and common practice of you, when you cannot

answer the matter, to seek faults in the translation where none is.

And for the special point, wherein you do note “a. marvellous diversity in report,"

[i‘ Being invisible, Orig. ed. “'inch.] [4 Also as that is, lbid.] [5 Understanded, l55].]
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and Would gather thereof no truth to be where such diversity is, let the reader be

judge what a wonderful diversity it is. The Latin is this, Pam's dignus kaln'tm est

Dominia' corporis appellatimze. The translator of M. Peter Martyr's book saith: “ The

bread is reputed worthy the name of the Lord's body." My translation bath, “The

bread is exalted to the name of the body of the Lord." When a man is made a lord or

knight, if one say of him, that he is reputed worthy the name of a lord or knight,

and another say, that he is exalted to the name of a lord or knight, what difference

is between these two sayings? Is not this a wonderful diversity? I pray thee, judge

indifi'erently, good reader.

But, say you, “a figure can never be counted worthy the name of the thing, unless

the thing were there in deed." Wrangle then with St John Chrysostom himself, and

not with me, who saith, that the bread is exalted to the name of the Lord's body,

or is reputed worthy the name of the Lord's body, after the sanctification, and yet

the nature of the bread remaineth still; which cannot be as you say, if the body of

Christ Were there present.

And who heard ever such a doctrine as you here make, that the thing must be

really and corporally present where the figure is? For so must every man be cor

porally buried in deed when he is baptized, which is a figure of our burial. And

when we receive the sacrament of Christ's body, then is accomplished the resurrection

of our bodies, for that sacrament you aflirm to be the figure thereof. But your

doctrine herein is clean contrary to the judgment of Lactantius, and other old writers,

who teach that figures be in vain and serve to no purpose, when the things by them

signified be present'.

And where you think it strange to say, that the divine nature is, or resteth in the

body of Christ, it is nothing else but to declare your ignorance in God’s word and

ancient authors, in reading of whom forasmuch as you have not been much exer

cised, it is no. marvel though their speech seem strange unto you. The Greek word

of Chrysostom is e'wSpua-a'anc, which I pray you English, and then we shall see what

a strange speech you will make. Did you never hear tell at the least, that the “'ord

was incarnated? or, Verbum care factum est ? And what signifieth this word “incar

nate," but God to be made man, and his divine nature to be in flesh? Doth not

St John bid us beware, that “we believe not every spirit; for there be many false

prophets, and every spirit," saith be, “that confesseth not Jesus Christ to have come

in flesh, is not of God, but is the spirit of antichrist ?" Is this then a strange speech to

you, that the divine nature resteth in the flesh, that is to say, in the body of Christ?

which if you deny, you know whose spirit you have. But your trust is altogether

in obscure speeches, wherewith you trust so to darken the matter, that no man shall

understand it; lest that if they understand it, they must needs perceive your igno

rance and error.

But when you promise to come to the purpose, (as, to say the truth, all that you

said before is clearly without purpose, but when you promise, I say, now at length

to come to the pnrpose,) your answer is nothing to the purpose of St Chrysostom's

mind: for he made not his resemblance, as you say he did, only to shew the remain

ing of the accidents, which you call the properties, but to shew the remaining of the

substances, with all the natural properties thereof: that as Christ had here in earth

his divinity and humanity, remaining every of them with his natural properties ,- the

substance of his Godhead being “a nature single without composition, without con

version, invisible, immortal, incircnmscriptiblc, incomprehensible, and such like,” (for

these be Chrysostom’s own words ;) and the substance of his humanity being “a feeble

nature, subject to hunger, thirst, weeping, fear, sweating, and such passions," so is

it in the bread and Christ's body, that the bread after sanctification or consecration,

as you call it, remaineth in his substance that it had before; and likewise doth the

body of Christ remain still in heaven in his very true substance, whereof the bread is

a sacrament and figure. For else, if the substance of the bread remained not, how could

 

[‘ Sed (amen postqusm Deus ille prmsto ease cmpit, jam simulacro ejus opus non est. Instant.

Instit. Lib. H. De Origins erroris. cap. ii.]
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Chrysostom bring it for a resemblance to prove that the substance of Christ's huma

nity remaineth with his divinity? Marry, this that you say had been a gay lesson

for the Manichees, to say that there appeareth bread by all the-accidents thereof, and

yet is none in deed; that then by this similitude they might say likewise, that Christ

appeared a man by all the accidents and properties of a man, and yet he was none in

deed. And to make an end of this author, your vain comment will not serve you, to call

the accidents of bread the nature of bread, except you will allow the same in the

Manichees, that the nature of Christ's body is nothing else but the accidents thereof.

Now followeth Gelasius of the same matter.

Hereunto accordeth also Gelasius, writing against Eutyches and Nest0rius,ge1muacon
, _ a Eutychen

of whom the one said, that “ Chrlst was a perfect man, but not God ;” and the {wigg

other affirmed clean contrary, that “he was very God, but not man.” But against affhfi‘jft]

these two heinous heresies, Gelasius proveth by most manifest scriptures, that

Christ is both God and man, and that after his incarnation remaineth” in him [as

well] the nature of his Godhead, [as the nature of his manhood]3 so that he bath

in him two natures with their natural properties, and yet is he but one Christ.

And for the more evident declaration hereof he bringeth two examples: the

one is of man, who being but one, yet he is made of two parts, and bath in him

two natures remaining both together in him, that is to say, the body and the

soul, with their natural properties.

The other example is of the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, 308.

“ which," saith he, “is a godly thing, and yet the substance or nature of bread

and wine do not cease to be there still‘.”

Note well these words against all the papists of our time, that Gelasius,

which was bishop of Rome‘i more than a thousand years past, writeth of this

sacrament, that the bread and wine cease not to be there still, as Christ ceased

not to be God after his incarnation, but remained still perfect God, as he was

before.

WINCHESTER.

Nowfolloweth to answer to Gclasius, who abhorring both the hercs-ia of Eutychea and Neato~ W118i“

rius, in his treatise against the Eutychians, forgetteth not to compare with their error, in avtremity

in the one side, the extreme error of tlwNestorians on the other side, but yet principally intendcth

the confusion of the Eutychiam, with whom he was specially troubled. Those two horcoics were

not so gross as the author of this book reporteth them, wherein I will write what Vigilius saith :

Inter Nestorii ergo, quondam ecclesiaa Constantinopolitanzn non rectoris, sed dissipatoris, vi 'lius.

non pastoris, sed pncdatoris, sacrilegum dogma et Eutychetis nefariam et detostabilem ()lg‘gf’tal'

seetam, ita serpentinze grassationis sese calliditas temperavit, ut utrumque sine utriusque w'mh‘]

periculo plerique vitare non possint, dum si quis Nestorii perfidiam damnat, Eutychetis

putatur errori suecumbere; rursum dum Eutychiame haeresis impietatem destruit, Nestorii

arguitur dogma erigere. Those be Vigilius’ words in his first book, which be thus much in

English: “ Between the abominable teaching of Nawtorius, sometime not ruler but water, not

pastor, but prey-searcher of the church of Constantinople, and the wicked and detestable sect of

Eutyches, the craft of the devil’s spoiling so fnshitmcd itself; that men could not avoid any of the

secrets8 without danger of tho other: so (u whilcs any man condemneth the fizlseness of [the] Nesto

rian, he may be thought fallen to the error of the Eutychian ; and whites hc dcstroyeth the wiol'cdnoss

of the Ewtychian’a heresy, he may be challenged to rrlieve the teaching of the Nestorian.” This is the

sentence of Vigiliua, by which. appeareth how these hercsies were both subtly conveyed, without so plain

contradiction, as this author either by iglnorarwe or ofpurpose feigncth ,- as though the Nostorian

should say, “that Christ was a perfect man, but not God," and the Eutychian clean contrary,

 

[‘ Remained, 1551, and Orig. ed.] Biblioth. Patrum. Colon. 1518. An attempt has

[' Orig. ed. omits these words.] been unsuccessfully made to shew that. this book

[4 CerLe sacraments, qua: sumimus, corporis ct was not written by Pope Gelasius, but by Gelasius

sanguinis Christi divine res est, propter quod ct per of Cyzicus, or Gelasius of Genres. Vide Cave,

eadem divine? efficimur consortes nature ; et tamen Hist. Lit.]

ease non desinit substantia vel nature penis et vini. [5 A. n. 492.]

()elasii con. Eutych. e! Nestor. Sect. v. p. 671. in [“ Seem, 1551.]
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“very God, but not man.” For if the heresies had been such, Vigilius had had no cause to

spealc of any such ambiguity, as he noteth that a man should hardly speak against the one,

but he might be suspected to favour the other. And yet I grant that the Nestorians’ sayingl

might imply Christ not to be God, because they would two distinct natures to make also two

distinct persons, and so as it were two Christs, the one only man, and the other only God ,

so as by their teaching, God was neither incamate, nor (as Gregory Nazianzen saith) “ man

deitate," for so he is termed to say.

The Eutychians, as St Augustine saith, “reasoning against the Nestorians, became heretics

thcmselves'lf’ and because we confess truly by faith but one Christ, the Son of God, very God,

the Eutychians say, “although there were in the virgin’s womb, before the adunation, two na

tures, yet after the adunation, in that mystery of Christ’s incarnation, there is but one nature,

and that to be the nature of God, into which the nature of man was after their fancy trans

fused, and so confounded:" whereupon, by implication, a man might gather the nature qf

humanitya not to remain in Christ afier the adunation in the virgin’s womb. Gelasius, de

testing both Eutyches and Nestorius, in his process uttercth a catholic meaning against them

both; but he directeth special arguments of the two natures in man, and the two natures in

the sacrament, chieyty against the Eutychians, to prove the nature of man to continue in Christ

after the adunation, being no absurdity for two diferent nature: to constitute one person;

the same two natures remaining in their property‘, and the natures to be aliud and aliud,

which signifieth diferent; and yet in that not to be alius and aliua in person, which alias

and alius in person the Eutychians abhor-red, and catholicly for so much against the Nes

309. torians, who by reason of two natures would have two persons; and because those Nestorians

fancied the person of Christ patible to sufi'er all apart, therefore they denied Christ conceived

God or born God ; for the abolition of which part of their heresy, and to set forth the unity

of Christ's person, the blessed virgin was called deordxoc, Dcipara, God’s mother; which the

Nestorians deluded by an exposition, granting she might so be called, because her son, they

said, was afterwards God, and so she might be called God’s mother, as another woman may

be called a bishop’s mother, if her son be made a bishop afterward, although he departed no

bishop from her.

And hereof I write thus much, because it should appear that Gelasius, by his arguments

of the sacrament, and of the two natures in man, went not about to prove that the Godhead

remained in Christ after his incarnation, as the author of this book would have it; for the

Nestorian said the Godhead was an accession to Christ afterward by merit, and therefore with

them there was no talk of remaining, when they esteemed Christ’s nature in his conception sin

gular, and only by God’s power conceived, but only man. And again the Eutychian so ajirmed

the continuance of the divine nature in Christ after the adunation, as Gelasius had no cause to

prove that was granted, that is to say, the remain of the divine nature, but on the other side

to prove the remain of the human nature in Christ, which by the Eutychiuns was by implication

rather denied. Ncstorius divided God and man, and granted always both to be in Christ con

tinually, but as two persons; and the person of Christ being God, dwelling within the person of

Christ being man, and as Christ man increased, so Christ God dignified him, and so divided one

Christ into two persons, because of the two natures so difl'erent, which was against the rules of

our faith, and destroyed thereby the mystery of our redemption. And the Eutychians, afirming

catholicly to be but one person in Christ, did perniciously say there was but one nature in

Christ, accounting by implication the human nature transfused into the divine nature, and s0

confounded. And to shew the narrow passage, Vigilius spa/cc of Cyrillus, a catholic author,

'Nnture- because writing of the unity of Christ’s person, he eJ/presscd his meaning by the war “nature,”

'Persou. signifying the whole of any one constitution, which more properly the word “person” doth express.

The E-utychians would by that word afier gather that he favoured their part, so taking the word

at a vantage.

And because the same Cyrillus used the word “subsistence” to signify “substance,” and

therefore said “in Christ there were two subsistences,” meaning the divine substance and human

substance; forasmuch as the word “subsistence” is used to czprcss the person, that is to say,

hypostasy : there were that of that word, frowardly understanded, would gather he should say,

   

[‘ Sayings, 1551.] Augustin. dc V. Ham'esibus, Append. See below.

[’ Eutychiani ab Eutyche, . . . . qui cum vide- p. 293.]
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umque transivit, e! humanitatis in Christo denegans [‘ To constitute one, the same remaining two in
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“that there were two persons in Christ,” which was the Natorians' heresy that he impugned.

Such captiousness was there in words, when arrogant men cared not by what mean to maintain

their error. These were both pernicious heresies, and yet subtle; and each had a marvellous

pretence of the defence of the glory of God, even as is now pretended against the sacrament.

And either part abused many scriptures, and had notable appearances jbr that they said, so

as he that were not well exercised in scriptures, and the rules of our faith, might be easily

circumvented. Nestor-ins was the great archbishop of Constantinople, unto whom Cyril, that

condemneth his heresy, writeth, that seeing he slandereth the whole church with his heresy, he

must resist him, although he be a father, because Christ saith : “He that loveth his father Lian. it.

above me, is not worthy me.” But Nestorius, as appeareth, although he used it ill-favouredly, \ii‘h'vhli

had much learning, and cloked his heresy crafiily, denying the gross matter that they imputed

to him to teach two Christs, and other specialities laid to his charge; and yet condemning the

doctrine of Cyril, and professing his ownfaith in his own terms, could not hide his heresy so; but it

appeareth to be, and contain in eject, that he was charged with, and therefore an admonishing was

given by a catholic writer: “Believe not Nestorius, though he say he teach but one Christ.”

If one should here ask, “What is this to the purpose to talk so much of these sects?” I

answer: This knowledge shall generally serve to note the manner of them that go about to

deceive the world with false doctrine, which is good to learn. Another special service is to 310.

declare, how the author of this book either doth not know the state of the matter in these

heresies he speaketh of, or else misreporteth them of purpose. And the arguing of Gelasius in

this matter well opened, shall give light of the truth of the mystery of the sacrament, who

against the Eutyehians useth two arguments of examples: one, of the two diferent natures

to remain in one person of man; and yet the Eutychians defamed that conjunction, with

remain of two difl'erent natures, and called it bvédwaw, “double nature ;" and Gelasius, to

encounter that term, saith, “They will with their Pompom, ‘one nature,’ reserve not one

Christ and whole Christ.” And if two diferent natures, that is to say, soul and body, make but

one man, why not so in Christ 7’ For where scripture speaketh of the outward man and inward

man, that is to shew (Gelasius saith) two divers qualities in the same man, and not to divide the

same5 into two men; and so intendeth to shew there ought to be no scruple to grant two diferent

natures to remain in their property, forfear that every diverse nature should make a diverse person,

and so in Christ divide the unity,- concluding that the integrity of Christ cannot be, but both the

natures difle-rent remaining in their property. Carnal imagination troubled the Eutychians to

have one person of two such diferent natures remaining in their property, which the Nestorians

relieved with device of two persons, and the Eutychians by confusion of the human nature.

Then cometh Gelasius to the argument of example from the sacrament of the body and

blood of Christ, and noteth the person of Christ to be a principal mystery, and the sacrament

an image and similitude of that mystery, which sense his words must needs have, because he

calleth Christ the principal mystery ,- and as in one place he saith “the image and similitude of

the body and blood of Christ,” so by and by he calleth the sacrament “the image of Christ.”

And here the words “image” and “similitude” ezpress the manner of presence of the truth

of the things represented, to be understanded only by faith as invisibly present. And St Ambrose

by this word “image” signifieth the erhibition of truth to man in this life. And to shew the

sacrament to be such an image, as containeth the very truth of the thing whereof it is the image,

Gelasius dcclareth in framing his argument in these words: “As bread and wine go into the

divine substance, the Holy Ghost bringing it to pass, and yet remain in the property of their

nature, so that principal mystery, those natures remaining whereof it is, declare unto us true

and whole Christ to continue.”

In these words of Gelasius, where he saith “the bread and wine go into the divine substance,”

is plainly declared the presence of the divine substance; and this divine substance can signify

none other substance but of the body and blood of Christ, of which heavenly nature, and earthly

nature of the bread and wine, consisteth this sacrament, the image of the principal mystery of

Christ’s person.

And therefore as in the image be two divers natures and diferent, remaining in their pro

perty, so likewise in the person of Christ, which is the conclusion of Gelasius’ argument, should

remain two natures. And here were a great danger, if we should say that Christ’s body, which

is the celestial nature in the sacrament, were there present but in a figure; for it should then

imply that in Christ’s person, the principal mystery, it were also but in a figure. And there

fore as in the mystery of Christ’s person ordained to redeem us, being the principal mystery,

there is no figure, but truth in consideration of the presence of the two natures, whereof Christ

 

[5’ The same man, Orig. ed. ,WinchJ

19-2



292 THE SECOND BOOK.

311.

is; so in the sacrament, being a mystery ordered to feed us, and the image of that principal

mystery, there is not an only figure but truth of the presence of the natures, earthly and celestial.

I speak of the truth of the prcsencel, and moan such an integrity of the natures present, as by

the rules of our faith is consonant and agreeable to that mystery, that is to say, in the person of

Christ, perfect God and perfect man ; perfect God to be incarnate, and perfect man to be deitate,

as Gregory Nazianzen termeth it.

In the sacrament, the visible matter of the earthly creature in his property of nature for

the use of signification is necessarily required, and also, according to the truth of Christ’s

words, his very body and blood to be invisibly with integrity present, which Gelasius calleth “ the

divine substance." And I think it worthy to be noted that Gelasius, speaking of the bread and

wine, reciteth not precisely the substance to remain, but saith, “ the substance or nature,” which

nature he calleth after the property 2, and the disjunctive may be verified in the last. And it

is not necessary the examples to be in all parts equal, as Rusticus Diacon-us handleth it very

Iearnealy, contra Acephalosi‘. And Gelasius in opening the mystery of the sacrament speaketh

of transition of the bread and wine into the godly substance,- which word “transition” is meet

to eapress “transubstantiation ,'” and therefore St Thomas eapressed “transubstantiation” with

the same word transirc, writing, Dogma datur Christianis, quod in carnem transit panis

ct vinum in sanguinom. But in the mystery of Christ’s person there is no transition of the

Deity into the humanity, or humanity into the Deity, but only assumption of the humanity with

the adunation of those two perfect natures“ so dzfercnt, one person and one Christ, who is God

incarnate, and man dcitate, as Gregory Nazianzen saith, without mutation, conversion, transition,

transelementation, or transubstantiation, which words be proper and special to express how

eucharistia. is constitute of two difcrent natures, an heavenly and earthly nature; a mystery

institute after the erample of the principal mystery, wherewith to feed us with the substance of

the same glorious body that hath redeemed us. And because in the constitution of this mystery

of the sacrament, there is a “transition” of the earthly creature into the divine substance, as Gela

sius and St Thomas term it, and “ mutation,” as Cyprian and Ambrose teach it, which Theophy

lactus espresseth by the word “ transelementation,” Emissene by the word “ conversion,” and all

their words reduced into their own proper sense erpressed in one word of “transubstantiation:”

it cannot be convenient, where the manner of constitution of the two mysteries be so difercnt,

there to require a like remaining of the two natures whereof the mysteries be. In the mystery

of Christ’s person, because there was not of any of the two dij'erent natures either mutation,

transition, conversion, or transelementation, but only assumption of the humanity, and aduna

tion in the virgin’s womb, we cannot say the Godhead to have sufered in that mystery, which were

an absurdity, but to have wrought the assumption and adunation of man’s nature with it,

nor man’s nature by that assumption and adunation diminished; and therefore profess truly

Christ to be whole God and whole man, and God in that mystery to be made man, and man

God; whereas in the sacrament, because of transition, mutation, and conversion of their earthly

creatures, wrought by the Holy Ghost, which dcclareth those earthly creatures to sujfer in this

conversion, mutation, and transition, we knowledge no assumption of those creatures or aduna

tion with the heavenly nature, and therefore say not, as we do in the principal mystery, that

each nature is wholly the other; and as we profess God incarnate, so the body of Christ breaded;

and as man is deitate, so the bread is corporate ,- which we should say, if the rules of our faith

could permit the constitution of each mystery to be taught alike, which the truth of God's word

doth not safer. W'herefore, although Gelasius and other argue from the sacrament to declare

the mystery of Christ’s person, yet we may not press the argument to destroy or cmif'ou-nd the

property of each mystery, and so violate the rules of our faith; and in the authors not press

the words otherwise than they may agree with the catholic teaching, as those did in the words of

Cyril, when he spake of “nature” and “subsistence,” whereof I made mention before, to be

remembered here in Gelasitw, that we press not the word “substance” and “ nature" in him,

but as may agree with the “transition” he speaketh of, by which word other express “transubstan

tiation.” And against the Eutychians, for to improve their confusion, it suficeth to shew two

difl'erent natures to be in the sacrament, and to remain in their property, and the divine nature

'not to confound the earthly nature, nor as it were to swallow it, which was the dream of the

Eutychians. And we must forbear to press all parts of the example in the other argument,

from the person of man being one of the body-5 and soul, which the church doth profess in

 

[' Of presence, 1551.]
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Symbolo Athanasii, of all received. For Christ is one person of two perfect natures, whereof

the one was before the other in perfection and creation of the other; the one impossible, and

the other passible: man is of the soul and body m two diferent natures, but such as for

their perfection required that unity, whereof none was before other perfect. Of Christ we say,

he is consubstantial to his Father by the substance of his Godhead, and consubstantial to man

by the substance of his manhood: but we may not say, “ man is consubstantial by his soul to

angels, and cormtbstantial in his body to beasts ;” because then we should deduce also Christ by

mean of us to be consubstantial to beasts. And thus I wn'te to shew, that we may not press the 812.

example in every part of it, as the author of this book noteth upon Gelasius, who overtumeth

his doctrine of the figure.

CANTERBURY.

I pity you, to see how ye swink‘ and sweat to confound this author Gelasius. And

yet his words he so plain against your papistical transubstantiation, that you have

clearly lost all your pains, lab0urs, and costs. For these be his words spoken of the

sacrament: Ease non desim't mbstantia vel natura panis et vim' ; “ The substance or nature

of bread and wine ceaseth not to be.” But to avoid and daily away these words that

be so clear and plain, must needs be laid on load of words, the wit must be stretched

out to the utmost, all fetches must be brought in that can be devised, all colours of rhetoric

must be sought out, all the air must be cast over with clouds, all the water darkened

with the cuttle’s ink; and if it could be, at the least as much as may be, all men’s eyes

also must be put out, that they should not see. But I would wish that you stood

not so much in your own conceit, trusted not so much in your inventions and device of

wit, in eloquence, and in craftiness of speech, and multitude of words, looking that

no man should dare encounter you, but that all men should think you speak well

because you speak much; and that you should be had in great reputation among the

multitude of them that be ignorant, and cannot discern perfectly those that follow the

right way of truth from other that would lead them out of the way into error and blind

ness. This standing in your conceit is nothing else but to stand in your own light.

But where you say that these heresies of Nestorius and Eutyches were “not so

gross as I report," that the one should say, that “Christ was a perfect man, but

not God ;' and the other should say clean contrary, that “he was very God, but not

man :” of the grossncss of these two heresies I will not much contend. For it might

be that they were of some misreported, as they were indeed if credit be to be given

to divers ancient histories; but this I dare say, that there be divers authors that

report of them as I do write, and consequently you grant the same in efl'ect. For

you report of the Eutychians, that they did perniciously say, that there was but

poni¢vm¢, “ one nature in Christ 2" and of the Nestoriaus you say, that “they

denied Christ to be conceived God or born God, but only man," and then could not

he be naturally God, but only man. And therefore neither by ignorance nor of pur

pose do I report them otherwise than you confess yourself, and than I have learned

of other that were before my time. For St Augustine in the place which you do gratis?

cite of him, hath these words of Nestorius, Dogmatizare ausus est, Dominum nostrum ‘

Jesum Christum hominem tantum; “he presumed to teach,” saith St Augustine,

“that our Lord Jesus Christ was but man only.” And of Eutyches he saith, Hu

manitatie in Christa denegavit oe-ritatcm; “he denied the truth of Christ’s manhood’."

And Gelasius writeth also thus: Eutg/chiani dicunt unam esse naturam, id est divinam; Gelnslus

ae Nestorius nihilominus memorat singularem: “The Eutychians say, that there is but tuiifit’én a

one nature in Christ, that is to say, the Godhead: and also Nestorius saith, there is but Nuwnum'

one nature," meaning the manhood. By which words of St Augustine and Gelasius

appeareth, as plainly as can be spoken, the plain contradiction between the Nestorians

and the Eutychians, that the one denied the humanity of Christ, and the other his 313.

divinity, as I have written in my book; so that neither of ignorance nor of purpose

have I feigned any thing: but you, either of malice, or of your accustomed manner to

calumniate and find fault with every thing that mislikcth you, be it never so well, seek

 

[° Swink, i. e. labour.] as spurious. Augustine, they say, died A. n. 430, the
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occasion likewise here to carp and reprehend where no fault is; being like unto Momus,

which, when he could find no fault with Venus’ person, yet he picked a quarrel to

her slipper. And not in this place only, but throughout your whole book, you use

this fashion, that when you cannot answer to the principal matter, then you find

fault with some bye-matter, whereby it seemeth you intend so to occupy the reader's

mind, that he should not see how craitily you convey yourself from direct answering

of the chief point of the argument; which when you come unto, you pass it over slenderly,

answering either nothing, or very little, and nothing to the purpose.

But yet this bye-matter, which you bring in of the grossness of these two errors,

helpeth little your intent, but rather helpeth to fortify my saying against your doctrine

of transubstantiation, that your doctrine herein maketh a plain way for the Ncstorians

and the Eutychians to defend their errors. For if the bread and the body of Christ before

the consecration in the sacrament be two natures, and after the consecration in that

mystery is but one nature, and that is the body of Christ, into which the nature of

bread in your phantasy is transformed and confounded; and if also this mystery be

an example of the mystery of Christ's incarnation, as the old authors report, why

may not then the Eutychians say, that before the adunation in the virgin's womb

the Godhead and manhood were two natures, and yet after the adunation in that

mystery of Christ's incarnation there was but one nature, and that to be the nature

of God, into which the nature of man was after their phantasy transfused and con

founded? And thus have you made by your transubstantiation a goodly pattern

and example for the Eutychians to follow in maintenance of their error.

And yet, although the Eutychians said that “the nature of God and of man

before their uniting were two," yet I read not that they said, that they were two

in the virgin's womb, as you report of them; which is no great matter, but to

declare how ignorant you be in the thing whereof you make so great boast, or how

little you regard the truth, that wittingly will tell art-untruth. But to say my mind

frankly, what I think of your declaration of these two heresies, I think a great part

thereof you dreamed in your sleep, or imagined, being in some trance, or rapt with

some sophistical vision; and part of your dream agreeth neither with approved authors

and histories, nor with itself. For first, as touching the Eutychians, where you say

that Gelasius “directeth his arguments of the two natures in man, and of the two

natures in the sacrament, chiefly against the Eutychians, to prove the nature of man

to remain in Christ after the adunation ;" whosoever readeth Gelasius shall find other

wise, that he directed his arguments indifi'erently, as well against Ncstorius, as against

Eutyches, and no more against the one than against the other. Nor no more did

the Eutychians abhor alius and alim, although some gathered so of their words,

than did the Nestorians; which words signify “diversity of person," as alirui and

aliud signify “diversity of nature :" so as the body and soul in one man be alizul

and aliud by reason of diversity of natures, and yet be they not alias and alias, because

that both together make but one person. By means of which difference between alias

and aliud, we say, Aliua Pate/r, alius Filius, alias Spifitus Sanctus, and not aliud Pater,

aliud Filius, aliu-J Spirilus Sanctus, forasmuch as they be three in persons, and but

one in nature and substance. And because Christ is two in nature, that is to say, of

his Deity and humanity, and but one in person; therefore we say, aliud a alizul as!

divinitaa at humanitas, but not alias, sed unus eat Christin.

And although Ncstorius granted two natures in Christ, yet not, as you say, from his

nativity, nor by adunation, but by cohabitation or inhabitation, so that he made but one

Christ, (although some otherwise take him,) and not alium at alium : after which sort the

Godhead is also in other godly men, whom by grace he maketh partakers of his godly

nature, although by their natural generation they be but men, without the divine nature

united in person, but after obtained by adoption and grace: as, by your example, a

man is made bishop, which by natural generation is born but a man.

And that this was Nestorius' opinion, that Christ from his nativity was but man

only, and had his Godhead after by adoption or accession, is evident of your own

words, when you say, “that the Nestorians denied Christ conceived God, or born

God, and that the Godhead was an accession to Christ afterward by merit, and that

he was conceived but only man," although shortly after you go from the same, saying,
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that “ both the Godhead and manhood were always in Christ :" such constancy is in

your dreamed phantasies. .

And where you have written thus much, as you say, because it should appear that

Gelasius, by his arguments of the sacrament, and of the two natures of man, went

about to prove that the Godhead remained in Christ after his incarnation; you might

have bestowed your time better than to have lost so much labour, to impugn the

truth. For although neither Nestorius nor Eutyches denied the Godhead of Christ

to remain, yet Gelasius went not about only to eonfute them, but also to set out

plainly the true catholic faith, that Christ being incarnated was perfect God and

perfect man, and how that might be, both the said natures and substances remaining

with all their natural proprieties and conditions, without transubstantiation, abolition,

or confusion of any of the two natures. And this he dcclareth as well by the example

of the sacrament, as of the body and soul of man. Wherefore, as true as it is that

the body and soul of man, and Godhead and manhood of Christ, remain in their

proper substances, natures, and properties, without transubstantiation or perishing of

any of them, so must it be in the sacrament.

And in the said heresies, as you say, was some appearance of the truth, every

one having scripture, which in sound of words seemed to approve their errors, whereby

they deceived many. But as for your feigned doctrine of transubstantiation, it hath

no pretence nor appearance of truth by God's word; for you have not one scripture

- that maketh mention thereof, whereas I have many plain and manifest scriptures, that

speaketh in plain terms, that bread is eaten and wine is drunken. And this author

Gelasius, with divers other learned men, as well Greeks as Latins, of the old catholic

church, affirm in no doubtful words that the bread and wine be not gone, but remain

still. From which scriptures and doctors whosoever dissenteth, dcclareth himself at the 315.

least to be ignorant, whereby yet he may excuse himself of a greater blot and infamy.

And this matter being so clear, neither your fine disguising, nor your painted colours,

nor your gay rhetoric, nor witty inventions, can so hide and c0ver the truth that it

shall not appear; but the more you labour to strive against the stream, the more

faint shall you wax, and at length the truth hath such a violence, that you shall be

borne clean down with the stream thereof.

In the end you compare Nestorius and Cyril together, alluding, as it seemeth, an?to this contention between you and me; which comparison, if it be througbly con- toririslnd

sidered, hath no small resemblance, although there be no little diversity also. Nestorius, '

say you, was a great archbishop; and so, say I, was Cyril also. Nestorius, say you,

as appeareth, “ had much learning, but cloked his heresy craftily.” But the histories of

his time, who should know him best, describe him in this sort, that he was a man of

no great learning, but of an excellent natural wit and eloquence, and full of craft

and subtilty, by means whereof he was so proud and glorious, that he contemned all

men in respect of himself, and disdained the old writers, thinking himself more wise

than they all. Now let the indifferent reader judge, whom he thinketh in this your

allusion should most resemble the qualities and conditions of Nestorius.

And all this that you have brought in here of these two heresies, although it be

to no purpose in the principal matter, yet it serveth me to this purpose, that men

may conjecture whose nature and wit is most like unto the description of Nestorius,

and also how loth you be to come to the matter, and to make a direct answer to

Gelasius' words, who saith in plain terms, “that the substance or nature of bread and wine

remaineth." Even as glad you be to come to this as a bear is to come to the stake,

seeking to run out at this corner or that comer, if it were possible. But all will

not help; for you be so fast tied in chains, that, will you, nill you, at length you

must come to the stake, although you he never so 10th. And Gelasius biteth so sore

and bath catched so hard hold of you, that you can never escape, although you attempt

all manner of ways, by tooth and by nail, to shake him off.

First, you would shake him 05' by this pretence, that he useth his two arguments,

of the two examples of man and the sacrament, against the Eutychians only. But

Gelasius will not so easily leave his hold. For he speaketh indifi'erently as well against

the Nestorians as the Eutychians, declaring by these tWo examples, how two difi'erent

natures may remain in Christ, and that the integrity of Christ cannot be. except both
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the different natures remain in their properties; which condemneth both the foresaid

heresies, that affirmed but one nature to be in Christ, the Eutychians his divinity, and

the Nestorians his humanity. And yet, if he had used these examples against the

Eutychians only, they bite you as sore as if they were used against them both. For

if he conclude by these two examples against the Eutychians, as you say he doth, that

the integrity of Christ cannot be, but both natures different, that is to say, his man

hood and Godhead, must remain in their property, then must it needs be so in the

examples also. And then as Christ had in him two natures with their natural pro

perties, neither perishing, but both remaining; and as man hath in him two natures,

the soul and the body, both remaining still, so must in the sacrament also the nature

of bread and wine remain without transubstantiation, or corruption of any of the naturs,

according to the said words of Gelasius: Ease non desinit substantia vel natura panic

at eim'; “The substance or nature of bread and wine ccaseth not to be."

And Gelasius bringeth not this image and similitude to that purpose that you would

draw it, that is to say, to express the manner of Christ's presence in the sacrament,

but to express the manner of two natures in Christ, that they both so remain that

neither is corrupted or transubstantiated, no more than the bread and wine be in the

sacrament. And by this all men may see, that Gelasius hath fastened his teeth so

surely, that you cannot so lightly cast him off with a shake of your chain. And if

he meant to express the manner of Christ's presence in the sacrament, as you feign

he doth, that the manner is only by faith, whereof he speaketh not one word, 'et

are you nothing at liberty thereby, but held much more faster than you were before.

For Gelasius speaketh of the action of the mystery, and Christ's flesh and blood be

present in the action of the mystery only by faith, therefore can they not be present

in the bread or wine reserved, which have no faith at all. And presence by faith

only requircth no real, material, and corporal presence. For by faith is Christ present

in baptism, and by faith Abraham saw him, and the holy fathers did eat his flesh

and drink his blood before he was born. And Christ, humbling himself to take upon

him our mortal nature, hath exalted us to the nature of his deity, making us to

reign with him in his immortal glory, as it were gods. And this, saith Gelasius,

God worketh in us by his sacraments, per qua: dim'nw qfiicimur comorte: naturw, et

lumen ease non (lesinit mbstantia. vel nature panic at eim': that is to say, “By the

sacrament of Christ’s body and blood we be associate unto the divine nature, and yet

cmseth not the substance or nature of bread and wine to be." So that the sacrament

not being altered in substance, we be altered and go into the divine nature or sub

stance, as Gelasius termeth it, being made partakers of God's eternity.

And therefore when he speaketh of the going of the sacraments into the divine

substance, he meaneth not that the substances of the. sacraments go into the substance

of God, (which no creature can do,) but that in the action of that mystery, to them

that worthily receive the sacraments, to them they be turned into divine substance

through the working of the Holy Ghost, who maketh the godly receivers to be the

partakers of the divine nature and substance. And that this was the intent and

meaning of Gelasius, appeareth by two notable sentences of him, whereof one is this.

“ Surely," saith he, “the image and similitude of the body and blood of Christ is cele

brate in the action of the mystery." The other is, that “ by the sacrament we be made

partakers of the godly nature.” He saith not, that the sacraments be, but that we

be made partakers of the nature of Christ’s Godhead. And if he should mean, as you

have most untruly altered both his words and sense at your pleasure, not that the

godly receivers, but that the substance of bread and wine, should go into the divine

substance; then were not they changed into his humanity, but into his deity, and so

were the bread and wine deified, or at the least made partakers of the divine nature

and immortality. But forasmuch as Gelasius saith, that the two natures in Christ

remain, in like case as the natures of the sacraments remain, (for he maketh his argu

ment altogether of the remaining of the natures, by the verb permanere, and the par

ticiple permanens) then, as you say that the integrity of Christ cannot be, except

both his natures different remain in their properties, so cannot the integrity of the

sacrament be, except the two natures of bread and wine remain in their properties.

For else, seeing that the remaining of the natures is in the sacrament as it is in Christ,
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as Gelasius saith, then if in the sacraments remain but the accidents and appear

ance of bread and wine, and not the substances of them, how could Gelasius by the

resemblance of the two sacraments of bread and wine, prove the two substances and

natures of Christ to remain? Might it not rather be gathered, that only the appearance

of Christ's humanity remaineth in accidents, and not the substance of itself, as Marcion

saith, and as you say it is in the sacrament; or else, that Christ's humanity is absorbed

up by his divinity, and confounded therewith, as the Eutychians say, [and as you say‘]

that the bread and wine is by the body and blood of Christ? But the catholic faith hath

taught from the beginning, according to holy scripture, that as the image or sacrament be

two diverse natures and difi'erent, remaining in their properties, that is to say, bread and

wine, so likewise in the person of Christ remain two natures, his divinity and his humanity.

And I pray you, what danger is it to say, that Christ's body is in the sacramental

bread, but as in a figure? should that imply, that his body is in his person, but as in

a figure? That should be even as good an argument as this: Christ was in the brasen

serpent, but in a figure; ergo be is now in heaven but in a figure. For the form of

argumentation is all one in the one and the other. And if Christ be in us by virtue

and eflicacy, although in the sacraments representing the same (as Gelasius saith) he

be but sacramentally, figuratively, and significatively, what peril is it to us?- And what

availeth it us his being in the sacrament, and not in us?

And the two natures in the sacrament, which Gelasius taketh for the image and simi

litude of the two natures in Christ, be bread and wine, which as they remain, and that

truly in their natures and substances, so do the two natures in Christ. And yet be the

bread and wine sacraments of the terrestrial nature of Christ, that is to say, of his body

and blood, but not of his celestial and divine nature, as you imagine. And they be called

sacraments, because they he figures, which, if they were no figures, they were no sacra

ments. But it is not required, that the thing represented by the figure should be really and

corporally present in the figure, when the figure is ordained to represent a thing corporally

absent; and the figure were in vain, as Lactantius saith, if the thing were present '. Lsctantiui,

_ _ , _ Insutut.

And at the least Wise 111 this place Gelasius useth the natures and substances of Lib-ii-mP-Y

bread and wine, which be sacraments of Christ's flesh and blood, to be images and

similitudes in this point, not of his flesh and blood, but' of his divine and human

nature; that as the bread and wine in the sacrament remain still in their proper kinds,

without violation, annihilation, confusion, commixtion, or transubstantiation, so is it in

the two natures of Christ's manhood and his Godhead. So that Gelasius useth this

similitude for the incarnation of Christ, not for the consecration of the sacrament, as 818.

you would pervert his meaning.

And because you would have all your things strange, (as it were one that had

come out of a. strange country, where he had learned a strange fashion of speech never

heard of before, or rather devised it himself,) you call the colours of bread and wine

the matter of bread and wine, because colours only be visible, after your teaching.

And then must the natural properties of colours be, to signify our feeding spiritual by

the body and blood of Christ, that as they feed us spiritually, so do the colours cor

porally. And then making the argument ab opposite comequentis ad oppositum ante

caientis, as colours feed not our bodies, so Christ feedeth not our souls. This is the

conclusion of your goodly new devised divinity.

And to like efl'ect cometh your other saying in the same sentence, because you

were loth to commit but one horrible error in one sentence, that “Gelasius calleth

Christ's body and blood his divine substance."

This is a goodly hearing for the Eutychians, who say, that “in Christ is no more

natures but his divine substance," which by your interpretation must be true. For

if his Godhead be a divine substance, and his body and blood also a divine sub

stance, wby should Eutyches be reprehended for denying in Christ to be any other

than divine substance? And so shall we bring to pass, that either Christ bath but

one substance, or two divine substances, although not of like sort, and so not one

human substance. And is it like, that Gelasius, who so long contended against Euty

ches for two distinct substances in Christ, human and divine, would in the conclusion

  

[' These words are found only in ed. [551.] [9 See p. 288. |
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of his disputation so lunch yield unto the herctic, to grant that Christ's human sub

stance should be a divine substance?

And it is worthy to be noted, and double noted, how you wrangle with the words

of Gelasius, and wrest them clean out of tune. For where Gelasius saith, that “there

remaineth the substance or nature of bread and wine," to declare thereby the remain

ing of two natures in Christ, you say, that “Gclasiu's' saying may be verified in the

last, and not in the first," that is to say, that the nature of bread and wine remain

eth. “And nature," say you, “is there taken for the properties, which you call acci

dents." And so you make Gelasius a goodly teacher, that should so ambiguously

speak of two things, when he meaneth but of one. For when he saith, that “the

substance or nature remaineth," you say, “he meaneth that only the nature remaineth."

And were this tolerable in a learned man, when he meaneth the nature to remain and

not the substance, to express it by these terms, The substance or nature remaineth?

And if Gelasius mean that the substance of bread and wine remaineth not, but the

natures, and then if by nature he understood the accidents, as you untruly surmise

of him, and make them the image and similitude to prove Christ's two natures; then

they prove no more, but that the accidents of Christ's natures remain, and not the

substance: which saying, whether it be a favouring of the Eutychians, Nestorians, Va

lentinians, Marcionists, Apollinarists, and other of that sort, let the learned be judge.

And although “it be not necessary the examples to be in all parts equal," as you

allege of Rusticus Dinconus, yet they must needs be like in the point wherefore they

were taken to be examples, for else they were none examples. And therefore, seeing

that the bread and wine were of Gelasius brought for examples of Christ's two natures,

for this intent, to prove that the two natures of Christ remain in their substance, it

must needs be so in the bread and wine, or else they served nothing to that purpose.

And the transition that Gelasius meant of, is in the persons that receive the

sacraments, which be transformed into the divine nature, as Gelasius saith, “by efiicacy

and virtue represented by the sacraments;" but the transition is not in the bread and

wine, as you and your Thomas imagine of transition, which remain in the sacrament

without substantial mutation, conversion, transition, transelementation, or transubstan

tiation. For if in the mystery of the sacrament were transition, mutation, conversion,

and transelementation of the substance of bread and wine, how could that mystery

be an example of the principal mystery of Christ’s incarnation, to prove thereby that

there is no transition, mutation, conversion, or transelementation of the two substances

of Christ in his incarnation? Doth not the remaining of substance in the sacrament

prove the remaining of substance in the incarnation? For how can the not remain

ing of substance be an example, image, and similitude to prove the remaining of the

substance? But here appeareth what it is to wrestle against the truth, and to defend

an evil cause, and what absurdities wit and eloquence be driven unto, when they

strive against God and his word.

And where you think yourself over sore pressed with this argument and similitude

of bread and wine to the two natures in Christ, I must needs press the argument

and words so far, as pertaineth to the remaining of the natures and substance; for to

that end was the image and similitude brought in by Gelasius. And then by argu

ment from the cause, wherefore the resemblance was made, if the substance and nature

of the bread and wine remain not in the sacrament, it followeth that the two natures

and substance of Christ remain not in his person, which is no sound teaching: wherc~

fore, to make the argument agree with the catholic teaching, we must needs say,

that as in the person of Christ remain the two natures and substance of his God

head and manhood, so in the sacrament remain the natures and substances of bread

and wine, that the comparisons may agree with themselves and with the catholic

faith. Like as it is also in the other example of the body and soul, which two

natures must needs remain in the person of man, without transubstantiation of any

nature, if they shall resemble the remaining of the two natures in Christ. And how

do the two natures in the sacrament remain in their property, I pray you declare, if

the nature of bread and wine be gone? And how doth not the divine nature swal

low up the earthly nature, if the nature of bread and wine be so turned into the

divine nature, that it remaineth not, but is clearly extinct?
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If you may purge yourself in handling of this author by confession of your igno

rance, you must obtain it by great favour of them that will so accept it. For else

in this one author is affirmed by you many great errors, with wilful dcpravation of

the author's mind, to give weapons to them that be enemies to the truth, and to the

subversion of the catholic faith. And no less have you done in Theodoretus next

following, because you would handle them both inditl'erently, and do no more injury to

the one than to the other. And as for Cyprian, Ambrose, Theophylact, and Emissene,

I have answered to them before. It is time now to hear Theodorete.

320.

Theodoretus also afiirmeth the same both in his first and in his second dia- Thgqlgfxgu

logue. In the first he saith thus: “ He that called his natural body wheat and '

bread, and also called himself a vine, the self-same called bread and wine his

body and blood, and yet changed not their naturesl."

And in his second dialogue he saith more plainly. “ For,” saith he, “ as the

bread and wine after the consecration lose not their proper nature, but keep their

former substance, form, and figure which they had before, even so the body of

Christ, after his ascension, was changed into the godly substancei.”

Now let the papists choose which of_ these two they will grant, (for one of

them they must needs grant,) either that the nature and substance of bread and

wine remain still in the sacrament after the consecration, and then must they

recant their doctrine of transubstantiation, or else that they be of the error of

Nestorius and other, which did say, that the nature of the Godhead or of the

manhood remained not in Christ after his incarnation or ascension”. For all these

old authors agree, that it is in the one, as it is in the other.

WINCHESTER.

And if that I have here said be well considered, there may appear the great ignorance of this Theodorctc.

author in the alleging of Theodorete, the applying of him, and the speaking of Nestorius in the

end. For as the Eutychians’ reasoning, as St Augustine saith, to confound the Nestorimw, fell

into an absurdity in the confusion of the two natures in Christ: so Theodoretus, reasoning

against the Eutychians, fell in a vehement suspicion to be a Nestorian; like as St Augustine,

reasoning against the-hlanicheesfor defence qffree-will, seemed to spealythot the Pelagians would

allow; and reasoning against Pelagians, seemed to say that the ilfuniehees would allow : mwh

a- dungcr it is to reduce ertrcmities to the mean, wherein St Augustine was better purged than

Theodoretc was, although Theodorcte was reconciled. But for example of that I have said, this

argument of Theodoretiw against the Eutychians, to avoid confusion of natures in Christ, sheweth

how in the sacrament, where the truth of the mystery of the two natures in Christ may be as it

were in similitude learned, the presence of the body of Christ there in the sacrament doth not alter

the nature, that is to say, the property of the visible creatures. This saying was that the Nesto

rians would draw for their purpose to prove distinct persons, against whom Cyril travailed to

shew that in the sacrament the flesh of Christ, that was given to be eaten, was given, not as the

flesh qfa common man, but as theflesh of God; whereby appeared the unity of the Godhead to

the manhood in Christ in one person, and yet no confusion, as Theodoretus doth by his argument

declare. But whether the printer’s negligence, or this author's oversight, hath confounded or

confused this matter in the uttering of it, I cannot tell. For the author of this book concludeth

solemnly thus by induction of the premises, that “even so the body Qf Christ was after the ascension

changed into the godly substance.” I ween the printer left out a “not,” and should have said, “not

changed into the godly substance ;" for so the sense should be, as Peter Illartyr reporteth Theodorctc.
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And yet the triumph this author maketh against them he calleth for his pleasure papists, with his

forked dilemma, maketh me doubt whether he u-ist what he said or no ; because he bringeth in

Nestorius so out ofpurpose, saying the papists must either grant the substance of bread and wine

to remain, “ or else to be of Nestorius’ heresy, that the nature of Godhead remained not.”

This author of the book, for the name of Nestorius, should have put Eutyches, and then said

for conclusion, the nature of manhood remained not in Christ. And although in Theodorete

the substamre of bread is spoken of to remain, yet because he doth after expound himself to speak

of that is seen and felt, he seemcth to speak of substance after the common capacity, and not

as it is truly in learning understanded, an inward, invisible. and not palpable nature, but only

perceived by understanding; so as this outward nature that Theodorete speaketh of, may according

to his words truly remain, notwithstanding transubstantiation. This author dcclareth plainly

his ignorance, not to perceive whither the argument of Theodorete and Gelasius tendeth, which is

properly against the Eutychians rather than the Nestorians. For, and no propriety of bread

remain, it proveth not the Godhead in Christ not to remain, but the humanity only to be as

it were swallowed up of the divinity, which the Eutychians intended, and specially afier Christ’s

resurrmtion, against whom the argument by Theodorete is specially brought, howsoever this author

confoundeth the Nestm‘ians’ and Eutychians’ names and taketh onefor another, which in so high a

matter is no small fault, and yet no great fault among so many other huger and greater, as be

in this book committed.

CANTERBURY.

If that which you have said to Gelasius be well considered and conferred with

this in Theodor-etc, it seemeth by your process in both, that you know not what confusion

And then your ignorance therein must needs declare that you be utterly

ignorant of all their Whole discourse, which tendeth only to prove that the two natures

in Christ, his divinity and his humanity, be not confounded. And for ignorance of

confusion, you confound all together. Gelasius and Theodorcte prove, that the two

natures in Christ be not confounded, because they remain both in their own sub

stances and properties, so that the remaining dcclareth no confusion, which should be

confounded if they remained not. If a. drop of milk be put into a pot of wine, by

and by it loscth the first nature and substance, and is confounded with the nature

and substance of wine. And if wine and milk be put together in equal quantity,

then both be confounded, because neither remaineth, neither perfect wine with his sub

stance and natural proprietics, nor perfect milk with the substance and proprieties of

milk; but a confusion, an humble-jumble 0r hotch-potch, a posset or syllabub is made

of them both together, like as in man's body the four elements be confounded to the

constitution of the same, not one of the elements remaining in his proper substance,

form, and pure natural qualities.

So that if one nature remain not, the same is confounded. And if there be more '

natures that lose their substance, they be all confounded, except there be an utter

consumption or annihilation of the thing that loseth his substance. And therefore the

argument, which all the old ecclesiastical authors use, to save the confusion of the

two natures in Christ, is to prove, that they both remain. And if we may learn

that by the similitude of the sacrament, as Gelasius and Theodorete teach, and you

here confess the same, then must needs the substance of bread and wine remain, or

else is there none example nor similitude of the remaining of two natures in Christ,

but of their confusion; as by your feigned doctrine the substance of bread is confounded

with the body of Christ, neither being annihilate, nor remaining, but transubstantiated,

confounded, and converted into the substance of Christ's body. And thus with your

Well understanding of the matter, you confound all together; whereas I with my

ignorance, not blaspheming that holy union and mystery of Christ's incarnation, do

save all the natures whole, without mixtion, confusion, or transubstantiation, either of

the divine and human nature in Christ, or of the soul and body in man, or of the

bread and wine in the sacrament; but all the substance and natures be saved and

remain clearly with their natural properties and conditions, that the proportion in that

point may be like, and one to be the true image and similitude of the other. But

surely more gross ignorance or wilful impicty than you have shewed in this matter,

hath not lightly been seen or read of.

And where you say, that “I by oversight, or the printer by negligence, have left
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out a ‘not',” if I should have put in that “not” of mine own head, contrary to the Not.

original in Greek 1, and to all the translators in Latin, and the translation of master

Peter Martyr also, I should have been as far overseen as you be, which as it seemeth of

purpose confound and corrupt, you care not whether any author's words, or their meaning.

And as for my “forked dilemma," you shall never be able to answer thereto; but

the more you travail therein, the more you shall entangle yourself. For either you

must grant, as unwilling as you be, that the nature and substance of bread and wine

remain after the consecration, or else that the nature and substance of Christ's humanity

and divinity remain not after his incarnation; wherein erred not only Eutyches, whom

you say I should have put for Nestorius, but also Marcion, Ebion, Valentinus, Nesto

rius, and other, as in my book I have declared.

And one thing is principally to be noted in your answer to Theodorete, how you

can sophisticate and falsify all men's sayings, be they never so plain. For where be

tween me and the papists the matter here in contention is this, Whether the bread

and wine remain in their proper nature and substance or no; I saying that they re

main, and the papists saying that they remain not, the issue being in this point, whether

they remain, or remain not; I bring for me Chrysostom, who saith, “the nature of

bread remaineth”? I bring Gelasius, who saith, that “ there ceaseth not the substance

or nature of bread and wine’:" I bring this Theodorete, whose words be these: “The

bread and wine after consecration lose not their proper nature, but keep their former

substances, form, and figure‘." Now how can any man devise to speak the truth in

more plain words than these be? For they say the very same words that I say. And

yet because the truth is not liked, here must be devised a crafty lawyer’s gloss, of

them that never sought other but to ealumniate the truth, and must be said, against

all learning, reason, and speech, that substance is taken for the visible and palpable

qualities or accidents. “'ell, yet then you confess that those old ancient authors agree

with me in words, and say as I do, that the bread and wine be not transubstantiated,

but remain in their former substance. And then the issue plainly passeth with me by

the testimony of these three witnesses, until such time as you can prove that these

authors spake one thing, and meant another, and that qualities and accidents be sub

stances. And if you understood whereunto the argument of Thcodorete and Gelasius

tcndeth, you would not say that they spake against the Eutychians, any more than they

do against the Nestorians. For if the bread and wine remain not, as you say, but

be swallowed up of the body and blood of Christ, then likewise in the principal mys

tery either the deity must be swallowed up of the humanity, or the humanity of the

deity. The contrary whereof is not only against the Eutychians, but also against the

' Nestorians, Mareionists, and all other that denied any of his two natures to remain

perfectly in Christ.

And whereas you, with all the rout of the papists, both privately and openly report

me to be unlearned and ignorant, because you would thereby impair my credit in this

weighty matter of our faith, my knowledge is not any whit the less, because the

papists say it is nothing, nor yours any deal the more, because the papists do say,

that you only be learned, whom, for any thing that ever I could perceive in you, I

have found more full of words and talk than of learning. And yet the note of igno

rance I nothing pass of, if thereby the truth and God’s glory should not be hindered.

Now after the reproof of your doctrine of transubstantiation by all the old writers

of Christ's church, I write in my book after this manner.

Now forasmuch as it is proved sufficiently, as well by the holy scripture, as

by natural operation, by natural reason, by all our senses, and by the most old

and best learned authors, and holy martyrs of Christ’s church, that the substance

of bread and wine do remain, and be received of faithful people in the blessed

sacrament, or supper of the Lord; it is a. thing worthy to be considered and

 

[1 Vid. p. 299. In the original text of the passage

here referred to thereis no negative. Peter Martyr‘s

translation of the sentence is : Sic ct corpus domini

cum post assumptionem in divinam est substantiam

transmutatum. Loci Communes, Class. 1v. cap. 10.

Genev. 1623. p. 603.]

[' Vid. p. 274.]

[‘ Vid. p. 299.]

[3 vm. p. 289.]
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well weighed, what moved the school authors of late years to defend the con

trary opinion, not only so far from all experience of our senses, and so far from

all reason, but also clean contrary to the old church of Christ and to God’s

most holy word. Surely nothing moved them thereto so much, as did the vain

faith which they had in the church and see of Rome.

faunas?" For Joannes Scotus, otherwise called Duns, the subtilest of all the school

"M Ki- authors, entreating of this matter of transubstantiation, sheweth plainly the cause

thereof. “For,” saith he, “ the words of the scripture might be expounded more

easily and more plainly without transubstantiation, but the church did choose

this sense, which is more hard, being moved thereto, as it seemeth, chiefly

because that of the sacraments men ought to hold as the holy church of Rome

holdeth. But it holdeth, that bread is transubstantiate, or turned into the body,

and wine into the blood, as it is shewed, de Summa Trinitatc et Fide Ca

tholica. Firmiter credimus‘.”

Qggelfbmo And Gabriel also, who of all other wrote most largely upon the canon of

33%?“- the mass, saith thus: “ It is to be noted, that although it be taught in the

scripture, that the body of Christ is truly contained and received of christian

people under the kinds of bread and wine, yet how the body of Christ is there,

whether by conversion of any thing into it, or without conversion, the body is

there with the bread, both the substance and accidents of bread remaining there

still, it is not found expressed in the bible. Yet forasmuch as of the sacraments

men must hold as the holy church of Rome holdeth, as it is written, de hwre

t-icis, ad abolendam; and that church holdeth and hath determined, that the

bread is transubstantiated into the body of Christ, and the wine into his blood;

therefore is this opinion received of all them that be catholic, that the substance

of bread remaineth not, but really and truly is turned, transubstantiated, and

324. changed into the substance of the body of Christ’.”

Chap. vu. Thus you have heard the cause, wherefore this opinion of transubstantiation

at this present is holden and defended among christian people, that is to say,

because the church of Rome hath so determined, although the contrary, by the

papists’ own confession, appear to be more easy, more true, and more according

to the scripture.

$1216 “nan But because our English papists, who speak more grossly herein than the,

toinihuiusJ pope himself, affirming that the natural body of Christ is naturally in the bread

and wine, cannot, nor dare not ground their faith concerning transubstantiation

upon the church of Rome; which, although in name it be called most holy, yet

indeed it is the most stinking dunghill of all wickedness that is under heaven,

and the very synagogue of the devil, which whosoever followeth cannot but

stumble, and fall into a pit full of errors: because, I say, the English papists

dare not now stablish their faith upon that foundation of Rome, therefore they

seek fig-leaves, that is to say, vain reasons, gathered of their own brains and

authorities, wrested from the intent and mind of the authors, wherewith to cover

and hide their shameful errors. Wherefore I thought it good somewhat to

travail herein, to take away those fig-leaves, that their shameful errors may

plainly to every man appear.

Chap.v1u. The greatest reason, and of most importance, and of such strength, as they

think, or at the least as they pretend, that all the world cannot answer thereto,

$£&:5mb_ is this: “ Our Saviour Christ, taking the bread, brake it, and gave it to his

Mantis on.  

[1 Joan. Duns Scot. Op. Lugd. 1639. in Lib. XV. It the end of this volume.]

Sentent. Dist. x1. Quest. 3. Tom. VIII. pp. 616, [’ Gabr. lliel. Canon. Misses Expos. Basil. 1515.

18, 19. The original passages of Duns and Gabriel Lect. xl. fol. 94. 2.]

Biel will be found in p. 34 of Cranmer‘s Latin book |
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disciplesI saying, ‘This is my body.’ New,” say they, “ as soon as Christ gal-gy

had spoken these words, the bread was straightway altered and changed, and Luke “ii

the substance thereof was converted into the substance of his precious body.”

But what christian cars can patiently hear this doctrine, that Christ is every

day made anew, and made of another substance than he was made of in his

mother’s womb ? For whereas at his incarnation he was made of the nature and

substance of his blessed mother, new, by these papists’ opinion, he is made every The answer.

day of the nature and substance of bread and wine, which, as they say, “ be

turned into the substance of his body and blood.” 0 what a marvellous meta

morphosis and abominable heresy is this, to say that Christ is daily made

anew, and of a new matter! whereof it followeth necessarily, that they make

us every day a new Christ, and not the same that was born of the virgin Mary,

nor that was crucified upon the cross, [and that it was not the same Christ that

was eaten in the supper, which was born and crucified,]3 as it shall be plainly

proved by these arguments following.

First, thus: If Christ’s body that was crucified was not made of bread, but

the body that was eaten in the supper was made of bread, as the papists say,

then Christ’s body that was eaten [in the supper]3 was not the same that was

crucified. [For if they were all one body, then it must needs follow, that either

Christ’s body that was eaten was not made of bread, or else that his body that

was crucified was made of bread.]‘

And in like manner it followeth: If the body of Christ in the sacrament be

made of the substance of bread and wine, and the same body was conceived in

the virgin’s womb, then the body of Christ in the virgin’s womb was made of

bread and wine.

Or else turn the argument thus: The body of Christ in the virgin’s womb

was not made of bread and wine; but this body of Christ in the sacrament is 325.

made of bread and wine: then this body of Christ is not the same that was

conceived in the Virgin’s womb.

Another argument: Christ that was born in the virgin’s womb, as concerning

his body, was made of none other substance but of the substance of his blessed

mother: but Christ in the sacrament is made of another substance; and so it

followeth, that he is another Christ.

And so the antichrist of Rome, the chief author of all idolatry, would bring

faithful christian people from the true worshipping of Christ that was made and

born of the blessed virgin Mary, through the operation of the Holy Ghost, and

suffered for us upon the cross, to worship another Christ made of bread and wine

through the consecration” of popish priests, which make themselves the makers

of God. “ For,” say they, “the priest by the words of consecration maketh

that thing which is eaten and drunken in the Lord’s supper, and that,” say they,

“is Christ himself both God and man;” and so they take upon them to make both

God and man.

But let all true worshippers worship one God, one Christ, once corporally

made, of one only corporal substance, that is to say, of the blessed virgin Mary;

that once died, and rose once again, once ascended into heaven, and there sitteth

 

['3 The Orig. ed. omits the sentences within made ofbread.

brackets.] “And moreover : If Christ‘s body that was eaten

[4 This passage is in the 1551 and 1580 editions at the last supper was the same that was crucified,

only. The Orig. ed. has the following passages, and Christ‘s body that was eaten at the supper was

not in either of the above editions: made of bread, as the papists feign, then Christ‘s

“And again : 1f Christ's body that was cru- body that was crucified was made of bread.“]

cified was not made of bread, and Christ‘s body that [5 Of a popish priest. And thus the popish

was crucified was the some that was eaten at his last priests make themselves, Orig. ed.]

supper, then Christ's body that was eaten was not
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and shall sit at the right hand of his Father cvermore; although spiritually he

be every day amongst us, and whosoever come together in his name, he is in

the midst among them. And he is the spiritual pasture and food of our souls,

as meat and drink is of our bodies; which he siguifieth unto us by the institution

of his most holy supper in the bread and wine‘, declaring that as the bread and

wine corporally comfort and feed our bodies, so doth he with his flesh and blood

spiritually comfort and feed our souls.

And now may be easily answered the papists’ argument, whereof they do

so much boast: for brag they never so much of their conversion of bread and

wine into the body and blood of Christ, yet that conversion is spiritual, and

putteth'not away the corporal presence of the material bread and wine. But

forasmuch as the same is a most holy sacrament of our spiritual nourishment,

which we have by the body and blood of our Saviour Christ, there must needs

remain the sensible element, that is to say, bread and wine, without the which

there can be no sacrament.

As in our spiritual regeneration there can be no sacrament of baptism, if

there be no water. For as baptism is no perfect sacrament of spiritual regene

ration, without there be as well the element of water, as the Holy Ghost,

spiritually regenerating the person that is baptized, which is signified by the

said water; even so the supper of the Lord can be no perfect sacrament of

spiritual food, except there be as well bread and wine, as the body and blood

of our Saviour Christ, spiritually feeding us, which by the said bread and wine is

signified.

And howsoever the body and blood of our Saviour Christ be there present,

they may as well be present there with the substance of bread and wine, as

with the accidents of the same, as the school authors do confess themselves.

and it shall be well proved if the adversaries will deny it. Thus you see

the strongest argument of the papists answered unto, and the chief founda

tion whereupon they build their error of transubstantiation utterly subverted

and overthrown.

wmcnrs'rsn.

Wherein this author not seeing how little he hath done, concludeth yet as constantly as

though he had thrown all down afore him, intending to shew that the doctrine of transub

stantiation dependeth only of authority, (which is not so,) using the sayings of Duns and Ga

briel, as he reporteth them, for his purpose; because they, as he saith, boast themselves what

they could do, if the determination of the council were not: and thus every idle speech may

have estimation with this author against the received truth. And from this point of the mat

ter, the author of this book maketh a passage with a little sport at them he fa-ncieth, or Iii-ah

to call so, English papists, by the way to enterprise, to answer all such as he supposeth ma

sons for transubstantiation and authorities also.

First, he findeth himself mirth in devising (as he calleth them) the papists to say that Christ

is made anew; which fancy, if it were so, is against the real preseiwe as well as transub

stantiation. In which words because every wise reader may see how this author playeth, I

will say no more but this: Christ is not made anew, nor made of the substance of bread,

as of a matter ,- and that to be the catholic doctrine, this author, if he be right named, knoweth

well enough, and yet spendeth two leaves in it.

CANTERBURY.

When I have proved most evidently, as well by the testimony of the scripture,

as by the consent of the old authors of Christ’s church, both Greeks and Latins,

from the beginning continually from time to time, that transubstantiation is against

God's most holy word, against the old church of Christ, against all experience of our

senses, against all reason, and against the doctrine of all ages, until the bishops of

 

[‘ In bread and wine, 1551, and (Mg. ed.)
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Rome devised the contrary; therefore I conclude that the said doctrine of transub

stantiation may justly be called the Romish or papistical doctrine. And where I

have shewed further, that the chief pillars of the papistical doctrine, as Duns, Gabriel,

Durand, with other do acknowledge, that if it had not been for the determination of

the church of Rome, they would have thought otherwise, (which is a most certain

argument that this doctrine of transubstantiation came from Rome, and therefore is

worthily called a papistical doctrine ;) all this must be answered with these words,

“as this author reporteth," and “ Duns and Gabriel boast what they could do:” whereas

neither Duns nor any of the other either brag or boast, but plainly and frankly

declare what they think. And if I report them otherwise than they say, reprove me

therefore, and tell me wherein. But these be but shifts to shake off the matter that

you cannot answer unto. Therefore, until you have made me a more full and direct

answer, I am more confirmed in my assertion, to call transubstantiation a papistical

doctrine, than I was before.

But here you put me in remembrance of an ignorant reader, whose scholar I was

in Cambridge almost forty years passed, who, when he came to any hard chapter

which be well understood not, he would find some pretty toy to shift it ofi', and to

skip over unto another chapter, which he could better skill of. The same is a common

practice of you throughout your whole book, that when anything in my book presseth

you so sore that you cannot answer it, then finely with some merry jest or unseemly

taunt you pass it over, and go to some other thing, that you persuade yourself you

can better answer; which sleight you use here in two matters together: the one is

where I prove the doctrine of transubstantiation to come from Rome; the other is

that of your said doctrine of transubstantiation it followeth, that Christ every day 327,

is made anew, and of a new matter. In which two matters you craftily slide away

from mine arguments, and answer not to one of them. “’herefore I refer to the

judgment of the indifferent reader, whether you ought not to be taken for convinced

in these two points, until such time as you have made a full answer to my proofs and

arguments.

For where you say that “ Christ is not made of the substance of bread as of a matter,"

this is but a slippery evasion. For if Christ be made of bread, either he is made of

the matter of bread, or of the form thereof. “But the form," say you, “remaineth,

and is not turned into Christ’s body.“ Therefore, if Christ be made of bread, you

must needs grant that he is made of the matter of bread.

Now for the answer to the second reason of the papists my book hath thus.

Another reason have they of like strength. If the bread should remain, mag”

say they, then should follow many absurdities, and chiefly, that Christ hath {Ari-11$;{gr

taken the nature of bread, as he took the nature of man, and so joined it to “mm

his substance. And then, as we have God verily incarnate for our redemption,

so should we have him impanate.

Thou mayest consider, good reader, that the rest of their reasons be very Theanswer.

weak and feeble, when these be the chief and strongest. Truth it is indeed,

that Christ should have been impanate, if he had joined the bread unto his

substance in unity of person, that is to say, if he had joined the bread unto him

in such sort, that he had made the bread one person with himself. But foras

much as he is joined to the bread but sacramentally, there followeth no impa

nation thereof, no more than the Holy Ghost is inaquate, that is to say, made mm“.

water, being sacramentally joined to the water in baptism. Nor he was not Lukeii'i

made a dove when he took upon him the form of a dove, to signify that he

whom St John did baptize was very Christ.

But rather of the error of the papists themselves, as one error draweth

another after it, should follow the great absurdity which they speak upon, that

is to say, that Christ should be impanate and invinate. For if Christ do use the

bread in such wise, that he doth not adnihilate and make nothing of it, as the

[ornament] 20
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papists say, but maketh of it his own body, then is the bread joined to his body

in a greater unity than is his humanity to his Godhead. For his Godhead is

adjoined unto his humanity in unity of person, and not of nature. But our

Saviour Christ, by their saying, adjoineth bread unto his body in unity both of

nature and person: so that the bread and the body of Christ be but one thing

both in nature and person. And so is there a more entire union between Christ

and bread, than between his Godhead and manhood, or between his soul and his

body. And thus these arguments of the papists return, like riveted nails, upon

their own heads.

WINCHEQTER.

The solution to the second reason is almost as fondly handled, alluding from impanation

to inaquation, although it was never said in scripture, “ This water is the Holy Ghost,” but

in baptism to be water and the Holy Ghost also. And of the dove is not said, “ This is the

Holy Ghost,” but the Holy Ghost descended as in the resemblance of a dove. The substanm

of bread is not adnihilate, because God’s work is not adnihilationl, who giveth all being, and

adnihilation is a deflection of the creaturefrom God ,- and yet Christ's body is not augmented

by-the substance of bread, in which body it endcth by conversion, as in the better, without

adnihilation, which is a, changing by miracle. And when this author knoweth this, or should

have known it, or hath forgotten it, he writeth like one that were ignorant, and had read

nothing in the matter, as it were to make himself popular. to join himself in ignorance with

the rude unlearrwd people.

CANTERBURY.

As for my solution to the second reason, it is able to stand against your confu

tation thereof, and to overthrow it quite. For no more is Christ in the bread and

wine in the Lord's supper, than the Holy Ghost is in the water of baptism: and

therefore if the Holy Ghost be not inaquate, no more is Christ impanate. And when

the scripture saith, “Upon whomsoever thou shalt see the Holy Ghost coming down ;"

and also when St John said, “ I saw the Holy Ghost come down like a dove :" did he

see any thing but the dove? And yet that which he saw, the scripture there, as

well by the voice of God, as by the words of St John, calleth the Holy Ghost. W'here

fore the scripture calleth the dove the Holy Ghost. For the speech was as much to

say as, “This which I see come down, is the Holy Ghost :" and yet was that the dove,

which he saw. And that the dove, which he saw, was the Holy Ghost, was as true

a speech, as we, looking upon the bread which we see, do say, “This is the body

of Christ." And yet as that speech meaneth not that the Holy Ghost is made a

dove, so this speech mcaneth not that the body of Christ is impanate; no more than

these words of Christ, spoken unto his mother Mary, and to St John, “Lo thy

son," and, “Lo thy mother," mean not that John was made Christ, nor that Mary,

his mother, was made John’s' natural mother.

But of your saying it followeth, that the bread is humanatc or incarnate. For if

these words of Christ, “This is my body,” mean as you say, that bread is made

Christ's flesh; then, as Verbum caro factu-m est, “ The “'ord was made flesh," con

cludeth that Christ was incarnate; so Penis caro foetus eat, “the bread is made flesh,"

concludeth that the bread is incarnate, seeing (as you say) it is not adnihilate.

But of adniliilation you write so strangely, that it seemeth you have written what

you dreamed in your sleep, rather than what you learned of any author catholic or

infidel. For who ever heard that adnihilation could be wrought but by the only

power of God? For the gentile philosophers write according to nature, that Sicut a:

nihilo nihil fit, ita nihil in nihilum rcdiyitur ; “As nothing can be made of nought, so

nothing can be turned into nought :" so that as it is the work of God only to make

of nought, so it can be but only his work also to turn things into nought. And

what man, being never so rude or popular, having any discretion at all, would define

adnihilation as you do, that “a defection of a creature from God" should be adnihilation

 

[‘ No adnihilation, 1551.] [2 “'as made his natural mother, 1551.]
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and turning into nothing? For so should all the angels that fell from God be adni

hilate; and so should likewise all apostasy, and all other that by sin relinquish the

army of God, and follow his adversary the devil, and all papists, that abandoning

Christ (as Judas did) run to antichrist, to whom it were better to be adnihilate, or Mart-uri

never to be born, than eternally to remain in God’s indignation.

Now followeth the last reason.

Yet a third reason they have, which they gather out of the sixth of John, Chap.x.

where Christ saith: “ I am lively bread, which came from heaven: if any man “9%,”;

eat of this bread, he shall live for ever. And the bread which I will give is my $5,121,,

flesh, which I will give for the life of the world.”

Then reason they after this fashion. If the bread which Christ gave be his

flesh, then it cannot also be material bread; and so it must needs follow, that the

material bread is gone, and that none other substance remaineth, but the flesh of

Christ only.

To this is soon made answer, that Christ in that place of John spake not of Theanswvr

the material and sacramental bread, nor of the sacramental eating, (for that was

spoken two or three years before the sacrament was first ordained ;) but he spake

of spiritual bread, many times repeating, “ I am the bread of life, which came Juhnvi.

from heaven,” and of spiritual eating by faith, after which sort he was at the

same present time eaten of as many as believed on him, although the sacrament

was not at that time made and instituted. And therefore he said: “ Your John a.

fathers did eat manna in the desert and died, but he that eateth this bread shall

live for ever.” Therefore this place of St John can in no wise be understand of

the sacramental bread, which neither came from heaven, neither giveth life to all

that eat“. Nor of such bread Christ could have then presently said, “This is my

fles ,” except they will say, that Christ did then consecrate so many years before

the institution of his holy supper.

\VlNCHETER.

A third reason this author frameth himself; whereby to take occasion to afirm how the

sixth chapter of St John should not appertain to the sacramental manducation; the contrary

whereof appeareth as well by the words of Christ in that sixth chapter, saying, “I will

give,” not “I do give,” which promise was fulfilled in the supper, as also by the catholic

writers, and specially by Cyril; and therefore I will not further strive with this author in

that matter, but see how he can assail the authorities, whereunto he entereth with great con

fidence.

CANTERBURY.

The third reason I framed not myself, as you say I did, but had it ready framed

out of your own shop in your book of the “Devil's Sophistry." And as for the sixth

chapter of John, I have sufficiently shewed my mind therein in my answer to Doctor

Smith's preface, which shall suflice also for answer to you in this place.

And as for Cyril, is clearly against you, who dcclareth that when Christ said, “I Cyril

will give my flesh for the life of the world ;" he fulfilled not that promise in his John vi.

supper, but in the cross. For if Christ had given to us life in his supper, what

should he have needed after to die for the same purpose? The words of Cyril be

these upon the words of Christ: Pam's quem eyo dabo, caro mea est quam ego dabo

pro mundi vita. Morior, inquit, pro omnibus, ut per meipsum omnes eivi/icem, et caro

mea omnium redemptiofial; morietur enim more morte nwa‘. “'hich words mean thus

much in English: “I will die for all, that by my death I may give life to all, and

that my flesh may be the redemption of all; for death shall die by my death.” Thus

 

[’ Eat it, 1551, and Orig. ed.] 'yn'p o ea'vu-roe éu (laua'flgi 'rqi e'puii. Cyril. In

[4 'A'lroomiu'xw, 4md'lv, il'rrép wdv'rwu, Yum wdv- Jonnnem, Lil). IV. cap. X. Tom. 1V. p. 353. Ed.

was lwo‘ronimn 61' é‘uau'rofi, xal a'v'rIXu-rpov rip: Aubert. Paris. 1638.]
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expoundeth Cyril the words of Christ, that when he said, “I will give," he did not

fulfil that promise in his supper, but in the cross, giving us life by his death, not by

eating and drinking of him in his supper, as you most ignorantly say. And yet all

men may judge how much I bear with you, when I call it but ignorance.

Now followeth mine answer to the authors wrested by the papists.

Now that I have made a full, direct, and plain answer to the vain reasons

and cavillations of the papists, order requircth to make likewise answer unto their

sophistical allegations and wrcsting of authors unto their phantastical purposes.

There he chiefly three places, which at the first shew seem much to make

for their intent; but when they shall be throughly weighed, they make nothing

for them at all.

The first is a place of Cyprian in his sermon of the Lord’s supper, where he

saith, as is alleged in the “Detection of the Devil’s Sophistry:” “This bread,

which our Lord gave to his disciples, changed in nature but not in outward

form, is by the omnipotency of God’s word made flesh'.”

Here the papists stick tooth and nail to these words, “ changed in nature : ”

ergo, say they, the nature of the bread is changed. Here is one chief point of

the Devil’s sophistry used, who in the allegation of scripture useth ever either

to add thereto, or to take away from it, or to alter the sense thereof. And so

have they in this author left out those words, which would open plainly all the

whole matter. For next the words, which be here before of them recited, do

follow these words : “As in the person of Christ the humanity was seen, and the

divinity was hid, even so did the divinity inefi'ably put itself into the visible

sacrament.” Which words of Cyprian do manifestly shew, that the sacrament

doth still remain with the divinity, and that sacramentally the divinity is poured

into the bread and wine, the same bread and wine still remaining; like as the

same divinity by unity of person was in the humanity of Christ, the same

humanity still remaining with the divinity.

And yet “the bread is changed, not in the shape nor substance, but in nature,"

as Cyprian truly saith; not meaning that the natural substance of bread is clean

gone, but that by God’s word there is added thereto another higher property,

nature and condition, far surpassing2 the nature and condition of common bread;

that is to say, that the bread doth shew unto us, as the same Cyprian saith,

that we be partakers of the Spirit of God, and most purely joined unto Christ,

and spiritually fed with his flesh and blood, so that now the said mystical bread

is both a corporal food for the body, and a spiritual food for the soul.

And likewise is the nature of the water changed in baptism, forasmuch as

beside his common nature, which is to wash and make clean the body, it

declareth unto us that our souls be also washed and made clean by the Holy

Ghost. And thus is answered the chief authority of the doctors, which the

papists take for the principal defence of their error. But for further declaration

of St Cyprian’s mind herein, read the place of him before recited, fol. 243.

\\'INCHFSTER .

First, in Cyprian, who speaketh plainly in the matter, this author findeth a. fault, that

he is not wholly alleged; whereupon this author brought4 in the sentencefollowing, not necessary

 

[Vl Panis iste quem Dominus discipulis poni

gebat, non efiigie sed natura mutatus, omnipotentia

verbi factus est care: et sicut in persons Christi

humanitas videbatur, et lntebat divinitas: its sacra

mento visibili inefl'abiliter divins se infudit essen

tis.-Cyprian. de coma Domini, p. 468. Ed. Paris. 1

1.574. This is a spurious treatise. Vid. James‘

“Corruption of Scripture," &c. p. 17. Coci Censurs

Patrum, Helmes. 1683. Riveti Critics Sacra, p. 213.

Genev. 1626. Ed. Bened. and Csve's Hist. Lit. It

is supposed that it was written by Arnoldus, Abbas
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to be rehearsed for the matter of transubstantiation, and handsome to be rehearsed for the

overthrow of the rest of this author’s new catholic faith; and whether that now shall be added

was material in the matter of transubstantiation, I require the judgment of thee, 0 reader.

The first words of Cyprian be these: “ This bread which our Lord gave to his disciples,

changed in nature, but not in outwardform, is by the omnipotency of God’s word mddeflesh.”

These be Cyprian’s words, and thenfollow these: “As in the person of Christ the humanity was

seen and the divinity hidden, even so the divinity inefably infused itself into the visible sacrament."

Thus saith Cyprian, as I can English him, to express the word infudit by Latin English, not

liking the English word “shed,” because in our English tongue it resembleth spilling and

evacuation of the whole; and much less I can agree to use the word “pouring,” although

infundo in Latin may in the use of earthly things signify so, because pouring noteth5 a. suc

cessive working, whereas God’s work is in an instant, and for that respect never shedding. But

this author had afancy to use the sound of the word pouring, to serve instead of an argument

to improve transubstantiation, meaning the bearer or reader, in the conceiving of the sense of

Cyprian thus termed, should fancy the bread in the visible sacrament to be like a sop where

upon liquor were poured; which is a. kind of depravation, as thou, reader, by consideration

of Cyprian’s words and meaning mayest perceive; which Cyprian, having shewed how the bread

is made flesh by the omnipotency of God’s word, and made by change, then, because this

mystery of the sacrament, in consideration of the two natures, celestial and earthly, resem

bleth the mystery of Christ’s person, St Cyprian saith in sense, that as in the per

son. of Christ the humanity was see-n, and the divinity hidden, so likewise in this sacrament

visible is also the divine nature hidden. This is the sense, where for declaration of the work

of God, presenting his divine nature, there is used the verb infundit in Latin, by which word

the motion of the divine nature is spoken of in scriptures, not because it is a liquid substance

to be poured, as the author of this book Englisheth it, signifying a-successive operation, but

rather as a word (if we should scan it as this author would) signifying the continuum of

the term from whence, to the term whereunto, without leaving the one by motion to the other:

for there is in the godly nature no local motion, and therefore we say, Christ not leaving

his Father descended from heaven, and being in earth was also in heaven; which infusion

in some part resembleth, but man’s words cannot express God’s divine operations.

To the purpose : the first words of Cyprian shew the manner of the constitution of this sacra

ment to be by mutation of the earthly creatures into the body and blood of Christ: and then,

by the words following, sheweth the truth of the substance of the sacrament, to the intent we

might use our repair to it and frame our devotion according to the dignity of it, “csteeming,”

as St Paul saith, “our Lord’s body.” For the more evident declaration whereof, St Cyprian,

by example of the mystery in Christ’s person, sheweth Christ’s humanity and divinity present

in the visible sacrament, of which divinity there is special mention against such, which fancied

the flesh of Christ to be given to be eaten, as divided from the divine nature, which was the

heresy of the Nestorians, and such other, denying thereby the perfect wnity of the two natures

in Christ, which the holy synod of Ephesus did specially condemn, as other fathers in their

writings did specially prevent with distinct writing against that error. And therefore St Cy

prian, not content to shew the presence of Christ’s flesh by mutation of the bread, doth after

make special mention of Christ's divinity, not concerning6 that he had said before, but fur

ther opening it; and so utterly condemneth the teaching of the author of this book, touching

the presence of Christ to be only figuratively. Cyprian saith, that “in the sacrament is the

truth, and then there is present the true flesh of Christ, and the Godhead truly, which de

votion should knowledge.” And as for transubstantiation, according to the first words of

St Cyprian, the bread is “changed not in form, but in nature," which is not in the properties

of nature, nor in the operation of nature, neither in quantity or quality of nature, and

therefore in the inward nature, which is properly substance. This is the plain direct under

standing, not by way of addition, as this author of his imagination deviseth, who useth the

word “spiritual” as a stop and opposition to the catholic teaching, which is not so, and clearly

without learning comparcth with this sacrament the water of baptism, of which we read not

written that it is changed, as we read of the bread, and therefore the resemblance of water

in baptism is used only to blind the rude reader, and serveth for a shift of talk to wind out

of that matter that cannot be answered; and as evil debtors shake of their creditors with a.

bye communication, so this author conveyeth himself away at a back door by water, not doing

first as he promised to answer, so as he would avoid Cyprian directly by land.

 

[‘5 Maketh, 1551. Orig. ed. “'inch. reads with Ed. 1580.] [“ Correcting, 1551.]
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CANTERBURY.

Where in my former book I found a fault in the allegation of Cyprian, it was

indeed no little fault, to allege those words that speak of the change of bread, and

to leave out the example most necessary to be rehearsed, which should declare how

it was changed; which change is not by transubstantiation, as the example sheweth,

but as it is in the person of Christ, whose humanity was not transubstantiate, although

it was inscparably annexed unto the deity.

And the words following do not once touch the real and corporal presence of

Christ's flesh in the bread; so far it is from the overthrowing of the true catholic faith

by me taught. But Cyprian in that place quite and clean 0verthroweth, as well your

real presence, as your imagined transubstantiation, as hereafter by God’s grace shall

be declared. But first it scemeth to me a strange thing, that such a learned man as

you take yourself to be in the tongues, cannot English this verb infundo, whereas

every grammarian can tell the signification of fundo, qfundo, and infimdo. But it

seemeth you have so dainty a stomach, that you can brook no meat but of your

own dressing, though it he never so well dressed of other; yea, you had rather eat it

raw, than to take it of another man’s dressing. And so much misliketh you all things

that other men do, that you be ready to vomit at it.

No English can please you to this word infumlo but “Latin English," as you call

it; and that is such English as no English man can understand, nor Latin man neither,

but only in that sense that I have Englishcd it. And I pray thee, gentle reader, con

sider the great weighty cause why no English can please in this place, and thou shalt

find ‘it nothing else but ignorance, either of the speech or of God. “Pouring,” saith

he, “maketh a successive working:” so doth “infusion” say I, and therefore in that

respect as unfit a term as “pouring.” “But God's work,” saith he, “is in an in

stant." So is his “pouring,” say I, and all that he doth, even as well as his “infu

sion.” All man's works be done in succession of time, (for a carpenter cannot build

a house in a day,) but God in one moment could make both heaven and earth: so

that God worketh without delay of time such things as in us require leisure and

time. And yet God hath tempered his speech so to us in holy scripture, that he speaketh

of himself in such words as be usual to us, or else could we speak here and learn

nothing of God. And therefore whether we say “infusion” or “ pouring," all is one

thing, and one reason. For in us they be done by little and little, but God worketh

the same suddenly in one moment.

And yet if you had well considered the matter, you should not have found the

sacraments of God “like sops, wherein liquor is poured," but you should have found

“pouring” an apt word to express the abundance of God's working by his grace in

the ministration of his holy sacraments. For when there cometh a small rain, then

we say it droppeth, or there is a few drops; but when there cometh a great multi

tude of rain together, for the great abundance of it, we use in common speech to say,

it poureth down: so that this word “pouring” is a very apt word to express the

multitude of God’s mercies and the plentifulness of his grace poured into them whom

he loveth, declared and exhibited by his words and sacraments. And howsoever you

be disposed by jesting and scolfing to mock out all things, (as your disposition hath

been ever given to reprehend things that were well,) yet the indifferent people may

judge by this one place, among many other, that you seek rather an occasion to

babble without cause, and with idle words to draw your book out at length, than

to seek or teach any truth.

And if I should play and scoff in such a matter, as you do, I might dally with

the word of “infusion,” as you do with the word “pouring.” For as you reject my

word of pouring, because some fond reader might fancy the bread in the sacrament

to be “ like a sop wherein liquor were poured," by like reason may I reject your English

Latin of “infuding,” because such a reader might fancy thereby the bread to be like

water, wherein the divinity is steeped or infuded. As infused rhubarb is called, when

it is steeped certain hours in stilled water or wine without seething; and so be roses

and violets likewise infused, when they be steeped in warm water to make jalap

thereof. But as apothecaries, physicians, surgeons, and alchemists use words of Greek,
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Arabic, and other strange languages, purposely thereby to hide their sciences from

the knowledge of others, so far as they can; so do you in many parts of your book

devise many strange terms, and strange phrases of speech, to obscure and darken thereby

the matter of the sacrament, and to make the same meet for the capacities of very few,

which Christ ordained to be understanded and exercised of all men.

At the last, as you say, you come to your purpose, not to open the truth, but

to hide it as much as you may, and to gather of Cyprian's words your own feigning

and not his meaning, who meant nothing less than either of any transubstantiation,

or of the corporal presence of Christ in the bread and wine.

And to set out Cyprian's mind in few words, he speaketh of the eating, and not

of the keeping of the bread; which, when it is used in the Lord’s holy supper, it is

not only a corporal meat to nourish the body, but an heavenly meat to nourish the

souls of the worthy receivers, the divine majesty invisibly being present, and by a

spiritual transition and change uniting us unto Christ, feeding us spiritually with his

flesh and blood unto eternal life, as the bread, being converted into the nature of our

bodies, feedeth the same in this mortal life.

And that this is the mind of St Cyprian is evident, as well by the words that go

before as by the words following the sentence by you alleged. For a little before

Cyprian writeth thus: “There is given to us the food of immortal life, difl'ering from

common meats, which retaineth the form of corporal substance, and yet proveth God's

power to be present by invisible efi'ect'." And again after he saith: “This common

bread, after it is changed into flesh and blood, procurcth life and increase to our bodies.

And therefore the weakness of our faith, being holped by the customable effect of things,

is taught by a sensible argument that in the invisible sacraments is the effect of ever

lasting life, and that we be made one by a transition or change, not so much corporal

as spiritual. For he is made both bread, flesh, and blood, meat, substance, and life,

to his church, which he calleth his body, making it to be partaker of him’." Note

well these words, good reader, and thou shalt well perceive that Cyprian speaketh not

of the bread kept and reserved, but as it is a spiritual nourishment received in the

Lord's supper, and as it is fruitfully broken and eaten in the remembrance of Christ's

death; and to them that so eat it, Cyprian calleth it “the food of immortal life."

And therefore when he saith “that in the invisible sacrament is the effect of everlasting

life," he understandeth of them that worthily receive the sacrament: for to the bread

and wine pertaineth not eternal life. Nevertheless the visible sacrament teacheth us,

that by a spiritual change we be united to Christ’s flesh and blood, who is the meat

and sustenance of his church, and that we be made partakers of the life everlasting by

the power of God, who by his effectual working is present with us, and worketh

with his sacraments.

And here is again to be noted, that Cyprian in this place speaketh of no real presence

of Christ's humanity, but of an efi'cctual presence of his divine majesty; and yet “the

bread," saith he, “is a food and nourishment of the body." And thus Cyprian proveth

nothing against my sayings, neither of the real presence of Christ's flesh and blood,

nor of transubstantiation of bread and wine.

And where you be offended with this word “spiritual,” it is not my device, but

used of St Cyprian himself, not past six or seven lines before the words by you cited,

where he dcclareth the spiritual mutation or transition in the sacraments. And of

the change in the sacrament of baptism, as well as in the sacrament of the body and

blood of Christ, speaketh not only this author, but also Nazianzen, Emissene, Chry

sostom, Ambrose, with all the famous ancient ecclesiastical authors. And this water doth
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well to delay your hot wine, whereof you have drunken so much out of the cup of

the great whore of Babylon, that the true wine, representing to us our whole redemp

tion by the true blood of Christ, you have clearly transubstantiate and taken away.

Now followeth my answer unto Chrysostom.

Another authority they have of St John Chrysostom, which they boast also

to be invincible. Chrysostom, say they, writeth thus in a certain homily, De

Eucharistia: “Dost thou see bread? Dost thou see wine? Do they avoid

beneath, as other meats do? God forbid! think not so. For as wax, if it be

put into the fire, it is made like the fire, no substance remaineth, nothing is left

here; so also1 think thou that the mysteries be consumed by the substance of the

bod 2.”

{it these words of Chrysostom the papists do triumph, as though they had

won the field. “Lo,” say they, “doth not Chrysostomus the great clerk say

most plainly, that we see neither bread nor wine; but that, as wax in the fire,

they be consumed to nothing, so that no substance remaineth ?” But if they

had rehearsed no more, but the very next sentence that followeth in Chrysostom,

which craftily and maliciously they leave out, the meaning of St John Chryso.

stom would easily have appeared, and yet will make them blush, if they be not

utterly past shame. For after the foresaid words of Chrysostom, immediately

follow these words:

“Wherefore,” saith he, “when ye come to these mysteries, do not think

that you receive by a man the body of God, but that with tongues you receive

fire by the angels seraphin 3.” And straight after it followeth thus:

“ Think that the blood of salvation floweth out of the pure and godly side

of Christ, and so coming to it, receive it with pure lips. Wherefore, brethren,

I pray you and beseech you, let us not be from the church, nor let us not be

occupied there with vain communication; but let us stand fearful and trembling,

casting down our eyes, lifting up our minds, mourning privily without speech,

and rejoicing in our hearts.”

These words of Chrysostom do follow immediately after the other words,

which the papists before rehearsed. Therefore if the papists will gather of the

words by them recited, that there is neither bread nor wine in the sacrament,

I may as well gather of the words that follow, that there is neither priest nor

Christ’s body.

For as in the former sentence Chrysostom saith, “that we may not think

that we see bread and wine ;” so in the second sentence he saith, that “ we may

not think that we receive the body of Christ of the priest’s hands.” Wherefore,

if upon the second sentence, as the papists themselves will say, it cannot be truly

gathered, that in the holy communion there is not the body of Christ ministered

by the priest; then must they confess also, that it cannot be well and truly

' gathered upon the first sentence, that there is no bread nor wine.

But there be all these things together iii the holy communion, Christ himself

spiritually eaten and dnmken, and nourishing the right believers; the bread and
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wine as .a sacrament declaring the same; and the priest as a minister thereof.

Wherefore St John Chrysostom meant not absolutely to deny that there is bread

and wine, or to deny utterly the priest and the body of Christ to be there; but gomgj'g’yy

he useth a speech, which is no pure negative, but a negative by comparison.

Which fashion of speech is commonly used, not only in the scripture, and

among all good authors, but also in all manner of languages. For when two

things be compared together, in the extolling of the more excellent, or abasing

of the more vile, is many times used a negative by comparison, which never

theless is no pure negative, but only in the respect of the more excellent, or the

more base.

As by example. lVhen the people, rejecting the prophet Samuel, desiredlslm-viii

to have a king, Almighty God said to Samuel: “ They have not rejected thee,

but me.” Not meaning by this negative absolutely, that they had not rejected

Samuel, in whose place they desired to have a king, but by that one negative by

comparison he understood two aflirmatives; that is to say, that they had rejected

Samuel, and not him alone, but also that they had chiefly rejected God.

And when the prophet David said in the person of Christ, “ I am a worm, Psal- “ii

and not a man :” by this negative he denied not utterly that Christ was a man;

but the more vehemently to express the great humiliation of Christ, he said, that

he was not abased only to the nature of man, but was brought so low, that he

might rather be called a worm than a man.

This manner of speech was familiar and usual to St Paul, as when he said: Rom-vii.

“ It is not I that do it, but it is the sin that dwelleth in me.” And in another

place he saith: “ Christ sent me not to baptize, but to preach the gospel.” And 836.

again he saith: “ My speech and preaching was not in words of man’s per-lg:

suasion, but in manifest declaration of the Spirit and power.” And he saith

also: “ Neither he that grafteth, nor he that wateret-h, is any thing, but God lCor.iii.

that giveth the increase.” And he saith moreover: “ It is not I that live, but cu. ii.

Christ liveth within me.” And, “ God forbid that I should rejoice in any thing, Gal. vi.

but in the cross of our Lord Jesu Christ.” And further: “We do not wrestle Eph.\-i.

against flesh and blood, but against the spirits of darkness.”

In all these sentences, and many other like, although they be negatives,

nevertheless St Paul meant not clearly to deny that he did that evil whereof

he spake, or utterly to say that he was not sent to baptize, who indeed did leer-i

baptize at certain times, and was sent to do all things that pertained to sal

vation; or that in his office of setting forth of God’s word he used no witty

persuasions, which indeed he used most discreetly; or that the grafter and

waterer be nothing, which be God‘s creatures made to his similitude, and

without whose work there should be no increase; or to say that he was not

alive, who both lived, and ran from country to country to set forth God’s Rom".

glory; or clearly to aflirm that he gloried and rejoiced in no other thing than

in Christ’s cross, who rejoiced with all men that were in joy, and SOI'I‘OWCd!Cor.xi.

with all that were in sorrow; or to deny utterly that we wrestle against flesh

and blood, which cease not daily to wrestle and war against our enemies, the

world, the flesh, and the devil. In all these sentences, St Paul, as I said,

meant not clearly to deny these things, which undoubtedly were all true; but

he meant that in comparison of other greater things these smaller were not

much to be esteemed, but that the greater things were the chief things to be

considered: as that sin committed by his infirmity was rather to be imputed

to original sin or corruption of nature, which lay lurking within him, than to

his own will and consent: and that although he was sent to baptize, yet he

was chiefly sent to preach God’s word; and that although he used wise and dis

a
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creet persuasions therein, yet the success thereof came principally of the power

of God, and of the working of the Holy Spirit; and that although the grafter

and waterer of the garden be some things, and do not a little in their offices,

yet it is God chiefly that giveth the increase; and that although he lived in

this world, yet his chief life, concerning God, was by Christ, whom he had

living within him; and that although he gloried in many other things, yea, in

his own infirmities, yet his greatest joy was in the redemption by the cross

of Christ; and that although our spirit daily fighteth against our flesh, yet our

chief and principal fight is against our ghostly enemies, the subtle and puissant

wicked spirits and devils.

The same manner of speech used also St Peter in his first epistle, saying;

“ That the apparel of women should not be outwardly with braided hair, and

setting on of gold, nor in putting on of gorgeous apparel, but that the inward

man of the heart should be without corruption.”

In which manner of speech he intended not utterly to forbid all braiding of

hair, all gold and costly apparel to all women, (for every one must be apparelled

according to their condition, state, and degree;) but he meant hereby clearly to

condemn all pride and excess in apparel, and to move all women that they should

study to deck their souls inwardly with all virtues, and not to be curious out

wardly to deck and adorn their bodies with sumptuous apparel. And our

Saviour Christ himself was full of such manner of speeches. “ Gather not

unto you,” saith he, “ treasure upon earth,” willing thereby rather to set our

minds upon heavenly treasure, which ever endureth, than upon earthly treasure,

which by many sundry occasions perisheth, and is taken away from us. And

yet worldly treasure must needs be had and possessed of some men, as the

person, time, and occasion doth serve.

Likewise he said: “ When you be brought before kings and princes, think

not what and how you shall answer.” Not willing us by this negative, that

we should negligently and unadvisedly answer we care not what; but that we

should depend of our heavenly Father, trusting that by his Holy Spirit, he will

sufficiently instruct us of answer, rather than to trust of any answer to be

devised by our own wit and study.

And in the same manner he spake, when he said : “It is not you that speak,

but it is the Spirit of God that speaketh within you.” For the Spirit of God

is he that principally putteth godly words into our mouths, and yet nevertheless

we do speak according to his moving.

And to be short, in all these sentences following, that is to say : “ Call no

man your father upon earth :” “ Let no man call you lord or master: “Fear

not them that kill the body :” “I came not to send peace upon earth :” “ It

is not in me to set you at my right hand or left hand :” “ You shall not

worship the Father, neither in this mount nor in Jerusalem :” “ I take no

witness at no man :" “My doctrine is not mine :” “I seek not my glory.” In

all these negatives, our Saviour Christ spake not precisely and utterly to deny

all the foresaid things, but in comparison of them to prefer other things; as

to prefer our Father and Lord in heaven above any worldly father, lord,

or master in earth, and his fear above the fear of any creature, and his word

and gospel above all worldly peace: also to prefer spiritual and inward honour

ing of God in pure heart and mind, above local, corporal, and outward honour,

and that Christ preferred his Father’s glory above his own.

New forasmuch as I have declared at length the nature and kind of these

negative speeches, which be no pure negatives but by comparison, it is easy

hereby to make answer to St John Chrysostom, who used this phrase of speech
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most of any author. For his meaning in his foresaid homily was not, that

in the celebration of the Lord’s supper is neither bread nor wine, neither priest

nor the body of Christ, which the papists themselves must needs confess; but

his intent was to draw our minds upward to heaven, that we should not consider

so much the bread, wine, and priest, as we should consider his divinity and

Holy Spirit given unto us to our eternal salvation.

And therefore in the same place he useth so many times these words, “Think

and think not,” willing us by these words that we should not fix our thoughts

and minds upon the bread, wine, priest, nor Christ’s body; but to lift up our

hearts higher unto his Spirit and divinity, without the which his body availeth

nothing, as he saith himself: “It is the Spirit that giveth life, the flesh availeth John vi.

nothing.”

And as the same Chrysostom in many places moveth us not to consider the

water in baptism, but rather to have respect to the Holy Ghost, received in

baptism, and represented by the water; even so doth he in this homily of the gals: Enmebd.

holy communion move us to lift up our minds from all visible and corporal wriflhulull

things to things invisible and spiritual.

Insomuch that although Christ was but once crucified, yet would Chrysostom 388.

have us to think that we see him daily whipped and scourged before our eyes,

and his body hanging upon ‘the cross, and the spear thrust into his side, and

the most holy blood to flow out of his side into our months. After which

manner St Paul wrote to the Galatians, that Christ was painted and crucified cam.

before their eyes.

Therefore saith Chrysostom in the same homily a little before the place Chrywclo
rehearsed: “What dost thou, 0 man? didst not thou promise to the priest mu

which said, Lift up your minds and hearts; and thou didst answer, We lift

them up unto the Lord ‘? Art not thou ashamed and afraid being at that

same hour found a liar? A wonderful thing! The table is set forth, fur

nished with God’s mysteries, the Lamb of God is offered for thee, the priest

is careful for thee, spiritual fire cometh out of that heavenly table, the angels

seraphin be there present, covering their faces with six wings. All the an

gelical power with the priest he means and intercessors for thee, a spiritual

fire cometh down from hpaven, blood in the cup is drunk out of the most

pure side unto thy purification. And art not thou ashamed, afraid, and abashed,

not endeavouring thyself to purchase God’s mercy ? 0 man, doth not thine,

own conscience condemn thee? There he in the week one hundred and

sixty-eight hours, and God asketh but one of them to be given wholly unto

him, and thou consumest that in worldly business, in trifling and talking: with

what boldness then shalt thou come to these holy mysteries? O corrupt

conscience‘!”

Hitherto I have rehearsed St John Chrysostom’s words, which do shew
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how our minds should be occupied at this holy table of our Lord, that is to say,

withdrawn from the consideration of Sensible things unto the contemplation

of most heavenly and godly things. And thus is answered this place of Chry

sostom, which the papists took for an insoluble, and a. place that no man was

able to answer. But for furtherI declaration of Chysostom’s mind in this

matter read the place of him before rehearsed, fol. 26 and 28’.

WINCHESTER.

Answering to Chrysostom, this author complaineth, as he did in Cyprian, of malicious

leaving out of that, which when it is brought in, doth nothing impair that went before.

Chiysostom would we should consider the secret truth of this mystery, where Christ is the in

visible priest, and ministcreth in the visible church by his visible minister, the visible priest,

whereof Chrysostom would by his words put us in remembrance; not denying thereby the

visible ministry, no more than he doth in his other words deny the visible form of bread,

and yet would not that we should look only upon that, but whither faith directeth us, that

is to say, upon the very body of Christ there invisibly present, which faith knoweth, and

knoweth it to be there the very body, and there therefore to be no bread, which bread this

true confession of Christ’s body present by faith e.rcludeth. But touching the priest, St Chry.

sostom’s words do by no mean teach us that there is no visible priest, but to think that the body of

Christ is delivered of Christ’s hands, which ea'cludeth not in like sort the minister visible, a:

faith doth the substance inm'sible3 of bread in the sacrament. The one saying in Chrysostom

is a godly erhortation according to the truth, the other is a doctrine of faith in the truth:

we be not taught that the priest is Christ, but we be taught that the substance of the bread

is made Christ’s body. And then the question, in the words of Chrysostom, “ Seest thou bread?”

is as much to say as, Rememberest thy faith; as being one of the faithful that know? which

term St Augustine used. And then Chrysostom, to confirm our faith in so high a mystery,

declareth how we should think Christ to deliver his body himself, as a thing far erceeding

man’s power to do it. And with other heavenly words setteth forth the greatness of that

mystery, which be words qf‘ godly and good meditation, convenient for so high a matter to

adorn it accordingly; which because they be wholesome and meet allegories, wherewith to draw

and lift up our minds to celestial thoughts, we may not thereby esteem the substance of that

mystery to be but in allegory. Here instead of a solution the author filleth three whole leaves

with proof of that is not necessary, how a denial by cmnparism is not utterly a denial,

which is indeed true. And as one was answered at Cambridge when he pressed the responsal,

“ What say ye to mine argument ?” which was not indeed of his makingi’: the responsal left

his Latin, and told the opponent before all his country friends in plain English: “It is a

good argument, sir,” quoth he, “but nothing to the purpose.” And so is the entreating of this

matter of denial by comparison good, but nothing to the purpose here: and it is an observa

tion that requircth. good judgment, or else may thereby be induced many absurdities. Chry

sostom, as I said before, speaking to the christian man, seemeth to ask whether he useth his

faith or no. For if he seeth bread, he sceth not with faith, which seeth the body of Christ

there present, and so no bread. If the christian man think of a passage through him of the

celestial food, he hath therein no spiritual thought such as faith engendereth, and therefore

saith Chrysostom, ahsit. Here in these words of Chrysostom is no denial with compa

rison, and therefore this author might have spared his treatise in these three leaves. For in

those words, when. Chrysostom saith, “ Think not than receivest the body of“ Christ by a man ;"

there this author neglecteth6 his own rule, as in his third book he maketh a solemn argument

that by those, St Chrysostom’s words, we receive not the body of Christ at all, seeing Chry.

sostom saith, we may not think we receive it by man. So little substantially is this may”

handled, as a man might say, here were many accidental words without a substance or miracle,

how strange soever the same seem to this author otherwise.

 

[‘ A further, 1551, and Orig. ed.]

[I i. e. p. 273 and 286 of this volume.]

[’ A mistake apparently for visible]

[‘ \Vith words of, 1551.]

[5 Of his own making, Orig. ed. \VinchJ

[8 So neglecteth. Ibid.]
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CANTERBURY.

I complained not of your crafty handling of Chrysostom without a just cause; for

when you had alleged the words that seemed to make for your purpose, you left

out the words that make clearly against you, or which words at the least would open

all the whole matter. And yet the words which you leave out, follow immediately

the words by you alleged.

And where to discuss this whole matter you say in the beginning, that Chryso

stom doth not deny the visible minister, no more than he doth the visible form of

bread; here at the first chop you use another policy, not much commendable, altering

prettily the words of Chrysostom, making of bread the form of bread. For Chrysostom

speaketh of bread and wine, and not of the forms and accidents of them. And if the

bread be no more but the visible accidents of bread, then is the minister also no more but

the visible accidents of a minister, and so is the priest nothing else but the puppy of a

priest. And then the communicants receive no bread of the priest, but a puppy of

bread of a puppy of a priest. For Chrysostom speaketh in like form of words of the

bread, as he doth of the priest, with these words, “Think not." “ Think not that thou

seest bread," “think not that thou receivest of a priest.” And therefore if this form of

speech exclude the substance of bread, it excludeth likewise the substance of the priest.

And if the priest remain still, notwithstanding that speech, then may the bread re

main also with the samc speech. And if your argument be good, there is Christ's

body, ergo there is no bread; then may I conclude in the same form of reasoning,

there is bread, ergo there is not Christ’s body. And so this author maketh nothing

for you, but overthroweth your foundation clean, both of transubstantiation and of the

real presence.

But to make the mind of Chrysostom somewhat more plain, he teacheth them

that come to that holy mystery, with what things their minds should be chiefly occu

pied, not about earthly and visible things but about things celestial and invisible, and

not to consider so much what we see with our eyes, as what we believe in our hearts,

not so much what we receive bodily, as what we receive spiritually. And he teacheth

not only what we should think we receive, but also of whom we should think to

receive it, saying, “When you come to the mysteries, do not think that you receive by

a man the body of God, but that you receive fire by the angel seraphin. The thing

that we receive," saith he, “is not the body of God, and the person of whom we

receive is not a man," like as before immediately be said, that “the thing which we

see is not bre Now if it be not bread in deed that is seen, then it is not the

body of Christ in deed that is received, nor he is not a priest in deed of whom we receive

it: and on the other side, if it be the very body of Christ that is received, and a

very man of whom it is received, then it is very bread in deed that is seen. And

where becometh then your transubstantiation?

But to declare briefly and plainly the very truth according to the mind of Chrysostom,

as we see with our eyes and eat with our mouths very bread, and see also and drink

very wine, so we lift up our hearts unto heaven, and with our faith we see Christ cru

cified with our spiritual eyes, and eat his flesh thrust through with a spear, and drink

his blood springing out of his side with our spiritual mouths of our faith. And as

Emissene said, “When we go to the reverend altar to feed upon spiritual meat, with

our faith we look upon him that is both God and man, we honour him, we touch

him with our minds, we take him with the hands of our hearts, and drink him

with the draught of our inward man’." So that although we see and eat sensibly very

bread and drink very wine, and spiritually eat and drink Christ’s very flesh and blood,

yet may we not rest there, but lift up our minds to his deity, without the which his

flesh availeth nothing, as he saith himself. Further answer ncedeth not to any thing

that you have here spoken. For every learned reader may see at the first shew, that

all that you have spoken is nothing else but very trifling in words.

Now followeth St Ambrose.

 

[1 See p. 269.]

340.
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Yet there is another place of St Ambrose, which the papists think maketh

much for their purpose, but after due examination, it shall plainly appear how

much they be deceived. They allege these words of St Ambrose in a book

entitled, De iis, qui initiantur IVIysteriis: “Let us prove that there is not

that thing which nature formed, but which benediction did consecrate; and

that benediction is of more strength than nature: for by the blessing nature

itself is also changed. Moses held a rod, he cast it from him and it was

made a. serpent. Again he took the serpent by the tail, and it was turned

again into the nature of a rod. Wherefore thou seest, that by the grace of

the prophet the nature of the serpent and rod was twice changed. The

floods of Egypt ran pure water, and suddenly blood began to burst out of

the veins of the springs, so that men could not drink of the flood: but at the

prayer of the prophet the blood of the flood went away, and the nature of

water came again. The people of the Hebrews were compassed about, on the

one side with the Egyptians, and on the other side with the sea: Moses

lifted up his rod, the water divided itself and stood up like a wall, and between

the waters was left a way for them to pass on foot. And Jordan against

nature turned back to the head of his spring. Doth it not appear now, that

the nature of the sea-floods, or of the course of fresh water, was changed?

The people was dry, Moses touched a stone, and water came out of the stone.

Did not grace here work above nature, to make the stone to bring forth the

water, which it had not of nature ? Marath was a most bitter flood, so that

the people being dry could not drink thereof. Moses put wood into the water,

and the nature of the water lost his bitterness, which grace infused did sud

denly moderate. In the time of Heliseus the prophet, an axe-head fell from

one of the prophet’s servants into the water: he that lost the iron desired the

prophet Heliseus’ help, who put the helve into the water, and the iron swam

above. Which thing we know was done above nature, for iron is heavier

than the liquor of water. Thus we perceive that grace is of more force than

nature; and yet hitherto we have rehearsed but the grace of the blessing of

the prophets. Now if the blessing of a man be of such value, that it may

change nature, what do we say of the consecration of God, wherein is the

operation of the words of our Saviour Christ? For this sacrament which thou

receivest is done by the word of Christ. Then if the word of Elias was of such

power that it could bring fire down from heaven, shall not the word of Christ be

of that power, to change the kinds of the elements? Of the making of the

whole world thou hast read, tha “ God spake, and the things were done, he

commanded and they were created.” The word then of Christ, that could of

no things make things that were not, can it not change those things that be

into that thing which before they were not? For it is no less matter to give to

1!)

things new nature, than to alter natures .
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Thus far have I rehearsed the words of St Ambrose, (if the said book be his,

which they that be of greatest learning and judgment do not think ;) by which

words the papists would prove, that in the supper of the Lord, after the words

of consecration, as they be commonly called, there remaineth neither bread nor

wine, because that St Ambrose saith in this place, that “ the nature of the bread

and wine is changed.”

But to satisfy their minds, let us grant for their pleasure, that the foresaid

book was St Ambrose” own work: yet the same book maketh nothing for their

purpose, but quite against them. For he saith not, that the substance of bread

and wine is gone, but he saith, that “ their nature is changed; ” that is to say,

that in the holy communion we ought not to receive the bread and wine as other

common meats and drinks, but as things clean changed into a higher estate,

nature and condition, to be taken as holy meats and drinks, whereby we receive

spiritual feeding and supernatural nourishment from heaven, of the very true

body and blood of our Saviour Christ, through the omnipotent power of God, and

the wonderful working of the Holy Ghost. Which so well agreeth with the sub

stance of bread and wine still remaining, that if they were gone away, and not

there, this our spiritual feeding could not” be taught unto us by them.

And therefore in the most part of the examples, which St Ambrose allegetll

for the wonderful alteration of natures, the substances did still remain, after the

nature and properties were changed. As when the water of Jordan, contrary

to his nature, stood still like a wall, or flowed against the stream towards the

head and spring, yet the substance of the water remained the same that it was

before. Likewise the stone, that above his nature and kind flowed water, was

the self-same stone that it was before. And the flood of Marath, that changed

his nature of bitterness, changed for all that no part of his substance. No more

did that iron, which contrary to his nature swam upon the water, lose thereby

any part of the substance thereof. Therefore, as in these alterations of natures

the substances nevertheless remained the same that they were before the alter

ations, even so doth the substance of bread and wine remain in the Lord’s

supper, and be naturally received and digested into the body, notwithstanding

the sacramental mutation of the same into the body and blood of Christ. Which

sacramental mutation dcclareth the supernatural, spiritual, and inexplicable eating

and drinking, feeding and digesting, of the body3 and blood of Christ, in all

them that godly, and according to their duty, do receive the sacramental bread‘

and wine.

And that St Ambrose thus meant, that the substance of bread and wine

remain still after the consecration, it is most clear by three other examples of

the same matter, following in the same chapter. One is of them that be re

generated, in whom, after their regeneration, doth still remain their former

lignum in aquam, ct amaritudinem suam aquamm quod nccipis, Christi sermone conficitur. Quod si

natura deposuit, quam infusa subito gratin tem

pexavit. Sub Elisazo propheta uni ex filiis pro

phetarum excussum est ferrum de securi, et statim

mersum est. Rogavit Elisamm qui amiserst fer

rum, misit etiam Elisazus lignum in aquam, ct

ferrum natavit: utique ct hoe prmter naturam fac

tum esse cognoscimus. Gravior est enim fen'i

species, quam aquarum liquor. Advertimus igitur

majoris esse virtutis gratiam quam naturam? ct

adhuc tamen propheticae beuedictionis numeramus

gratiam. Quod si tantum valuit humans bene

dicrio, ut naturam converteret; quid dicimus de

ipsa consecratione divina, ubi verbs ipsa Domini

ealvatoris opcrantur? Nam sacramentum istud

 

tantum valuit sermo Elisa, ut ignem de caelo de

poneret; non valebit Christi sermo, ut species

mutet elementorum? De totius mundi operibus

legisti, “ Quin ipse dixit, et facts aunt; ipse

mandavit, et crcata sum." Sermo ergo Christi qui

poiuit ex nihilo faccre quod non erat, non potest

ea qum sum in id mutare quod non erant? Non

enim minus est novas rebus dare quam mutnre

naturas.-Ambros. de lnitiandis, cap. ix. Tom.

1V. p. 166. Ed. Col. Agrip. 1616. Vide supra,

p. 210, note 8.]

[’ Ed. 1580 omits the word 1101.]

[1! Of the same body, Orig. ed.]

[‘ The said sacramental bread, 1bid.]

'The answer.
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natural substance. Another is of the incarnation of our Saviour Christ, in the

which perished no substance, but remained as well the substance of his Godhead,

as the substance which he took of the blessed virgin Mary. The third example

is of the water in baptism, where the water still remaineth water, although the

Holy Ghost come upon the water, or rather upon him that is baptized therein.

And although the same St Ambrose, in another book entitled de Sacramen

tis, doth say that “the bread is bread before the words of consecration, but

when the consecration is done, of bread is made the body of Christ1 :” yet in the

same book and in the same chapter, he telleth in what manner and form the

same is done by the words of Christ; not by taking away the substance of the

bread, but adding to the bread the grace of Christ’s body, and so calling it the

body of Christ.

And hereof he bringeth four examples”. The first of the regeneration of a

man: the second is of the standing of the water of the Red Sea: the third is of

the bitter water of Marath: and the fourth is of the iron that swam above the

water. In every of the which examples, the former substance remained still,

notwithstanding alteration of the natures. And he concludeth the whole matter

in these few words: “ If there be so much strength in the words of the

Lord Jesu, that things had their beginning which never were before, how

much more be they able to work, that those things that were before should

remain, and also be changed into other things“?” Which words do shew

manifestly, that notwithstanding this wonderful sacramental and spiritual chang

ing of the bread into the body of Christ, yet the substance of the bread re

maineth the same that it was before.

Thus is a sufficient answer made unto three principal authorities, which the

papists use to allege, to stablish their error of transubstantiation: the first of

Cyprian, the second of St John Chrysostom, and the third of St Ambrose.

Other authorities and reasons some of them do bring for the same purpose; but

forasmuch as they be of small moment and weight, and easy to be answered

unto, I will pass them over at this time, and not trouble the reader with them,

but leave them to be weighed by his discretion.

WINCHHI'ER.

Now let us hear what this author will say to St Ambrose. He rehearseth him of good

length, but translateth him for advantage. As among other, in one place where St Ambrose

saith, “ This sacrament, which thou receivest, is made by the word of Christf’ this author

translateth, “Is done by the word of Christ,” became making must be understanded in the sub

stance of the sacrament chiefly before it is received, and doing may be referred to the eject

chiefly: for which purpose it should seem the author of this book can-not away with the

word “made,” whereat it pleasah him in another place of this book to be merry, as at an

absurdity in the papists, when indeed both St Ambrose here, St Cyprian and St Hierome also

in their places use the same word, speaking of this sacrament, and of the wonderful work

of God in ordaining the substance of it, by such a conversion as bread is made the body of

Christ. But as touching the answer of this author to St Ambrose, it is divers. For first

 

.Ergo sermo Christi hoe conficit sacramentum.[I Sed penis iste panic est ante verba sacramen

Ambros. de Sscramemis, Lib. 1v. cap. iv. Tom.tnrum : ubi accesserit consecratio, dc pane fit care

Christi. Hoc igilur adstruamus. Quomodo potest

qui panis est, corpus esse Christi? Consecratione.

Consecratio igitur quibus verbis est, et cujus ser

monibus ? Domini Jesu. Nam reliqua omni: qua:

dicuntur, laudem Deo deferunt: oratio prtemittitur

pro populo, pro regibus, pro ceteris : ubi venitur ut

conficiatur venerabile sacramentum, jam non suis

sennonibus sacerdos, sed utitur sermonibus Christi.

IV. p. 173. Ed. Col. Agrip. 1616. Vide supra,

p. 210, note 8.]

[9 Ambros. Ibid. Tom. IV. p. 173.]

[a Si ergo lama vis est in sermone Domini Jesu,

ut inciperent esse qua: non erant: quanto magis

operatorius est, ut qua: erant, in nliud commuten~

tur !_lb. Lib. iv. cap. iv. Tom. IV. p. 173~1
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he doth traverse the authority of the book, which allegation hath been by other heretofore

made, and answered unto in such wise, as the book remaineth St Ambrose’s still; and hlelanc

thon saith it seemeth not to him unlike his‘, and therefore allegcth this very place out of him

against (Ecolampadius. This author will not sticle in that allegation, but for answer saith,

that “St Ambrose saith not that the substance of the bread and wine is gone :" and that is

true, he saith not so in syllables, but he saith so in sense, because he speaketh so plainly of

a change in the bread into that it was not; whereunto this author for declaration of change

saith: “the bread and wine be changed into an higher estate, nature, and condition,” which

three words of “estate,” “nature,” and “condition,” be good words to ezpress the change of

the bread into the body of Christ, which body is of another nature, another state and con

dition, than the substance of the bread, without comparison higher.

But then this author addeth, “to be taken as holy meats and drinks :” wherein if he mean

to be taken so, but not to be so, as his teaching in other places of this book is, the bread to

be never the holier, but to signify an holy thing; then is the change nothing in deed touching

the nature, but only as a coward may be changal in apparel to play Hercules’ or Samson’s

part in a play, himself thereby made never the hardier man at all, but only appointed to

signify an hardy man; of which man’s change, although his estate and condition might in

speech be called “ changed" for the time of the play, yet no man would term it thus to say, his

nature were changed, whether he meant by the word “nature” the substance of the man’s

nature or property ,- for in these two points he were still the same man in Hercules’ coat, that he

was before the play in his own : so as if the-re be nothing but a figure. in the bread, then for

so much this author’s other teaching in this book where he saith, “the bread is never the

holier,” is a doctrine better than this, to teach a change of the bread to a higher nature, when

it is only appointed to signify an holy thing. And therefore this author’s answer, garnished

with these three gay words of “estate,” “nature,” and “condition,” is devised but for a shift,

such as agreeth not with other places of this book, nor itself neither. And where St Ambrose

marvelleth at God’s work in the substance of the sacrament, this author shi/teth that also to

the efl'ect in him that receiveth, which is also marvellous in deed; but the substance of the

sacrament is by St Ambrose specially marvelled at, how bread is made the body of Christ,

the visible matter outwardly remaining, and only by an inward change, which is of the in

ward nature, called properly substance in learning, and a substance in deed, but perceived

only by understandingi’, as the substance present of Christ’s most precious body is a very sub

stance in deed of the body invisibly present, but present in deed, and only understanded by most

true and certain knowledge of faith. And although this author noteth, how in the examples

of mutations brought in by St Ambrose the substances nevertheless remained the same, that

slciIleth not:.for the wonder of those marvels serve for an induction to relieve the weak faith

of man in this miracle of the sacrament, and to repress the arrogancy of reason, presuming

to search such knowledge in God’s secret works, whereof if there might _be a reason given, it

needeth no faith. And where there is a like, there is no singularity, as this miracle in the

sacrament is notably singular, and therefore none other found like unto it. The sacramental

mutation, which this author newly so termeth, is a mere shift to avoid, among such as be not

learned, the truth of God’s miracle in this change, which is in deed such as St Ambrose

speaketh of, that of bread is made the body of Christ; which St Ambrose in another place

termeth it the grace of the body of Christ: and all is one, for it is a great grace to have

the body of Christ for our food present there. And out of Christ's mouth calling the body of

Christ is making the body of Christ: which words “calling,” “signifying,” “naming,” used

in St Ambrose’s writings, do not limit Christ's words, and restrain them to an only calling,

an only signifying, or an only naming, but give an understanding agreeable to other of St

Ambrose’s words, that shew the bread after consecration to be the body of Christ, the calling

to be u-nderstanded a real calling of the thing that so is made, and likewise a real signifying

of the thing in deed present, and a real” naming as the thing is in deed,- as Christ was

named Jesus, because he is the Saviour of his people in deed. And thus perusing this author's

answers, I trust I have noted to the reader, with how small substance of matter this author

impugneth transubstantiation, and how slenderly he goeth about to answer such authors as by

their several writings confirm the same, besides the consent of Christendom universally receiving

 

P Ego hos libellos video non odmodum dissimiles

esse aliorum Ambrosii scriptorum. But presently

afterwards he adds: Sed ut non sim Ambrosii,

(sunt enim sic sntis confuse scripti,) apparel tamen

circiter illo tempura nslos use. Mehncth. in

(Ecolampsdii Dialog. p. 53.]

[5 By inward understanding. Orig. ed. Winch.]
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the same; and how, in the mean way, this author hath by his own hands pulled down the

same untrue doctrine of the figurative speech, that himself so lately hath devised; or rather,

because this matter in his book goeth befm'e, he hath in his second book marred his frame,

or ever he cometh to the third book to set it up.

CANTERBURY.

Oh, what a capital crime is here committed, that I have Englishcd this word,

corgfice-re, “to do,” whose proper signification is, to accomplish, or, make an end of a

thing! which being once brought to pass, we use in common speech to say, “I have

done :" as, “I have done my house," “ I have done my book," “ I have done my work,"

“ I have done my day's journey ;" that is to say, “I have perfectly done and finished."

And is not this fully as much in speech, as to say, “I have made my day’s journey,"

or, “ I have made my house, or my book ?" But some fault you must find, where none

is, partly to keep in use your old custom of calumniation, and partly to satisfy a new

toy that you have in your head, that making is in the substance of the sacrament, and

doing is in the effect. But whether it be translate “making” or “doing,” St Ambrose

spake of the wonderful effectual working of God in the use and ministration of the

sacraments, and that as well ‘in baptism as in the Lord's supper, and not of his work

ing in the substances of the elements reserved. As for the authority of the book, I

stand not in it, so that all your words therein be more than needeth, but to length

your book; and yet was the book never allowed amongst men learned and of judg

ment to be St AmbrOse's. And Mclancthon, whom you allege for the allowance of it,

giveth it two nips, which you have left out of purpose, to serve your affection. For

he saith not, as you report, that it seemeth not to him unlike, but that it seemeth

not to him far unlike; and yet he confesseth that it is “confusedly written," which is

a slender approbation that it should be St Ambrose’s.

And where you confess that St Ambrose saith not in words, that the substances

of bread and wine be gone, and yet saith so in effect, because he {speaketh of change,

either you know that your argument is naught, and yet bring it in purposely to de

ceive some simple reader; or your ignorance is more than I would have thought, that

of this word “change” would argue change in substance, as though there could be

no change but it must be in substance. But if you had well considered the exam

ples of St Ambrose by me alleged, which he bringeth forth for the proofs and similitudes

of the change of bread and wine in the sacrament, you should have found that in

all the said examples remain the substances, notwithstanding the change: as in the

water of Jordan staying to run after the natural course, in the dry stone that contrary

to his nature flowed out water, in the bitter water of Marath that was turned into

sweetness, in the iron that contrary to nature swam above the water, in the spiritual

generation of man above all natural operation, in the sacramental mutation of the

water of baptism, and in the incarnation of our Saviour Christ; which all being brought

by St Ambrose for example of the change in bread and wine, as in them the substances

remained, notwithstanding the changes, so is it in the bread and wine, whereof other

were brought for examples.

But in your handling here of St Ambrose, you seem to be utterly ignorant, and

not to know difference between sacramental signs, in the use whereof Almighty God

inwardly worketh, and other vain signs which be nothing else but outward shows to

the eye. For if you understood the matter, would you resemble a knave playing in

a prince's coat, in whom nothing is inwardly wrought or altered, unto a man being

baptized in water, who hath put upon him outwardly water, but inwardly is apparelled

wrth Christ, and is by the omnipotent working of God spiritually regenerated and

changed into a new man? Or would you compare him that banqucteth at a feast to

represent an anniversary, or triumph, unto that man that in remembrance of Christ’s

death eateth. and drinketh at his holy supper, giving thanks for his redemption, and

comforting himself With the benefit thereof? If you have this opinion and vcncration

of the sacraments, it is well known what spirit you have, how ignorant you be, and
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what is to be judged of you. And if you have no such opinion, becometh it you

then to dally with such profane examples, tending to the profanation of the sacra

ments, and deceiving of the readers?

And as for the holiness of bread, I say now as I said before, that neither bread, Holy bread.

wine, nor water have any capacity of holiness; but holiness is only in the receivers,

and by the bread, water, and wine is sacramentally signified. And therefore the mar

vellous alteration to an higher estate, nature, and condition, is chiefly and principally

in the persons, and in the sacramental] signs it is none otherwise but sacramentally and

in signification. And whether this be matter of truth, or a thing devised only for a

shift, let the ‘reader judge. '

And where you say in your further answer to St Ambrose, that the visible matter $33}:

of the bread outwardly remaineth, it seemeth you have not well marked the words Forms:

of St Ambrose, who saith that the words of Christ changcth species dementorum.

And then if species, as you have said before in many places, signify the visible

matter, then the visible matter remaineth not, as you say, but is changed, as St Am

brose saith. And so St Ambrose's words, that species elcmentorum mutantur, be clean 346.

contrary to your words, that the visible matter remaineth. I will pass over here how

you call accidents of bread the matter of bread, against all order of speech, because I

have touched that matter sufliciently before.

And yet this is not to be passed over, but to be noted by the way, how plainly

St Ambrose speaketh against the papists, which say that the body and blood of

Christ remain sub spcciebus panic at vini, “under the forms of bread and wine.” And

St Ambrose saith, that species clementorum mutantur, “ the forms of bread and wine

be changed."

And where you say, that “in the examples of mutation brought in by St Ambrose,

although the substance remain still the same, yet that skilleth not:” your answer

here secmeth very strange, to say that that thing skilleth not, which skilleth altogether,

and maketh the whole matter. For if in the examples the substances remain, not

withstanding the mutation of the natures by benediction, then do not these examples

prove, that the substance of bread and wine remain not. And if this were singular

from the examples, as you say it is, then were not the other examples of this. For

if the substances remain in them, how can they be brought for examples to prove

that the substances of bread and wine remain not? when they be brought for ex

amples, and things that be like, and not that the one should be singular, and unlike

from the other. And where you allege this place of St Ambrose for you, nothing can

be spoken more directly against you. “For the natures," saith St Ambrose, “of

bread and wine be changed." “And the nature," say you, “is the outward visible

forms ;" and “that that is changed remaineth not," say you also: and so followeth then,

that the substances of bread and wine remain, and not the outward visible forms ; which

is directly against your feigned transubstantiation, and against all that you said hitherto

concerning that matter.

And where a “ sacramental mutation" is to you a new term, it dcclareth nothing else

but your ignorance in the matter. And although you seem to be ignorant in other

authors, yet if you had expended diligently but one chapter of St Ambrose, you should

have found three examples of this sacramental mutation, wherein the substances remain

entire and whole: one is in the sacrament of Christ’s incarnation, another is in a person

that is baptimd, and the third in the water of baptism; which three examples I alleged

in my book, but you thought it better slightly to pass them over, than to trouble your

brain with answering to them.

And where you say, that “calling bread the body of Christ is making it in deed Calling.

the body of Christ, as Christ was called Jesus, because he is the Saviour of all men mkmg'

indeed," here it appeareth, that you consider not the nature of a sacrament. For when

sacraments be named or called by the names of the things which they signify, yet they

be not the same things indeed, but be so called, as St Augustine saith, “ because they

have some similitude or likeness to the things which they be called." But Christ was

called Jesus our Saviour, as the very true Saviour in deed; not as a sacrament or

figure of salvation, as the bread is the sacrament of Christ's flesh, and wine the

21—2
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sacrament of his blood, by which names they be called, and yet be not the very things

in deed.

Thus have I answered to the chief authors which you allege for transubstan

tiation, making your own authors not only to overthrow your building, but to dig

up your foundation clean from the bottom, and nothing is left you but arrogancy of

mind, and boasting of words, as men say that you still fancy with yourself, and brag

that you be bishop of “’inchester, even as a captain that gloricth in his folly, when he

hath lost his castle with ordnance and all that he had.

And at length you be driven to your church, which you call the consent of Christen

dom universal, when it is no more but the papistical church, that defendeth your transub

stantiation.

Now dcclareth my book the absurdities that follow the error of transubstantiation.

And now I will rehearse divers difficulties, absurdities, and inconveniences,

thatfolleref which must needs follow upon this error of transubstantiation, whereof not one
transu -

tint-ion

The answer.

rig. ed.

Winch]

doth follow of the true and right faith, which is according to God’s word.

First, if the papists be demanded, what thing it is that is broken, what is

eaten, what is drunken, and what is chawed with the teeth, lips, and mouth in

this sacrament, they have nothing to answer, but the accidents. For, as they

say, “ bread and wine be not the visible elements in this sacrament, but only

their accidents.” And so they be forced to say, that accidents be broken, eaten,

drunken, chawn, and swallowed without any substance at all: which is not only

against all reason, but also against the doctrine of all ancient authors.

\VINCHESTER.

In the second volume of the forty-third leaf 1, the author goeth about to notesiz absurdi

ties in the doctrine of transubstantiation, which I intend also to peruse. The first is this.

“First, if the papists he demanded",” &c.

This is accompted by this author the first absurdity and inconvenience, which is by him

rhetorically set forth with lips, and mouth, and chawing, not substantial terms to the matter,

but accidental. For opening of which matter, I will repeat some part again of that I have

written before, when I made the scholar answer the rude man in declaration of substance; which

is, that albeit that sensible thing which in speech uttered after the capacity of common under

standing is called substance, be comprehended of our senses, yet the inward nature of every

thing which is in learning properly called substance, is not so distinctly known of us, as us

be able to shew it to the senses, or by words of difi'crence to distinct in divers kinds of things

one substancefrom another. And herein, as Basil saith, “If we should go about by separation

of all the accidents to discern the substance by itself alone, we should in the erperience fail of

our purpose, and end in nothing indeed-'3.” There isa natural consideration of the abstract,

that cannot be practised in erperience. And to me if it were asked of common bread, when

we break it, whether we break the substance or only the accidents? first I must learnedly say,

if the substance be broken, it is by mean of the accident in quantity; and then if it liked me to

take my pleasure without learning in philosophy, as this author doth in divinity against the

catholic faith, to say in division we break not the substance of bread at all, the heresy in

philosophy were not of such absurdity, as this author mointai-neth in divinity. For I haw

some probable matter to say for me, whereas he hath none. For my strange answer I would

say, that albeit a natural thing as bread, consisting of matter and essential form with quantity,

and thereby other accidents cleaving and annexed, may be well said to be in the whole broken,

as we see by experience it is; yet speaking of the substance of it alone, if one should ask

whether that be broken, and it should be answered, “Yea,” then should the substance appear broken

and whole all at one time, seeing in every broken piece of bread is a, whole substance of bread,
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and where the piece of bread broken is so little a crumb, as can no more in deed be divided, 348,

we say nevertheless the same to be in substance very bread, and for want of convenient quantity

bread invisible: and thus I write to shew that such an answer, to say the accidents be broken,

hath no such clear absurdity as this author would have it seem. But leaving of the matter of

philosophy to the schools, I will grant that accidents to be without substance is against the

common course of natural things, and therefore therein is a special miracle of God. But when

the accidents be by miracle without substance, (as they be in the visible part of the sacrament,)

then the same accidents to be broken, eaten, and drunken, with all additions this author for his

pleasure maketh therein, is no miracle or marvel, and as for absurdity no point at all, for by

quantity which remaineth is all division. We ought to confess, and good christian men do profess,

the mystery of the sacrament to be supernatural, and above the order of nature; and therefore

it is a travail in vain to frame the consideration of it to agree with the terms of philosophy.

But where this author saith that nothing can be answered to be broken but the accidents: yes,

verily, for in time of contention, as this is, to him that would ask what is broken, I would in

other terms answer thus, That tho-u seest is broken. And then if he would ask further, what

that is? I would tell him, The visible matter of the sacrament, under which is present invisibly

the substance of the most precious body of Christ. If he will ask yet further, Is that body of

Christ broken? I will say, No. For I am learned in faith, that that glorious body now im

passible cannot be divided or broken, and therefore it is whole in every part of that is broken,

as the substance of bread is in common bread in every part that is broken. According where

unto it is in the book of common prayer set forth, how in each part of that is broken of the 'Thebook

consecrate bread is the whole body“ of our Saviour Christ 5. If this questioner befurther curious, on

and say, Is not that that is broken bread ? I would answer as a believing man by faith, Truly

no. For in faith I must call it, because it is truly so, the body of Christ invisibly there, and

the breaking to be not in it, but in the visible figure6. Yea, ye will call it so, saith this ques

tioner, but yet it is bread. Nay, quoth I, my faith is a most certain truth, and beliweth things

as they verily be; for Christ's word is of strength, not only to shew and declare as other men’s

words do, but therewith efectual to make it so to be, as it is by him called. And this I write

because, howsoever clerks soberly entreat the matter, (such as mind well, I mean, to consider

accidents and substance, which terms the rude understand not,) it is not necessary therefore in

those terms to make answer to such as be contentiously curious, who labour with questions to

dissolve the truth of the mystery; in declaration whereof if we as men stumble and term it

otherwise than we should, that is no inconvenience in the mystery, but an imperfection in us

that be not able to express it, not having such gifts of God as other have, nor studying to

attain learning as other have done. And whatsoever in schools, with a devout mind to answer

all captions questions, hath for the erercitation of men’s senses been moved soberly and by way

of argument objected, that is now picked out by this author, and brought to the common people’s

ears, in which it might sound evil, they not being able to make answer thereunto, whereby they

might be snarled and entangled with vain fancies against that truth, which before without

curiosity of questions they truly and constantly believed. Finally, the doctrine of the sacra

ment is simple and plain, to have the visible forms of bread and wine for signification, the

thing whereof is the very body and blood of Christ; which being the truth of the whole, it is

no absurdity to confess truly the parts as they be, occasion require, howsoever it soundeth

to the ethnick or carnal man’s ears, for whose satisfaction there is no cause why the truth

should be altered into a lie, wherewith to make melody to their understandings. For how

carnal I be of "' J with spiritual truth, it forceth not; but against the whole

consent of the ancient doctors no doctrine can be justified, with whose testimony how the

faith of the church in the sacrament now agreeth, it is manifest, howsoever it liketh this

author to report the contrary.

 

CANTERBURY.

Here may the reader perceive how much you sweat and labour, so that it pitieth 349.

me to see what travail you take, babbling many things nothing to the purpose, to

answer my first absurdity. And yet at the end you be enforced to afi'lrm all that I

 

[‘ That is broken is the whole body. Orig. ed. whole body of our Saviour Jesu Christ." The

“'inchJ Order of the Communion, 1548, p. 10. (Parker

[5 “ And men must not think less to be received Society‘s edition.)]

in part than in the whole, but in each of them the l [6 Visible sign. lbid.]
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charge you withal, that is to say, that accidents be broken, eaten, drunken, chawed

and swallowed, without any substance at all. And more I need not to say here, than

before I have answered to your clerkly dialogue between the scholar and the rude

man, saving this, that you make all men so wise that they judge accidents in their

common understanding to be called substances, and that no man is able to know the

difl‘erence of one substance from another.

And here you fall into the same folly that Basil speaketh. For if he that “ goeth

about to separate accidents from their substance fail of his purpose, and end in ne‘

thing in deed," then you separating the accidents of bread from their substance, and the

substance of Christ’s body from the accidents, by your own saying alleged of Basil,

you must fail of your purpose, and in the end bring both the bread and body of

Christ to nothing in deed. For the abstraction of accidents from their proper sub
stances, and of substances from their proper accidents, as you truly say in that point, i

cannot be practised in experience, but is a corruption or adnihilation of both.

And where, to excuse this absurdity, that accidents in the sacramental bread should

be broken alone without any substance, you bring in another absurdity, that in com

mon bread the substance is not broken at all; this is no taking away of the first

absurdity, but of one absurdity to make two: as once I knew a man, that when he

had made a lie, and perceived that he was suspected, by and by he would make two

or three much greater lies to excuse the first withal. But if you should say, that we

break not the substance of bread at all, it were no more unleamedly said in philo

sophy than it is untruly said in divinity.

And where you say that you “have probable matter for you, and I have none for

me," it is clean contrary. For you have utterly nothing for you, but all the whole

world against you, if you say that the substance of common bread is not broken at

all. And I have for me the very plain words of Christ, of the apostle, and of the

evangelists. “The bread which we break," saith St Paul. “And Christ took bread

and brake it," say the three evangelists. But there is no bread, say you, nor no

substance of bread is broken. And this “ probable matter" have you for yourself, if men

will believe yourself alone better than the apostle and the evangelists.

And what should you talk in vain of substance alone, to dazzle the eyes of the

ignorant, when there is no such thing, nor never was sithens the world began; and

seeing your question in that place is of common bread, where the substance is never

alone without accidents? And if the substance of bread might be alone, yet your

reason against the breaking of it is so far from all reason, that it should prove as

well, that the substance joined to the quantity and accidents cannot be broken, as the

substance alone. For in every piece of bread is a whole substance, and then by your

argument it cannot be broken.

And where you grant, tha “accidents to be without substance is against the com

mon course of natural things, but it is done by a spiritual miracle," this is but a cloud

to darken the light. For accidents to be without substances is not only against the

common course of natural things, but also against the very nature of accidents, which

have none other being but in substances (as they be defined, accidentiv ease est inesse)

and is also against all philosophy, reason, and working of God sithens the world

began. For God never created .nor made, with miracle nor without miracle, sub

stances without accidents, nor accidents without substances, as some vainly phantasy

dc materia It is against also the doctrine of the old catholic authors; for

never none wrote that accidents were without substances, until the bishop of Rome

with his monks and friars defined the contrary.

But note well here, good reader, the end of wit, when it is not stayed by God’s

word, but shooteth at rovers, or runneth at large, as it were a young colt without a

bridle. That nothing is broken but the accidents, this is denied. Then would I fain

learn of this great wise man, that so well can dissever substances from accidents, what

substance it is that is broken? Not the body of Christ, saith he, for that is whole

in every part; nor the bread is not broken, saith he, for our faith teacheth us con

trary: then must it be either Christ's divinity or soul that is broken, or else is some

other substance there which never man heard of before.
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Note also, good readcr, how well this author agreeth with himself, which within

a little compass denieth so many things, and afiirmeth the same again. For first he

saith, that to separate substances from the accidents is to bring it to nothing; and

yet he separateth from their accidents as Well the substances of bread and wine, as of

the body of Christ. Before he said, that nothing was broken but the accidents; now

he denieth it. Before he saith, the body of Christ is not broken, and shortly after

he saith that which is broken is no broad, but the body of Christ. And here it

appeareth, how falsehood neither agreeth with truth nor with itself.

And where you allege, that “in the book of common prayer it is set forth, how The bookof

in each part of that is broken of the consecrated bread is the whole body of our

Saviour Christ," what could you have alleged more against yourself? For if the con

secrated bread be broken in parts, how can you “answer truly by faith, as a believing

man," which answer you make straightways after, that “that which is broken is no

bread ?" And if you would answer, as you be wont to do, that the accidents of bread

be called bread, yet that collusion will not serve you in this place. For seeing that

this place speaketh of consecrated bread, answer me to this, whether the substance

or accidents be consecrated? And if you say tho accidents, then forasmuch as con

secration, by your doctrine, is conversion, it must follow that the accidents of bread

be converted, and not the substance; and so should you call it transaccidcntation, and

not transubstantiation: and if you say, that the substance of bread is consecrated, then

forasmuch as that which is consecrated is divided into parts, and in every part is the

whole body of Christ, you must confess that the substance of bread remaineth with

the parts thereof, wherein is received the body of Christ.

But yet will you say, peradventure, that although this make against transubstan

tiation, yet it proveth the real presence of Christ's body, seeing that it “is whole in

every part of the bread." It is whole indeed in every part of the bread divided, as

it is in the whole bread undivided; which is sacramentally, not really, corporally, car

nally, and naturally, as you feign and imagine, and would constrain other to believe. 351_

And faith denieth not the bread, but teacheth it to remain as a sacrament. And

calling of it Christ's body is not making of it to be really so, no more than the

calling of the blessed virgin John's mother made not her to be naturally so indeed,

nor him to be her son. For although Christ’s words effectually spoken be an effec

tual making, yet his words sacramentally and figuratively spoken declare not the figure

or sacrament to be in deed the thing that is signified.

And if the rude and simple people understand not substance from accidents, as

you here affirm, then this thing they may at the leastwise understand, how little

they be beholden to you papists, that would bind them to believe, under peril of

damnation, such things as they be not able to understand, making articles of their

faith to snare them rather than to save them. But what skillcth that to the papists,

how many men perish, which seek nothing else but the advancement of their pope,

whom they say no man can find fault withal'? For though he “neither care for his own Djslin. xl.

soul's health, nor of his christian brother, but draw innumerable people captive with swam

him into hell, yet,” say the papists, “no man may reprehend him,” nor ask the question

why he so doth.

And where you speak of the “sobemess” and “devotion” of the school authors, whom School

before you noted for boasters; what soberness and devotion was in them, being all mum"

in manner monks and friars, they that be exercised in them do know, whereof you

be none. For the devotion that they had was to thcir god that created them, which

was their pope; by contention, sophistication, and all subtle means they could devise

by their wit or learning, to confirm and establish whatsoever oracle came out of their

god's month. They set up their antichrist directly against Christ, and yet under pre

tence of Christ made him his vicar-general, giving him power in heaven, earth, and

in hell. And is not then the doctrine of transubstantiation, and of the real and son

sual presence of Christ in the sacrament, to be believed, trow you, seeing that it came

out of such a god’s mouth, and was set abroad by so many of his angels?

 

[1 Corpus Juris Canonici, Distinct. xl. cap. vi. Si Papa. Tom. I. col. 194, 5. Ed. Lugd. 1618.]
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And is not this a simple and plain doctrine, I pray you, that visible forms and

substances be transubstantiated, and yet accidents remain? A plain doctrine, be you

assured, which you confess yourself that the simple and plain people understand not,

nor yourself with the help of all the papists is not able to defend it; where the true

doctrine of the first catholic christian faith is most plain, clear and comfortable, with

out any difliculty, scruple or doubt, that is to say, that our Saviour Christ, although

he be sitting in heaven in equality with his Father, is our life, strength, food, and

sustenance, who by his death delivered us from death, and daily nourisheth and

increaseth us to eternal life. And in token hereof he hath prepared bread to be

eaten and wine to be drunken of us in his holy supper, to put us in remembrance of

his said death, and of the celestial feeding, nourishing, increasing, and of all the benefits

which we have thereby; which benefits through faith and the Holy Ghost are exhibited

and given unto all that worthily receive the said holy supper. This the husband

man at his plough, the weaver at his loom, and the wife at her rock can remember,

and give thanks unto God for the same. This is the very doctrine of the gospel, with

the consent wholly of all the old ecclesiastical doctors, howsoever the papists for their

pastime put visors upon the said doctors, and disguise them in other coats, making

a play and mocking of them.

Now followeth the second absurdity.

Secondly, these transubstantiators do say, contrary to all learning, that the

accidents of bread and wine do hang alone in the air, without any substance

wherein they may be stayed. And what can be said more foolishly ?

WINCHESTER.

The Master of the sentences, showing divers men’s sayings in discussion, as they can, of this

mystery, tellcth what some say, that had rather say somewhat than nothing; which this author

rehearseth as a determination of the church, that indeed maketh no doctrine of that point so,

but acknowledgeth the mystery to exceed our capacity. And as for the accidents to be stayed,

that is to say, to remain without their natural substance, is without difficulty believed of men

that have jiu'th, considering the almighty power of Christ, whose divine body is there present.

And shall that be accounted for an inconvenience in the mystery, that any one man saith, whose

saying is not as a full dctermimttion approved ? If that man should encounter with this author,

if he were alive so to do, I think he would say it were more tolerable in him, of a seal to agree

with the true doctrine, to utter his conceit fondly, than, of a malice to dissent from the true

doctrine, this author so fondly to improve his saying. But he should oppose this author in

learning, and ask him how he will understand Fiat lnx in creation of the world, where the light

stayed that was then create? But I will proceed to peruse the other difcrencesl.

CANTERBURY.

The doctrine that even now was so simple and plain is now again waxed so full of

ambiguities and doubts, that learned men in discussing thereof, as they can, be fain to “say

rather something than nothing ;" and yet were they better to say nothing at all, than

to say that is not true, or nothing to purpose. And if the Master of the Sentenoes’

saying in this point vary from the common doctrine of the other papists’, why is not

this his error rejected among other, wherein he is not commonly held? And why do

yourself after approve the same saying of the Master, as a thing believed without diffi

culty, that the accidents be stayed without their natural substance? And then I would

know of you wherein they be stayed, seeing they be not stayed in the air, as in their

substance, nor in the bread and wine, nor in the body of Christ? For either you

must appoint some other stay for them, or else grant, as I say, that they hang alone in

the air, without any substance wherein they may be stayed. And either I understand

you not in this place, (you speak so difi'usely,) or else that thing which the Master spake,

and yourself have here affirmed, you call it “ a tolerable conceit fondly uttered." And

 

[' Ablnrdities. Orig. ed. \Vinch.] [2 Of the papists, in 1551.]
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whereas to answer the matter of the staying of the accidents, you ask wherein the light

was stayed at the creation of the world; this is a very easy opposal, and soon answered

unto. For first God created heaven and earth, and after made light, which was stayed

in them as it is now, although not divided from the darkness in such sort as it was after.

Now followeth the third absurdity.

Thirdly, that the substance of Christ’s body is there really, corporally, and

naturally present, without any accidents of the same, And so the papists make

accidents to be without substances, and substances to be without accidents.

WINCHESTER.

How Christ’s body is in circumstance present, no man can define; but that it is truly present, 353.

and therefore really present, corporally also, and naturallya, with relation to the truth of the @;fi"°"

body present, and not to the manner of presence, which is spiritual, exceeding our capacity, w,“

and therefore therein without drawing away accidents or adding, we believe simply the truth, $2,133“

howsoever it liketh this author without the book to term it at his pleasure, and to speak of

substance without accidents and accidents without substance, which perplea'ity in words cannot

jest out the truth of the catholic belief. And this is on the author’s part nothing but jesting

with a wrong surmise and supposal, as though men had invented and imagined that which by

force and truth of the scripture all good men have and must believe, that is to say, the true

presence of the substance of the body and blood of Christ in the sacrament, according to the

words of Christ, “ This is my body ;” which exclude the substance of bread, declaring the sub

stance of the body of Christ to be acknowledged and professed in the sacrament by the true faith

of a christian man. Compare with this what this author writeth in his ninth diference in the

forty-seventh leaf of his book‘, and so consider the truth of this report, and how this author

agreeth with himself.

CANTERBURY.

I suspect not the judgment of the indifi'erent reader so much, but that he can per—

ceive how indirectly you answer to this third absurdity, and be 10th, as it seemeth, to

answer any thing at all.

But it is no little confirmation of the catholic faith, to see you papists vary so much

among yourselves, and you alone to devise so many things contrary to all the rest, and

yet you be uncertain yourself what you may say. They say also with one accord,

saving only Smith and you, the “in the sacrament be not the qualities and quantities

of Christ's body." For he is not- there visible and sensible, with his voice to be heard,

his colours to be seen, his softness to be felt, his quantities to be extended, and to be

local in place, with his other accidents; so that they take away his accidents from the

sacrament. Smith saith that he is there, not naturally, as you say, but against nature, Smith.

with all his qualities and accidents. You dare neither add them nor draw them away, ‘

being uncertain whether they be there or no, and being also uncertain whether in the

sacrament he have distinction of members or no. But telling the truth is but jesting

and railing to you, which for lack of answer be glad to shift off the truth as a matter

of jesting.

And it is not my “ terming without the book and at my pleasure,” to speak of sub

stances without accidents, and accidents without substances; for I speak none otherwise

therein, than as it hath pleased the papists before to term the same in all their books of

that matter, but I termed this matter so upon the papistical books, as they at their

pleasure devised or dreamed without all manner of books written before their time.

And the force of scripture constraineth no man to the belief of transubstantiation,

although the body of Christ were really, corporally, and carnally present, who by his

omnipotent power can be present as well with the substances, as with the accidents of

bread and wine, as fully is declared before.

 

["1 And but yet supernaturally. Orig. ed. “'inchJ [‘ Vide P- 72,]
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And where you allege the disagreeing of me with myself, if you would have taken

the pain to read some of the school authors, you should have learned that there is no

disagreement in my sayings at all. For they say, that “the body of Christ that is

in the sacrament hath his proper forms and quantities,” as I said in the forty-seventh

leaf'. “ But yet those accidents," say they, “be in heaven, and not in the sacrament,”

as I say in this place, not varying one mite from mine other saying. But ignorance in

you thinkcth a difference where none is at all.

Now followeth the fourth absurdity.

Fourthly, they say, that “ the place where the accidents of bread and

wine be”, hath no substance there to fill that place, and so must they needs

grant vacuum, which nature utterly abhorreth.”

\VINCIIFSTER.

This author goeth about to find so many absurdities, that he speaketh he wottcth not what,

and where he seeth and feeleth quantity, accompteth the place void for want of substance; as

though in consideration of common natural things severally as they be in nature, it were the

substance that filled the place, and not rather quantity, although in the natural order of things

there is no quantity without substance, and is in this sacrament only by miracle. Thers

wanted a substance in consideration of this absurdity, and was such a vacuum as nature

plainly endureth.

CANTERBURY.

All the authors that write what vacuum is, account a place that is not filled with

a substance which hath quantity in it to be void and empty. So that my saying is not

grounded upon ignorance, but upon the mind of all that write in that matter. Whereas

your saying, “that quantity alone fillcth place, without substance," hath no ground at

all but the papists' bare imagination. And if “quantity in the sacrament be without

substance by miracle," it is marvel that no3 ancient writer in no place of their books made

any mention of such a miracle. But yourself grant enough for my purpose in this

place, “that it is an absurdity in nature, and wrought only by miracle, that quantity

occupieth a place alone without substance." Which absurdity followeth not of the

true and right faith, but only of your error of transubstantiation.

Now to the fifth absurdity.

Fifthly, they are not ashamed to say, that “substance is made of acci

dents, when the bread mouldeth or is turned into worms, or when the wine

souret .”

WINCHESTER.

True believing men are not ashamed to confess the truth of their faith, whatsoever arguments

might be brought of in nature to the contrary. For Christ’s works we know to

be true by a most certain faith: what mouldeth in bread, or soureth in wine, we be not so

assured,- or whereon worms engender, it is not so fully agreed on among men. The learned

lawyer Ulpian writeth, as I have before alleged, that wine and vinegar have in manner one

substance, so as when wine soureth and is vinegar, in manner the same substance remaineth;

in whom it is thought no absurdity to say by that means that the accidents only sour. And if

we agree with the philosophers that there is materia prima, which all things is one and altereth

not, but as a new form cometh taketh a new name, fa'ncyi'ng that as one wave in the water

thrusteth away another, so doth one form another; it should seem by this conclusion all

alteration to be in accidents, and the corruption of accidents to be the generation of new

accidents, the same matcria prima being as it were substantia, that altereth not. And this

I write that may be said as it were to make a title to this author’s certainty, which is not

so sure as he maketh it. Amongst men have been marvellous fancies in consideration of

natural things; and it is to me a very great absurdity of that secret, and therefore to our

 

[' Vide p. 72.] [2 \Vhcre the bread and wine be. Orig. ed.] [51 None, 1551.]
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[knowledge an uncertain work, to deduce an argument, wherewith to impugn our]4 cer

tain faith. But to come nearer to the purpose, it is wrong borne in hand, that we afirm

worms to be engendered of accidents; but when the worms be engendered, we grant the worms

to be, and will rather say, whereof they be we cannot tell, than to say that substance is made

qf accidents, and that doctrine is not annexed to the faith of transubstantiation, and such as

entreat those chances and accidents do not induce that conclusion, but do reasonably avoid

it. And yet by the way in moulding and soaring it should, 'meseemeth, be properly said

that the accidents mould, and the accidents sour, because we call mould bread bread, sour

wine wine; and in wine, as I said before, made vinegar, the former substance hath been

in learning accounted in manner to remain: so as this author overshooteth himself, when he

matcheth generation of worms with moulding and soaring, which difcr so far in the spectu

lation. But even as this author’s wit is overturned in consideration of the true faith, so doth

it appear perverted in consideration of natural things.

CANTERBURY.

I know not to what purpose you have written all this fond matter, except it be

that you would the world should know how ignorant you be in philosophy, which

have not learned so much as to know the diversity between the six kinds of movings,

generation, corruption, augmentation, diminution, alteration, and moving from place

to place: whereof the four last be from accidents to accidents, and the two first from

substance to substance. So that all mutation is not in accidents, and the corruption

of accidents to be the generation of new accidents, as you unlcarnedly imagine, both of

that and of materia prima, which never was no such thing indeed, but by imagination.

But because you bear me in hand, that I bear the papists wrong in hand, that

they aflirrn worms to be engendered of accidents, I shall rehearse their own words,

that the readers may know your ignorance herein, or else how loud a lie you make

willingly. Es: speciebus sacramentalibus, say they, generantur cermes, si putrg/iant.

“Of the sacramental forms, if they be rotten, be gendered worms." But it is no

point of true meaning men now to deny that ever they said any such things, as they

have taught in their schools these four or five hundred years, as their own books do

plainly testify. And be these papists to be credited, Which have taught untruly so

many years, and now, when they be pressed withal, go clean from it, and say they

never said so, but be “ wrong borne in hand ?"

And because Smith denieth here the same that you do, that worms be engendered Smith

of the accidents in the sacrament, let him help you to answer this matter. And

forasmuch as he saith, that “when the host reserved beginneth to mould and to

putrify, and should engender worms, then another substance succeedeth it, of which

such things are made," let him tell what substance that is which succeedeth, and

whereof that substance is made.

But to return to you again: such philosophy as you make here, learned I never

in Aristotle, Plato, nor Pliny; nor I trow none such to be found in any that ever

wrote. But as you delight all in singularity, and have made strange divinity, so

must you invent as strange philosophy. For who ever heard the terminus a quo is

changed, or terminus ad quem? And whatsoever sccmeth to you, (as commonly it

seemeth to you that seemeth to no man elsc,) yet it secmeth to no man else that ever

was learned, that accidents be properly changed, but that the substances or subjects

be changed from accidents to accidents.

And it is the simplest reason that ever was made, that the accidents mould and

sour, because the substance remaineth; so as mould bread is called broad, and sour

wine is called wine. For so is hot water and cold water both called water: and

yet it is the water that is now hot, now cold, not the accidents. For neither can

hot be cold nor cold be hot, nor heat go into coldness, nor coldness into heat; but

the subject that receiveth them is now hot, now cold, by alteration, as iron that is

now cold is soon made hot; but coldness can never be hotness by no art nor science,

forasmuch as they be contrary qualities. And likewise purcncss cannot mould, nor

 

[‘ Ed. 1551, and Orig. cd. Winch]
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sweetness cannot be sour; but wine that is sweet may turn into sour wine, and bread

that is pure may be changed into mouldy bread. But the more you strive in the

matters of philosophy, the more appeareth your ignorance therein, even as it did before in

the matters of our faith. And who can condemn your doctrine more clearly than

your own Ulpian doth, as you do here allege him? that “in vinegar remaineth in

manner the same substance that was in the wine ;" whereof it must follow, that when

the sacramental wine is turned into vinegar, there must be a substance remaining, which

is in manner the same with the substance of the vinegar.

The sixth absurdity.

Sixthly, that substance is nourished without substance, by accidents only,

if it chance any cat, mouse, dog, or other thing, to eat the sacramental bread,

[or drink the sacramental winch]

These inconveniences and absurdities do fellow of the fond papistical tran

substantiation, with a number of other errors, as evil or worse than these,

whereunto they he never able to answer, as many of them have confessed

themselves.

And it is wonder to see, how in many of the foresaid things they vary

among themselves: whereas the other doctrine of the scripture and of the

old catholic church, but not of the lately corrupted Romish church, is plain and

easy, as well to be understanded, as to answer to all the aforesaid questions,

without any absurdity or inconvenience following thereof; so that every answer

shall agree with God’s word, with the old church, and also with all reason and

true philosophy.

For as touching the first point, what is broken, what is eaten, what drunken,

and what chawn in this sacrament, it is easy to answer. The bread and wine,

as St Paul saith: “The bread which we break.”

And as concerning the second and third points, neither is the substance of

bread and wine without their proper accidents, nor their accidents hang alone in

the air without any substance; but, according to all learning, the substance of the

bread and wine reserve their own accidents, and the accidents do rest in their

own substances.

And also as concerning the fourth point, there is no point left void after

consecration, as the papists dream; but bread and wine fulfil their place, as they

did before.

And as touching the fifth point, whereof the worms or moulding is engendered,

and whereof the vinegar cometh, the answer is easy to make, according to all

learning and experience, that they come according to the course of nature, of the

substance of the bread and wine, too long kept, and not of the accidents alone, as

the papists do fondly phantasy.

And likewise the substances of bread and wine d0 feed and nourish the body

of them that eat the same, and not only the accidents.

In these answers is no absurdity nor inconvenience, nothing spoken either

contrary. to holy scripture, or to natural reason, philosophy, or experience, or

against any old ancient author, or the primitive or catholic church, but only

against the malignant and papistical church of Rome. Whereas on the other

side, that cursed synagogue of antichrist hath defined and determined in this

matter many things contrary to Christ's words, contrary to the old catholic

church, and the holy martyrs and doctors of the same, and contrary to all

natural reason, learning, and philosophy.

And the final end of all this antichrist’s doctrine is none other, but by subtilty
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and craft to bring christian people from the true honouring of Christ unto the

greatest idolatry that ever was in this world devised; as by God’s grace shall

be plainly set forth hereafter.

“'IXCIIFSTER.

It hath been heard, without fables, of certain men that have lived and been nourished with Thflmwer

savou-rs only. And in gold and certain precious stones, that they give a kind of nurture Wrliiehj

to another substance, without diminution of their substance, ewperimwe hath shewed it so,

and therefore the principle or maxim that this author gathereth hath no such absurdity in

it as he noted, to say that “substance is murished without substance.” But when vermin by

chance happen to devour any host, as I am sure they cannot violate Christ’s most precious

body, so what eject followeth of the rest, what ueedeth it to be discussed? If it nourisheth,

then doth that eject remain, although the substance be not there. If every nurture must needs

be of substance, then would these that discuss those chances say the substance to return; but

hell gates shall not make me speak against my faith. And I be asked the question, whether

the visible matter of the sacrament nourish; I will answer, Yea. Ergo, saith he, “there is

substance :” I deny it. He shall now from the eject to the cause argue by physio,- I shall

disprove the conclusion by the authority of faith: who is it most meet should yield to other?

And if in nature many things be in. experience contrary to the general rules, why may not

one singular condition be in this visible matter of the sacrament, that, the only substance being

changed, all other parts, properties, and ejficts may remain ? Is it an absurdity for a maid

to have a child, because it is against the rules of nature? Is it an absurdity the world to be

made of nothing, because the philosopher saith, “Of nothing cometh nothing?” The principle

of nature is, that whatsoever hath a beginning, hath an end; and yet it is no absurdity to

believe our souls to have a beginning without end, and to be immortal. Wherq/‘ore, to conclude

this matter, it is a great absurdity in this author, to note that for an absurdity in our faith,

which repugneth only to the principles of philosophy or reason; when that is only to be ac

counted jbr an absurdity, that should repugn to the scripture and God's will, which is the

standard to try the rule of our faith. Howsoever reason or philosophy be ojended, it forceth

not, so God's teaching be embraced and persuaded in faith, which needeth no such plaisters

and salve-s as this author hath devised, to make a sore where none is, and to corrupt that

is whole.

CAXTERBL'RY.

Men may here see what feigned fables be sought out to defend your errors and

ignorance, which is now so manifest, that it appeareth you never read, or else have

forgotten, the very principles and definitions of philosophy: of which this is one, 358.

that nutrition is a. conversion of substance into substance, that is to say, of the meat

into the substance of the thing that is fed. Another is thus: Ea: eisdem aunt et nu

triuntur omnia: “ All things he nourished of things like themselves." And so I

grant you, that a man made of savours, and a man made of the virtue of gold and

precious stones, may be nourished by the same, because he is made of the same.

And yet it may be that some certain savour, or the virtue of some precious stone,

may increase or continue some humour, whereof a man may be nourished, as we

read of some men 01' certain people that have lived no small time by the savour of

apples. _

But still in your book you cry “faith, faith," and “catholic faith," when you

teach but your own inventions, clean contrary to the true catholic faith and express

word of God. And in all your arguments here you commit the greatest vice that

can be in reasoning, called Petitio principii, taking that thing which is chiefly in con

troversy to be a. principle to induce your conclusion. “Faith, faith," say you, where

is no faith, but your bare feigning. I have disproved your faith by God’s word, by

the universal consent of all Christendom a thousand years together; and you cry out

still, “faith, faith," which is not the faith of Christ, but of antichrist. Let christian

men now judge, “who should yield to other." If you had proved your doctrine by

faith, founded upon God's word, I would condcsccnd unto you, that it is no absurdity

that accidents remain when the substance is gone. But God's word is clearly against
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you, not only in your doctrine of transubstantiation, but also in the doctrine of the

real presence, of the eating and drinking, and of the sacrifice of Christ's flesh and

blood.

WINCHESTER.

The best plaister and medicine that could now be devised, were to leave apart qtwstions

and idle talk, and meekly to submit our capacities to the true faith, and not to overwhelm

our understandings with search and inquiry, whereof we shall never find an end, entering

the bottomless secrecy of God’s mysteries. Let us not seek that is above our reach; but that

God hath commanded us let us do. Each man impugneth another's learning with words,

none controlleth in others living with better deeds. Let all endeavour themselves to do that

God commandeth, and the good occupation thereof shall exclude all such idleness as is cause

and occasion of this vain and noisome curiosity. And now to return to this author: whiles he

secth a mote in another man’s eye, he feeleth not a beam in his own : who recommendeth unto us

specially Theodorete, whom he calleth an holy bLQhOP, and with him doth bring forth a piece of

an epistle of St Chrysostom]. The doctrine of which two joined with the doctrine of this author,

in such sense as this author would have all understanded to be called catholic, touching the

faith of the sacrament, hath such an absurdity .in it as was never heard of in religion. For

this author teacheth for his part, that the body of Christ is only really in heaven and not

in deed in the sacrament, according whereunto this author teachcth also, the bread to be very

bread still; which doctrine if it be true, as this author will needs have it, then join unto it

the doctrine of the secret epistle of Chrysostom. and Theodorete, whose doctrine is, that afier

the consecration that is consecrate shall be called no more bread, but the body of Christ.

By these two doctrines joined together it shall appear, that we must call that is consecrate

by a name that we be learned by this author it is not, and may not by the doctrine of Theo

dorete call it by the name of the which this author teacheth us in deed it is. And thusz: “it is

in deed bread,” quoth this author; “but call it not so,” quoth this Theodorete: “It is not in deed

the body of Christ,” quoth this author; “ but yet in any wise call it so,” quoth Theodor-etc.

Here is plain simulation and dissimulatm both together. For by forbidding of the name of

bread, according to Theodorete’s teaching, we dissemble and hide that it is by this author’s

teaching; and by using the name of our Lord’s body, according to Theodorete’s teaching, we

feign it to be that it is not by this author's teaching, which saith, “there is only a figure?

and by this means, in so high a mystery, we should use untruths on both sides, in simulation

and dissimulation, which is a marvellous teaching.

I deny not but things signifying may have the name of that they signify by a figure of

speech; but we read not in any doctrine given, that the thing signifying should have the name

by figure, and be delivered from the name of that it is in deed. And yet this is now the

teaching of this author in defence of his new catholic faith, joined with the teaching of

Theodorete, and the secret epistle of St Chrysostom, as this author would have them undcrstanded.

But those men, Thcodorete and Chrysostom, in the sense they meant, as I understand them,

taught a true doctrine. For they take the name of the body of Christ in the sacrament to

be a real naming of the body of Christ thcre present in deed, and therefore a true perfect

name, which, as St Chrysostom’s secret epistle saith, “the thing is worthy to have,” declaring

by that worthiness the thing named to be there in deed. And likewise I understand the other

name of bread worthily done away, because the substance whereupon in reason the name was

grounded is changed, according to the true doctrine of transubstantiation: therefore that name

of bread in their doctrine is truly laid away, although Thcodorete writeth the visible matter

qfbread and wine to be seen and felt as they were before, and therefore saith “their substance,

which there signifieth the outward nature, is seen and felt to remain ;” which terms, with con_

venient understanding, may thus agree with the catholic teaching of transubstantiation, and

so in the sacrament on every part, both in the heavenly and earthly part, to be a full, whole,

and perfect truth, as the high mystery, being the sacrament of our perfect unity in body and

soul with Christ, doth require. Whercby in my judgment, as this author hath against his

own determination in this enterprise uttered that confirnwth the truth of the real presence of

Christ’s most precious body in the sacrament, which he doth in special era-treating the words

of St Augustine in the twenty-seventh leaf of his books, besides that in divers other places he

doth the like; so bringing us forth this Theodorcte and his secret epistle of St Chrysostom, he

hath brought forth that may serve to convince him in transubstantiation. Howbeit as for
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trarmtbstantiation, Zuinglius taketh it truly for a necessary consequence of the truth, if there

be in the sacrament the real presence of Chris?s body, as there is in deed. For as a carnal man,

not instruct by faith, as well after consecration as before, as he is of the earth, speaketh and

calleth it bread, and asking him what it is will never answer otherwise, and one asked him

whether it were the body of Christ, would think the questioner mocked him,- so the faithful

spiritual man, answering to that question what it is, would after consecration, according to

faith, answer the body of Christ, and think himself mocked if he were asked, is it not bread?

unless he had been taught Christ to have said it had been both his body and bread. As for

calling it by the name of bread which it was, he would not greatly stick, and one thing may

lmve many names; but one thing is but one substance, whereby to answer to the question what

it is, saving only in the person of Christ, wherein we know united the two substances of God and

man. And this matter I repeat and summarily touch again, to leave in the reader’s breast

the principal point of our belief of this mystery to be of the real presence, that is to say,

unfeigned substantial presence, and therefore the true presence of Christ’s most precious body

in the sacrament, which hath been in all ages taught, and been as it is the catholic faith of

Christendom, as appeareth by the testimony of the old authors in all ages.

CANTERBURY.

For the conclusion of all these questions, when you see that you can make no

answer, but that you be driven to so many absurdities, and that I have answered

so plainly unto every one, that there is left neither absurdity nor difficulty at all,

then you devise the best way and most easy for yourself, to “lay apart all questions 360.

and idle talk ;" when all these questions and idle talk needed not, if the papists of

their idle brains had not devised their transubstantiation, and thereupon moved this

idle talk themselves; which hath been occasion not only of much dissension in all

christian realms, but of the efi'usion also of much innocent blood.

But when the papists, like unto Lucifer, have ascended into heaven, and searched

by vain and arrogant questions the bowels and secrets of God's majesty and his wisdom;

you, even whether God have made the world so well as he might have done; then

they command other to keep silence, and “not to enter into the bottomless secrecy of

God’s mysteries, nor to seek that is above their reach, but to endeavour themselves

to do that God ccmmandethz" which counsel, as it is most godly and wholesome, so

if the papists themselves had observed in the beginning, no man should have needed

to have troubled his brains with such frivolous questions and idle talk. But the

papists do like boys in the school, that make rods to beat other, and when they should

be beaten with the rods which they made themselves, then they wish that all rods

were in the fire. So the papists, when they see themselves overthrown in their own

questions which they first devised themselves, and to be beaten with their own rods,

then they cry, “Peace, hold hands, and question no more."

But to answer the absurdities laid unto the papists' charge, you recompense me

again with two great huge absurdities. One is, that “Christ is really but in heaven

only :" the other is, that “bread is still bread." Here thou mayest judge, gentle reader,

what errors I defend, that am by force driven to such two absurdities, that-I am fain

to say as I have written in my book, and as the apostles and evangelists said. But

beware, I would advise thee, that thou say not as God’s word teachcth; for if thou

dost, thou mayest be sure to be taken of the papists for an heretic.

Finally, you come to your contradictions of bread and no bread, the body and not Bread and

the body, simulation and dissimulation ; wherein when you have well practised yourself no

in all your book through, at the last you make as it were a play in a dialogue between

Chrysostom, Theodorete, and me. But Chrysostom, Theodorete, and I shall agree well Theodoretus.

enough; for they tell not what in nowise may be, but what was commonly used; that is it?“

to say, not to call the bread by his proper name after consecration, but by the name

of the body of Christ. And if you had well considered what I wrote in my book

concerning figurative speeches, and negatives by comparison, which you also have

allowed, you should have well perceived your labour here spent all in vain. F01

in all figures and sacraments the signs, remaining in their own proper natures, change Whythe

nevertheless their names, and be called by the names of the more high and excellent 2

bar ngod
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things which they signify. And both Chrysostom and Theodorete shew a cause thereof,

which is this, that we should not rest in the sight of the sacraments and figures, but

lift up our minds to the things that be thereby represented. And yet in the sacraments

is neither simulation nor dissimulation, except you will call all figurative speeches simu

lation, and say that Christ simuled when he said he was a “vine,” a “door,” a “herd

man," “the light of the world,‘ and such like speeches. But it pleaseth you, for

refreshing of your wit, (being new so sore travailed with impugning of the truth,)

to devise a pretty merry dialogue of “quoth he," and “quoth he.” And if I were

disposed to dally and trifle, I could make a like dialogue of “simulation” or “dissimu

lation," of “quoth he" and “quoth you," even between you and Christ.

But, as I have declared before, all things which be exalted to an higher dignity,

be called by the names of their dignity, so much that many times their former names

be forgotten, and yet nevertheless they be the same things that they were before,

although they be not usually so called; as the surnames of kings and emperors, to

how many be they known? or how many do call them thereby? but every man

calleth them by their royal and imperial dignities. And in like manner is it of figures

and sacraments, saving that their exaltation is in a figure, and the dignities royal and

imperial be real and in deed. And yet he should not offend, that should call the princes

by their original names, so that he did it not in contempt of their estates. And no

more should he ofi'end, that did call a figure by the name of the thing that it is indeed,

so that he did it not in contempt of the thing that is signified. And therefore Theodoretc

saith not, that the bread in the sacrament may not be called bread, and that he otfendeth

that so calleth it,- for he calleth it bread himself, but with this addition of dignity,

calling it “the bread of life,” which it signifieth: as the cap of maintenance is not

called barely and simply a cap, but with addition of maintenance. And in like manner

we use not in common speech to call bread, wine, and water in the sacraments, simple

and common water, bread, and wine: but according to that they represent unto us,

we call them “ the water of baptism," “the water of life," “sacramental water," “sa

cramental and celestial bread and wine," “the bread of life," “the drink that quencheth

our thirst for ever." And the cause Theodorete sheweth why they be so called, that

“we, hearing those names, should lift up our minds unto the things that they be called,

and comfort ourselves therewithal." And yet neither in the sacraments, in the cap of

maintenance, nor in the imperial or royal majesties, is any simulation or dissimulation;

but all be plain speeches in common usage, which every man understandeth.

But there was never man that understood any author further from his meaning,

than you do Theodorete and Chrysostom in this place. For they meant not of any

real calling by changing of substances, but of a sacramental change of the names re

maining the substances. For Theodorcte saith in plain words, “that as Christ called

bread his body, so he called his body corn, and called himself a vine." \Vas therefore

the substance of his body transubstantiated and turned into corn, or he into a vine?

And yet this must needs follow of your saying, if Christ’s calling were a putting away

of the former substance, according to the doctrine of transubstantiation. But that

Theodorcte meant not of any such changing of substances, but of changing of names,

he declareth so plainly, that no man can doubt of his meaning. These be Theodorete's

own words: “Our Saviour without doubt changed the names, and gave to his body

the name of the sign, and to the sign the name of his body; and yet," saith he, “they

kept their former substance, fashion, and figure." And the cause wherefore Christ

doth vouchsafe to call the sacramental bread by the name of his body, and to dignify

so earthly a thing by so heavenly a name, Theodorete sheweth to be this, “that the

godly receivers of the sacrament, when they hear the heavenly names, should lift up

their minds from earth unto heaven, and not to have respect unto the bread out

wardly only, but principally to look upon Christ, who with his heavenly grace and

omnipotent power feedeth them inwardly.”

But there never was such untruth used as you use in this author, to hide the truth

and to set forth your untruth. For you alter Theodorete’s words, and yet that sufiiceth

not, but you give such new and strange significations to words as before was never

invented. For where Theodorete saith, that “the sacraments remain," you turn that
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into the visible matter, and then that visible matter, as you take it, must signify

accidents. And where Theodoretc saith in plain terms, that “the substance remaineth,"

there must substance also by your saying signify accidents, which you call here “outward

nature," contrary to your own doctrine, which have taught hitherto, that “substance

is an inward nature, invisible and insensible." And thus your saying here neither

agreeth with the truth nor with yourself in other places.

And all these cautelsl and false interpretations, altering of the words, and corrupting

of the sense both of all authors and also of scripture, is nothing else but shameless shifts

to deceive simple people, and to draw them from the old catholic faith of Christ's church

unto your new Romish errors, devised by antichrist not above four or five hundred years

passed.

And where you say, that “in the sacrament, in every part, both in the heavenly

and earthly part, is an whole and perfect truth ;" how is perfect truth in the earthly

part of the sacrament, if there be no bread there at all, but the colour and accidents

of bread? For if there be none other truth in the heavenly part of the sacrament,

then is not Christ there at all, but only his qualities and accidents.

And as concerning your unjust gathering of mine own words upon St Augustine,

I have answered thereunto in the same place.

And where you have set out the answer of the carnal and spiritual man after your

own imagination, you have so well devised the matter, that you have made two ex

tremities without any mean. For the true faithful man would answer, not as you

have devised, but he would say, according to the old catholic faith and teaching of

the apostles, evangelists, martyrs, and confessors of Christ's church, “that in the

sacrament or true ministration thereof be two parts, the earthly and the heavenly:

the earthly is the bread and wine, the other is Christ himself: the earthly is without

us, the heavenly is within us: the earthly is eaten with our mouths, and carnally

feedeth our bodies; the heavenly is eaten with our inward man, and spiritually feedeth

the same: the earthly feedeth us but for a time, the heavenly feedeth us for ever."

Thus would the true faithful man answer, without leaning to any extremity, either

to deny the bread or inclosing Christ really in the accidences of bread; but professing

and believing Christ really and corporally to be ascended into heaven, and yet spiritually

to dwell in his faithful people, and they in him unto the world's end. This is the

true catholic faith of Christ, taught from the beginning, and never corrupted but by

antichrist and his ministers. 0mm“;

And where you say, that “one thing is but one substance, saving only in the person gig:

of Christ," your teaching is untrue, not only in the person of Christ, but also in every 363,

man, who is made of two substances, the body and soul. And if you had been learned

in philosophy, you would have found your saying false also in every corporal thing,

which consisteth of two substances, of the matter, and of the form. And Gelasius

sheweth the same likewise in this matter of the sacrament. So untrue it is that you

most vainly boast here, that your doctrine hath been taught in all ages, and been

the catholic faith; which was never the catholic, but only the papistical faith, as I have

evidently proved by holy scripture and the old catholic authors, wherein truly and

directly you have not answered to one. '

WINCHESTER.

In whose particular words although there may be aometimc cacillatiom, yet I will note

to the reader four marks and tokens imprinted rather in those old authors’ deeds than words,

which be certain testimonies to the truth of their faith of the real presence2 of Christ’s most

precious body in the sacrament. The first mark is in the process of arguing used by them

to the conviction of heretics by the truth of this sacrament, wherein I note not the particulars

sentences, which sometime be dangerous speeches, but their whole doings. As Irene, who was

in the beginning of the church, argueth against the Valentinians that denied the ramrrection

of our flesh, whom Irene reproveth In; the fer/ling of our souls and bodies with the divine,

[' Cautels, i. e. cautions] [3 No! their particular, ibid.]

[9 Of real presence, Orig. ed. W'inch.]
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glorifiedflesh of Christ in the sacrament; which flesh, and it be there but in a figurel, then it

should have proved the resurrection of our flesh slenderly, as it “were2 but figuratively. And if

the catholic faith had not been then certainly taught, and constantly believed without variance,

Christ's vrry flesh to be in deed eaten in that mystery, it would have been answered of the

heretics, it had been but a figure; but that appeareth not, and the other appeareth, which is

a testimony to the truth of matter in deed.

Hilary, reasoning of the natural conjunction between us and Christ in; mean of this

sacrament, cxpresseth the same to come to pass by the receiving truly the very flesh of our

Lord in our Lord’s meat, and thereupon argueth against the Arians; which Arians,it had not been so really in deed, would have answered, But all was spiritually, so as there

was no such natural and corporal communion in deed as Hilary supposed, but, as this

author teachcth, a figure, and it had been the catholic doctrine; so that argument of Hilary

had been of no force. St Chrysostom, Gelasius, and Theodorete, argue of the truth of this

mystery to convince the Apollinarists and Eutychians; which were none argument, Christ’s

very body were not as really present in the sacrament for the truth of presence, as the God

head is in the person of Christ; being the (fleet of the argument this, that as the presence of

Christ’s body in this mystery doth not alter the property3 of the visible natures, no more doth

the Godhead in the person of Christ extinguish his humanity ,' which against those heretics

served for an argument to exclude con-fusion of natures in Christ, and had been a danger

ous arguing4 to be embraced of the Nestorians, who would hereby have furthered their heresy,

to prove the distinction of natures in Christ without any union; for they would have said:

“ As the earthly and heavenly natures be so distinct in the sacrament, as the one is not spoken

of the other, so be the natures of the humanity and Godhead not united in Christ ;” which is

false; and in the comparings5 we may not look that all should answer in equality, but only

for the point that it is made6for, that is, as in the sacrament the visible element is not extinguished

by the presence of Christ’s most precious body, no more is Christ’s humanity by his Godhead;

and yet we may not say, that as in the sacrament be but only accidents of the visible earthly

matter, that therefore in the person of Christ be only accidents of the humanity. For that

mystery requireth the whole truth of man’s nature, and therefore Christ took upon him the whole

man, body and soul. The mystery of the sacrament requi-reth the truth of the accidents only,

being the substance of the visible creatures converted into the body and blood of Christ. And

this I write to prevent such cauillations as some would search for. But to return to our matter:

all these arguments were vain, if there were not in the sacrament the true presence of Christ’s

very body, as the celestial part of the sacrament, being the visible forms the earthly thing:

which earthly thing remaineth in the former propriety with the very presence of the celestial

thing. And this sufliceth concerning the first mark.

CANTERBURY.

As for your four marks and tokens, if you mark them well, you shall perceive

most manifestly your ignorance and error, how they note and appoint, as it. were with

their fingers, your doctrine to be erroneous, as well of transubstantiation as of the

real presence.

And to begin with your first mark: Irenee indeed proved the resurrection of our bodies

unto eternal life, became our bodies be nourished with the everlasting food of Christ's

body. And therefore as that food is everlasting, so it being joined unto his eternal

deity, giveth to our bodies everlasting life. And if the being of Christ’s body in any

creature should give the same life, then it might pol-adventure be thought of some fools,

that if it'were in the bread, it should give life to the bread. But neither reason, learn

ing, nor faith beareth, that Christ’s body being only in broad should give life unto a.

man. So that if it were an article of our faith, to believe that Christ is present in the

forms of bread and wine, it were an unprofitable article, seeing that his being in the

bread should profit no man.

Irenee therefore meaneth not of the being of Christ in the bread and wine, but of the

eating of him. And yet he meaneth not of corporal eating, (for so Christ saith himself,
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that his flesh availeth nothing,) but spiritual eating by faith. Nor he speaketh not of

spiritual eating in receiving of the sacrament only, for then our life should not be

eternal, nor endure no longer than we be eating of the sacrament; for our spiritual life

continueth no longer than our spiritual feeding. And then could none have life but

that receive the sacrament, and all should have perished that died before Christ's

supper and institution of the sacrament, or that die under age before they receive the

sacrament.

But the true meaning of Irenee, Hilary, Cyprian, Cyril, and other that treated of this

matter was this, that as Christ was truly made man and crucified for us, and shed his

blood upon the cross for our redemption, and now reigneth for ever in heaven; so as

many as have a true faith and belief in him, ehawing their ends, and perfectly remem

bering the same death and passion, which is the spiritual eating of his flesh and drinking

of his blood, they shall reign in everlasting life with him. For they spiritually and

truly by faith eat his flesh and drink his blood, whether they were before the institution

of the sacrament or after. And the being or not being of Christ's body and blood really

and corporally in the sacrament under the forms of bread and wine, neither maketh nor

marreth, nor is to no purpose in this matter. But for confirmation of this our faith

in Christ's death and passion, and for a perpetual memory of the same, hath Christ

ordained this holy sacrament, not to be kept, but to be ministered among us to our

singular comfort; that as outwardly and corporally we eat the very bread and drink

the very wine, and call them “the body and blood of Christ,” so inwardly and spiritually

we eat and drink the very body and blood of Christ. And yet carnally and corporally

he is in heaven, and shall be until the last judgment, when he shall come to judge

both the quick and the dead. And in the sacrament, that is to say, in the due

ministration of the sacrament, Christ is not only figuratively, but effectually unto ever

lasting life.

And this teaching impugneth the heresies of the Valentinians, Arians, and other

heretics: and so doth not your feigned dectrine of transubstantiation, of the real presence

of Christ’s flesh and blood in the sacrament, under the forms of bread and wine; and

that ungodly and wicked men eat and drink the same, which shall be cast away from

the eternal life, and perish for ever. And for further answer to Hilary, I refer the reader

to mine other answer made to him before.

And for St Chrysostom, Gelasius, and Theodorete, if there be no bread and wine in

the sacrament, their arguments serve for the hcretics’ purpose, and clean directly against

themselves. For their intent against the heretics is to prove, that to the full perfection

of Christ is required a perfect soul and a perfect body, and to be perfect God and

perfect man; as to the full perfection of the sacrament is required pure and perfect

bread and wine, and the perfect body and blood of Christ. So that now turning the

argument, if there be no perfect bread and wine, as the papists falsely surmise, then may

the heretics conclude against the catholic faith, and convince Chrysostom, Gelasius, and

Theodorete with their own weapon, that is to say, with their own similitude, that as

in the sacrament lacketh the earthly part, so doth in Christ lack his humanity. And

as to all our senses seemeth to be bread and wine, and yet is none indeed; so shall they

argue by this similitude, that in Christ seemed to all our senses flesh and blood, and

yet was there none in very deed. And thus by your devilish transubstantiation of bread

and wine, do you transubstantiate also the body and blood of Christ, not convincing

but confirming most heinous heresies. And this is the conclusion of your ungodly feigned

doctrine of transubstantiation.

And where you would gather the same conclusion, if Christ's flesh and blood be

not really present, it seemeth that you understand not the purpose and intent of these

authors. For they bring not this similitude of the sacrament for the real presence, but

for the real being: that as the sacrament consisteth in two parts, one earthly and

another heavenly, the earthly part being the bread and wine, and the heavenly the

body and blood of Christ, and these parts be all truly and really in deed, without colour

or simulation, that is to say, very true bread and wine indeed, the very true body and

blood of Christ indeed ; even likewise in Christ be two natures, his humanity and earthly

substance, and his divinity and heavenly substance, and both these be true natures and

365.
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Cyprian. de which is a, work wrought of God before we receive the sacrament.

substances, without colour or disscmhling. And thus is this similitude of the sacrament

brought in for the truth of the natures, not for the presence of the natures. For Christ

was perfect God and perfect man when his soul went down to hell, and his body lay

in the grave, because the body and soul were both still united unto his divinity; and

yet it was not required that his soul should be present with the body in the sepulture:

no more is it now required that his body should be really present in the sacrament; but

as the soul was then in hell, so is his body now in heaven. And as it is not required

that wheresoevcr Christ’s divinity is, there should be really and corporally his manhood ;

so it is not required that where the bread and wine be, there should be corporally his

flesh and blood.

But as you frame the argument against the heretics, it serveth so little against

them, that they may with the same frame and engine overthrow the whole catholic

church. For thus you frame the argument: “As the presence of Christ’s body in this

mystery doth not alter the propriety of the visible natures, no more doth the Godhead

in the person of Christ extinguish his humanity." Mark well now, good reader, what

followeth hereof. “As the presence of Christ’s body in this mystery doth not alter,"

say you, “the propriety of the visible natures, no more doth the Godhead in the

person of Christ extinguish his humanity." “ But the presence of Christ's body in this

mystery doth so alter the visible natures,” as tho papists sa Y, “that the substances of

bread and wine be extinguished, and there remaineth no substance but of the body of

Christ ;" ergo, likewise in the mystery of Christ’s incarnation the humanity is extin

guished by the presence of his Godhead, and so there remaineth no more but the sub

stance of his divinity, as the Eutychians said.

And thus the similitude of Chrysostom, Gelasius, and Theodorete, joined to the

saying of the papists, framcth a good argument for the heretics. But those authors

framed their argument clean contrary, on this wise: that the bread and wine be not

transubstantiate or extinguished, but continue still in their own substances, figures,

fashion, and all natural proprieties; and thercfote doth the humanity of Christ likewise

endure and Qmain in proper substance with his natural proprieties, without extinction

0r transubstantiation. For those authors take no bread and wine for the visible pro

prieties only of brcad and wine, but for very true bread and wine, with all their natural

qualities and conditions.

And the heretics shall soon find out your cavillation, where, to avoid the matter,

you say that “the mystery of the sacrament requireth not the truth of the substance."

For why should the authors bring them forth to prove the truth of the substance in

Christ, if there were no true substance in them? Thus all your shifts and sophisti

cations be but wind, or colours cast over the truth to hlcar men's eyes, which colours

rubbed off, the truth appeareth clear and plain. And your first mark is not clearly

put out, but turned to a mark and spectacle for yourself, wherein you may clearly

see your own error, and how foul you have been deceived in this matter, and open

your eyes, if God will give you grace to put away your indurate‘ heart, to see the

clear truth.

“'INCHFSTER.

Another certain token is the wondering and great nuzrvelling that the old authors make,

how the substance of this sacrament is wrought by God’s omnipotency. Baptism is marvelled

at, for the wonderful eject that is in man by it, how mom is regenerate, not how the water,

or the Holy Ghost is there. But the wonder in this sacrament is specially directed to the work

of God in the visible creatures, how they be so changed into the body and blood of Christ,

PVh-ich work Cyprian saith

is inefable, that is to say, not spcakable; which is not so if it be but a figure, for then it may

be easily spoken, as this author speaketh it with ease, I think, he speaketh it so ofien. Of as

presence by signification, if it may be so called, every man may speak and tell how; but of

the very presence in deed, and therefore the real presence of Christ’s body in the sacrament,
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mini. Orig.

ed. “’inch.]

367.
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no creature can tell how it may be,- that Christ ascended into hcaven with his human body,

and therewith continually reigning there, should make present in the sacrament the same body

in deed, which Christ in deed worketh, being nevertheless then at the same hour present in

heaven, as St Chrysostom doth with a marvel say. the marvel were only of God’s work

in man in the eject of the sacrament, as it is in baptism, it were another matter: but I said

befom, the wonder is in the work of God, in the substance of the sacrament, before it be

received; which dcclareth the old authors that so wonder to understand the real presence of

Christ’s very body, and not an only signification, which hath no wonder at all. And there

fore seeing St Cyprian wondereth at it, and calleth the work inefable, St Chrysostom won

dereth at it, St Ambrose wondereth at it, Emissene wondereth at it, Cyril wondereth at it:

what should we now doubt whether their faith were of a signification only, as this author

would have it, which is no wonder at all, or of the real presence, which is indeed a wonderful

work? lVhere/"ore where this manifest token and certain mar/c appeareth in the old fathers, there

can no cimstruction2 of syllables or words dissuade or pervert the truth thus testified.

CANTERBURY.

As touching this your second mark in the ministration of the sacraments, as well

of the Lord's holy supper as of baptism, God worketh wonderfully by his omnipotent

power in the true receivers, not in the outward visible signs. For it is the person

baptized that is so regenerate that he is made a new creature, without any real

alteration of the water. And none otherwise it is in the Lord's supper; for the

bread and wine remain in their former substance, and neither be fed nor nourished,

and yet in the man that worthily receiveth them is such a wonderful nourishment

wrought by the mighty power of God, that he hath thereby everlasting life. And

this is the “inctfable work of God," whereof Cyprian speaketh.

So that as well in the Lord's supper as in baptism the marvellous working of

God, passing the comprehension of all man's wit, is in the spiritual receivers, not in

the bread, wine, and water, nor in the carnal and ungodly receivers. For what should

it avail the lively members of Christ, that God worketh in his dead and insensiblc

creatures? But in his members he is present, not figuratively, but effectually, and

effectually and inefi'ably worketh in them, nourishing and feeding them so wonderfully,

that it passeth all. wits and tongues to express.

And nevertheless corporally he is ascended into heaven, and there shall tarry until

the world shall have an end. And therefore saith Chrysostom, that Christ is both

gone up into heaven, and yet is here received of us, but diversely. For he is gone up

to heaven carnally, and is here received of us spiritually. And this wonder is not

in the working of God in the substance of the sacrament before it be received, as you

feign it to be, nor in them that unworthily receive it carnally, but in them that

receive Christ spiritually, being nourished by him spiritually as they be spiritually by

him regenerated, that they may be fed of the same thing whereof they be regenerated,

and so be throughly as ex ossibus eius, et caro at earne q'us: “ bone of his bones, and Eph. v.

flesh of his flesh."

And considering deeply this matter, Cyprian wondcrcth as much at God's work in i'lr'lhtehwewmgrclr

baptism, as in the Lord's supper; Chrysostom wondereth as much, Emissene wondercth mung

as much, Cyril wondereth as much; all catholic writers wonder as much, as well how

God doth spiritually regenerate us to'a new life, as how he doth spiritually feed and

nourish us to everlasting life. And although these things be outwardly signified unto

'us bv the sacramental bread, wine, and water, yet they be effectually wrought in us

by the omnipotent power of God. Therefore you had need to seek out some other

mark or token for your purpose, for this serveth nothing at all: for by his wonder

ful working Christ is no more declared to be present in the bread and wine, than in

the water of baptism.

[3 There cannot construction, 155]. Orig, ed. Winch reads with ed. l580.]
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“’INCHI-BTER.

A third token there is by declaration offigures: asfor example, St Hierome, when he dcclareth

upon the qaistle ad Titum so ad'visedly at length, how panes propositionis were the figure of

the body of Christ in the sacrament; that process dcclareth the mind of the author to be, that

in the sacrament is present the very truth of Christ’s body, not in a figure again, to join one

shadow to another, but even the very truth to answer the figure; and therefore no particular

words in St Hierome can have any understanding contrary to his mind declared in this

process.

CANTERBURY.

To St Hierome I have answered sufficiently before to your confutation of my

third book, almost in the end‘, which should be in vain to repeat here again ; there

fore I will go to your last mark.

“'INCHI‘BTER.

Fourthly, another certain mark is, where the old authors write of the adoration of this

sacrament, which cannot be but to the things godly, really present. And therefore St Augus

tine writing in his book D0 Catechisandis Rudibus, how the invisible things be honoured in

this sacrament, meaning the body and blood of Christ, and in the ninety-eight psalm, speaketh

of adoration; Theodorctus also speaking specially of adoration of this sacrament: these

authors by this mark, that is most certain, take away all such ambiguity as men might by

suspicious divination gather sometime if their several words, and declare by this mark of

adoration plainly theirfaith to have been, and also their doctrine understandod as they meant

of the real presence of Christ’s very body and blood in the sacrament, and Christ himself

God and man to be there present, to whose divine nature, and the humanity unite thereunto,

adoration may only be directed of us. And so to conclude up this matter, forasmuch as one

of these four marks and notes may be found testified and apparent in the ancient writers, with

other words and sentences conformable to the same, this should suficc to exclude all arguments

of any bye sentences and ambiguous speeches, and to uphold the certainty of the true catholic

faith in deed, which this author by a wrong name of the catholic faith impugneth, to the

great slander of the truth, and his own reproach.

CANTERBURY.

Your fourth mark also of adoration proveth no more that Christ is present in the

Lord's supper, than he is present in baptism. For no less is Christ to be honoured

of him that is baptized, than of him that receiveth the holy communion. And no

less ought he that is baptized to believe that in baptism he doth presently in deed

and in truth put Christ upon him, and apparel him with Christ, than he that receiveth

the holy communion ought to believe that he doth presently feed upon Christ, eating

his flesh and drinking his blood; which thing the scripture doth plainly declare, and

the old authors in many places do teach. And moreover the form of baptism doth

so manifestly declare Christ to be honoured, that it commandeth the devil therein to

honour him by these_ words': Da honorem Deo: .Da gloriam Jesu Christa ; with many

other words declaring Christ to be honoured in baptism. And although our Saviour

Christ is specially to be adored and honoured, when he by his holy word and sacraments

doth assure us of his present grace and benefits; yet not only then, but alway in all

our acts and deeds, we should lift; up our hearts to heaven, and there glorify Christ

with his celestial Father and co-eternal Spirit. So untrue it is that you say, “that

adoration cannot be done to Christ, but if he be really present." The papists teach

us to have in honour and reverence the forms and accidents of bread and wine, if they

[‘ Vide supra pp. 102-195. ;
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be vomited up, after the body and blood of Christ be gone away, and say, that they

must be had in great reverence, because the body and blood of Christ had been there.

“And not only the forms of bread and wine," say they, “ must be kept in great reverence,

but also the ashes of them (for they command them to be burned into ashes) must

be kept with like reverence." And shall you then forbid any man to worship Christ

himself, when he doth spiritually and effectually eat his very flesh and drink his very

blood, when you will have such honour and reverence done to the ashes, which come

not of the body and blood of Christ, but only, as you teach, of the accidents of bread

and wine?

Thus have I confuted your confutatiou of my second book concerning transul»

stantiation; wherein you be so far from the confutation of my book, as you promised,

that you have done nothing else but confounded yourself, studying to seek out such

shifts and cavillatious, as before your time were never devised, and yet constrained

to grant such errors and monstrous speeches as to christian ears be intoler

able. So that my former book, as well concerning the real presence of

Christ's flesh and blood, as the eating and drinking of the same,

and also transubstantiation, standeth fast and sure, not once

moved or shaken with all your ordinance shot against

it. But it is now much stronger than it was

before, being so mured and bulwarked that

it never need hereafter to fear any as

sault of the enemies. And now let

us examine your confutation of

the last part of my book,

containing the oblation

and sacrifice of

our Saviour

Christ.

The and of the second Book.
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CONFUTATION OF THE FIFTH BOOK.

[wmcnas'rsncl

AS touching the fifth book, the title whereof is “ Of the ablation and sacrifice of our Saviour

Christ,” somewhat is by me spoken before; which although it be sufic-icnt to the matter, yet

are"?! somewhat more must also be now. said, wherewith to encounter the author’s imaginations and

a surmiscs with the wrong construing of the scriptures and authors, to wrest them besides the

never taught truth of thc matter and their meaning.

22,2?31‘2, This is agreed and by the scriptures plainly taught, that the ablation and sacrifice of

our Saviour Christ was and is a perfect work, once consummate in perfection without no

370- cessity of reiteration, as it was never taught to be reiterate, but a mere blasphemy to pre

suppose it. It is also in the catholic teaching, grounded upon thc scripture, agreed, that the

same sacrifice once consummate was ordained by Christ’s institution in his most holy supper

to be in the church often remembered and showed forth in such sort of shcwing, as to the

faithful is seen present the most precious body and blood of our Saviour Christ under the

forms of bread and wins,- which body and blood the faithful church of christian people

grant and confess, according to Christ’s words, to have been betrayed and shed for the sins

'Thebod of the world, and so in the same supper represented and delivered unto them, to eat and

t't‘li‘itih‘é' feed of it according to Christ’s com-maminunt, as of a most precious and acceptable sacri

fice, acknowledging thc same precious body and blood to be the sacrifice propitiatory for all

gfiilfi‘; the sins of the world, whereunto they only resort, and only accompt that their very perfectl

3,1112%, body ablation and sacrifice of christian people, through which all other sacrifices necessary on our

part be accepted2 and pleasant in thc sight of God. And this manner of showing Christ's

W'ifice- death, and keeping the memory of it, is grounded upon the scriptures, written by the evange

lists and St Paul, and according thercunto preachcd, believed, used, and frequented in the

church of Christ universally and from the beginning. This author uttering many words at

large besides scripture, and against scripture, to dcprave the catholic doctrine, doth in afew

words, which be in deed good words and true, confound and overthrow all his enterprise;

and that issue will I join with him, which shall suflicc for the con/ittation of this book. The

few good words of the author, which words I say confound thc rcst, consist in these two

points: one, in that the author allowcth thc judgnwnt of Petrus Lombardus touching the

ablation and sacrifice of the church; another, in that the author con/‘csseth the council of

Nice to be holy council-1, as it hath been in deed confessed of all good christian men. Upon

these two confessions I will declare the whole enterprise of this fifih book to be overthrown.

CANTERBURY.

.Desacrificio My fifth book hath so fully and so plainly set out this matter of the sacrifice,

iigdzliniiiiiib. that for answer to all that you have here brought to the confutation thereof, the reader

iii' “pi 2' a: need to do no more but to look over my book again, and he shall see you fully answered

beforehand. Yet will I here and there add some notes, that your ignorance and craft

may the better appear.

This far you agree to the truth, that “the sacrifice of Christ was a full and a perfect

sacrifice, which needed not to be done no more but once, and yet it is remembered

and shewed forth daily." And this is the true doctrine according to God's word. But

as concerning the real presence in the accidents of bread and wine, is an untrue doctrine,

feigned only by the papists, as I have most plainly declared; and this is one of your

errors here uttered.

Lgifimfye Another is, that you call the most “precious body and blood of Christ the sacrifice

P The very perfect, Orig. ed. Winch.] [2 Sacrifices necessarily be accepted, ibid.]

['1 To be an holy council, 1551.]
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propitiatory for all the sins of the world ;" which of itself was not the sacrifice, but the 2:1 Chl’lfl'i

thing whereof the sacrifice was made, and the death of him upon the cross was thetrue sacrifice propitiatory, that purchased the remission of sin; which sacrifice continued body.

not long, nor was made never but once; whereas his flesh and blood continued ever

in substance from his incarnation, as well before the said sacrifice as ever sithens. And

that sacrifice propitiatory made by him only upon the cross is of that effect to reconcile

us to God’s favour, that by it be accepted all our sacrifices of lands and thanksgiving.

Now before I join with you in your issue, I shall rehearse the words of my book, 371.

which when the indifferent reader seeth, he shall be the more able to judge truly

between us. My book containeth thus.

The Fzfi‘h Book‘.

The greatest blasphemy and injury that can be against Christ, and yet ChapJ.’
universally used through the popish kingdom, is this, that the priests make their Zi'fii'eafiiflif

mass a sacrifice propitiatory, to remit the sins as well of themselves, as of other,

both quick and dead, to whom they list to apply the same. Thus under pre

tence of holiness, the papistical priests have taken upon them to be Christ’s suc-,

cessors, and to make such an oblation and sacrifice as never creature made but

Christ alone, neither he made the same any more times than once, and that was

by his death upon the cross.

For as St Paul in his epistle to the Hebrews witnesseth, “ Although the high Chain"

priests of the old law ofi'ered many times, at the least every year once, yet fig'aiir'er
Christ offered not himself many times; for then he should many times have died. iiigembéiggn

_ _ _ f Chris I d

But now he offered himself but once, to take away 511! by that offering of lum- Em: glijfl'

self. And as men must die once, so was Christ offered once, to take away the 1"

sins of many.”

And furthermore St Paul saith, that “ the sacrifices of the old law, although Heb. x.

they were continually offered from year to year, yet could they not take away

sin, nor make men perfect. For if they could once have quieted men’s con

sciences by taking away sin, they should have ceased, and no more have been

offered. But Christ with once ofi'ering hath made perfect for over them that be

sanctified, putting their sins clean out of God's remembrance. And where re

mission of sins is, there is no more offering for sin."

And yet further he saith concerning the old testament, that “it was disan- Hem-n.

nulled and taken away, because of the feeblcness and unprofitableness thereof, for

it brought nothing to perfection. And the priests of that law were many, be

cause they lived not long, and so the priesthood went from one to another: but

Christ liveth ever, and bath an everlasting priesthood, that passeth not from him

to any man else. Wherefore he is able perfectly to save them that come to

God by him, forasmuch as he liveth ever to make intercession for us. For it was

meet for us to have such an high priest, that is holy, innocent, without spot,

separated from sinners, and exalted up above heaven: who needeth not daily to

offer up sacrifice, as Aaron’s priests did, first for his own sins, and then for the

people: for that he did once, when he offered up himself.” Here in his epistle

to the Hebrews St Paul hath plainly and fully described unto us the difference

between the priesthood and sacrifices of the old testament, and the most high and

worthy priesthood of Christ, his most perfect and necessary sacrifice, and the

benefit that cometh to us thereby.

[‘ The title of this book runs thus in the Orig. ed. : “ The fifth book is of the Oblation and Sacrifice of

our Saviour Christ.“]
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For Christ ofi'ered not the blood of calves, sheep, and goats, as the priests of

the old law have used to do‘, but he offered his own blood upon the cross. And

he went not into an holy place made by man’s hand, as Aaron did; but he ascend

ed up into heaven, where his eternal Father dwelleth, and before him he maketh

continual supplication for the sins of the whole world, presenting his own body,

which was torn for us, and his precious blood, which of his most gracious and

liberal charity he shed for us upon the cross.

And that sacrifice was of such force, that it was no need to renew it every

372. year, as the bishops did of the old testament, whose sacrifices were many times

offered, and yet were of no great efi'ect or profit, because they were sinners them

selves that offered them, and ofi'ered not their own blood, but the blood of brute

beasts; but Christ’s sacrifice once offered was suflicient for evermore.

gamma!“ And that all men may the better understand this sacrifice of Christ, which

W'fifim he made for the great benefit of all men, it is necessary to know the distinction

and diversity of sacrifices.

One kind of sacrifice there is, which is called a propitiatory or merciful sacri

fice, that is to say, such a sacrifice as pacifieth God’s wrath and indignation, and

obtaineth mercy and forgiveness for all our sins, and is the ransom for our re

demption from everlasting damnation.

gamma“ And although in the old testament there were certain sacrifices called by that

name, yet in very deed there is but one such sacrifice, whereby our sins be par

doned, and God’s mercy and favour obtained, which is the death of the Son of

God our Lord Jesu Christ; nor never was any other sacrifice propitiatory at any

time, nor never shall be.

This is the honour and glory of this our high priest, wherein he admitteth

neither partner nor successor. For by his own oblation he satisfied his Father

for all men’s sins, and reconciled mankind unto his grace and favour. And who

soever deprive him of his honour”, and go about to take it to themselves, they be

very antichrists, and most arrogant blasphemcrs against God and against his

Son Jesus Christ, whom he hath sent.

gpfhzwiflw Another kind of sacrifice there is which doth not reconcile us to God, but

chu'ch- is made of them that be reconciled by Christ, to testify our duties unto God,

and to shew ourselves thankful unto him. And therefore they be called sacrifices

of land, praise, and thanksgiving.

The first kind of sacrifice Christ offered to God for us ; the second kind we

ourselves offer to God by Christ.

And by the first kind of sacrifice Christ ofi'cred also us unto his Father;

and by the second we offer ourselves and all that we have unto him and his

Father.

And this sacrifice generally is our whole Obedience unto God, in keeping

his laws and commandments. Of which manner of sacrifice speaketh the prophet

mu. David, saying: “A sacrifice to God is a contrite heart.” And St Peter saith
1m" IL of all christian people, that they be “an holy priesthood to offer spiritual

sacrifices, acceptable to God by Jesu Christ.” And St Paul saith, that “alway

we offer unto God a sacrifice of land and praise by Jesus Christ.”

ghmriev. But now to speak somewhat more largely of the priesthood and sacrifice

Pmlfiigndgylgfie of Christ, he was such an high bishop, that he, once ofi'ering himself, was sufii~

a??? 0‘ cicnt, by once efi'usion of his blood, to abolish sin unto the world's end. He

was so perfect a priest, that by one oblation he purged an infinite heap of

Heb. Xlii.

[‘ Old law used to do, 1551, and Orig. ed.] [' Of this honour, lip-")1, and Orig. cd.]
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sins, leaving an easy and a ready remedy for all sinners, that his one sacrifice

should suffice for many years unto all men that would not shew themselves

unworthy. And he took unto himself not only their sins that many years

before were dead, and put their trust in him, but also the sins of those that,

until his coming again, should truly believe in his gospel. So that now we

may look for none other priest nor sacrifice to take away our sins, but only

him and his sacrifice. And as he, dying once, was offered for all, so as much 337.

as pertained to him he took all men‘s sins unto himself : so that now there

remaineth no more sacrifices for sin, but extreme judgment at the last day,

when he shall appear to us again, not as a man to be punished again, and

to be made a sacrifice for our sins, as he was before; but he shall come HcbJx.

in his glory without sin, to the great joy and comfort of them which be

purified and made clean by his death, and continue in godly and innocent

living, and to the great terror and dread of them that be wicked and

ungodly.

Thus the scripture teacheth, that if Christ had made ahy oblation for sin

more than once, he should have died more than once; forasmuch as there is

none oblation and sacrifice for sin but only his death. And now there is no

more oblation for sin, seeing that by him our sins be remitted, and our con

sciences quieted.

And although in the old testament there were certain sacrifices, called Chap. .-._

sacrifices for sin, yet they were no such sacrifices that could take away our :Pfhfgliiflce

sins in the sight of God, but they were ceremonies ordained to this intent, w

that they should be, as it were, shadows and figures, to signify beforehand the

excellent sacrifice of Christ that was to come, which should be the very true

and perfect sacrifice for the sins of the whole world.

And for this signification they had the name of a sacrifice propitiatory, and

were called sacrifices for sins, not because they indeed took away our sins,

but because they were images, shadows, and figures, whereby godly men were

admonished of the true sacrifice of Christ then to come, which should truly

abolish sin and everlasting death.

And that those sacrifices which were made by the priests in the old law

could not be able to purchase our pardon, and deserve the remission of our

sins, St Paul doth clearly affirm in his said epistle to the Hebrews, where

he saith: “It is impossible that our sins \should be taken away by the blood Hcb.x.

of oxen and goats.” Wherefore all godly men, although they did use those

sacrifices ordained of God, yet they did not take them as things of that value

and estimation, that thereby they should be able to obtain remission of their

sins before God.

But they took them partly for figures and tokens ordained of God, by the

which he declared that he would send that Seed, which he promised to be the

very true sacrifice for sin, and that he would receive them that trusted in that

promise, and remit their sins for the sacrifice after to come.

And partly they used them as certain ceremonies, whereby such persons as

had offended against the law of Moses, and were cast out of the congregation,

were received again among the people, and declared to be absolved. As

for like purposes we use in the church of Christ sacraments by him insti—

tuted. And this outward casting out from the people of God, and receiving

in again, was according to the law and knowledge of man; but the true recon.

eiliation and forgiveness of sin before God, neither the fathers of the old law

had, nor we yet have, but only by the sacrifice of Christ, made in the mount
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of Calvary. And the sacrifices of the old law were prognostications and figures

of the same then to come, as our sacraments he figures and demonstrations of

the same now passed.

Now by these foresaid things may every man easily perceive, that the

offering of the priest in the mass, or the appointing of his ministration at his

pleasure, to them that be quick or dead, cannot merit and deserve, neither to

himself, nor to them for whom he singeth or saith, the remission of their sins;

but that such popish doctrine is contrary to the doctrine of the gospel, and

injurious to the sacrifice of Christ. For if only the death of Christ be the

oblation, sacrifice, and price wherefore our sins be pardoned, then the act or

ministration of the priest cannot have the same office. Wherefore it is an

abominable blasphemy to give that office or dignity to a priest, which per

taineth only to Christ; or to affirm that the church hath need of any such

sacrifice: as who should say, that Christ’s sacrifice were not sufficient for the

remission of our sins, or else that his sacrifice should hang upon the sacrifice

of a priest.

But all such priests as pretend to be Christ’s successors in making a sacri

fice of him, they be his most heinous and horrible adversaries. For never no

person made a sacrifice of Christ, but he himself only. And therefore St Paul

saith, that “ Christ’s priesthood cannot pass from him to another.” For what

needeth any more sacrifices, if Christ’s sacrifice be perfect and sufficient?

And as St Paul saith, that if the sacrifices and ministration of Aaron, and

other priests of that time, had lacked nothing, but had been perfect and

sufficient, then should not the sacrifice of Christ have been required, (for it

had been but in vain to add any thing to that which of itself was perfect ;)

so likewise if Christ’s sacrifice, which he made himself, be sufficient, what need

we every day to have more and more sacrifices ? Wherefore all popish

priests that presume to make every day a sacrifice of Christ, either must they

needs make Christ’s sacrifice vain, unperfect, and unsufiicient, or else is their

sacrifice in vain which is added to the sacrifice which is already of itself suffi

cient and perfect. .

But it is a wondrous thing to see what shifts and cautels the popish anti

christs devise to colour and cloke their wicked errors. And as a chain is so

joined together, that one link draweth another after it, so be vices and errors

knit together, that every one draweth his fellow with him. And so doth it

here in this matter.

For the papists, to excuse themselves, do say that they make no new sacri

fice, nor none other sacrifice than Christ made (for they be not so blind but

they see, that then they should add another sacrifice to Christ’s sacrifice, and

so make his sacrifice unperfeet;) but they say that they make the self-same

sacrifice for sin that Christ himself made.

And here they run headlongs into the foulest and most heinous error that

ever was imagined. For if they make every day the same oblation and

sacrifice for sin that Christ himself made, and the oblation that he made

was his death, and the effusion of his most precious blood upon the cross,

for our redemption and price of our sins; then followeth it of‘ necessity, that

they every day slay Christ, and shed his blood, and so be they worse than

the wicked Jews and Pharisees, which slew him and shed his blood but

once. _

Almighty God, the Father of light and truth, banish all such darkness and

error out of his church, with the authors and teachers thereof, or else con
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vert their hearts unto him, and give this light of faith to every man, that

he may trust to have remission of his sins, and be delivered from eternal

death and hell, by the merit only of the death and blood of Christ; and that

by his own faith every man may apply the same unto himself, and not

take it at the appointment of popish priests, by the merit of sacrifices and

oblations!

If we be indeed, as we profess, christian men, we may ascribe this honour 37

and glory to no man, but to Christ alone. Wherefore let us give the whole

laud and praise hereof unto him; let us fly only to him for succour; let us

hold him fast and hang upon him, and give ourselves wholly to him. And

forasmuch as he hath given himself to death for us, to be an oblation and

sacrifice to his Father for our sins, let us give ourselves again unto him, making

unto him an oblation, not of goats, sheep, kine, and other beasts that have

no reason, as was accustomed before Christ’s coming, but of a creature that

hath reason, that is to say, of ourselves; not killing our own bodies, but

mortifying the beastly and unreasonable affections that would gladly rule and

reign in us.

So long as the law did reign, God sufi'ered dumb beasts to be offered unto

him: but now that we be spiritual, we must ofi'er spiritual oblations in the

place of calves, sheep, goats, and doves. We must kill devilish pride, furious

anger, insatiable covetousncss, filthy lucre, stinking lechery, deadly hatred and

malice, foxy wiliness, wolvish ravening and devouring, and all other unrea

sonable lusts and desires of the flesh. And as many as belong to Christ can.

must crucify and kill these for Christ’s sake, as Christ crucified himself for

their sakes.

These be the sacrifices of christian men, these hosts and oblations be

acceptable to Christ. And as Christ ofi'ered himself for us, so is it our duties

after this sort to offer ourselves to him again. And so shall we not have

the name of christian men in vain; but as we pretend to belong to Christ

in word and profession, so shall we indeed be his in life and inward affection;

so that within and without we shall be altogether his, clean from all hypocrisy

or dissimulation. And if we refuse to offer ourselves after this wise unto

him, by crucifying our own wills, and committing us wholly to the will of

God, we be most unkind people, superstitious hypocrites, or rather unreasons

able beasts, worthy to be excluded utterly from all the benefits of Christ's

oblations.

And if we put the oblation of the priest in the stead of the oblation of ghee“

LI

.

. . . . hurrah

Christ, refusing to receive the sacrament of his body and blood ourselves, asgfigjble

be ordained, and trusting to have remission of our sins by the sacrifice of the my“

priest in the mass, and thereby also to obtain release of the pains in purgw ml, 5?

tory, we do not only injury to Christ, but also commit most detestable idolatry. 252:2:

For these be but false doctrines, without shame devised, and feigned by wicked “om

popish priests, idolaters, monks, and friars, which for lucre have altered and

corrupted the most holy supper of the Lord, and turned it into manifest

idolatry. Wherefore all godly men ought with all their heart to refuse and

abhor all such blasphemy against the Son of God.

And forasmuch as in such masses is manifest wickedness and idolatry,

wherein the priest alone maketh oblation satisfactory, and applieth the same

for the quick and the dead at his will and pleasure, all such popish masses

are to be clearly taken away out of christian churches, and the true use of

the Lord’s supper is to be restored again; wherein godly people assembled

together may receive the sacrament every man for himself, to declare that he
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remcmbereth what benefit he hath received by the death of Christ, and to

testify that he is a member of Christ’s body, fed with his flesh, and drinking

his blood spiritually.

Christ did not ordain his sacraments to this use, that one should receive

them for another, or the priest for all the lay people; but he ordained them

for this intent, that every man should receive them for himself, to ratify, con

firm, and stablish his own faith and everlasting salvation. Therefore as one

man may not be baptized for another, and if he be, it availeth nothing, so

ought not one to receive the holy communion for another. For if a man be

dry or hungry, he is never a whit eased if another man drink or eat for him;

or if a man be all dcfiled, it helpeth him nothing another man to be washed

for him: so availeth it nothing to a man, if another man be baptized for him,

or be refreshed for him with the meat and drink at the Lord’s table. And

therefore said St Peter: “Let every man be baptized in the name of Jesu

Christ.” And our Saviour Christ said to the multitude: “Take, and eat.”

And further he said: “Drink you all of this.” Whosoever therefore will be

spiritually regenerated in Christ, he must be baptized himself; and he that

will live himself by Christ, must by himself cat Christ’s flesh and drink

his blood.

And briefly to conclude: he that thinketh to come to the kingdom of Christ

himself, must also come to his sacraments himself, and keep his commandments

himself, and do all things that pertain to a christian man and to his vocation

himself; lest, if he refer these things to another man to do them for him, the

other may with as good right claim the kingdom of heaven for him.

Therefore Christ made no such difference between the priest and the layman,

that the priest should make oblation and sacrifice of Christ for the layman, and

eat the Lord’s supper from him all alone, and distribute and apply it as him

liketh. Christ made no such difference, but the difference that is between the

priest and the layman in this matter is only in the ministration; that the priest,

as a common minister of the church, doth minister and distribute the Lord’s

supper unto other, and other receive it at his hands. But the very supper itself

was by Christ instituted and given to the whole church, not to be offered and

eaten of the priest for other men, but by him to be delivered to all that would

duly ask it.

As in a prince’s house the officers and ministers prepare the table, and yet

other, as well as they, eat the meat and drink the drink ; so do the priests and

ministers prepare the Lord’s supper, read the gospel, and rehearse Christ‘s

words, but all the people say thereto, Amen. All remember Christ’s death, all

give thanks to God, all repent and offer themselves an oblation to Christ, all take

him for their Lord and Saviour, and spiritually feed upon him, and in token.

thereof they eat the bread and drink the wine in his mystical supper.

And this nothing diminisheth the estimation and dignity of priesthood and

other ministers of the church, but advanceth and highly commendeth their minis

tration. For if they are much to be loved, honoured and esteemed, that be the

kings, chancellors, judges, officers, and ministers in temporal matters; how much

then are they to be esteemed, that be ministers of Christ’s words and sacraments,

and have to them committed the keys of heaven, to let in and shut out by the

ministration of his word and gospel?

Now forasmuch as I trust that I have plainly enough set forth the propitia

tory sacrifice of our Saviour Jesu Christ, to the capacity and comfort of all men

that have any understanding of Christ; and have declared also the heinous abo

mination and idolatry of the popish mass, wherein the priests have taken upon,
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them the oflice of Christ, to make a propitiatory sacrifice for the sins of the

people; and I have also1 told what manner of sacrifice christian people ought to

make; it is now necessary to make answer to the subtle persuasions and sophis- 377.

tical cavillations of the papists, whereby they have deceived many a simple man,

both learned and unlearned.

The place of St Paul unto the Hebrews, which they do cite for their pur- Heb.“

pose, maketh quite and clean against them. For where St Paul saith, that

“ every high priest is ordained to offer gifts and sacrifices for sins,” he spake not

that of the priests of the new testament, but of the old, which, as he saith,

ofi'ered calves and goats. And yet they were not such priests that by their

offerings and sacrifices they could take away the people’s sins; but they were

shadows and figures of Christ our everlasting priest, which only by one oblatien

of himself taketh away the sins of the world. Wherefore the popish priests, that

apply this text unto themselves, do directly contrary to the meaning of St Paul,

to the great injury and prejudice of Christ, by whom only St Paul saith that

the sacrifice and oblatien for the sin of the whole world was accomplished and

fulfilled.

And as little serveth for the papists’ purpose the text of the prophet Malachi, Mfll- i

that “every where should be offered unto God a pure sacrifice and oblatien.”

For the prophet in that place spake no word of the mass, nor of any oblatien

propitiatory' to be made by the priests; but he spake of the oblatien of all faith

ful people, in what place so ever they be, which offer unto God, with pure

hearts and minds, sacrifices of laud and praise: prophesying of the vocation of

the gentiles, that God would extend his mercy unto them, and not be the God

only of the Jews, but of all nations, from east to west, that with pure faith call

upon him and glorify his name.

But the adversaries of Christ gather together a great heap of authors, gf‘agéfyérhm

which, as they say, call the mass or holy communion a sacrifice. But all those "w “m”

authors be answered unto in this one sentence, that they call it not a sacrifice for

sin, because that it taketh away our sin, which is taken away only by the death

of Christ, but because the holy communion was ordained of Christ to put us in

remembrance of the sacrifice made by him upon the cross: for that cause it

beareth the name of that sacrifice, as St Augustine dcclareth plainly in his epistle Ad :2?“

ad Bomg'facium, before rehearsed in this book, pp. 123, 124’. And in his iliebezilgp'

book De fide ad Petrum Diaconuma, and in his book De Cim'tate Dei, he Fvidjmbd.

saith: “That which men call a sacrifice is a sign or representation of the true fil-nii“h‘f,f,‘§fi_]

sacrifice ‘.” '

And the Master of the sentence, of whom all the school-authors take their if???“

occasion to write, judged truly in this point, saying: “That which is offered M

and consecrated of the priest is called a sacrifice and oblatien, because it is aed-l

memory and representation of the true sacrifice and holy oblatien made in the

altar of the cross”?

And St Jolm Chrysostom, after he had said that Christ is our bishop, which gprlygatem.

offered that sacrifice that made us clean, and that we offer the same now, lest "om-1'7

any man might be deceived by his manner of speaking, he openeth his meaning

 

[1 And have also, 1551, and Orig. ed.] Basil. ap. Amerbach. 1506.]

[’ F0]. 64. ed. 1551, and Orig. ed. p. 141. ed. [5 Illud quod ofi‘ertur et consecratur a sacerdote,

1580, which is a mispriut : it should be p. 125.] vocari sacrificium et oblationem, quia memoria est

[3 Vid- P- 77-] ct reprzesentstio veri sacrificii et sanctm immoln

[‘ Sacrificium ergo visibile invisibilis sacrificii cionis them in are crucis. Pen-us Lombardus, Lib.

sacramentum, id est, sacrum signum est. August. IV. Dist. 12. p. 745. Colon. 1609.]

De Civitate Dei. Lib. X. cap. 5. Pan vii. Ed.
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more plainly, saying: “That which we do is done for a remembrance of that

which was done by Christ; for Christ saith, ‘ Do this in remembrance of me‘.’ ”

Also Chrysostom, declaring at length that the priests of the old law offered ever

new sacrifices, and changed them from time to time, and that christian people do

not so, but ofl'er ever one sacrifice of Christ; yet by and by, lest some might

be ofi'ended with this speech, he maketh as it were a correction of his words,

saying, “ But rather we make a remembrance of Christ’s sacrifice.” As though

878. he should say: although in a certain kind of speech we may say that every day

we make a sacrifice of Christ, yet in very deed, to speak properly, we make no

sacrifice of him, but only a commemoration and remembrance of that sacrifice

which he alone made, and never none but he. Nor Christ never gave this

honour to any creature, that he should make a sacrifice of him, nor did not

ordain the sacrament of his holy supper, to the intent that either the priest or2

the people should sacrifice Christ again, or that the priests should make a sacri

fice of him for the people: but his holy supper was ordained for this purpose,

that every man, eating and drinking thereof, should remember that Christ died

for him, and so should exercise his faith, and comfort himself by the remem

brance of Christ’s benefits, and so give unto Christ most hearty thanks, and give

himself also clearly unto him.

Wherefore the ordinance of Christ ought to be followed: the priest to

minister the sacrament to the people, and they to use it to their consolation.

And in this eating, drinking, and using of the Lord’s supper, we make not of

Christ a new sacrifice propitiatory for remission of sin.

Chap.xrv. But the humble confession of all penitent hearts, their acknowledging of

3.“.2‘21. J; Christ’s benefits, their thanksgiving for the same, their faith and consolation in

Egg“; Christ, their humble submission and obedience to God’s will and commandments.

is a sacrifice of laud and praise, accepted and allowed of God no less than the

sacrifice of the priest. For Almighty God, without respect of person, acccpteth

the oblatien and sacrifice of priest and lay person, of king and subject, of master

and servant, of man and woman, of young and old, yea of English, French, Scot,

Greek, Latin, Jew, and Gentile; of every man according to his faithful and obe

dient heart unto him, and that through the sacrifice propitiatory of Jesu Christ.

Chap.x_v. And as for the saying or singing of the mass by the priest, as it was in
The paplsli

comm: time passed used, it is neither a sacrifice propitiatory, nor yet a sacrifice of
ncilherasm

fijfgrgvof- land and praise, nor in any wise allowed before God, but abominable and detest

°Fvmfmk able; and thereof may well be verified the saying of Christ: “That thing

“k” “i' which seemeth an high thing before men is an abomination before God.”

They therefore which gather of the doctors, that the mass is a sacrifice for

remission of sin, and that it is applied by the priest to them for whom he saith

or singeth, they which so gather of the doctors do to them most grievous

injury and wrong, most falsely belying them.

552:};- f'gho For these monstrous things were never seen nor known cf the old and pri

mitive church, nor there was not then in one church many masses every day;

§',‘,‘Z,E,‘}','_“““° but upon certain days there was a common table of the Lord’s supper, where

a number of people did together receive the body and blood of the Lord: but

there were then no daily private masses, where every priest received alone, like

 

[l Ti 06v; finds xafi' émz'o-rnv vips'pav oi; 1rpocr- 'niv éiuiv a'vu'nvmrw. of”: zi'hkvyv fluaiav, Kada'arep

¢éP°IlW§ TPOG'IPE'pOF-GV ,uéu, dhk’ a'va'pvqrrw 1rol- o n'pxxspsbs 'ro'rs, (iXXa‘ Tviu ail-nix! a'el Tolofipev'

0614:1101. 'rei Oavd'roU mi'rol? . . . . . e'xslvnv ,uliX/Mw do duu'umlo'w ép'yngdncfia (indium—Chi?"

wpootfiépopev Kai Ill-ill, 'rriv 'rd'rs 'rs wpozrevexllsioav, sost. in Epist. ad Heb. Hem. xvii. Tom. X“.

TI)" auu'hw'rou. 'roU-rn sir dlléflllnd‘lll 'yive-rm Tm? pp. l611,9. Ed. Boned]

"m" 7‘"°I“"°"- "'7" “flip 'Il'vlfi'ré, rho-w, ch [‘1 The Orig. ed. omits the words ‘lhe priest or.‘]
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as until this day there is none in the Greek churches, but one common mass in a

day. Nor the holy fathers of the old church would not have suffered such

ungodly and wicked abuses of the Lord’s supper.

But these private masses sprang up of late years, partly through the igno

rance and superstition of unlearned monks and friars, which knew not what a

sacrifice was, but made of the mass a sacrifice propitiatory, to remit both sin and

the pain due for the same; but chiefly they sprang of lucre and gain, when

priests found the means to sell masses to the people, which caused masses so

much to increase, that every day was said an infinite number, and that no priest

would receive the communion at another priest’s hand, but every one would 379.

receive it alone; neither regarding the godly decree of the most famous and holy Concilium
Nioenum,

council of Nice, which appointed3 in what order priests should be placed above may;

deacons at the communion‘, nor yet the Canons of the apostles, which command, 8'

that when any communion is ministered, all the priests together should receive

the same, or else be excommunicate‘. So much the old fathers misliked that any

priest should receive the sacrament alone.

Therefore when the old fathers called the mass or supper of the Lord a

sacrifice, they meant that it was a sacrifice of lauds and thanksgiving, (and so as

Well the people as the priest do sacrifice,) or else that it was a remembrance of

the very true sacrifice propitiatory of Christ; but they meant in no wise that it

is a very true sacrifice for sin, and applicable by the priest to the quick and dead.

For the priest’ may well minister Christ’s words and sacraments to all men,

both good and bad; but he can apply the benefit of Christ’s passion to no man,

being of age and discretion, but only to such as by their own faith do apply the

same unto themselves: so that every man of age and discretion taketh to

himself the benefits of Christ’s passion, or refuseth them himself, by his own

faith, quick or dead; that is to say, by his true and lively faith, that worketh

by charity, he receiveth them, or else by his ungodliness or feigned faith

rejecteth them.

And this doctrine of the scripture clearly condemneth the wicked intentions

of the papists inlthese latter days, which have devised a purgatory to torment

souls after this life, and oblations of masses said by the priests to deliver them

from the said torments; and a great number of other commodities do they pro

mise to the simple ignorant people by their masses.

Now the nature of man being ever prone to idolatry from the beginning of Chnp.xvfl

the world, and the papists being ready by all means and policy to defend and 2:55:12?
. . . . , how papum‘

extol the mass for their estimation and profit, and the people bemg supersti- galwnasfim

tiously enamoured and doted upon the mass, because they take it for a present we chm"

remedy against all manner of evils, and part of the princes being blinded by

papistical doctrine, part loving quietness, and loth to ofl'end their clergy and

subjects, and all being captive and subject to the antichrist of Rome, the estate

of the world remaining in that case“, it is no wonder that abuses grew and

increased in the church, that superstition with idolatry were taken for godliness

and true religion, and that many things were brought in without the authority of

Christ: as purgatory, the oblatien and sacrificing of Christ by the priest alone, The “bum .
of the pnplstl'

cal masses.

 

[3 Appointeth, 1551, and Orig. ed.] Can. xviii. Labb. Tom. II. p. 676.]
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the application and appointing of the same to such persons as the priest would sing

or say mass for, and to such abuses as they could devise, to deliver some from

purgatory, and some from hell, (if they were not there finally by God deter

mined to abide, as they termed the matter,) to make rain or fair weather, to put

away the plague and other sicknesses both from man and beast, to hallow and

preserve them that went to Jerusalem, to Rome, to St James in Compostella,

and other places in pilgrimage, for a preservative against tempest and thunder,

against perils and dangers of the sea, for a remedy against murrain of cattle,

against pensiveness of the heart, against all manner afiliction and tribulations.

And finally, they extol their masses far above Christ’s passion, promising

380. many things thereby, which were never promised us by Christ’s passion: as

that if a man hear mass, he shall lack no bodily sustenance that day, nor nothing

necessary for him, nor shall be letted in his journey; he shall not lose his sight

that day, nor die no sudden death; he shall not wax old in that time that he

heareth mass, nor no wicked spirits shall have power of him, be he never so

wicked a man, so long as he looketh upon the sacrament. All these foolish and

devilish superstitions the papists, of their own idle brain, have devised of late

years, which devices were never known in the old church.

$m'C-hm'“ And yet they cry out against them that profess the gospel, and say that

fifil‘oiifi they dissent from the church, and would have them to follow the example of

their church. And so would they gladly do, if the papists would follow the

first church of the apostles, which was most pure and incorrupt: but the papists

have clearly varied from the usage and examples of that church, and have

invented new devices of their own brains, and will in no wise consent to fol

low the primitivc church; and yet they would have other to follow their church,

utterly varying and dissenting from the first most godly church. But, thanks

be to the eternal God! the manner of the holy communion, which is now set

forth within this realm, is agreeable with the institution of Christ, with St

Paul, and the old primitive and apostolic church, with the right faith of the

sacrifice of Christ upon the cross for our redemption, and with the true

doctrine of our salvation, justification, and remission of all our sins by that

only sacrifice.

A-honin- Now resteth nothing, but that all faithful subjects will gladly receive and
structiento _ _ _

lhe holy embrace the same, bemg sorry for their former ignorance, and every man
mmumn' repenting himself of his offences against God, and amending the same, may

yield himself wholly to God, to serve and obey him all the days of his life,

and often to come to the holy supper, which our Lord and Saviour Christ

hath prepared. And as be there corporally eateth the very bread, and drinketh

the very wine; so spiritually he may feed of the very flesh and blood of

Jesu Christ his Saviour and Redeemer, remembering his death, thanking him

for his benefits, and looking for none other sacrifice at no priest’s hands for

remission of his sins; but only trusting to his sacrifice, which being both the

high priest, and also the Lamb of God, prepared from the beginning to take

away the sins of the world, offered up himself once for ever in a sacrifice

of sweet smell unto his Father, and by the same paid the ransom for the

sins of the whole world: who is before us entered into heaven, and sitteth

at the right hand of his Father, as a patron, mediator, and intercessor for

us; and there hath prepared places for all them that be lively members of

his body, to reign with him for ever, in the glory of his Father; to whom

with him, and the Holy Ghost, be glory, honour, and praise for ever and

ever. Amen.
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Thus having rehearsed the whole words of my last book, I shall return to your Mineissue.

issue, and make a joinder or demur with you therein. And if you cannot prove

your propitiatory sacrifice of the priests by Petrus Lombardus, and Nicene council,

then must you confess by your own issue, that the verdict must justly pass against

you, and that you have a fall in your own suit. As for the sacrifice of lands and

thanksgiving, I have set it forth plainly in my book; but the sacrifice propitiatory,

devised to be made by the priest in the mass only, is a great abomination before

God, how glorious soever it appear before men. And it is set up only by antichrist, 381.

and therefore worthy to be abhorred of all that truly profess Christ. '

And first, as concerning Nicene council, because you begin with that first, I will

rehearse your words.

“'INCHFSI‘ER.

First, to begin with the council of Nice, the same hath opened the mystery of the sacrament of

the body and blood of Christ in this wise, “That christian men believe the Lamb that taketh away

the sins of the world, to be situate upon God’s board, and to be sacrificed of the priests, not after

the manner of other sacrifices.” This is the doctrine of the council of Nice, and must then

be called an holy doctrine, and thereby a true doctrine, consonant to the scriptures, the found

ation of all truth. If the author will deny this to have been the teaching of the council of

Nice, I shall allege therefore the allegation of the same by (Ecolampadius, who, being an ad

versary to the truth, was yet by God's providence ordered to bear testimony to the truth in

this point, and by his mean is published to the world, in Greek, as followeth, which neverthe

less may otherwise appear to be true: ’E1ri Ti): aria: rpam'bls mihw xdvrafifla pi] rtii 1rpo

xerpe'wqs iiprtp Ktll 1a.”) norqpiq: 'ra'lruw'iir npooc'xwpw, dhh' bdmitrawcr rill! 8uivotav, m'o-m

von'awpev xsio'eat c'iri. 1'7]: iepdc e'xeivr]: 'rpan'e'l'ne rbv dun/bu roii 9600 1131/ aipolrra 11):! tipap‘riav

'roi/ nitrpov, dau'rtos inrb raw irpe'aw Hvtipzvov, Kai rb riuiov aim-oi; o-ciipa Kai alpa tihnatbs‘ hay.

Btivovras ripfir, trio-reliant rain-a rival 'rit Ti): ripc're'pas' tivatrm'o'sws mipfiohn. Bu‘l roin'o ydp

051’s 1rohii hapBdvop-sv tihh' zihi'yov, 'iva yvthusv 511 oiu: (is nhqo'povr‘lv, dhh' (is dytaa'uév.

Itemm etiam hie in divina mensa, ne humiliter intenti simus ad propositum panem et

poculum, sed mento exaltata fide intclligamus, siturn esso in were illa mcnsa illum Dei

agnum, qui tollit peccata mnndi, sacrificatum a sacordotibus, non victimarum more: et

nos pretiosum illius corpus et sanguinem were sumentes, credore hare csse resurrectionis

nostrtc symbols. 1. Ideo enim non multum accipimus, sed parum, ut cognoscamus, quoniam

non in satietatem, sed sanetificationem. These words may be Englished thus: “Again in

this godly table, we should not in base and low consideration direct our understanding to the

bread and cup set forth; but having our mind malted, we should understand by faith to be

situate in that table the Lamb of God which taketh away the sins of the world, sacrificed

of the priests, not after the manner of other sacrifices, and we receiving truly the precious

body and blood of the same Lamb, to believe these to be the tokens of our resurrection. And

for that we receive not much, but a little, because we should know that not for saturity and

filling, Inst for sanctificationz."

This holy council of Nice hath been believed universally in declaration qf the mystery of

the Trinity, and the sacraments also. And to them that confess that council to be holy, as

the author here cloth, and to such as profess to believe the determination of that council in

the opening of the mystery of the Trinity, with other words than scripture useth, (although

they express such sense as in the scriptures-3 is contained,) why should not all such likewise

believe the same council in erplication of the sacraments, which to do the author hath bound

himself; granting that council holy? And then we must believe the 'very presence of Christ’s

body and blood on God’s board, and that priests do there sacrifice, and be therefore called vagina

and named socrificers‘. So as those names and terms be to be honoured and religiously “m cm'

spoken of, being in an holy council uttered and confessed, because it was so seen to them

and the Holy Ghost, without whose present assistance and suggestion believed to be there the

council could not or ought not to be called holy. Now, if we conjbr with that council of

 

[‘ Resurrectionis symbols, Orig. ed. Winch] See Labbé Concilia, Vol. ]I. pp. 103. 233. Cave‘s

[2 This quotation is made from “The History Ilist. ML]

of the Council of Nice, by Gelasius Cyzicenus,” a [3 Scripture, 1551.]

work of no value or repute. The more authentic [‘ And he therefore called sacrifices, Orig. ed.

histories of the Council do not give the passage. “'inch.]
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Gal. iii.

Nice the testimony of the church beginning at St Dionyse, who was in the time of the

apostles, and afler him coming to Irenee, who was near the apostles, and then Tertullian,

and so St Cyprian, St Chrysostom, St Cyril, St Hierome, St Augustine, and from that age

to the time of Petrus Lombardusl, all spake of the sacrament to the same efict, and termed

it for the word sacrifice and oblatien, to be frequented in the church, of the body and blood

of Christ, as may be in partimzlarity shewed, whereof I make also an issue with the author.

CANTERBURY.

For answer to Nicene council, it speaketh of a sacrifice of lauds and thanksgiving,

which is made by the priest in the name of the whole church, and is the sacrifice

as well of the people as of the priest: this sacrifice, I say, the council of Nice speaketh

of; but it speaketh not one word of the sacrifice propitiatory, which never none made

but only Christ, nor he never made it any more than once, which was by his death.

And whcresoever Christ shall be hereafter, in heaven or in earth, he shall never be

sacrificed again; but the church continually, in remembrance of that sacrifice, maketh

a sacrifice of land and praise, giving evermore thanks unto him for that propitiatory

sacrifice. And in the third chapter of my book here recited, the difference of these

two sacrifices is plainly set out.

And although Nicene council call Christ “the Lamb that taketh away the sins of

the world," yet doth it not mean that by the sacrifice of the priest in the mass, but

by the sacrifice of himself upon the cross. But here, according to your accustomed

manner, you altcr some words of the council, and add also some of your own. For

the council said not that the Lamb of God is “sacrificed of the priests, not after the

manner of other sacrifices ;" but that he is sacrificed not after the manner of a sacri

ficc. And in saying, that Christ is sacrificed of the priest, not like a sacrifice, or

after the manner of a sacrifice, the council in these words signified a difference be

tween the sacrifice of the priest, and the sacrifice of Christ, which upon the cross

ofi'cred himself to be sacrificed after the manner of a very sacrifice, that is to say,

unto death, for the sins of the world. Christ made the bloody sacrifice, which took

away sin: the priest with the church make a commemoration thereof with lands and

thanksgiving, ofi'ering also themselves obedient to God unto death. And yet this our

sacrifice taketh not away our sins, nor is not accepted but by his sacrifice. The

bleeding of him took away our sins, not the eating of him.

And although that council say, that Christ is situate in that table, yet it saith

not that he is really and corporally in the bread and wine. For then that council

would not have forbid us to direct our minds to the bread and cup, if they had

believed that Christ had been really there. But forasmuch as the council commandeth

that we shall not direct our minds downward to the bread and cup, but lift them

up to Christ by faith, they give us to understand by those words, that Christ is

really and corporally ascended up into heaven, unto which place we must lift up our

minds, and reach him there by our faith, and not look down to find him in the

bread. And yet he is in the bread sacramentally, as the same council saith, that

the Holy Ghost is in the water of baptism. And as Christ is in his supper present

to feed us, so is he in baptism to clothe and apparel us with his own self, as the

same council dcclareth, whose words be these: “He that is baptized, goeth down

into the water, being subject to sin, and held in the bands of corruption; but he riseth

up free from bondage and sin, being made by the grace of God his son and heir,

and co-inheritor with Christ, and apparelled with Christ himself, as it is written:

‘ As many of you as be baptized unto Christ, you have put Christ upon yon’.'" These

[I That age to Pelrus Lombardus, Orig. ed.

Winch]

[' Derrst. Grntian. in Corpus Juris Canonici.

-De consecrat. Dist. ii. can. 52. ‘“ Semel.“ Tom 1.

col. 1938. Ed. Lugd. lfil8.]

[n Kn're'pxe-rm [4211 aim b fidTTlZé/AQ'UOC l'nrer'r

euuos‘ a'pap-rrma'fmu, Kai 'rfi 1f]: qifiopr'ic dovheiq

éucXzi/rcvoc' a'ue'pxc'rar BE ékcufiepwfisir 'rfis' 1'5 1'0:

461'": dovhc-irrv xai 'rfic a'nap'riac, uldr 1'05 660-?
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Concil. Tom. ll. co]. 888. Flor-em. 1759.]
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~words of the council I rehearse only in English, because I will not let nor encumber

the reader with the Greek or Latin, as you do, which is nothing else but to re

hearse one thing thrice, without need or profit. If I had list, I could have rehearsed

all the Greek authors in Greek, and the Latin writers in Latin; but unto English

men, unto whom only I write, it were a vain labour or glory, without fruit or profit,

or any other cause, except I intended to make my book long for gain of the printer,

rather than for profit to the reader.

But to return to the matter: Christ is present in his holy supper, as that holy

council saith, even as he is present in baptism, but not really, camallya corporally,

and naturally, as you without ground imagine.

And if he were so present, yet is he not there sacrificed again for sin. For then

were his first sacrifice upon the cross in vain, if it sufficed not therefore.

And as for Dionyse, Irenee, Tertullian, with all your other authors, I have an

swered them in the thirteenth chapter of this my last book. And what need you

make an iæue in this thing which is not in controversy, and which I affirm in my

whole last book? The matter in question is of the “sacrifice propitiatory;" and you

make your issue of the sacrifice generally.

Now let us see how you entreat Petrus I.omhardus.

\VlNClll-ZS'I‘ER.

For the other point, in that the author approveth the judgment of Petrus Lombardus in

the matter, what should I more do, but write in the words of Petrus Lombardus as he hath

them? which be these, in the fourth book, the twelfth chapter, alleged by the author: Post

hæc quæriturp si quod gerit sacerdos proprie dicatur sacrificium vel immolatio, et si christus

quotidie immoletur4, vel semel tantum immolatus sit? Ad hoc breviter dici potest, illud

quod ofl‘ertur et consecratur a sacerdote, vocari sacrificium et oblationem, quia memoria

est et repræsentatio veri sacrificii et sanctae immolationis factæ in ara crucis; et semel christus

mortuus in cruce est, ibique immolatus est in semetipso, quotidie autem immolatur in sa

cramento, quia in sacramento recordatio fit illius, quod factum est semel: uude Augus

tinus: ucertum habemus, quia christus rosurgens ex mortuis jam non moriturg et tamen,

no obliviscamur quod semel factum est, in memoria nostra omni anno fit, scilicet quando

pascha eelebratur. nunquid totiens christus occiditur? sed tantum anniversaria recordatio

repræsentat quod olim factum est, ct sic nos facit moveri tanquam videamus Dominum in

crnce5.” Item: “Semel immolatus est Christus in semetipso, et tamen quotidie immolatur

in sacmmentoa.” Quod sic intelligendum est: quia in manifestatione corporis et distinctione

membrorum semel tantum in cruce pependits ofl'erens se Deo Patri hostiam redemptionis

etiicacem. eorum scilicet quos pnedestinavit. Item Ambrosius: “In Christo semel oblata

est hostia ad salutem potens; quid ergo nos? Nonne per singulos dies ofi‘erimus? Et si

quotidie ofi'eramus, ad recordationem ejus mortis fit; et una est hostia, non multæz quo

modo una et non multae? quia semel immolatus est Christus. lioc autem sacrificium ex

emplum est illiusz id ipsum, et semper id ipsum ofl'ertur: proinde hoc idem est sacrificium;

alioquin djcetur, quoniam in multis locis ofi‘ertur, multi sunt Christi: non, sed unus ubique

est Christus, et hic plenus existens, et illic plenus, sicut quod ubique ofi'ertur unum est

corpus, ita et unum saerifieium. Christus hostiam obtulit, ipsam ofl‘erimus ct nunc; sed

quod nos agimus recordatio est sacrificii. Nee causa suæ infirmitatis ropetitur, quia per

ficit hominem, sed nostram quia quotidie peccamusln Ex his colligitur esse sacrificium et

dici quod agitur in altari, ct christum semel oblatum et quotidie ofl‘erri, sed aliter tune,

aliter nunc: et etiam quae sit virtus hujus sacramenti ostcnditur: remissio scilicot pecca

sea

[4 quotidie vel immoletur semel, in ed. 1580.]

[5 lit scimus et certum habemus, et fide immo

bili retinemus, quia “ christus resurgens a mortuis

jam non morilur, et mors ei ultra non dominabitur."

Verbs ista Apostoli suntz tamen ne obliviscamur

quod factum est same], in memoris nostra semel

omni anno fit. quotiens pascha celebratury nunquid

totiens Uhristus moritur? Sed tamen anniversaria

recordatio quasi repræsentat quod olim factum est,

ct sic nos facit moneri [a]. movcri] tanquam videa

mus in cruce pendentem Dominum.—August. in

Psalm. xxi. Prmt'at. in secundum expositionem.

Tom. VIII. p. sit Ed. Paris. 1635.]

te August. Epist. xxur. Ad Bonifacium.

Nonne semel immolatus est christus in seipso, et

tamen in sacramento . . . . omni die populis immo

latur? Tom. I]. p. llli-l

[7 In Epist. ad Hcbr. 1:. Tom. III. p. 651. Paris_

163]. But this commentary is emirely omitted by

the Benedictine editors, as being certainly spurious.]
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torum vcnialium ct perfcctio virtutis. The English whereof is this: “After this it is asked

whether that the priest doth, may be said properly a sacrifice or immolation; and whether

Christ be daily immolate or only once? Whereunto it may be shortly answered, That which

is ofliared and consecrute of the priest, is called a sacrifice and ablation, because it is a memory

and representation of the true sacrifice and holy immolation done in the altar of the cross.

And Christ was once dead on the cross, and there was ofered in himself,' but he is daily imp

molate in the sacrament, because in the sacrament there is made a memory of that is once

done. Whereupon St Augustine: ‘ We are assured that Christ rising from death dieth not

now,’ 80. Yet, lest we should forget that is once done, in our memory every year is done,

viz. as often as the pascha is celebrate, is Christ as often killed ? only a yearly remembrance

represcnteth that was once done, and so causeth us1 to be moved as though we saw our Lord

on the cross. Also Christ was once ofered in himself, and is ofered2 daily in the sacra

ment. Which is thus to be understanded, that in open shewing of his body and distinction of

his members he did hang only once upon the cross, ofering himself to God the Father an

host of redemption effectual for them whom he hath predestinate. Also St Ambrose: ‘In

Christ the host was once ofe-red being of power to health: what do we then? do we not

ofer every day? and if we ofer every day, it is done to the remembrance of the death of

him, and the host is one, not many. How one and not many? because Christ is once of

fered: this sacrifice is the erample of that, the same, and always the same is ofered; therefore

this is the same sacrifice. Or else it may be said, because ofering is8 in many places, there

be many Christs; which is not so, but one Christ is each where, and here full, and there

full, so as that which is ofl‘ered every where is one body, and so also one sacrifice. Christ

hath ofered the host, we do ofer the same also now: but that we do is a remembrance of

the sacrifice. Nor there is no cause found of the own invalidity, because it perfccteth the

man, but of us, because we daily sin.’ Hereof it is gathered that to be a sacrifice and to

be so called, that is done in the altar; and Christ to be once ojered and daily ofered, but

otherwise then, and otherwise now: and also it is shewcd what is the virtue of this sacrament,

that is to say, remission of venial sin and perfection of virtue.”

Thus writeth Petrus Lombardus, whose judgment because this author allowcth, he must grant

that the visible church hath priests in ministery, that after daily Christ’s most precious body and

blood in mystery: and then must it be granted, that Christ so ofered himself in his supper;

for otherwise than he did cannot now be done. And by the judgment of Pet-ms Lombardus,

the same most precious body and blood is ofered daily, that once sufered and was once shed. And

also by the same Petrus’ judgment, which he eonfirmeth with the saying of other, this daily

ofering by the priest is daily ofered for sin, not for any imperfection in the first offering,

but because we daily fall. And by Petrus’ judgment appazreth also, how the priest hath a

special function to make this 0fering, by whose mouth God is prayed unto (as Hesychius saith)

to make this sacrifice, which Emissene noteth to be wrought by the great powcr4 of the invisible

priest. By Petrus Lombardus also, if his judgment be true, (as it is in deed, and the author

confesseth it so to be,) that is done in the altar is not only called a sacrifice, but also is so,

and the same that is ofered once and daily to be the same, but otherwise then and?) otherwise

now. But to the purpose: if the author will stand to the judgment of Pctrus Lombardus, all

his book of this treaty is clearly defaced. And he will now call back that again, he

might more compendiously do the same in the whole treatise, being so far overseen as he is

therein.

CANTERBURY.

How is it possible to set out more plainly the diversity of the true sacrifice of

Christ made upon the altar of the cross, which was the propitiation of sin, from the

sacrifice made in the sacrament, than Lombardus hath done in this place? For the

one he calleth the true sacrifice, the other he calleth but a memorial or rcpraenta

tion thereof, likening the sacrifice made in the Lord’s supper to a year's mind or anni

vcrsury, whereat is made a memorial of the death of a person, and yet it is not his

death indeed. So in the Lord's supper, according to his commandment, we remem

[‘ And causeth us, Orig. ed. v“’inch.] I

[2 And yet is ofl‘ered, 1551.] i

['1 It is oh'ered, Orig. ed. \Vinch.]

[4 By the power, ibid.]

[5 Then offered and, fluid]
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her his death, preaching and commending the same until his return again at the last

day.

And although it be one Christ that died for us, and whose death we remember,

yet it is not one sacrifice that he made of himself upon the cross, and that we make

of him upon the altar or table. For his sacrifice was the redemption of the world,

ours is not so: his was death, ours is but a remembrance thereof: his was the

taking away the sins of the world; ours is a praising and thanking for the same:

and therefore his was satisfactory, ours is gratulatory. It is but one Christ that was

offered then, and that is offered now; yet the ofi'erings be divers: his was the thing,

and ours is the figure; his was the original, and ours is as it were a pattern.

Therefore concludeth Lombardus, that Christ was “otherwise offered then and otherwise

now." And seeing then that the offerings and sacrifices be divers, if the first was

propitiatory and satisfactory, ours cannot be so, except we shall make many sacri

fices propitiatory. And then, as St Paul reasoneth, either the first must be insuffi

cient, or the other in vain. And as Christ only made this propitiatory sacrifice, so

he made but one, and but once. For the making of any other, or of the same again,

should have been (as St Paul reasoneth) a reproving of the first as unperfect and

insuflicient. And therefore, at his last supper, although Christ made unto his Father

sacrifices of lands and thanksgiving, as these words eJxapw-q-q'aac and Jainism-rec do

declare, yet he made there no sacrifice propitiatory; for then either the sacrifice upon

the cross had been void, or the sacrifice at the supper unperfect and unsufiicient.

And although he had at his supper made sacrifices propitiatory, yet the priests do

not so, who do not the same that Christ did at his supper. For he ministered not the

sacrament in remembrance of his death, which was not then brought to pass, but be

ordained it to be ministered of us in remembrance thereof. And therefore our offering,

after Lombardus' judgment, is but a remembrance of that true ofi'ering wherein Christ

offered himself upon the cross. And so did Christ institute it to be.

And Lombardus saith not that Christ is daily offered for propitiation of our sins;

but because we daily sin, we daily be put in the remembrance of Christ's death,

which is the perfect propitiation for sin '. And the priest (as Lombardus saith) maketh

a memorial of that oblation of Christ, and (as Hesychius saith) he doth it in the name

of the people, so that the sacrifice is no more the priest’s than the people's. For the

priests speak the words, and the people should answer “ Amen,” as Justinus saith. The

priest should declare the death and passion of Christ, and all the people should look

upon the cross in the mount of Calvary, and see Christ there hanging, and the blood

flowing out of his side into their wounds to heal all their sores; and the priest and

people all together should land and thank instantly the chirurgeon and physician of

their souls. And this is the priest's and people's sacrifice, not to be propitiators for

sin, but (as Emissene saith) to worship continually in mystery that which was but once

offered for the price of sin. And this shortly is the mind of Lombardus, that the thing

which is done at God's board is a sacrifice, and so is that also which was made upon

the cross, but not after one manner of understanding. For this was the thing in deed,

and that is the anniversary or commemoration of the thing.

And now have I made it evident, that Petrus Lombardus defaceth in no point

my saying of the sacrifice, but confirmeth fully my doctrine, as well of the sacrifice

propitiatory made by Christ himself only, as of the sacrifice commemorative and gratu

latory made by the priests and people. So that in your issue taken upon Lombard,

the verdict cannot but pass with me, by the testimony of Lombard himself. And yet

I do not fully allow Lombard’s judgment in all matters, who with Gratian his brother,

as it is said, were two chief champions of the Romish see, to spread abroad their

errors and usurped authority; but I speak of Lombard only to declare that yet in

his time they had not erred so far, to make of their mass a sacrifice propitiatory.

But in the end of this process Lombard speaketh without the book, when be con

cludeth this matter thus, that “the virtue of this sacrament is the remission of venial

sin and perfection of virtue :" which if Lombard understand of the sacrifice of Christ,

 

[l Proportion for sin, 15110.]

386.

The diversity

of Christ‘s

sacrifice and

ours.

The sacrifice

of Christ.

Heb. vii. viii.

The sacrifice

of the

church.

386.



360 THE FIFTH BOOK.

it is too little, to make his sacrifice the remission but of venial sin; and if he

understand it of the sacrifice of the priest, it is too much to make the pritst's sacri

fice either “the perfection of virtue" or “the remission of venial sin," which be

the effects only of the sacrifice of Christ.

Now let us consider the rest of your confutation.

“'INCHFSTER.

The catholic doctrine tcachcth not the daily sacrifice of Christ's most precious body and

blood to be an iteration of the once perfected sacrifice on the cross, but a sacrifice that represenl

cth that sacrifice, and shcweth it also before the faithful eyes, and rcfrcsheth the @fi’ctual memory

of it; so as in lhc daily sacrifice, without shedding of blood, we may see with the eye qf‘faith

the very body and blood of Christ by God's mighty power, without division, distinctly exhibit,

the same body and blood that sigfcred and was shed for us, which is a lively memorial to stir

up our faith, and to consider therein briefly the great charity of God towards us declared in

Christ. The catholic doctrine teacheth the daily sacrifice to be the samc in essence that was ofcred

on the cross once, assured thcrcqf by Christ’s words when he said : “ This is my body that shall

be betrayed for you.” Thc ofering on thc cross was and is propitiatory and satisfactory for

our redemption and remission of sin, whereby to destroy the tyranny of sin, tho cfcct whcrcof is

given and dispensed in thc sacrament of baptism, oncc likewise ministered and never to bc iterate,

no more than Christ can bc again; and yet by virtue of thc same ofcring such as fall

be relieved in the sacrament of penance.

CANTERBURY.

After your wilful wrangling without any cause, at the last of your own swing you

come to the truth, purely and sincerely professing and setting forth the same, except

in few words here and there cast in, as it were cockle among clean corn. “ The offering

on the cross," say you, “was and is propitiatory and satisfactory for our redemption and

remission of sin, the effect whereof is given and dispensed in the sacrament of baptism,

once likewise ministered, and never to be iterate ;" but “the catholic doctrine teacheth

not that the daily sacrifice is an iteration of the once perfected sacrifice on the cross,

but a representation thereof, sbewing it before the faithful eyes, and refreshing our

memory therewith, so that we may see with the eye of faith the very body and

blood of Christ, by God's mighty power exhibit unto us, the same body and blood

that suffered and was shed for us." This is a. godly and 'catholic doctrine, but of

the cockle, which you cast in by the way, of distinction “without division,’ I cannot

tell what you mean, except you speak out your dreams more plainly. And that

381'. it is the same body in substance, that is daily, as it were, offered by remembrance,

which was once offered in the cross for sin, we learn not so plainly by these words,

Ami. “This is my body," hoc est corpus mcum, as we do by these, Hie Jesus msumptus

Eph-iv- cat in cmlum, and, Qui dcscena'it, ipae est et qui asccndit supra omncs cmlos: “This

Jesus was taken up into heaven," and “he that descended was the same Jesus that

ascended above all the heavens."

Penance. And where you say, that “by virtue of Christ’s sacrifice such as fall be relieved

in the sacrament of penance," the truth is, that such as do fall be relieved by Christ,

whensoevcr they return to him unfeignedly with heart and mind. And as for your

words concerning the sacrament of penance, may have a popish understanding in it.

But at length you return to your former error, and go about to revoke, or at the

least evil-favouredly to expound, that which you have before well spoken. Your

words be these.

WINCHESTER.

uThq mun, The daily ofi'ering is propitiatory also, but not in that degree of propitiation, as for re

;,‘(‘,‘",'|',‘|';‘J,',y_ demption, regeneration, or remission of deadly sin, which was once purchased, and byforrc

thorny“ is in the sacraments ministered; but for thc increase of God‘s favour, thc mitigation
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of God’s displeasure, provoked by our infirmities, the subdning of temptations, and the perfection

of virtue in us. All good works, good thoughts, and good meditations may be called sacrifices, 'Gqmlwmks

and the same be called sacrifices propitiatory also, for so much as in their degree God acccpteth fififiii‘fil‘m‘

and taketh them through the eject and strength of the very sacrifice of Christ’s death, which is

the reconciliation between God and man, ministered and dispensed particularly as God hath

appointed, in such measure as he knoweth. But St Paul to the Hebrews, e.rhorting men to upb.xiii.'

charitable deeds, saith: “ With such sacrifices God is made jitvourable," 0r, “ God is propitiate,” h",§;c§,‘j

if we shall make new English. Whereupon it followeth, because the priest in the daily sacrifice

doth as Christ hath ordered to be done for shewing forth and remembrance of Christ’s death,

that act of the done according to God’s commandment must needs be propitiatory, and

provoke God’s favour, and ought to be trusted on to have a propitiatory (flirt with God to the

members of Christ's body particularly, being the same done for the whole body, in such wise

as God lcnoweth the dispensation to be meet and convenient; according to which measure God

worketh most justly and most mercifully, otherwise than man can by his judgment discuss and

determine. To call the daily ofering a “sacrifice satisfactory,” must have an understanding .1)“. mm,

that signijieth not the action of the priest, but the presence of Christ’s most precious body andblood, the very sacrifice of the world once perfectly ofered being propitiatory and satisfactory

for all the world ,- or else the word “satisfactory” must have a signification and meaning, as

it hath sometime, that declareth the acceptation of the thing done, and not the proper contrevail

of the action, after which sort man may satisfy God that is so merciful as he will take in good

worth for Christ’s sake man’s imperfect endeavour, and so the daily ofering may be called a

sacrifice satisfitctmy, because God is pleased with it, being a manner of worshipping of Christ’s

passion according to his institution]. But otherwise the daily sacrifice, in respect of the action

of the priest, [cannot be]2 called satisfactory, and it is a word indeed thatlsoundeth not well

so placed, although it might be saved by a signification, and therefore think that word rather

to be well expounded, than by captions understanding brought in slander when it is used, and

this speech to be frequented, that the only immolation of Christ in himself upon the altar of the

cross is the very satisfactory sacrifice for reconciliation of mankind to the favour of God.

And I have not read the daily sacrifice of Christ’s most precious body to be called a sacrifice

satisfactory, but this speech hath indeed been used, that the priest should sing “satisfactory,”

which they understood in the satisfaction of the priest’s duty, to attend the prayer he was

required to make, and for a distinction thereof they had prayer sometime required without

special limitation, and that was called to pray not “satisfactory.” Finally in man3 by 338

any his action to presume to satisfy God by way of countervail, is avery mad and furious

blasphemy.

CANTERBURY-

To defend the papistical error, that the daily offering of the priest in the mass is

propitiatory, you extend the word “propitiation” otherwise than the npostlcs do, speak

ing of that matter. I speak plainly, according to St Paul and St John, that only Rom.i|_i:

Christ is the propitiation for our sins by his death. You speak according to the pa

pists, that the priests in their masses make a sacrifice propitiatory. I call a sacrifice infill?!”

propitiatory, according to the scripture, such a sacrifice as pacifieth God’s indignation ll‘lpgi‘filh

against us, obtaineth mercy and forgiveness of all our sins, and is our ransom andmry'

redemption from everlasting damnation. And on the other side, I call a sacrifice

gratificatory, or the sacrifice of the church, such a. sacrifice as doth not reconcile us to

God, but. is made of them that be reconciled to testify their duties, and to shew them

selves thankful unto him. And these sacrifices in scripture be not called propitiatory,

but sacrifices of justice, of land, praise, and thanksgiving. But you confound the

words, and call one by nnother's name, calling that propitiatory which the scripture Pm] xhx.

calleth but of justice, land, and thanking. And all is nothing else but to defend “mm.

your propitiatory sacrifice of the priests in their masses, whereby they may remit sin,

and redeem souls out of purgatory.

And yet all your wiles and shifis will not serve you; for by extending the name

 

[' Christ's institution, Orig. ed. \Vinch.] l [3 Finally man, 1551, and Orig. ed. Winch]

[’ Ed. 15-5], and Orig. ed. W'inclL]
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of a propitiatory sacrifice unto so large a signification as you do, you make all man

ner of sacrifices propitiatory, leaving no place for any other sacrifice. “For,” say you,

“all good deeds and good thoughts be sacrifices propitiatory;” and then be the good

works of the lay people sacrifices propitiatory, as well as those of the priest. And

to what purpose then made you in the beginning of this book a distinction between

sacrifices propitiatory and other? Thus for desire you have to defend the papistical

errors, you have not fallen only into imaginations contrary to the truth of God’s

word, but also contrary to yourself.

But let pass away these papistical inventions, and let us humbly profess ourselves,

with all our sacrifices, not worthy to approach unto God, nor to have any access unto

him, but by that only propitiatory sacrifice which Christ only made upon the cross.

And yet let us with all devotion, with whole heart and mind, and with all obedi

ence to God's will, come unto the heavenly supper of Christ, thanking him only for

propitiation of our sins. In which holy communion the act of the minister and other

be all of one sort, none propitiatory, but all of lands and thanksgiving. And such

sacrifices be pleasant and acceptable to God, as St Paul saith, done of them that

be good; but they win not his favour, and put away his indignation from them that

be evil. For such reconciliation can no creature make, but Christ alone.

And where you say, that “to call the daily offering a sacrifice satisfactory must

have an understanding that signifieth not the action of the priest ;" here you may see

what a business and hard work it is to patch the papists’ rags together, and what

absurdities you fall into thereby. Even now you said, that the act of the priests

must needs be a sacrifice propitiatory; and now, to have an understanding for the

same, you be driven to so shameful a shift, that you say either clean contrary, that

it is not the action of the priest, but the presence of Christ; or else that the action

of the priest is none otherwise satisfactory than all other christian men’s works be.

For otherwise, say you, the daily sacrifice, in respect of the action of the priest, can

not be called satisfactory. \Vherefore at length, knowledging your popish doctrine to

sound evil-favouredly, you confess again the true catholic teaching, that “this speech

is to be frequented and used, that the only immolation of Christ in himself, upon the

altar of the cross, is the very satisfactory sacrifice for reconciliation of mankind to the

favour of God."

And where you say, that “you have not read the daily sacrifice of Christ’s most

precious body to be called a sacrifice satisfactory :" if you have not read of satisfactory

masses, it appeareth that you have read but very little of the school-authors. And

yet not many years ago you might have heard them preached in every pardon. But

because you have not read thereof, read Doctor Smith's book of the sacrifice of the

mass, and both your ears and eyes shall be full of it: whose “furious blasphemies"

you have, with one sentence, here most truly rejected ; wherefore yet remaineth in you

some good sparks of the Spirit, that you so much detest such abomination.

And yet such blasphemies you go about to salve and plaster, as much as you may,

by subtle and~ crafty interpretations. For by such exposition as you make of the satis

factory singing of the priest, in “doing his duty in that he was required to do ;” 'by

this exposition he singeth as well satisfactory in saying of matins as in saying of

mass, for in both he doth his duty that he required unto: and"l so might it be defended,

that the player upon the organs playeth satisfactory, when he doth his duty in playing

as he is required. And all the singing men in the church, that have wages thereto,

sing satisfactory, as well as the priests, when they sing according to that they be hired

unto. And then as one singing man or player on the organs, receiving a stipend

of many men to play or sing at a certain time, if he do his duty, satisfieth them all

at once; so might a priest sing satisfactory for many persons at one time, which

the teachers of satisfactory masses utterly condemn. But if you had read Duns, you

Would have written more clerkly in these matters than you now do.

Now let us hear what you say further.

P The passage between asterisks is wanting in ed. [551.]
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“'INCHESTER.

Where the author, citing St Paul, Englisheth. him thus, that “Christ’s priesthood cannot grist». vii.

pass from him to another ;” these words thus framed be not the simple and sincere er-pression Wig'cfj

of the truth of the tart, which saith, that “ Christ hath a perpetual priesthood :” and the Greek

hath a word dnapdBa'ror, which the Greek schools erpress and expound by the word dbuiboxov,

signifying the priesthood of Christ endeth not in him to go to another by succession, as in the

tribe of Levi, where was among mortal men succession in the ofice of priesthood; but Christ [1 Tim. iv, at

. . . . . . . ad Titum l.

liveth ever, and therefore 18 a perpetual everlasting priest, by whose authority priesthood is unkm

now in this visible church, as St Paul ordered to Timothy and Titus, and other places also wmch']

confirm; which priests, visible ministers to our invisible priest, offer the daily sacrifice in Christ’s allflfisisfl

church; that is to say, with the very presence, by God’s omnipotency wrought, of the most precious fer, um n,

body and blood of our Saviour Christ, shewing forth Christ’s death, and celebrating the memory bllfi'lsllirmm

of his supper and death according to Christ’s institution, so with daily ablation and sacrifice dmlgbo.

of the set/same sacrifice to kindle in us a thankful remembrance of all Christ’s benefits

unto us.

CANTERBURY.

\Vhere you find yourself grieved with my citing of St Paul, that “ Christ’s priesthood Heb. vii.

cannot pass from him to another," which is not, say you, “the truth of the text,

which mcancth that the priesthood of Christ endeth not in him to go to another

by succcssionz” your manner of speech herein is so dark, that it giveth no light at

all. For it seemcth to signify, that Christ's priesthood endeth, but not to go to other

by succession, but by some other means: which thing if you mean, then you make

the endless priesthood of Christ to have an end. And if you mean it not, but that

Christ's priesthood is endless, and goeth to no other by succession, nor otherwise,- then,

I pray you, what have I ofi‘cnded in saying, that “Christ’s priesthood cannot pass from

him to another?" And as for the Greek words, waprz'flarov and Siciboxov signify

any manner of succession, whether it be by inheritance, adoption, election, purchase,

or any other means. And he that is instituted and inducted into a. bonefice after

another, is called his successor. And Erasmus calleth drapa'flarov “quad in alium

transit-c non potest." And so doth a'Sia'Boxov signify “guod successione caret ;" that

is to say, “a. thing that hath no succession, nor passeth to none other." And because

Christ is a perpetual and everlasting priest, that by one oblation made a full sacrifice

of sin for ever, therefore his priesthood neither needeth nor can pass to any other:

wherefore the ministers of Christ’s church he not now appointed priests to make a

new sacrifice for sin, as though Christ had not done that at once sufilciently for ever,

but to preach abroad Christ's sacrifice, and to be ministers of his words and sacraments.

And where but a little before you had truly taught, that “ the only immolation of Christ

by himself upon the altar of the cross is the very satisfactory sacrifice for our recon

ciliation to God;" now in the end, like a cow that casteth down her milk with her

own feet, you overthrow all again in few words, saying that “priests make daily the

self-same sacrifice that Christ made :" which is so foul an error and blasphemy, that,

as I said in mine other book, “if the priests daily make the self-same sacrifice that

Christ did himself, and the sacrifice that he made was his death and the efi'usion of

his most precious blood upon the cross, then followeth of necessity, that every day

the priests slay Christ and shed his blood, and be worse than the Jews, that did it

but once."

Now followeth in your coniutation thus.

WINCHESTER.

And where the author would avoid all the testimony of the fathers, by pretence it should

be but a manner of speech, the canon of the council of Nice before rehearsed, and the words

of it, where mysteries be spoken of in proper terms for doctrine, avoideth all that shift; and

it hath no absurdity to confess, that Christ in his supper did institute, for a remembrance of
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the only sacrifice, the presence of the same most precious substance1 to be (as the canon of the

council in proper (cachet/t) sacrificed by the priests, to be the pure sacrifice of the church

there ofered for the efi'ect of increase of life in us, as it was ofered on the cross to achieve

life unto us. And St Cyril, who for his doctrine was in great authority with the council

Ephesine, writeth “the very body and blood of Clm'st to be the lively and nnbloody sacrifice

of the church ;” as likewise in. the old church other commonly termed the same, and among

other C'hrysostom, whom the author would now have seem to use it but for a manner of

speech, which in deed Chrysostom doth not, but doth truly open the understanding of that is

done in the church, wherein by this sacrifice, done after the order of Melchisedech, Christ’s

death is not iterate, but a memory daily renewed of that death, so as Christ’s ofering on the

cross once (lone and consummate to finish all sacrifices after the order of Aaron, is now only

remembered according to Christ’s institution, but in such wise as the same body is qfi'ered daily

on the altar, that was once ofered on the altar of the cross; but the same manner of ofiering is

not daily that was on the altar of the cross, jbr the daily ofiering is without bloodshed, and

is termed so to signify that bloodsheddiny once done to be sufieient. And as Chrysostom

openeth it by declaration of what manner our sacrifice is, that is to say, this daily qferiny

to be a remembrance of the other manner of sacrifice once done, and therefore saith rather

we make a rcnwmbrance of it ; this saying of Chrysostom doth not impair his former words,

where he saith, “the host is the same oj'ered on the cross and on the altar ;” and therefore

by him the body of Christ that died but once is daily present in deed, and, as the council of

Nice saith, “sacrificed not after the manner of other sacrrficesf’ and, as Chrysostom saith,

“ofered, but the death of that precious body only daily remembered, and not again iterate."

CANTERBURY.

For answer hereto, road the thirteenth chapter of my fifth book”, and that which

I have written here a. little before of Nicene council’. And Where you say, that “the

effect of the sacrifice of Christ's body, made by the priests, is to increase life in us,

as the effect of the sacrifice of the same body made by himself upon the cross is to

give life unto us ;" this is not only an absurdity, but also an intolerable blasphemy

against Christ. For the sacrifice made upon the cross doth both give us life, and

also increase and continue the some: and the priest’s oblation doth neither of both.

For our redemption and eternal salvation standeth not only in giving us life, but in

continuing the same for over; as Christ said, that “he came not only to give us

life, but also to make us increase and abound therein :” and St Paul said: “The life

which I now live in flush, I live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me, and

gave himself for me." And therefore, if we have the one by the oblation of Christ,

and the other by the oblation of the priest, then divide we our salvation between Christ

and the priest. And because it is no less gift to continue life for ever, than to give

it us, by this Your mad and furious blasphemy we have our salvation and redemption

as much by the sacrifice made by the priest, as we have by sacrifice made by Christ

himself. And thus you make Christ to be like an unkind and unnatural mother,

who, when she hath brought forth her child, puttcth it to another to nurse, and maketh

herself but half the mother of it. And thus you teach christian people to halt on

both sides, partly worshipping God, and partly Baal; partly attributing our salvation

to Christ, the true, perfect, eternal priest, and partly to antichrist and his priests.

And concerning Cyril, he speaketh not of a sacrifice propitiatory in that place, as

I have more plainly declared in mine answer to Doctor Smith's prologue.

And whereas you call the daily sacrifice of the church an “unbloody sacrifice," here

it were necessary, if you would not deceive simple people, but teach them such doctrine

as they may understand, that you should in plain terms set forth and declare what

the daily offering of the priest without blood-shedding is, in what words, deeds, crosses,

signs, or gestures it standeth, and whether it be made before the consecration or after,

and before the distribution of the sacrament or after, and wherein chiefly resteth the

very pith and substance of it. And when you have thus done, I will say you mean

[I Vide supra, p. 351.]

[3 Vidc supra, p. 366.]

 

[' The presence of the most precious substance, I

Orig. ed. “'iuch.]
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frankly, and walk not colourably in cloaked words not understanded; and then also

shall you be more fully answered, when I know better what you mean. And to

Chrysostom needeth no further answer than I have made already in the thirteenth

chapter of my fifth book. But let us hear the rcst of your book.

\VLN'CHESTER.

And where the author saith the old fathers, calling the supper of our Lord a sacrifice,

meant a sacrifice of land and t/uznhsgiving; Hippinus of Hamburgh, no papist, in his

book dedicate to the king’s majesty that now is, saith otherwise, and notcth how the old fathers

called it a sacrifice propitiatory, “for the very presence of Christ’s most precious body there:”

thus saith he; which presence all christian mm must say reqnireth on our part lands and thanks

giving, which may be, and is, called in scripture by the name of sacrifice ; but that sacrifice of

our lauds and thanks cannot be a sacrifice giving life, as it is noted by Cyril the sacrifice (f

the church to do, when. he saith it is vivificum, which can be only said of the very body and 'Thesacriflfl‘

. v . - . . oflhe church

blood of Chmt. Nor our sacrlfice of lauds and thanksgiving cannot be satd a pure and clean '\'elh_life.

sacrifice, whereby to the prophecy of Malachi; and therefore the same prophecy was in iii:
the beginning of the church understanded to be spoken of the daily ofcring of the body and “linch'l

blood of Christ for the memory of Christ’s death, according to Christ’s ordinance in his

supper, as may at more length be opened and declared. Thinking to the efect of this book

suflicient to have encountered the chief points of the author's doctrine, with such contradiction

to them as the catholic doctrine doth of necessity require,- the more particular confutation of

that is untrue on the adversary part, and confirmation of that is true in the catholic doc

trine, requiring more time and leisure than I have now, and therefore ofering myself ready

by mouth or writing to say further in this matter as shall be required; I shall here end for

this time, with prayer to Almighty God, to grant his truth to be acknowledged and confessed,

and uniformly to be preached and believed of all, so as, all contention for understanding of

religion avoided, which hindereth charity, we may give such light abroad as men may see our

good works, and glorify our Father who is in heaven, with the Son and Holy Ghost in one

unity of Godhead reigning without end. Amen.

CANTERBURY.

lEpinus saith, that “the old fathers called the supper of our Lord a. sacrifice:” but

that the old fathers should call it a. sacrifice propitiatory, I will not believe that lEpinus

so said, until you appoint me both the book and place where he so saith. For the

efl'ect of his book is clean contrary, which he wrote to rcprovc the propitiatory sacrifice,

which the pspists feign to be in the mass. Thus indeed lEpinus wribeth in one place:

Veteres eucharistiam propter corporis et sanguinis Christi prwsentiam primo cocacerunt

sacrificium, deinde propter oblationes et munera gum in ipsa eucharistia Dec consecra

bantur, et conferebantur ad sacra ministeria ct ad necessitatem crcdentium‘. In which

words lEpinus declareth, that “the old fathers called the supper of our Lord a. sacrifice,

for two considerations: one was for the presence of Christ’s flesh and blood, the other

was for the ofl‘erings which the people gave there of their devotion to the holy minis

tration and relief of the poor." But fEpinus spcnketh here not one word of corporal 393,

presence, nor of propitiatory sacrifice, but generally of presence and sacrifice, which

maketh nothing for your purpose, not against me, that grant both a presence and a

sacrifice. But when you shall shew me the place where lEpinus saith, that “ the old

[‘ Vide supra, p. 20. IEpinus do purgatorio, &c. gatorio, Salisfactionibus, Remissione Culparum et

of which Strype gives the following account :- Poems, Q-c. This lEpinus was chief minister of

“I add another book in quarto, of a foreigner. the Church of Hamburgh, and was sent twelve

dedicated this year' to the king, in a long epistle years before, as envoy from llamburgh into England

dated from Hamburgh. The author was Johannes to king Henry, upon matters of religion."-Slrype,

Epinus. The subjects of his book were, De Pur- Memorials, Vol. II. p. 229. Ed. Oxford, 1822.]

* Anno 1548.
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Incomtancy.

fathers called the Lord’s supper a propitiatory sacrifice," I shall trust you the better,

and him the worse.

And as for Cyril, if you will say of his head, that “ the sacrifice of the church giveth

life ;" how agreeth this with your late saying, that “ the sacrifice of the church increaseth

life, as the sacrifice on the cross giveth life?" And if the sacrifice, made by the priest,

both give life and increase life, then is the priest both the mother and nurse, and

Christ hath nothing to do with us at all, but as a stranger.

And the sacrifice that Malachi speaketh of is the sacrifice of land and thanks, which

all devout christian people give unto God, whether it be in the Lord’s supper, in their

private prayers, or in any work they do at any time or place to the glory of God;

all which sacrifices, not of the priests only, but of all faithful people, be accepted of

God through the sacrifice of Christ, by whose blood all their filth and unpureness is

clean sponged away.

But in this last book, it seemcth you were so astonied and amazed, that you were

at your wit's end, and wist not where to become. For now the priest maketh a sacrifice

propitiatory, now he doth not: now he giveth life, now he giveth none: now is Christ

the full Saviour and satisfaction, now the priest hath half part with him: now the priest

doth all. And thus you are so inconstant in yourself, as one that had been nettled, and

could rest in no place; or rather as one that had received such a stroke upon his head,

that he staggered “ithal, and reeled here and there, and could not tell where to become.

And your doctrine hath such ambiguities, such perplexities, such absurdities, and

such impieties in it, and is so uncertain, so uncomfortable, so contrary to God's word

and the old catholic church, so contrary to itself, that it declarcth from whose spirit

it cometh, which can be none other but antichrist himself.

Whereas, on the other side, the very true doctrine of Christ and his pure church

from the beginning is plain, certain, without wrinkles, without any inconvenience or

absurdity, so cheerful and comfortable to all christian people, that it must needs come

from the Spirit of God, the Spirit of truth and all consolation. For what ought to

be more certain and known to all christian people, than that Christ died once, and but

once, for the redemption of the world? And what can be more true, than that his

only death is our life? And what can be more comfortable to a pcnitent sinner, that

is sorry for his sin, and returncth to God in his heart and whole mind, than to know

that Christ dischargcth him of the heavy load of his sin, and taketh the burden upon

his own back? And if we shall join the priest herein to Christ in any part, and give a

portion hereof to his sacrifice, as you in your doctrine give to the priest the one half

at the least, what a discourage is this to the penitent sinner, that he may not hang

wholly upon Christ! what pcrplexities and doubts rise hereof in the sinner's conscience!

And what an obscuring and darkening is this of the benefit of Christ! Yea, what

injury and contumcly is it to him!

And furthermore, when we hear Christ speak unto us with his own mouth, and

shew himself to be. seen with our eyes, in such sort as is convenient for him of us in

this mortal life to be heard and seen; what comfort can we have more? The mi

nister of the church speaketh unto us God's own words, which we must take as

spoken from God's own month, because that from his mouth it came, and his word

it is, and not the minister's. Likewise, when he ministereth to our sights Christ's

holy sacraments, we must think Christ crucified and presented before our eyes, be

cause the sacraments so represent him, and be his sacraments, and not the priest’s:

as in baptism we must think, that as the priest putteth his hand to the child

outwardly, and washeth him with water, so must we think that God putteth

to his hand inwardly, and washeth the infant with his holy Spirit; and moreover,

that Christ himself cometh down upon the child, and apparelleth him with his own

self : and as at the Lord's holy table the priest distributcth wine and bread to feed

the body, so we must think that inwardly by faith we see Christ feeding both body

and soul to eternal life. “’hat comfort can be devised any more in this world for a

christian man? And on the other side, what discomfort is in your papistical doctrine,

what doubts, what perplexities, what absurdities, what iniquities! What availeth it

us that there is no bread nor wine? or that Christ is really under the forms and,
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figures of bread and wine, and not in us? or if he be in us, yet he is but in the

lips or the stomach, and tarrieth not with us. Or what benefit is it to a. wicked

man to eat Christ, and to receive death by him that is life? From this

. your obscure, pcrplex, uncertain, uncomfortable, devilish, and papistical

doctrine, Christ defend all his; and grant that we may come

often and worthily to Christ's holy table, to comfort our

feeble and weak faith by remembrance of his death,

who only is the satisfaction and propitiation

of our sins, and our meat, drink,

and food of everlasting

life. Amen.

{-9 Here endeth the answer of the most reverend father in God,

Thomas, Archbishop of Canterbury, &c., unto the crafty

and sophistical cavillation of doctor Stephen Gardiner,

devised by him to obscure the true, sincere, and godly

doctrine of the most holy sacrament of the body and

blood of our Saviour CHRIST.



THE ANSWER

OF

THOMAS, ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY, &c.,

AGAINST THE

FALSE CALUMNIATIONS OF DOCTOR RICHARD SMITH, WHO HATH

TAKEN UPON HIM TO CONFUTE THE DEFENCE OF THE TRUE

AND CATHOLIC DOCTRINE OF THE BODY AND

BLOOD OF OUR SAVIOUR CHRIST.

39.1 I nave now obtained, gentle reader, that thing which I have much desired, which

was, that if all men would not embrace the truth lately set forth by me, concerning

the sacrament of the body and blood of our Saviour Christ, at the least some man would

vouchsafe to take pen in hand and write against my book, because that thereby the

truth might both better be searched out, and also more certainly known to the world.

And herein I heartily thank the late bishop of \Vinehester, and.doctor Smith, who

partly have satisfied my long desire; saving that I would have wished adversaries more

substantially learned in holy scriptures, more exercised in the old ancient ecclesiastical

authors, and having a more godly zeal to the trial out of the truth, than are these two,

both being crafty sophisters, the one by art, and the other by nature; both also being

drowned in the dregs of papistry, brought up and confirmed in the same; the one by

Duns and Dorbell, and such like sophisters; the other by the popish canon law, whereof

by his degree, taken in the university, he is a professor. And as concerning the late

bishop of \Vinchester, I will declare his crafty sophistications in mine answer unto his

book.

But doctor Smith, as it appeareth by the title of his preface, hath craftily devised

an easy way to obtain his purpose, that the people, being barred from the searching of

the truth, might be still kept in blindness and error, as well in this as in all other

matters, wherein they have been in times past deceived.

pawn,“ He seeth full well that the more diligently matters be searched out and discussed,

Exam?“ the more clearly the craft and falsehood of the subtile papists will appear. And there

:Emmm fore in the preface to the reader he exhorteth all men to leave disputing and reasoning

of the same by learning, and to give firm credit unto the church, as the title of the said

preface declareth manifestly: as who should say, the truth of any matter that is in

question might be tried out, without debating and reasoning by the word of God,

whereby, as by the true touchstone, all men's doctrines are to be tried and examined.

But the truth is not ashamed to come to the light, and to be tried to the uttermost.

For as pure gold, the more it is tried the more pure it appeareth, so is all manner of

truth: whereas, on the other side, all maskers, counterfeiters, and false deeeivers abhor

the light, and refuse the trial. If all men, without right or reason, would give credit

unto this papist and his Romish church, against the most certain word of God and the

old holy and catholic church of Christ, the matter should be soon at an end, and out

of all controversy. But forasmuch as the pure word of God and the first church of

396. Christ from the beginning taught the true catholic faith, and Smith with his church of

Rome do now teach the clean contrary, the chaff cannot be tried out from the pure corn

(that is to say, the untruth discerned from the very truth) without threshing, windowing,

and farming, searching, debating, and reasoning.

Faith ought As for me, I ground my belief upon God’s word, wherein can be no error, having

Zomliinqm' also the consent of the primitive church, requiring no man to believe me further than I

$3213? have God’s word for me. But these papists speak at their pleasure what they list, and

Z'r‘a‘t‘l‘l‘fii-t would be believed without God's word, because they bear men in hand that they be the

filth upon

lllemsel \'(’.\
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church. The church of Christ is not founded upon itself, but upon Christ and his

word: but the papists build their church upon themselves, devising new articles of the

faith from time to time, without any scripture, and founding the same upon the pope

and his clergy, monks and friars; and by that means they be both the makers and

judges of their faith themselves. Wherefore this papist, like a politic man, doth right

wisely provide for himself and his church in the first entry of his book, that all men

should leave searching for the truth, and stick hard and fast to the church, meaning

himself and the church of Rome. For from the true catholic church the Romish

church, which he accounteth catholic, hath varied and dissented many years past,

as the blindest that this day do live may well see and perceive, if they will not

purposely wink and shut up their eyes. This I have written to anSWer the title of

his preface.

Now in the beginning of the very preface itself, when this great doctor should recite Ephuine

the words of Ephesine council', he translateth them so unlearnedly, that if a young boy, £(giiiiliim

that had gone to the grammar school but three years, had done no better, he should :vlhtiidosfigfliiee

scant have escaped some schoolmaster’s hands.with six jerks. And beside that, he doth munm'

it so craftily to serve his purpose, that he cannot be excused of wilful depravation of

the words, calling “celebration” an “offering,” and referring the participle “made” to

Christ, which should be referred to the word “partakers,” and leaving out those words

that should declare that the said council spake of no propitiatory sacrifice in the mass,

but of a sacrifice of land and thanks, which christian people give unto God at the holy

communion by remembrance of the death, resurrection, and ascension of his Son Jesus

Christ, and by confessing and setting forth of the same.

Here by the ungodly handling of this godly council at his first beginning, it may

appear to every man how sincerely this papist intendeth to proceed in the rest of this

matter.

And with like sincerity he untruly belieth the said council, saying that it doth Smith belieth

plainly set forth the holy sacrifice of the mass, which doth not so much as once name “mum

the mass, but speaketh of the sacrifice of the church, which the said council declareth

to be the profession of christian people in setting forth the benefit of Christ, who only

made the true sacrifice propitiatory for remission of sin. And whosoever else taketh

upon him to make any such sacrifice, maketh himself antichrist.

And then he belieth me in two things, as he useth commonly throughout his mixing?!“

whole book. The one is, that I deny the sacrifice of the mass, which in my book iélrasiel-ie

have most plainly set out the sacrifice of christian people in the holy communion or 397, '

mass, (if Doctor Smith will needs so term it ;) and yet I have denied that it is a sacri

fice propitiatory for sin, or that the priest alone maketh any sacrifice there. For it

is the sacrifice of all christian people to remember Christ’s death, to laud and thank

him for it, and to publish it and shew it abroad unto other, to his honour and

glory.

The controversy is not, whether in the holy communion be made a sacrifice or

not, (for herein both Doctor Smith and I agree with the foresaid council at Ephesus;)

but whether it be a propitiatory sacrifice or not, and whether only the priest make

the said sacrifice, these be the points wherein we vary. And I say so far as the

council saith, that there is a sacrifice; but that the same is propitiatory for remission

of sin, or that the priest alone doth offer it, neither I nor the council do so say, but

Doctor Smith hath added that of his own vain head.

The other thing wherein Doctor Smith belieth me is this: he saith, that I “deny his second

that we receive in the sacrament that flesh which is adjoined to God's own Son.” I 119'

 

P Concilium Ephesinum, A. D. 43]. Ka-ru'y

yu'XAoWev 'rdv Kurd o'a'pxa lia'va'rov 1'0; #ouo'yevorlc

vim-I Till-I 9605, 'rov'rc'd'rw 'Imrm—l Xpw-ruii, 'rriv 11' 63K

vexpfiv a'vafiiwa'w Kai. will air ou'lpavm'lc a'ila'hmllw

5,4.0X0'705Wfl, “Hill duaifmx'rav c'v 'ruIc £Kxhnc'ium

q-ekoiipev eum'au‘ 1rpémluév '11 oii'rw 'raic pucr-rmais

n'akvyl'am, Kai a'ylagfineen, pé'roxor 'yeuénevoi Tfiv “re

zi'yt'as dapxdc, Kai 1'03 "rl/n'ou a'a'pa-ros ‘roD adv-raw

[cnmvmzm]

vi/Mw o'w'rflpoc Xpm'lrofl' Kai mix uiv a'a'pmz xonniu

dexépsvm‘ pii ye'uorro‘ ofi're pain air a'vdpds‘ 1i'yuw

,us'vou, Kai o'uuadrflév-roe "n; Xo'ytg xa-ra‘ win éuzi-ru-rr:

'rfis (iEias, fi'yow air fleiav e'vofxvlu'w e’a'xnmi-roc‘ a'hh'

uis‘ gwo'mmiu a'hnfiibc, Kai. lziiuv al'rrail 1'05 A670".—

Epist. Cyrilli, et Synodi Alexandr. ad Nestorium,

§ vii. Tom. V. p.399. Conc. Ed. Paris. 1644.]

24



370 THE ANSIVER TO SMITH’S PREFACE.

Smith saith,

that Christ

called not

bread his

y.

398.

Luke xxii.

1 Cor. x.

e

marvel not a little what eyes Doctor Smith had, when he read over my book. It is

like that he had some privy spectacles within his head, wherewith whensoever he

looketh, he seeth but what he list. For in my book I have written in more than

an hundred places, that we receive the self-same body of Christ that was born of the

Mary, that was crucified and buried, that rose again, ascended into heaven,

and sitteth at the right hand of God the Father Almighty: and the contention is

only in the manner and form how we receive it.

For I say (as all the old holy fathers and martyrs used to say), that we receive

Christ spiritually by faith with our minds, eating his flesh and drinking his blood:

so that we receive Christ's own very natural body, but not naturally nor corporally.

But this lying papist saith, that we eat his natural body corporally with our months;

which neither the council Ephesine, nor any other ancient council or doctor ever

said or thought.

And the controversy in the council Ephesine was not of the uniting of Christ’s

flesh to the forms of bread and wine in the sacrament, but of the uniting of his

flesh to his divinity at his incarnation in unity of person. Which thing Nestorius

the herctic denied, confessing that Christ was a godly man as other were, but not

that he was very God in nature; which heresy that holy council confuting, aflirmeth

that the flesh of Christ was so joined in person to the divine nature, that it was

made the proper flesh of the Son of God, and flesh that gave life: but that the

said flesh was present in the sacrament corporally, and eaten with our months, no

mention is made thereof in that council.

And here I require Doctor Smith, as proctor for the papists, either to bring

forth some ancient council or doctor, that saith as he saith, that Christ's own natural

body is eaten corporally with our mouths, understanding the very body in deed, (and

not the signs of the body, as Chrysostom doth,) or else let him confess that my

saying is true, and recant his false doctrine the third time, as he hath done twice

already‘.

THEN forth goeth this papist with his preface, and saith, that these words, “This

is my body that shall be given to death for you," no man can truly understand of

bread. And his proof thereof is this, because that bread was not crucified for us.

First, here he maketh a lie of Christ. For Christ said not, as this papist allegeth,

“This is my body, which shall be given to death for you ;” but only he saith, “This

is my body which is given for you ;” which words some understand not of the giving

of the body of Christ to death, but of the breaking and giving of bread to his

apostles, as St Paul said: “The bread which we break," &c.

But let it be that he spake of the giving of his body to death, and said of the

bread, “This is my body, which shall be given to death for you :" by what reason

can you gather hereof, that the bread was crucified for us?

If I look upon the image of king David, and say, “This is he that killed

Goliath ;" doth this speech mean, that the image of king David killed Goliath? Or

if I hold in my hand my book of St John’s gospel, and say, “This is the gospel

that St John wrote at Pathmos,” (which fashion of speech is commonly used,) doth it

follow hereof that my book was written at Pathmos? or that St John wrote my

book, which was but newly printed at Paris, by Robert Stcphanus? Or if I say of

my book of St Paul's epistles, “This is Paul that was the great persecutor of Christ ;"

doth this manner of speech signify, that my book doth persecute Christ? Or if I

shew a book of the new testament, saying, “ This is the new testament, which brought

life unto the world ;” by what form of argument can you induce hereof, that my

book that I bought but yesterday, brought life unto the world? No man that useth

thus to speak doth mean of the books, but of the very things themselves that in

the books he taught and contained. And after the same wise, if Christ called bread

his body, saying, “This is my body, which shall be given to death for you ;” yet

 

‘ [‘ Vide Strype’s Memorials of Cranmer, Vol. I. Ed. Oxford. 1840; also, Strype's Ecclesiastical Me

p. 243, and Vol. II. p. 795. Appendix. Num. xxxix. morials, Vol. II. p. 6]. cap. vi. Ed. Oxford. 1822.]
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he meant not, that the bread should be given to death for us, but his body, which

by the bread was signified.

If this excellent clerk and doctor understand not these manner of speeches, that

be so plain, then hath he both lost his senses, and forgotten his grammar, which

teacheth to refer the relative to the next antecedent. But of these figurative speeches

I have spoken at large in my third book: first in the eighth chapter“, proving by

authority of the oldest authors in Christ's church, “that he called bread his body,

and wine his blood ;” and again in the ninth ’, tenth‘, eleventh‘, and twelfth chapters',

I have so fully entreated of such figurative speeches, that it should be but a super

fluous labour here to speak of any more: but I refer the reader to those places.

And if Master Doctor require a further answer herein, let him look upon the late

bishop of Winchester's book, called “The Detection of the Devil’s Sophistry," where

he writeth plainly, that when Christ spake these words, “This is my body," he made

demonstration of the bread.

Tm further in this prologue. this papist is not ashamed to say, that I set the {Leggy

cart before the horses, putting reason first, and faith after: which lie is so manifest, beinre the

that it needeth no further proof but only to look upon my book, wherein it shall

evidently appear, that in all my five books I ground my foundation upon God's word.

And lest the papists should say, that I make the expositions of the scripture myself,

as they commonly use to do, I have fortified my foundation by the authority of

all the best learned and most holy authors and martyrs, that were in the beginning

of the church and many years after, until the antichrist of Rome rose up and cor

rupted altogether.

And as for natural reason, I make no mention thereof in all my five books, but

in one place only, which is in my second book, speaking of transubstantiation. And

in that place I set not reason before faith, but, as an hand-maiden, have appointed

her to do service unto faith, and to wait upon her. And in that place she hath

done such service that D. Smith durst not once look her in the face, nor find any

fault with her service, but hath slyly and craftily stolen away by her, as though he

saw her not.

But in his own book he hath so impudently set the cart before the horses in

Christ's own words, putting the words behind that go before, and the words before

that go behind, that, except a shameless papist, no man durst be so bold to attempt

any such thing of his own head. For where the evangelist and St Paul rehearse

0585

399.

Christ's words thus, “Take, eat, this is my body;" he in the confutation of my Matl.xr\'i.

second book turneth the order upside down, and saith: “This is my body, takc 1C0" X"

and eat."

After this, in his preface, he rehearseth a great number of the wonderful works of Ofthe won

derful workI

God, as that God made all the world of nought, that he made Adam of the earth, ofGod.

and Eve of his side, the bush to flame with fire and burn not, and many other like;

which be most manifestly expressed in holy scripture. And upon these he concludeth

most vainly and untruly that thing which in the scripture is neither expressed nor

understanded, that Christ is corporally in heaven and in earth, and in every place where

the sacrament is.

And yet D. Smith saith, that God’s word doth teach this as plainly as the other:

using herein such a kind of sophistical argument as all logicians do reprehend, which

is called petitio principii, when a man taketh that thing for a supposition and an

approved truth, which is in controversy. And so doth he in this place, when he

saith: “Doth not God’s word teach it thee as plainly as the other?" Here by this

, interrogatory he required that thing to be granted him as a truth, which he ought

to prove, and whereupon dependeth the whole matter that is in question; that is to

say, whether it be as plainly set out in the scripture, that Christ's body is corporally

in every place where the sacrament is, as that God created all things of nothing,

[’ Vide supra, pp. 104, 5.]

[a p. 110.]

[‘ pp. 110, 111, 113, 114-116.]

[5 pp. 113, 119, 121.432.]

[0 pp. 135-137.]
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Adam of the earth, and Eve of Adam's side, &c. This is it that I deny, and that

he should prove. But he taketh it for a supposition, saying by interrogation, “Doth

not the word of God teach this as plainly as the other ?"-—which I affirm to be ut

terly false, as I have shewed in my third book, the eleventhl and twelfth” chapters,

where I have most manifestly proved, as well by God's word as by ancient authors,

that these words of Christ, “This is my body,” and “This is my blood," be no plain

speeches, but figurative.

THEN forth goeth this papist unto the sixth chapter of St John, saying, Christ

promised his disciples to give them such bread as should be his own very natural

flesh, which he would give to death for the life of the world. “Can this his pro

mise," saith Master Smith, “be verified of common bread? Was that given upon the

cross for the life of the world ?"

Whereto I answer by his own reason: Can this his promise be verified of sacra

mental bread? was that given upon the cross for the life of the world? I marvel

here not a little of Master Smith's either dulness or maliciousness, that cannot or

will not see, that Christ in this chapter of St John spake not of sacramental bread,

but of heavenly bread; nor of his flesh only, but also of his blood and of his Godhead,

calling them heavenly bread that giveth everlasting life. So that he spake of himself

wholly, saying: “I am the bread of life. He that cometh to me shall not hunger:

and he that believeth in me shall not thirst for ever." And neither spake he of

common bread, nor yet of sacramental bread: for neither of them was given upon

the cross for the life of the world.

And there can be nothing more manifest than that, in this sixth chapter of John,

Christ spake not of the sacrament of his flesh, but of his very flesh; and that, as

well for that the sacrament was not then instituted, as also that Christ said not in the

future tense, “The bread which I will give shall be my flesh," but in the present tense,

“The bread which I will give is my flesh ;" which sacramental bread was neither then

his flesh, nor was then instituted for a sacrament, nor was after given to death for

the life of the world.

But as Christ, when he said unto the woman of Samaria, “The water which I

will give shall spring into everlasting life," he meant neither of material water,

nor of the accidents of water, but of the Holy Ghost, which is the heavenly fountain,

that springeth unto eternal life; so likewise when he said, “The bread which I will

give is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the world,” he meant neither of

the material bread, neither of the accidents of bread, but of his own flesh. Which

although of itself it availeth nothing, yet (being in unity of person joined unto his

divinity) it is the same heavenly bread that he gave to death upon the cross for the

life of the world.

But here Master Smith asketh a question of the time, saying thus: “IVhen gave

Christ that bread, which was his very flesh that he gave for us to death, if he did it not

at his last supper, when he said, ‘This is my body, that shall be given for you'?"

I answer, according to Cyril's mind‘I upon the same place, that Christ alone suf—

fered for us all, and by his wounds were we healed, he bearing our sins in his body

upon a tree, and being crucified for us, that by his death we might live.

But what need I, Master Smith, to labour in answering to your question of the time,

when your question in itself containcth the answer, and appointeth the time of Christ

giving himself for the life of the world, when you say, that he gave himself for us

to death; which, as you confess scant three lines before, was not at his supper, but

upon the cross?

And if you will have none other giving of Christ for us, but at his supper, (as

your reason pretendeth, or else it is utterly nought,) then surely Christ is much bound

unto you, that have delivered him from all his mocking, whipping, scourging, cruci

fying, and all other pains of death, which he suffered for us upon the cross, and bring

 

[l Vide supra, pp. 118,119, 121-32.] \ ["4 Cyril. in Joan. Lib. iv. cap. 12.]
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to pass that he was given only at his supper, without blood or pain, for the life of

the world. But then is all the world little beholding unto you, that by delivering

of Christ from death, will suffer all the world to remain in death, which can have

no life but by his death.

Arman the gospel of St John, M. Smith allegeth for his purpose St Paul to 401,

the Corinthians, who biddeth every man to examine himself, before he receive this 3H1?“

sacrament. “ For he that eateth and drinketh it unworthily, is guilty of the body and 1c“ "'

blood of Christ, eating and drinking his own damnation, because he discerneth not

our Lord's body."

Here by the way it is to be noted, that D. Smith, in reciting the words of St

Paul, doth alter them purposely, commonly putting this word “sacrament” in the

stead of these words, “ bread and wine," (which words he seemeth so much to abhor, as

if they were toads or serpents, because they make against his transubstantiation,)

whereas St Paul ever useth those words, and never nameth this word “sacrament.”

But to the matter: “What need we to examine ourselves," saith D. Smith, “when

we shall eat but common bread and drink wine of the grape? Is a man guilty of

the body and blood of Christ, which eateth and drinketh nothing else, but only bare

bread made of corn, and mere wine of the grape?” Who saith so, good sir? Do I

say in my book, that those which come to the Lord's table do “eat nothing else but

bare bread made of corn, nor drink nothing but mere wine made of grapes ?" How

often do I teach and repeat again and again, that as corporally with our months we

eat and drink the sacramental bread and wine, so spiritually with our hearts, by faith,

do we eat Christ's very flesh, and drink his very blood, and do both feed and live

spiritually by him, although corporally he be absent from us, and sitteth in heaven

at his Father’s right hand! And as in baptism we come not unto the water as we

come to other common waters, when we wash our hands, or bathe our bodies, but

we know that it is a mystical water, admonishing us of the great and manifold mer

cies of God towards us, of the league and promise made between him and us, and

of his wonderful working and operation in us; wherefore we come to that water

with such fear, reverence, and humility, as we would come to the presence of the

Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and of Jesus Christ himself, both God

and man, although he be not corporally in the water, but in heaven above; and

whosoever cometh to that water, being of the age of discretion, must examine himself

duly, lest if he come unworthily, none otherwise than he would come unto other

common waters, he be not renewed in Christ, but instead of salvation receive his

damnation: even so it is of the bread and wine in the Lord's holy supper. Wherefore

“every man," as St Paul saith, “must examine himself," when he shall approach to

that holy table, and not come to God’s board as he would do to common feasts and

banquets; but must consider that it is a mystical table, where the bread is mystical,

and the wine also mystical, wherein we be taught that we spiritually feed upon

Christ, eating him and drinking him, and as it were sucking out of his side the

blood of our redemption and food of eternal salvation, although he be in heaven at his

Father’s right hand. And whosoever cometh unto this heavenly table, not having regard

to Christ’s flesh and blood, who should be there our spiritual food, but cometh thereto

without faith, fear, humility, and reverence, as it were but to carnal feeding, he doth

not there feed upon Christ, but the devil doth feed upon him, and devoureth him, as he

did Judas.

And now may every man perceive how fondly and falsely M. Smith concludeth 402_

of these words of St Paul, “that our Saviour Christ's body and blood is really and

corporally in the sacrament."

Am this he falleth to railing, lying, and slandering of M. Peter Martyr, a man Masterl’l‘tlf
of that excellent learning and godly living, that he passeth D. Smith as far as the sun MM“

in his clear light passeth the moon being in the eclipse.

“Peter Martyr," saith he, “at his first coming to Oxford, when he was but a

Lutherian in this matter, taught as D. Smith now doth. But when he came once
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to the court, and saw that doctrine misliked them that might do him hurt in his living,

he anon after turned his tippet, and sang another song."

Of M. Peter Martyr's opinion and judgment in this matter, no man can better

testify than I; forasmuch as he lodged within my house long before he came to

Oxford, and I had with him many conferences in that matter, and know that he

was then of the same mind that he is now, and as he defended after openly in Oxford,

and hath written in his book. And if D. Smith understood him otherwise in his

lectures at the beginning, it was for lack of knowledge, for that then D. Smith under

stood not the matter, nor yet doth not, as it appeareth by this foolish and unlearned

book, which he hath now set out: no more than he understood my book of the cate

chism, and therefore reporteth untruly of me, that I in that book did set forth the real

presence of Christ’s body in the sacrament. Unto which false report I have answered

in my fourth book, the eighth chapter‘.

But this I confess of myself, that _not long before I wrote the said catechism, I

was in that error of the real presence, as I was many years past in divers other errors:

as of transubstantiation, of the sacrifice propitiatory of the priests in the mass, of pil

grimages, purgatory, pardons, and many other superstitions and errors that came. from

Rome; being brought up from youth in them, and nousled therein for lack of good

instruction from my youth, the outrageous floods of papistical errors at that time over

flowing the world. For the which, and other mine offences in youth, I do daily pray

unto God for mercy and pardon, saying: Delicta jueentutie mm: at ignorantias mcas

ne memineris, Damine. “ Good Lord, remember not mine ignorances and ofi'ences of my

'outh."

3 But after it had pleased God to shew unto me, by his holy word, a more perfect

knowledge of his Son Jesus Christ, from time to time as I grew in knowledge of

him, by little and little I put away my former ignorance. And as God of his mercy

gave me light, so through his grace I opened mine eyes to receive it, and did not

wilfully repugn unto God and remain in darkness. And I trust in God's mercy and

pardon for my former errors, because I erred but of frailness and ignorance. And now

I may say of myself, as St Paul said: “When I was like a babe or child in the

knowledge of Christ, I spake like a child, and understood like a child: but now that

I come to man's estate and growing in Christ, through his grace and mercy, I have

put away that childishness.”

Now after that Doctor Smith hath thus untruly belied both me and M. Peter

Martyr, he falleth into his exclamations, saying: “O Lord, what man is so mad to

believe such mutable teachers, which change their doctrine at men’s pleasure, as

they see advantage and profit? They turn, and will turn, as the wind turneth."

Do you not remember, M. Smith, the fable, how the old crab rebuked her young,

that they went not straight forth; and the common experience, that those that look

asquint sometimes find fault with them that look right? You have turned twice

and retracted your errors, and the third time promised, and breaking your promise,

ran away’. And find you fault with me and M. Peter Martyr, as though we “for

men’s pleasures turn like the wind, as we see advantage ?” Shall the weathercock of

Paul’s, that turneth about with every wind, lay the fault in the church, and say

that it turneth?

I will not here answer for myself, but leave the judgment to God, who seeth the

bottom of all men's hearts, and at whose only judgment I shall stand or fall; saving

that this I will say before God, who is every where present, and knoweth all things

that be done, that as for seeking to please men in this matter, I think my conscience

clear, that I never sought herein but only the pleasure and glory of God. And yet

will I not judge myself herein, nor take D. Smith for my judge, but will refer

the judgment to him that is the rightful judge of all men. But as for Doctor Peter

Martyr, hath he sought to please men for advantage? who, having a great yearly

revenue in his own country, forsook all for Christ's sake, and for the truth and glory

of God came into strange countries, where he had neither land nor friends, but as

 

[1 Vide supra, pp. 225, 6.] [2 Vide Strype‘s Cranmer, Vol. I. pp. 244, 289.]
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God of his goodness, who never forsaketh them that put their trust in him, provided

for him? -

BUT after his exclamation, this papist returneth to the matter, saying: “Tell gallant-he

me, why may not Christ's body be as well in the sacrament and in heaven both at doound

once, as that his body was in one proper place with the body of the stone that lay wwlcm‘

still upon his grave when he rose from death to life, and as his body was in one

proper place at once with the body of the door or gate, when, the same being shut,

he entered into the house where the apostles were?”

Make you these two things to be all one, M. Smith, “divers bodies to be in

one place, and one body to be in divers places?" If Christ's body had been in one

place with the substance of the stone or door, and at the same time, then you might

well have proved thereby, that his body may as well be in one place with the sub—

stance of bread and wine. But what availeth this to prove, that his body may be

in divers places at one time? which is nothing like to the other, but rather clean

contrary. Marry, when Christ arose out of the sepulchre, or came into the house

when the doors were shut, if you can prove that at the same time he was in heaven,

then were that to some purpose to prove that his body may be corporally in heaven

and earth both at one time.

And yet the controversy here in this matter is, not what may be, but what is.

“God can do many things, which he neither doth nor will do." And to us his will,

in things that appear not to our senses, is not known but by his word. Christ's body

may be as well in the bread and wine, as in the door and stone; and yet it may be also

in the door and stone, and not in the bread and wine.

But if we will stretch out our faith no further than God's word doth lead us,

neither is Christ's body corporally present in one proper place with the bread and 404.

wine, nor was also with the stone or door. For the scripture saith in no place, that

the body of Christ was in the door, or in the stone that covered the sepulchre; but Mstt.xxviii.

it saith plainly that “an angel came down from heaven, and removed away the stone

from the sepulchre; and the women that came to see the sepulchre found the stone Mark m.

removed away." And although the gospel say, that “Christ came into the house John xx

when the door was shut," yet it saith not that “Christ's body was within the

door, so that the door and it occupied both but one place."

But peradventurc M. Smith will ask me this question: “ How could Christ

come into the house, the door being shut, except he came through the door, and that

his body must be in the door?" To your wise question, M. Smith, I will answer

by another question: Could not Christ come as well into the house, when the door

was shut, as the apostles could go out of prison, the door being shut? Could not

God work this thing, except the apostles must go through the door, and occupy the MM.

same place that the door did? Or could not Christ do so much for his own self, as

he did for his apostles?

But M. Smith is so blind in his own phantasies, that he seeth not how much

his own examples make against himself. For if it be like in the sacrament as it was

in the stone and door, and Christ's body was in one proper place with the body

and substance of the stone and door, then must Christ's body in the sacrament be in

one proper place with the body and substance of bread and wine. And so he must

then confess that there is no transubstantiation.

THEN from the door and sepulchre, D. Smith cometh to the revelations of Peter rhea _r—

and Paul, which saw Christ (as he saith) bodily upon earth after his ascension: which is

declareth, that “although Christ departed hence at the time of his ascension into mn‘

heaven, and there sitteth at the right hand of his Father, yet he may be also here

in the blessed sacrament of the altar." I am not so ignorant but I know that Christ

appeared to St Paul, and said to him, “Saul, Saul, why dost thou persecute me?" Acts in.

But St Augustine saith that “Christ at his ascension spake the last words that ever StAugusline.

he spake upon earth. And yet we find that Christ speaketh," saith he, “ but in

heaven and from heaven, and not upon earth. For he spake to Paul from above,
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saying: ‘Saul, Saul, why dost thou persecute me?’ The head was in heaven, and

yet he said, ‘“’hy dost thou persecute me?’ because he persecuted his members upon

earth'."

And if this please not Master Smith, let him blame St Augustine and not me, for

I feign not this myself, but only allege St Augustine.

And as the Father spake from heaven, when he said, “This is my beloved Son,

in whom I am pleased ;” and also St Stephen “saw Christ sitting in heaven at his

Father’s right hand:" even so meant St Augustine, that St Paul and all other that

have seen and heard Christ speak since his ascension, have seen and heard him from

heaven.

Now, when this papist, going forward with his works, seeth his building so feeble

and weak that it is not able to stand, he returneth to his chief foundation, the church

and councils general, willing all men to stay thereupon, and to leave disputing and

reasoning. And chiefly he shoareth up his house with the council Lateranense,

“whereat,” saith he, “were thirteen hundred fathers and fifteen." But he telleth

not that eight hundred of them were monks, friars, and canons, the bishop of

Rome's own dear dearlings and chief champions, called together in his name, and

not in Christ’s. From which brood of vipers and serpents what thing can be thought

to come, but that did proceed from the spirit of their most holy father that first bcgat

them, that is to say, from the spirit of antichrist?

And yet I know this to be true, that Christ is present with his holy church,

which is his holy elected people, and shall be with them to the world's end,

leading and governing them with his holy Spirit, and teaching them all truth ne

cessary for their salvation. And whensoever any such be gathered together in his

name, there is be among them, and he shall not suffer the gates of hell to prevail

against them. For although he may suffer them by their own frailness for a time

to err, fall, and to die, yet finally neither Satan, hell, sin, nor eternal death, shall

prevail against them.

But it is not so of the church and see of Rome, which accounteth itself to be the

holy catholic church, and the bishop thereof to be most holy of all other. For many

years ago Satan hath so prevailed against that stinking whore of Babylon, that her

abominations be known to the whole world, the name of God is by her blasphemed,

and of the cup of her drunkenness and poison have all nations tasted.

AFI‘ER. this cometh Smith to Berengarius, Almericus, Carolostadius, Gicolampadius,

and Zuinglius, affirming that the church ever sithens Christ's time, a thousand five

hundred years and more, hath believed that Christ is bodily in the sacrament, and

never taught otherwise until Berengarius came, about a thousand years after Christ,

whom the other followed.

But in my book I have proved by God's word and the old ancient authors, that

Christ is not in the sacrament corporally, but is bodily and corporally ascended into

heaven, and there shall remain unto the world's end.

And so the tmc church of Christ ever believed from the beginning without re

pugnance, until Satan was let loose, and antichrist came with his papists, which

feigned a new and false doctrine, contrary to God's word and the true catholic doc

trine.

And this true faith God preserveth in his holy church still, and will do unto the

world's end, maugre the wicked antichrist and all the gates of hell. And Almighty

God from time to time hath strengthened many holy martyrs, for this faith to suffer

death by antichrist and the great harlot of Babylon, who hath embrued her hands,

and is made drunken with the blood of martyrs. Whose blood God will revenge

 

[1 Adscensurus enim dixit verba novissims, post
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at length, although in the mean time he suffer the patience and faith of his holy

saints to be tried.

ALL the rest of his preface containeth nothing else but the authority of the church, Whstchurch
it is that can

which, Smith saith, “cannot wholly err :" and he so setteth forth and extolleth the noterr.

same, that he prefcrreth it above God's word, affirming not only that it is the pillar

of truth, and no less to be believed than holy scripture, but also that we should not

believe holy scripture but for it. So that he maketh the word of men equal, or above

the word of God.

And truth it is indeed that the church doth never wholly err; for ever in most

darkness God shineth unto his elect, and in the midst of all iniquity he govemeth

them so with his holy word and Spirit, that the gates of hell prevail not against

them. And these be known to him, although the world many times know them

not, but hath them in derision and hatred, as it had Christ and his apostles. Never- 406.

theless at the last day they shall be known to all the whole world, when the wicked

shall wonder at their felicity, and say: “These be they whom we sometime had in WM. v.

derision and mocked. \Ve fools thought their lives very madness, and their end to

be without honour. But now, lo, how they be accounted among the children of God,

and their portion is among the saints. Therefore we have erred from the way of

truth, the light of righteousness hath not shined unto us, we have wearied ourselves

in the way of wickedness and destruction."

But this holy church is so unknown to the world, that no man can discern it, Pu] m

but God alone, who only searcheth the hearts of all men, and knoweth his true chil- was;

dren from other that be but bastards.

This church is “the pillar of truth," because it resteth upon God's word, which is lTim.iii.

the true and sure foundation, and will not suffer it to err and fall. But as for the

open known church, and the outward face thereof, it is not the pillar of truth, other

wise than that it is, as it were, a register or treasury to keep the books of God's

holy will and testament, and to rest only thereupon, as St Augustine and Tertullian

mean in the place by M. Smith alleged.

And as the register keepeth all men's wills, and yet hath none authority to add,

change, or take away anything, nor yet to expound the wills further than the very

words of the will extend unto, (so'that he hath no power over the will, but by the

will ;) even so hath the church no further power over the holy scripture, which con

taineth the will and testament of God, but only to keep it, and to see it observed

and kept. For if the church proceed further to make any new articles of the faith,

besides the scripture, or contrary to the scripture, or direct not the form of life ac

cording to the same; then it is not the pillar of truth, nor the church of Christ, but

the synagogue of Satan, and the temple of antichrist, which both erreth itself, and

bringeth into error as many as do follow it.

And the holy church of Christ is but a small herd or flock, in comparison to Lnkexii.

the great multitude of them that follow Satan and antichrist ; as Christ himself saith,

and the word of God, and the course of the world from the beginning until this day

hath declared.

For, from the creation of the world until Noe's flood, what was then the open

face of the church? How many godly men were in those thousand and six hun- Gen-vii

dred years and more? Did not iniquity begin at Cain to rule the world, and so in

creased more and more, that at the length God could no longer suffer, but drowned

all the world for sin, except eight persons, which only were left upon the whole

earth ?

And after the world was purged by the flood, fell it not by and by to the former

iniquity again? so that within few years after, Abraham ‘conld find no place where Gen-xii

he might he suffered to worship the true living God, but that God appointed him

a strange country, almost clearly desolate and nnhabited, where he and a few other,

contrary to the usage of the world, honoured one God.

And after the great benefits of God shewed unto his people of Israel, and the

law also given unto them, whereby they were taught to know him, and honour him,
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yet how many times did they fall from him! Did they not, from time to time,

make them new Gods, and worship them? “'as not the open face of the church

so miserably deformed, not only in the wilderness, and in the time of the Judges,

but also in time of the Kings, that after the divrsion of the kingdom, amongst. all

the kings of Judah there was but only three in whose times the true religion was

restored, and among all the kings of Israel not so much as one? \Vere not all that

time the true priests of God a few in number? Did not all the rest maintain ido

latry and all abominations in groves and mountains, worshipping Baal and other

false Gods? And did they not murder and slay all the true prophets that taught

them to worship the true God? Insomuch that Elias the prophet, knowing no more

of all the whole people that followed the right trade, but himself alone, made his

complaint unto Almighty God, saying: “0 Lord, they have slain thy prophets, and

overthrown thine altars, and there is no more left but I alone, and yet they lie in

wait to slay me also." So that although Almighty God suffered them in their cap

tivity at Babylon no more but seventy years, yet he suffered them in their idolatry,

following their own ways and inventions, many hundred years, the mercy of God

being so great, that their punishment was short and small, in respect of their long

and grievous offences. And at the time of Christ's coming, the high priests came to

offices by such fraud, simony, murder, and poisoning, that the like hath not been

often read nor heard of, except only at Rome.

And when Christ was come, what godly religion found he? what Annases and

Caiphases! what hypocrisy, superstition, and abomination before God, although to

men's eyes things appeared holy and godly! “’as not then Christ alone and his

apostles, with other that believed his doctrine, the holy and true church? Although

they were not so taken, but for heretics, seditious persons, and blasphemers of God,

and Were extremely persecuted and put to villanons death, by such as accounted

themselves and were taken for the church, which fulfilled the measure of their fathers

that persecuted the prophets: upon whom came all the righteous blood that was

shed upon the earth, from the blood of just Abel, unto the blood of Zachary, the son

of Barachi, whom they slew between the temple and the altar.

And how many persons remained constantly in the true lively faith, at the time

of Christ's passion? I think, Master Smith will say, but a very few, seeing that

Peter denied Christ his master three times, and all his apostles fled away, and one

for haste without his clothes.

\Vhat wonder is it then, that the open church is now of late years fallen into

many errors and corruption, and the holy church of Christ is secret and unknown?

seeing that Satan, these five hundred years, hath been let loose, and antichrist reigncth,

spoiling and devouring the simple flock of Christ. But as Almighty God said unto

Elias, “I have reserved and kept for mine own self seven thousand, which never

bowed their knee to Baal ;" so it is at this present. For although Almighty God

hath suffered these four or five hundred years the open face of his church to be ugly

deformed, and shamefully defiled by the sects of the papists, (which is so manifest that

now all the world knoweth it,) yet hath God of his manifold mercy ever preserved

a good number, secret to himself, in his true religion, although antichrist hath bathed

himself in the blood of no small number of them.

And although the papists have led innumerable people out of the right way, yet

the church is to be followed: but the church of Christ, not of antichrist ; the church

that concerning the faith containeth itself within God's word, not that deviseth daily

new articles contrary to God’s word; the church, that by the true interpretation

of scripture and good example gathereth people unto Christ, not that by wrasting of

the scripture and evil example of corrupt living draweth them away from Christ.

And now, forasmuch as the wicked church of Rome, counterfeiting the church of our

Saviour Christ, bath in this matter of the sacrament of the blessed body and blood of

our Saviour Christ varied from the pure and holy church in the apostles' time, and

many hundred years after, (as in my book I have plainly declared and manifestly

proved,) it is an easy matter to discern, which church is to be followed. And I cannot

but marvel that Smith allegeth for him Vinccntius Lirenerm's, who, contrary to Doctor
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Smith, teacheth plainly that “the canon of the bible is perfect and sufficient of itself

for the truth of the catholic faith ;" and that “the whole church cannot make one

article of the faith, although it may be taken as a necessary witness for the receiving

and establishing of the same, with these three conditions, that the thing which we

would establish thereby hath been believed in all places, ever, and of all men‘." Which

the papistical doctrine in this matter hath not been, but came from Rome since Be

rengarius' time by Nicolas the second, Innocentius the third, and other of their sort:

whereas the doctrine, which I have set forth, came from Christ and his apostles, and

was of all men every where with one consent taught and believed, as my book sheweth

plainly, until the papists did transform and transubstantiate the chief articles of our

christian faith.

Thus is an answer made unto the false calumniations of Smith in the preface of

his book, or rather unto his whole book, which is so full of bragging, boasting, slan

dering, misreporting, wrangling, wrasting, false construing, and lying, that, those taken

out of the book, there is nothing worthy in the whole book to be answered. Never

theless in answering to the late bishop of Winchester’s book, I shall fully

answer also D. Smith in all points that require answer. And so

with one answer shall I despatch them both. And in some places

where one of them varieth from another, as they do in many

great matters, and in the chief and principal points, I

shall set them together Bitkum cum Bacchio, et

Esernium cum Pacidiano', to try which

of them is more stout and va

liant to overthrow

the other.

‘1: Here endeth the answer unto the Preface of Master Smith’s

book, which he wrote against the defence of the true and

catholic doctrine of the Sacrament of the body and blood

of our Saviour CHRIST.

 

[1 Cum sit perfectus scriptural-um canon, sibique ‘ quod ab omnibus creditum est._Ibid. cap. iii.]

ml omnia satis superque sufliciat, quid opus est ut Plerumque propter intelligentim lucem, non

ei ecclesiasticaa intelligentiaa jungatur auctoritas? novum fidei sensuin novm appellationis proprietate

.__Vincent. Lirin. Commonit. I. cap. ii. Bibl. Vet. signando._lbid. cap. xxxii. p. 246.]
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ln ipsa item catholics. ecclesia magnopere curan- Horace, Sat. 1. vii. 20. Cicero, Tusc. Qu. 1v. 2].]

dum est, ut id teneamus, quod ubique, quod semper,
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VARIED FROM OTHER PAPISTS‘.

OTHER say, that the body of Christ is made of bread. He saith, that the body

of Christ is not made of bread, nor was never so taught, but is made present of bread,

p. 72, line 14, and p. 178, line 10.

He saith that Christ made the demonstration of the bread, and called it his body,

when he said, “This is my body," p. 257, line 27. And in the Devil's Sophistry,

fol. 27. Other say contrary. And Smith, fol. 53.

He saith, that “this is my body," is as much to say as, “this is made my body."

And so he taketh est for fit, p. 295, line 35. Other say, that est is taken there substantive,

that is to say, only for “is,” and not for “is made." Marcus Antonius, fol. 171, facie 2,

consideratione 6.

He saith, that Christ is present in the sacrament after the same manner that he

is in heaven, p. 141, line 6. Other say contrary, that he is in heaven after the manner

of quantity, and that he is not so in the sacrament.

He saith, that where the body of Christ is, there is whole Christ, God and man;

and that when we speak of Christ’s body, we must understand a true body, which

hath both form and quantity, p. 71, line 37. Smith saith, that Christ’s body in the

sacrament hath not his proper form and quantity, fol. 106.

He saith, we believe simply, that Christ’s body is naturally and corporally in the

sacrament, without drawing away his accidences or adding, p. 353, line 1. Smith saith,

We say that Christ’s body is in the sacrament against nature with all his qualities

and accidents, fol. 105.

He saith, that God’s works be all seemliness without confusion, although he can

not locally distinct Christ's head from his foot, nor his legs from his arms, p. 70, line

27'. Other say, that Christ's head and foot and other parts he not indeed locally

distinct in the sacrament, but be so confounded, that wheresoevor one is, there be all

the rest.

They teach that the body of Christ is made of bread: he saith, it was never so

taught, p. 79, line 6, &c. '

He saith, that Christ’s body is in the sacrament sensibly, naturally, carnally, and

corporally, p. 159, line 9, &c. Other say contrary, Smith, fol. 39.

Other say, that Christ’s feet in the sacrament be there, where his head is: he

saith, that whosoever say so may be called mad, p. 61, line 34.

He saith, that Christ's body is in the sacrament naturally and carnally, p. 156,

line 6.

Other say, that corporally Christ goeth into the mouth or stomach, and no fur

ther. He saith contrary, p. 52, line 36.

He saith, that Christ dwelleth corporally in him that receiveth the sacrament

worthily, so long as he remaineth a member of Christ, p. 53, line 1, p. 56, line 31,

&c. Other say contrary, but that Christ flieth up into heaven so soon as the bread

is chawed in the mouth or changed in the stomach, Smith, fol. 64, p. 65, line 2,

and 25.

He saith, that no creature can eat the body of Christ, but only man, p. 66, line

30. Other say clean contrary. ‘

He saith, that an unrepentant sinner receiving the sacrament hath not Christ's

body nor spirit within him, p. 225, line 36. Smith saith, that he hath Christ's body

and spirit within him, fol. 136.
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He saith, that of the figure it may not be said, “Adore it, worship it," and that

is not to be adored, which the bodily eye seeth, p. 178, line 40, p. 239, line 32.

Marcus Antonius, fol. 176, fac. 2. Smith saith contrary, fol. 145, fac. 2.

He saith, that reason will agree with the doctrine of transubstantiation well

enough, p. 264, line 47. Smith saith, that transubstantiation is against reason and

natural operation, fol. 60.

Other say, that worms in the sacrament be gendered of accidences. He saith, that

they be wrong home in hand to say so, p. 355, line 3.

He saith, that the accidences of bread and wine do mould, sour, and wax vinegar,

p. 265, line ll, and 355, line 8. And Marcus, fol. 168, fae. 1. Smith saith thus: “I say

that the consecrated wine turneth not into vinegar, nor the consecrated bread mouldeth

nor engendereth worms, nor is burned, nor receiveth into it any poison, as long as

Christ’s body and blood are under the forms of them which do abide there, so long

as the natural qualities and properties of bread and wine tarry there in their natural

disposition and condition, that the bread and wine might be naturally there, if they

had not been changed into Christ’s body and blood; and also as long as the host and

consecrated wine are apt to be received of man, and no longer; but go and depart

thence by God's power, as it pleaseth him. And then a new substance is made of God,

which turneth into vinegar, engendereth worms, mouldeth, is burned, feedeth men and

mice, receiveth poison," &c. fol. 64 and 105.

He saith, “Every yea containeth a nay in it naturally, so as whosoever saith, This

is bread, saith it is no wine. For in the rule of common reason, the grant of one

substance is the denial of another: and therefore reason hath these conclusions throughly,

whatsoever is bread is no wine, whatsoever is wine is no milk, &c. So Christ saying,

‘This is my body,’ saith it [is] no bread," p. 256, line 38, and p. 265, line 5. Smith

saith, a boy “which hath only learned the sophistry," will not dispute so fondly, fol. 77.

Other say, that the mass is a sacrifice satisfactory by devotion of the priest, and

not by the thing that is offered. He saith otherwise, p. 80, line 43.

He saith, that the only immolation of Christ in himself upon the altar of the

cross is the very satisfactory sacrifice for the reconciliation of mankind to the favour

of God, p. 437, line 1, 2, and 31. Smith saith, “What is it to offer Christ’s body

and blood at mass, to purchase thereby everlasting life, if it be not the mass to be a

sacrifice to pacify God's wrath for sin, and to obtain his mercy ?" Smith, fol. 24, 148,

164. Priests do offer for our salvation to get heaven and to avoid hell, fol. eodem.

MATTERS WHEREIN THE BISHOP VARIED FROM

HIMSELF.

“ THE body of Christ in the sacrament is not made of bread, but is made present

of bread," p. 79, line 6, &c., and p. 202, line 40, &c.

“Of bread is made the body of Christ," p. 344, line 8.

“The catholic faith hath from the beginning confessed truly Christ's intent to make

bread his body," p. 26, line 40. “ Christ gave that he made of bread,” p. 257, line 50.

“And of many breads is made one body of Christ," p. 144, line 23. “ And faith shew

eth me that bread is the body of Christ, that is to say, made the body of Christ,"

p. 295, line 30.

“Christ spake plainly, ‘This is my body,’ making demonstration of the bread, when

he said, ‘This is my body,’ " in the Devil's Sophistry, fol. 27. “I will pass over the

phantasies of them who wrote the principal chief text, ‘This is my body,’ from con-.

secration of the sacrament, to the demonstration of Christ's body, &c." in the devilish

Devil's Sophistry, fol. 70.

“The demonstration ‘this,’ may be referred to the invisible substance," p. 106,

line 42. “The ‘is,’ was of his body and blood, and not of the bread and wine," p. 251,

line 8.

Illi: verbia, “H00 est corpus meum," substantia corporis siynificatur, nee de pane

411.
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guicquam intelligitur, quum corpus dc subatantia ma, non aliena prwdicetur, fol. 24,

fac. 2. Mar. Ant. Constant.

“ When Christ said ‘ This is my body,’ the truth of the literal sense hath an absurdity

in carnal reason," p. 138, line 19.

“What can be more evidently spoken of the presence of Christ’s natural body and

blood in the most blessed sacrament of the altar, than is in these words, ‘This is my

body'?" in the Devil’s Sophistry, fol. 5.

“Wherethe body of Christ is, there is whole Christ, God and man. And when

we speak of Christ’s body, we must understand a true body, which hath both form

and quantity," p. 71, line 47. “And he is present in the sacrament as he is in heaven,"

p. 141, line 6, &c.

“ We believe simply the substance of Christ's body to be in the sacrament without

drawing away of accidents, or adding," p. 353, line 1.

“ Christ is not present in the sacrament after the manner of quantity, but under the

form and quantity of bread and wine," p. 71, line 50, p. 90, line 43.

“In such as receive the sacrament worthily Christ dwelleth in them corporally, and

naturally, and carnally," p. 166, line 19, and p. 173, line 54, and p. 191, line 47.

“The manner of Christ's being in the sacrament is not corporal, not carnal, not

natural, not sensible, not perceptible, but only spiritual," p. 159, line 17, and p. 197,

line 32.

“1V0 receive Christ in the sacrament of his flesh and blood, if we receive him wor

thily," p. 167, line 9, and p. 174, line 1. .

“When an unrepentant sinner receiveth the sacrament, he hath not Christ's body

within him," I). 225, line 43.

“ He that eateth verily the flesh of Christ, is by nature in Christ, and Christ is

naturally in him," p. 17, line 38, &c.

“ An evil man in the sacrament receiveth indeed Christ's very body," p. eadem, line 7.

“Evil men eat verily the flesh of Christ," p. 225, line 47.

“ Christ giveth us to be eaten the same flesh that he took of the virgin," p. 241, line 27.

“ We receive not in the sacrament Christ's body that was crucified," p. 243, line 16.

“ Saint Augustine's rule, De Doctrine Christiana, pertaineth not to Christ's supper,”

p. 117, line 21.

“The sixth of John speaketh not of any promise made to the eating of a token

of Christ's flesh," p. 4, line 40.

“St Augustine meaneth of the sacrament," p. 119, line 24.

“The sixth of John must needs be understand of corporal and sacramental eating,"

p. 17, line 48.

“ Reason in place of service (as being inferior to faith) will agree with the doctrine

of transubstantiation well enough,” p. 265, line 1. “ And as reason, received into faith's

service, doth not strive with transubstantiation, but agreeth well with it; so man's

senses be no such direct adversaries to transubstantiation, as a matter whereof they

can no skill, for the senses can no skill of substances," p. 271, line 24, &c.

“ Thine eyes say, there is but bread and wine: thy taste saith the same. Thy feeling

and smelling agree fully with them." “Hereunto is added the carnal man’s understanding,

which because it taketh the beginning of the senses, proceedeth in reasoning sensually,"

in the Devil’s Sophistry, fol. 6. “The church hath not forborne to preach the truth,

to the confusion of man's senses and understanding," fol. 15.

“ It is called bread because of the outward visible matter,” p. [257.]

“ When it is called bread, it is meant Christ the spiritual bread," p. 284, line 25.

“ The fraction is in the outward sign, and not in the body of Christ," p. 144, line 39,

and p. 348, line 21. And in the Devil's Sophistry, fol. 17.

“That which broken is the body of Christ," p. 348, line 18.

“The inward nature of the bread is the substance," p. 286, line 23.

“ Substance signifieth the outward nature," p. 359, line 22.

“ The substances of bread and wine be visible creatures," p. 285, line 48, and p. 286,

line 44.

“ Accidents be the visible natures and visible elements,” p. 363, line 39.
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“Christ is our satisfaction wholly and fully, and hath paid our whole debt to God

the Father, for the appeasing of his wrath against us,” p. 81, line 39.

“ The act of the priest done according to God's commandment must needs be pro

pitiatory, and ought to be trusted on to have a propitiatory efl‘ect," p. 437, line 131.

“The demonstration ‘this,’ may be referred to the invisible substance," p. 106, Satin-flag:

line 44. “The ‘is,’ was of his body and blood, and not of the bread and wine," gorikprry.

p. 251, line 8. ciimr'aryjn

“ When Christ said, ‘This is my body,’ the truth of the literal sense hath an ab- isiiiaiiidlifa.

surdity in carnal reason," p. 138, line 19. “And it is a singular miracle of Christ

understanded as the plain words signify in their proper sense," ibidem, line 21.

“The sacrifice of our Saviour Christ was never reiterate," p. 368, line 46.

“Priests do sacrifice Christ,” p. 381, line 42, &c. “ And the catholic doctrine 413.

teacheth the daily sacrifice to be the same in essence that was offered on the cross,"

p. 436, line 11.

“The Nestorians granted both the Godhead and manhood always to be in Christ

continually," p. 309, line 18.

“The Nostorians denied Christ conceived God or born God, but that he was

afterward God, as a man that is not born a bishop is after made a bishop. So the

Nestorians said, that the Godhead was an accession after by merit, and that he was

conceived only man," p. 309, line 12.

“Christ useth us as familiarly as he did his apostles," p. 83, line 54.

“ Christ is not to be said conversant in earth," p. 101, line 16.

CONCESSA.

“ON what part thou, reader, secst craft, sleight, shift, obliquity, or in any one

point an open manifest lie, there thou mayest consider, whatsoever pretence be made

of truth, yet the victory of truth not to be there intended," p. 12, line 19.

“When Christ had taught of the eating of himself, being the bread descended

from heaven, declaring that eating to signify believing, then he entered to speak of

the giving of his flesh to be eaten," p. 27, line 7.

“Christ must be spiritually in a man before he receive the sacrament, or he

cannot receive the sacrament worthily," p. 48, line 46, and p. 140, line ultima, and

p. 172, line 28, and 181, line 28.

“How Christ is present," p. 61, line 10, and p. 71, line 41, and p. 90, line 44,

p. 57, line 17, and p. 197, line 30.

“By faith we know only the being present of Christ's most precious body, not

the manner thereof," p. 61, line 43.

“ “That we speak of Christ's body, we must understand a true body, which hath

both form and quantity," p. 71, line 34.

“Although Christ‘s body have all those truths of form and quantity, yet it is not

present after the manner of quantity," p. 71, line 37.

“ For the worthy receiving of Christ we must come endued with Christ, and clothed

with him seemly in that garment,’ p. 92, line 31.

“ Really, that is to say, verily, truly, and in deed, not in phantasy or imagination,"

p. 140, line 21.

“All the old prayers and ceremonies sound as the people did communicate with the

priest," p. 145, line 9'.

“‘ Really’ and ‘sensibly' the old authors in syllables used not, for so much as I

have read; but ‘corporally' and ‘naturally’ they used, speaking of this sacrament," p.

155, line 13.

“ Christ may be called sensibly present," p. 155, line 26, and p. 159, line 10.

“ By faith Christ dwelleth in us spiritually," p. 158, line 16.

“Our perfect unity with Christ is to have his flesh in us, and to have Christ 1m...
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bodily and naturally dwelling in us by his manhood," p. 166, line 30, &c., and p. 17,

line 34.

“Evil men eat the body of Christ, but sacramentally, and not spiritually," p. 222,

line 47.

“Christ's flesh in the sacrament is given us to eat spiritually, and therefore there

may be no such imaginations to eat Christ's body carnally, after the manner he walked

here, nor drink his blood as it was shed upon the cross; but spiritually understanded it

giveth life,” p. 241, line 18.

“ To eat only in faith is specially to remember Christ’s flesh as it was visibly cruci

fied," p. 243, line 28.

“ \Ve eat not Christ as he sitteth in heaven reigning," p. 243, line 32.

“The word ‘transubstantiation' was first spoken of by public authority in a general

council, where the bishop of Rome was present,” p. 250, line 28.

“The word ‘nature' signifieth both the substance and also property of the nature,"

p. 291, line 27.

“ The sensible thing after the capacity of common understanding is called ‘substance,’

but the inward nature in learning is properly called ‘ substance,’ " p. 338, line 31.

“ In common bread the substance is not broken at all," p. 257, line 32.

“The catholic doctrine teacheth not the daily sacrifice of Christ's most precious body

and blood to be an iteration of the once perfected sacrifice on the cross, but a sacrifice

that representcth the sacrifice, and sheweth it also before the faithful eyes," p. 386, line 20.

“The effect of the offering on the cross is given and dispensed in the sacrament of

baptism," p. 386, line 30.

“ By virtue of the same offering on the cross, such as fall be relieved in the sacrament

of penance," p. eadem, line 16.

“The daily sacrifice of the church is also propitiatory, but not in that degree of

propitiation, as for redemption, regeneration, or remission of deadly sin, (which was once

purchased, and by force thereof is in the sacraments ministered,) but for the increase of

God's favour, the mitigation of God's displeasure provoked by our infirmities, the snb~

duing of temptations, and the perfection of virtue in us,” p. 387, line 15, &c.

“All good works, good thoughts, and good meditations, may be called sacrifices,

and sacrifices propitiatory also, forasmuch as in their degree God accepteth and taketh

them through the effect and strength of the very sacrifice of Christ's death," p. eadem,

line 19, &c.

“To call the daily offering a sacrifice satisfactory, must have an understanding that

signifieth not the action of the priest, but the presence of Christ's most precious body

and blood, the very sacrifice of the world once perfectly ofi'ered being propitiatory and

satisfactory for all the world,” p. eadem, line 43 ‘, &c.

“ Or else the word ‘ satisfactory' must have a signification and meaning that declareth

the acception of the thing done, and not the proper countervail of the action. For other

wise the daily sacrifice in respect of the action of the priest cannot be called satisfactory,

and it is a word indeed that soundeth not well so placed, although it might be saved by

a signification," p. eadem, line 46 ’, &c.

“ I think this speech to be frequented, that the only immolation of Christ in himself

upon the altar of the cross is the very satisfactory sacrifice for the reconciliation of

mankind to the favour of God," p. eadem, line 50‘.

“I have not read the daily sacrifice of Christ‘s most precious body to be called a

‘sacrifice satisfactory,’ " p. eadem, line 52 ‘.

“But this speech hath indeed been used, ‘that the priest should sing satisfactory,’

which they understood of the satisfaction of the priest's duty to attend the prayer he

was required to make," ibid. line 53‘.

“In the sacrifice of the church Christ’s death is not iterated, but a memory daily

renewed of that death, so as Christ's offering on the cross once done and consummate

is now only remembered," p. 391, line 5.

“The same body is offered daily on the altar that was once offered upon the cross,
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but the same manner of offering is not daily that was on the altar of the cross. For

the daily offering is without blood~shedding, and is termed so, to signify that blood

shedding once done to be suficient," p. eadem, line 8, &c.

MATTERS WHEREIN THE BISHOP VARIETH FROM THE TRUTH

AND FROM THE OLD AUTHORS OF THE CHURCH.

“ If we eat not the flesh of the Son of man, we have not life in us, because Christ

bath ordered the sacrament," &c. p. 17, line 12.

“ “'hen Christ said, ‘Take eat, this is my body,’ be fulfilled that which he pro

mised in the sixth of John, that he would give his flesh for the life of the world,"

p. 27, line 28. Mar. Ant. fol. 168. Note.

“When Christ said, ‘the flesh profiteth nothing,’ he spake not of his flesh as it

is united unto his divinity," p. 27, line 53, and p. 329, line 24.

“God in baptism giveth only the Spirit of Christ, and in the sacrament of the

altar the very body and blood of Christ," p. 34, line 44.

“Unworthy receivers of the sacrament receive Christ’s body with mouth only, the Conccuum.

worthy receivers both with mouth and heart,” p. 54, line 47, &c.

“We must believe Christ’s words to be mest perfectly true according to the truth Cnncessuu‘.

of the letter, where no absurdity in scripture driveth us from it, howsoever it seem

repugnant to reason," p. 62, line 20.

“The fathers did eat Christ’s body, and drink his blood in truth of promise, not eommum.

in truth of presence." p. 74, line 23, &c.

“The fathers did eat Christ spiritually, but they did not eat his body present _Sacl_'amenta

spiritually and sacramentally," p. eadem, line 26. iiieifiiim.

“Their sacraments were figures of the things, but ours contain the very things," m

ibid., line 27.

“Albeit in a sense to the learned men it may be verified, that the fathers did eat

the body of Christ and drink his blood, yet there is no such form of words in scrip

ture. And it is more agreeable to the simplicity of scripture to say, the fathers be

fore Christ's nativity did not eat the body and drink the blood of Christ," p. 78,

line 28.

“And although St Paul in the tenth to the Corinthians be so understanded of some,

that the fathers should eat and drink the spiritual meat, and drink that we do, yet

to that understanding all do not agree," ibid., line 34, &c.

“ Their sacraments contained the promise of that which in our sacraments is given,"

ibid., line 36.

“And although that willing obedience was ended and perfected upon the cross,

(to the which it continued from the beginning,) yet as in the sacrifice of Abraham

the earnest will and offering was accompted for the offering in deed, so the declara

tion of Christ's will in his last supper was an offering of himself to God the Father,"

p. 82, line 2, &c.

“In that mystery he declared his body and blood to be the very sacrifice of the 416,

world, by the same will that he said his body should be betrayed for us," ibid.,

line 12.

“As Christ offered himself upon the cross in the execution of his will, so he

offered himself in his supper in declaration of his will," p. 82, line 13, &c.

“Christ's body in the supper or communion is represented unto us as a sacrifice

propitiatory for all the sins of the world, and it is the only sacrifice of the church,

and the pure and clean sacrifice whereof Malachi spake,” p. 84, line 4; p. 88, line

ultima, &c.

“As Christ declareth in the supper himself an offering and sacrifice for our sin,

ofi'ering himself to his Father as our mediator; so the church at the same supper, in

their offering of lands and thanks, join themselves with their head Christ, represent

ing and offering him," p. 89, line 10.

“ The sun-beams be of the same substance with the sun,” p, 92, line 5.

“We have in earth the substantial presence of the Son," ibid., line 7.

I [mum-tn
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“ When Christ said, ‘ This is my body,’ this word ‘This,’ may be referred to the

invisible substance," p. 106, line 44. ,

“ To eat Christ's flesh and drink his blood is of itself a proper speech," p. 112,

line 35; “carnally,” ibid., line 50; “with teeth and mouth," p. 112, line 8, and

p. 34, line 38.

“ To eat Christ's body camally may have a good signification," p. 113, line 4.

“Origen doth not mean to destroy the truth of the letter in these words of Christ,

‘Except you eat the flesh of the Son of man,” &c. p. 114, line 40.

“St Augustine taketh the same for a figurative speech, because it seemeth to com

mand in the letter, camally understanded, an heinous and wicked thing, to eat the

flesh of a man,” p. 116, line 40.

“The said words of Christ, ‘Except you eat,’ &c. is to the unfaithful a figure,

but to the faithful they be no figure, but spirit and life," ibid. line 48.

“The fathers called it a figure, by the name of a figure reverently to cover so

great a secresy, apt only to be understand of men believing," p. 117, line 3.

“That is spiritual understanding, to do as is commanded," ibid. line 13.

“This word ‘represent' in St Hierome and Tertullian signifieth a true real exhi

bition," p. 120, line 27, and p. 128, line 11.

“The word eucharistia cannot well be Englished,” p. 161.

“ In God's word, and in baptism, we be made participant of Christ’s passion by his

Spirit, but in the Lord's supper we be made participant of his Godhead by his hu

manity exhibited to us for food. So as in this mystery we receiVe him as man and

God, and in the other by mean of his Godhead we be participant of the effect of

his passion suffered in his manhood. In this sacrament we receive a pledge of the

regeneration of our flesh to be in the general resurrection spiritual with our soul:

in baptism we have been made spiritual by regeneration of the soul," p. 158, line

45, &c.

“In baptism Christ’s humanity is not really present, though the virtue and efl'ect

of his most precious blood be there," p. 159, line 4.

“The manner of Christ's being in the sacrament is only spiritual,” ibid., line 16.

“To understand Christ's words spiritually is to understand them as the Spirit of

God hath taught the church," ibid., line 34.

“Our perfect unity with Christ is to have his flesh in us, and to have Christ

bodily and naturally dwelling in us by his manhood," p. 166, line 32.

“By Christ's flesh in the sacrament we be naturally in him, and he is naturally

in us," ibid., lin. 45, &c.

“Christ dwelleth naturally in us, and we be corporally in him," ibid., line 35.

“Christ's flesh is very spiritual and in a spiritual manner delivered unto us," p.

167, line 12, and p. 243, line 11, and p. 243, line 28, and p. 295, line 33.

“ Christ dwelleth in us naturally for the natural communication of our body and

his," p. 167, line 19.

“ When Christ united himself unto us as man, (which he doth giving his body in

the sacrament to such as worthily receive it,) then he dwelleth in them corporally,"

p. 172, line 27.

“In baptism man’s soul is regenerate in the virtue and efl'ect of Christ’s passion

and blood, Christ's Godhead present there without the real presence of his humanity,"

p. 181, line 16, &c.

“In baptism our unity with Christ is wrought without the real presence of Christ's

humanity, only in the virtue and effect of Christ's blood," p. 181, lines 2 and 16.

“ In baptism our soul is regenerate and made spiritual, but not our body in deed,

but in hope only," p. 181, line 6.

“In baptism we be united to Christ's manhood by his divinity, but in the Lord’s

supper we be in nature united to Christ as man, and by his glorified flesh made par

takers also of his divinity," p. 181, line 8.

“ Christ’s body and flesh is a spiritual body and flesh, and is present in the sa

crament after a spiritual manner, and is spiritually received," p. eadem, 26, 351,

line 19.
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“In this sacrament Christ's humanity and Godhead is really present, and in bap

tism his Godhead with the efl'ectual virtue of his blood (in which we be washed), not

requiring any real presence thereof," p. 191, line 35.

“Spirit and life may fall upon naughty men, although for their malice it tarrieth

not,” p. 211, line 17.

“Christ’s words were not figurative, but true and proper, when he said, ‘This is

my body’," p. 9, line 1, p. 257, line 1 and 14. Marcus Antonius, fol. 24, fa. l.

“ All the naming of bread by Christ and St Paul and all other must be under

stand before sanctification, and not after," p. 258, line 15.

“When St Paul said, ‘We be partakers of one bread,’ he speaketh not of mate

rial bread," p. 258, line 7.

“ No man knoweth the difference between the substance of bread, cheese, and ale,"

p. 271, line 39; p. 272, line 23; p. 339, line 33.

“The accidents of bread may be called the visible part of bread, the outward“ kind 413

and form of bread, the appearance of bread, a true sensible part of bread, bread, the

nature of bread, the matter of bread, the visible matter of bread, not that it is pro

perly bread, but after the common speech and capacity of men,” p. 272, line 16, and

p. 273, line 25, p. 283, line 11, and p. 289, line 31, and 290, line 7, and 292, line 16,

and p. 396, line 43, &c., and p. 305, line 44, &c., and p. 243, line 45, p. 359, line

22.

“ The accidents of bread do corrupt, putrify, and nourish," p. 273, line 30, p. 290,

line 7, and p. 296, line 48, and p. 358, line 28.

“The glorified body of Christ is of the own nature neither visible nor palpable,"

p. 273, line 40.

“In baptism the whole man is not regenerated, but the soul," p. 286, line 10.

“The soul only of man is the substance of man,” ibidem.

“The soul only is made the Son of God," p. 286, line 23.

“ It is called meat because of the outward visible matter," p. 290, line 9.

“As really and as truly as the soul of man is present in the body, so really and

so truly is the body of Christ present in the sacrament,” p. 296, line 5, and p. 396,

line 15.

“The sacrifice of the church is perfected before the perception,’I p. 396, line 32.

“ In the sacrament, being a mystery ordered to feed us, is the truth of the presence

of the natures earthly and celestial. The visible matter of the earthly creature in

his property and nature for the use of signification is necessarily required," p. 310,

lines 44, 48.

“This saying of Gelasius, ‘The substance or nature of bread and wine cease not

to be there still,’ may be verified in the last, and nature he taketh for the propriety,"

p. 310, line 50.

“Theodorete's saying, that ‘the substance of bread remaineth,’ seemeth to speak of

substance after the common capacity, and not as it is truly in learning understanded,

an inward, invisible, and not palpable nature," p. 321, line 2.

“Christ in his supper fulfilled this promise, Pam's quem ego dabo," &c., p. 329,

line 25.

“Accidents in common understanding be called substances," p. 339, line 31.

“ In common bread the substance is not broken at all," ibidem, line 39.

“Accidents be broken without substance,” p. 339, line 6, &c.

“All alteration is in accidents and the corruption of accidents in the generation

of new accidents," p. 355, line 4.

“ Substance in Theodorete signifieth the outward visible nature, that is to say, acci

dents,” p. 359, line 20.

“One thing is but one substance, saving only in the person of Christ," p. 359,

line 41.

“Baptism is not‘ wondered at, how the Holy Ghost is there; but the wonder in

this sacrament is specially directed to the work of God in the visible creatures, how

 

[‘ This word “not” in not found in the passage referred to.]

25—2
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they be changed into the body and blood of Christ, which is wrought before We re

ceive the sacrament," p. 366, line 45.

“Priests do ofi'er daily Christ’s flesh and blood," p. 384, line 26.

“Christ ofi'ered himself in his supper," p. eadem, line 27.

“ Otherwise than Christ did cannot be now done," p. 384, line 28.

“The daily oli'ering by the priest is daily ofi'ered for sin, because we daily fall,”

p. eadem, line 30.

“That is done in the altar is a sacrifice, and the same that is ofi'ered once, and

daily to be the same,” [ibid.]

“ Visible priests, ministers to our invisible priest, ofl‘er the daily sacrifice in Christ's

church,‘ p. 392', line 46.

“The body and blood of Christ is properly sacrificed by the priests, and is there

offered for the effect of increase of life in us, as it was offered upon the cross to achieve

life unto us," p. 390, line 46, &c.

“The same body is offered daily upon the altar that was once ofi'ered upon the

cross, but the same manner of ofi'ering is not daily that was on the altar of the cross;

for the daily ofi'ering is without bloodshedding, and is termed so to signify that blood

shedding once done to be sufficient," p. 391, line 7, &c.

“The sacrifice of the church is propitiatory," p. 391, line 8.

“The sacrifice of the church is a sacrifice giving life,” ibidem, line 8.

“ Our sacrifice of laud and thanksgiving cannot be said a pure and clean sacrifice

to fulfil the prophecy of Malachi," ibidem, line 10.

 

I" Thus in the original text; the paging being by mistake printed 392 instead of 389.]
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1T HOW THOMAS CRANMER, ARCHBISHOP, BISHOP RIDLEY, AND

M. LATIMER, WERE SENT DO‘VN TO OXFORD TO DISPUTE,

WITH THE ORDER AND MANNER, AND ALL OTHER

CIRCUMSTANCES, UNTO THE SAID DISPUTATION,

AND ALSO TO THEIR. CONDEMNATION,

APPERTAINING.

[This Disputation is found in Foxe‘s Acts and Monuments, and is extracted from Ed. 1583,

p. 1428, et sqq.]

ABOUT the tenth of April, Cranmer archbishop of Canterbury, Ridley bishop of Foxe,AcLr.l
. . . &c. H.158.

London, and Hugh Latlmer bishop also sometime of lVorcester, were conveyed as g-lglaib
prisoners from the Tower to \Vindsor; and after, from thence to the university of lgijgrisirlriner.

Oxford, there to dispute with the divines and learned men of both the universities, :id5l.1:.iili
- , ‘ nOxford and Cambridge, about the presence, substance, and sacrifice of the sacrament. dcg'nmto

The names of the university doctors and graduates appointed to dispute against them dig-‘1?”

The univer

were these: of Oxford, Doctor Weston, prolocutor, Doctor Tresham, Doctor Cole, Doctor sity 402:“

n

Oglethorpe, Doctor Pie, Master Harpsfield, Master Fecknam: of Cambridge, Doctor igiiiipute

Yong, vice-chancellor, Doctor Glin, Doctor Seaton, Doctor iVatson, Doctor Scdgewicke,Doctor Atkinson, &c. The articles or questions whereupon they should dispute were fenllluii:

these:

I. \Vhether the natural body of Christ be really in the sacrament after the words

spoken by the priest, or no?

II. \Vhether in the sacrament, aficr the words of consecration, any other substance

do remain, than the substance of the body and blood of Christ?

III. ‘Vhether in the mass be a sacrifice propitiatory for the sins of the quick and

the dead?

. i i I i i Q

On Saturday, being the 14th of April, at eight of the clock, the aforesaid vice-chan

cellor of Cambridge, with the other doctors of the same university, repaired to Lincoln

college again, and found the prolocutor above in a chapel, with the company of the house,

singing Requiem mass, and tarried there until the end. Then they, consulting all toge

ther in the master's lodging, about nine of the clock came all to the university church

called St Mary's; and there, after a short consultation in a chapel, the vice-chancellor,

the prolocutor, &c. of Oxford, caused the vice-chancellor of Cambridge, and the rest of

the doctors of that university, to send for their scarlet robes, brought from Cambridge; Thedoctors

save that doctors Seton and W'atson borrowed of the Oxford men. And in this time, Lmffiom

the regents in the congregation-house had granted all the Cambridge doctors their graces,

to be incorporate there; and so they went up, and were admitted immediately. Doctor

Oglethorpe presenting them, and the proctor reading the statute, and giving them their

oaths.

That done, they came all into the quire, and there held the convocation 0f the univer- Mm,"

sity. They had mass of the Holy Ghost solemnly sung in prick-song by the quire-men mafia]

of Christ’s church. But first, the cause of the convocation was opened in English, RSIEJZ;

partly by the vice-chancellor, and partly by the prolocutor, declaring that they were

sent by the queen, and wherefore they were sent; and caused master Say, the register, “cl '

openly to read the commission. That done, the vice-chancellor read Cambridge letters Cmbfidge

openly, and then concluded, that three notaries, master Say for the convocation, a beadle $3.232:

of Cambridge for that university, and one master White for Oxford, should testify of ““““i““““

their doing ; and then willed the said notaries to provide parchment, that the whole
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f‘wmribifls assembly might subscribe to the articles, save those that had subscribed before in the

Ink-lea convocation-house at London and Cambridge. And so the vice-chancellor began first;

after him the rest of the Oxford men, as many as could in the mass-time.

"mien in The mass being done, they went in procession: first, the quire in their surplices
r d.slgeoimy of followed the cross; then the first-year regents and proctors; then the doctors of law,

and their beadle before them; then the doctors of divinity of both universities inter

mingled, the divinity and art beadles going before them, the vice-chancellor and

prolocutor going together: after them bachelors 0f divinity, regentes, et non- regentes,

in their array; and last of all, the bachelors of law and art; after whom followed a.

great company of scholars and students not graduate. And thus they proceeded through

the street to Christ's church; and there the quire sang a psalm, and after that a collect

was read. This done, departed the commissioners, doctors, and many others to Lincoln

college, where they dined with the mayor of the town, one alderman, four beadles,

master Say, and the Cambridge notary. After dinner they went all again to St Mary's

33min“ church ; and there, after a short consultation in a chapel, all the commissioners came into

the quire, and sat all on seats before the altar, to the number of thirty-three persons;

and first they sent to the mayor, that he should bring in doctor Cranmer, which within

a while was brought to them with a great number of rusty-bill-men.

ggmigop Thus the reverend archbishop, when he was brought before the commissioners,

"mush! reverenced them with much humility, and stood with his staff in his hand, who, not

:gglmiiggv withstanding having a stool offered him, refused to sit. Then the prolocutor, sitting

Zthfiich‘m‘s in the midst inta scarlet gown, began with a short preface or oration in praise of unity,

'rll‘lrlirenirfiyrend and especially 1n the church of Christ; declaring withal his. bringing up, and takmg

gram,“ degrees in Cambridge, and also how he was promoted by lung Henry, and had been

thearch- his councillor, and a catholic man, one of the same unity, and a member thereof in

ihmehn‘ii) More times past; but of late years did separate and cut off himself from it, by teaching and

setting forth of erroneous doctrine, making every year a new faith: and therefore it

pleased the queen's grace to send them of the convocation, and other learned men, to

bring him to this unity again, if it might be. Then shewcd he him, how they of the

convocation-house had agreed upon certain articles, whereunto they willed him to

subscribe.

Zhe aenswer The archbishop answered to the preface very wittily, modestly, and learnedly, shewing

archbishop that he was very glad of an unity, forasmueh as it was comer-calm omnium rerum

loD.Westnn. , . . . .

publwarum, tam ethnwm-um quam Clzrwtmnorum; i.e., “the preserver of all common

wealths, as well of the heathen as of the Christians:" and so he dilated the matter with

one or two stories of the Romans' commonwealth. Which thing when he had done,

he said that he was very glad to come to an unity, so that it were in Christ, and

agreeable to his holy word.

When he had thus spoken his full mind, the prolocutor caused the articles' to be

read unto him, and asked if he would grant and subscribe unto them. Then the bishop

of Canterbury did read them over three or four times, and touching the first article,

he asked what they meant by these terms, Verum et naturale; i.e. “true and natural."

“Do you not mean," saith he, “corpus organicum; i. e. a sensible body ?” Some

answered, Idem quad natum est ca: virgim ; i. e. “the same that was born of the

virgin ;" and so confusedly some said one thing, some another. Then the bishop of

migifxhe Canterbury denied it utterly : and when he had looked upon the other two, he said they

mhbishov- were all false, and against God's holy word; and therefore he would not agree, he said,

mgrfiush in that unity with them. \Vhich done, the prolocutor, first willing him to write his

gmmtgr mind of them that night, said moreover, that he should dispute in them, and caused a

discllle- copy of the articles to be delivered him, assigning him to answer therennto on Monday

 

next; and so charged the mayor with him again, to be had to Bocardo, where he was

[‘ The following are the articles: panis et vini, neque alia ulla substantis, nisi sub

1. 1n sacramento altaris, virtute verbi Domini stantia Christi, Dei et hominis.

a sacerdote prolati, prIrsens est realiter sub speciehus 3. 1n missa est vivilieum ecclesile sacrificium

penis et vini naturals corpus Christi concsptum de pro peecatis tam vivorum qnlm mortuorum propi

virgine Maris: item, nsturslis ejusdem sanguis. tiabile. Harl. MSS. 3642.]

2. Post consecrstionem non remanet substanlis
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kept before; ofi'ering moreover unto him to name what books he would occupy, and

should have them brought unto him. The archbishop was greatly commended of every

body for his modesty; insomuch that some masters of art were seen to weep for him,

which in judgment were contrary to him.

. I C . Q . .

On Sunday after Master Harpsfield preached at St Mary's, the university church, at

nine of the clock, where were divers of the doctors of the university in their robes,

and placed accordingly. After the semen they went all to dinner to Magdalene

college, and there had a great dinner. They supped at Lincoln college with the pro

loeutor, whither Doctor Cranmer sent answer of his mind upon the articles in writing.

On Monday, being the 16th of April, Master Say and Master White, notaries, went April is,
about in the morning to the colleges, to get subscriptions to the articles. And about umx'pmn'

eight of the clock the prolocutor with all the doctors and the vice-chancellor met together

at Exeter college, and so they went into the schools; and when the vice-chancellor,

the prolocutor, and doctors were placed, and four appointed to be czceptores argu- FourExci-[v

mentorum set at a table in the midst, and four notaries sitting with them, D. Cranmer $223153.

came to the answerer's place, the mayor and alderman sitting by him: and so the em}

Disputation began to be set a-work by the prolocutor with a short prwludium. Doctor 'iipgf‘m“

Chedsey began to argue first, and ere he left, the prolocutor divers times, Doctors 915$???if;

Tresham, Oglethorpe, Marshall, vice-chancellor, Pie, Cole, and Harpsfield did iuter- £25,232

rupt and press him with their arguments ; so that every man said somewhat, as the $222,?“

prolocutor would suffer, disorderly, sometime in Latin, sometime in English; so that :);;l’,‘,’,'f{;e

three hours of the time was spent ere the vice-chancellor of Cambridge began, who '"hbmml"

also was interrupted as before. He began with three or four questions subtilly.

Here the beadles had provided drink, and offered the answerer ; but he refused with Thearch

thanks. iii-iiiiidwmd

O O . C ‘l' .

Thus the Disputation continued until almost two of the clock, with this applausion

audientium, ‘Vicit veritas.’ Then were all the arguments, written by the four appointed,

delivered into the hand of Master Say, register. And as for the prisoner, he was had D-Cnnmcr
. . a d .

away by the mayor; and the doctors dined together at the University college. Llgnimm

And thus much concerning the general order and manner of these Disputations, with 01:10:32.”

such circumstances as there happened, and things there done, as well before the Dis

putation, and in the preparation thereof, as also in the time of their disputing. Now

followeth to infer and declare the orations, arguments, and answers, used and brought

forth in the said Disputations on both parts.

THE ARGUMENTS, REASONS, AND ALLEGATIONS USED IN THIS

DISPUTATION.

On Monday, Doctor Weston, with alllthe residue of the visitors, censors, and 0p- “mm.

ponents, repairing to the Divinity school, each one installed themselves in their

places. Doctor Cranmer with a rout of rusty bills was brought thither also, and

set in the answerer’s place, with the mayor and aldennen sitting by him: where

Doctor “’eston, prolocutor, apparelled in a scarlet gown, after the custom of the uni

versity, began the Disputation with this oration. His words in Latin, as he spake

them, were these:

Cmwenistis hodie, fra-tres, prq/ligaturi detestandam illam Ium‘esin dc eeritate co1poris &gzggnn

Christi in saeramento, &c.: that is, “Ye are assembled hither, brethren, this day, to Hum he

confound the detestable heresy of the verity of the body of Christ in the sacrament,” &c.

At which words, thus pronounced of the prolocutor unawares, divers of the learned

men there present, considering and well weighing the words by him uttered, burst

out into a great laughter, as though even in the entrance of the disputations he had

bcwraycd himself and his religion, that termed the opinion of the verity of Christ's

body in the sacrament a “detestable heresy." The rest of his oration tended all to
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this efi'ect, that it was not lawful by God’s word to call these questions into con

troversy: for such as doubted of the words of Christ, might well be thought to doubt

both of the truth and power of God. ‘Vhereunto Doctor Cranmer, desiring licence,

answered in this wise.

Péfirearmlgegz “ W'e are assembled," saith he, “to discuss these doubtful controversies, and to

preface. lay them open before the eyes of the world; whereof ye think it unlawful to dis

pute. It is indeed no reason," saith he, “that we should dispute of that which is

detemiined upon before the truth be tried. But if these questions be not called into

controversy, surely mine answer is looked for in vain." This was the sum and effect

of his answer; and this done he prepared himself to disputations.

D-CMM- Then Chedscy, the first opponent, began in this wise to dispute.

“Reverend Master Doctor, these three conclusions are put forth unto us at this present

to dispute upon:

MM“- 1. In the sacrament of the altar is the natural body of Christ conceived of

the virgin Mary, and also his blood, present really under the forms of bread and wine,

by virtue of God's word pronounced by the priest.

2. There remaineth no substance of bread and wine after the consecration, nor

any other substance but the substance of [Christ,]‘ God and man.

3. The lively sacrifice of the church is in the mass, propitiatory as well for the

quick as the dead.

These be the conclusions propounded, whereupon this our present controversy doth

rest. Now, to the end we might not doubt how you take the same, you have already

given up unto us your opinion thereof. I term it your opinion, in that it disagreeth

from the catholic. Wherefore thus I argue:

Arsumenh Your opinion difi'ereth from the scripture:

Ergo, You are deceived.

Cranmer :—I deny the antecedent.

Clwdsey:—Christ, when he instituted his last supper, spake to his disciples, “Take,

eat; this is my body which shall be given for you :"

But his true body was given for us:

Ergo, His true body is in the sacrament.

The right form of this argument is thus to be framed.

Da- The same which was given for us, is in the sacrament:

ri- But his true body was given for us:

i. Ergo, His true body is in the sacrament.

Answer. Cranmer :-His true body is truly present to them that truly receive him; but

How chmn spiritually. And so is it taken after a spiritual sort. For when he said, “This is my

mt? :- body," it is all one as if he had said, This is the breaking of my body; this is the

WM shedding of my blood: as oft as you shall do this, it shall put you in remembrance

of the breakingI of my body, and the shedding of my blood; that as truly as you

receive this sacrament, so truly shall you receive the benefit promised by receiving the

same worthily.

Argumenlpf Ckalsey:—Your opinion difl‘ereth from the church, which saith, that the true body

is in the sacrament:

' Ergo, Your opinion therein is false.

Ansver- Cranmer :—I say and agree with the church, that the body of Christ is in the

sacrament effectually, because the passion of Christ is efi‘ectual.

Clledsey :—Christ, when he spake these words, “This is my body,” spake of the

substance, but not of the efi'ect.

cmm'shody Cranmer :—I grant he spake of the substance, and not of the efl'ect, afier a sort:

Emmi}; and yet it is most true, that the body of Christ is efl'ectually in the sacrament. But

$3533“ I deny that he is there truly present in bread, or that under the bread in his organ

ical body. And because it should be too tedious, he said, to make‘ discourse of the

whole, he delivered up there his opinion thereof to D. Weston, written at large,

With answers to every one of their three propositions; which he desired D. Weston,

 

[I See the article in Latin, p. 382, note 2.]
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But Plpisti false

of prom ise.

sitting there on high, to read openly to the people; which he promised to do.

it was not the first promise that such papists have broken.

The copy of this writing, although it were not there read, yet the contents thereof

here we have drawn out as followeth.

AN EXPLICATION OF CRANMER UPON THE AFORESAID

CONCLUSIONS, EXHIBITED IN WRITING”.

Cranmer :——In the assertions of the church and of religion, trifling and new- Thecontents

fangled novelties of words, so much as may be, are to be eschewed, whereof riseth ‘

nothing but contention and brawling about words; and we must follow, so much as $2213." m

we may, the manner of speaking of the scripture.

In the first conclusion, if ye understand by this word “really,” re ipea, i. e. new Christ

“in very deed and effectually," so Christ, by the grace and eflicacy of his passion, is

in deed and truly present to all his true and holy members.

But if ye understand by this word “really,” corporaliter, i. e. “corporally,”

so that by the body of Christ is understanded a natural body and organical; so 0 nieal is

the first proposition doth vary, not only from usual speech and phrase of scripture, 3.23.22?

but also is clean contrary to the holy word of God and christian profession: when ligiiig'iiiilldé

as both the scripture doth testify by these words, and also the catholic church hath pmsennili-corihind

professed from the beginning, Christ to have left the world, and to sit at the right

hand of the Father till he come unto judgment. mm

And likewise I answer to the second question; that is, that,' it swerveth from Answerto

the accustomed manner and speech of scripture. $33,122:

The third conclusion, as it is intricate and wrapped in all doubtful and am- Answer“)

biguous words, and differing also much from the true speech of the scripture, so, ssigiiiiiiiilm.

the words thereof seem to import in open sense, it is most contumelious against our Thethird

only Lord and Saviour Christ Jesus, and a violating of his precious blood, which $tulir‘tle‘li‘om

upon the altar of the cross is the only sacrifice and oblation for the sins of all

mankind.

Chedsegp—By this your interpretation which you have made upon the first con

clusion, this I understand; the body of Christ to be in the sacrament only by the

way of participation, insomuch as we communicating thereof, do participate the grace

of Christ; so that you mean hereby only the effect thereof. But our conclusion

standeth upon the substance, and not the efiicacy only, which shall appear by the

testimony both of scriptures and of all the fathers a thousand years after Christ.

And first, to begin with the scripture, let us consider what is written in Matt.

xxvi. Mark xiv. Luke xxii. and 1 Cor. xi. Matthew saith, “As they sat at supper, Mm mm

Jesus took bread," &c. In Mark there is the same sense, although not the same

words; who also for one part of the sacrament speaketh more plainly, “Jesus taking Mark xiv.

bread," &c. After the same sense also writeth Luke xxii. “And when Jesus had Lukcxxii.

taken bread," &c. “In the mouth of two or three witnesses," saith the scripture,

[fl Doctor Crannierus:_“ In ecclesiasticis dog

matibus immanea vocum novitates (quoad licet)

 
tantur scripture! et ab initio professa est ecclesia

catholics.

fugienda: aunt, (ex quibus oriuntur contentiones ct

pugnse verborum,) et scripture: loquendi modus

lnaxime imitandus est.

In prima conclusions, si per verbum ‘realiter'

intelligatur ‘reipsa et eti'ectualiter,’ sic Christus

cum passionis sue: gratia et efl'ectu adest omnibus

vere piis ct ssnctis illlus membris. Sin per ‘rea

liter’ intelligatur ‘corporaliter,’ et per ‘Christi cor

pus’ intelligatur ‘corpus naturals et organicumf

prime. propositio non tantum a more loquendi sa

crm scripture: aliens est, sed etiam sancto Dei verbo

et professioni Christiana: plane contraria, quum

Christum hoe modo mundum reliquisse ac ad

dexteram Patris usque ad judicium sedsre, et tes

Ad secundam conclusiouem similiter respondeo.

Tertia quoque conclusio prorsus aliens. est eta

scriptures locutione ct veritate.

Quarta demum conclusio, ut ambiguis vocibus

obvoluta est et a. seripturte loquendi phrasi ac ve

ritate longe diverse, its, ut verba ipsa proprium

sensum habent, in Servatorem nostrum unicum

Jesum Christum summe contumeliosa est, et sen

guinis illius pretiosissimi conculcatio; cujus effusio

in sanctissima are crucis unicum est totius mundi

sacrificium et oblatio pro omnibus omnium homi

num peccatis."-Harl. MSS. 3642. The Latin

originals in this note and the following are sup.

plied from Dr Jenkyns‘s edition.]
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Substance

and enim-ncv

both granted

in the sacra

IDL'

Another

explication

for answer,

fxhlbllul

in writing

the Archb

mii

nL

mp.

“staudeth all truth.” Here we have three witnesses together, that Christ said that to

be his body, which was given for many; and that to be his blood, which should be

shed for many; whereby is declared the substance, and not only the eflicacy of his

body. Ergo, it is not true that you say there to be, not the substance of his

body, but the efiieacy alone thereof.

Cranmer :—Thus you gather upon mine answer, as though I did mean of the

efficacy, and not of the substance of the body; but I mean of them both, as well

of the efiicacy as of the substance. And forsomuch as all things come not readily

to memory, to a man that shall speak extempore, therefore, for the more ample and

fuller answer in this matter, this writing here I do exhibit.

AN EXPLICATION EXHIBITED BY CRANMER'.

Our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, at the time of his maundy, preparing

himself to die for our cause, that he might redeem us from eternal death, to forgive

us all our sins, and to cancel out the handwriting that was against us; that we

through ungrateful oblivion should not forget his death, therefore at the time of his

 

 

[1 Reeponeio domini Cranmer-i ad articulos su

pra rccilalos, in scriptis crlu'bita et per eum sub

scripta.

l. Dominus et Servator noster Jesus christus

in sancta Parasceue, nostra causa obiturus, ut nos a

morte redimeret æterna. condonaret omnia delicta,

ac chirographum quod contra non erat deleret, ne

mortis suæ ingrati unquam oblivisceremur, per

petuam illius memoriam apud christianos in pane

et vino celebrandam pridie passionis in sacratissima

sua instituebat cænag juxta illud: “ Hoe facite in

mei memoriam t" ets “Quotienscunque manduca

bitis panem hunc et calicem bibetis, mortem Domini

annunciabitis donec veniat." Atque hanc passionis

sure, id est, cæsi corporis et fusi sanguinis in pane

et vino memoriam sive sacramentum omnes Chris

tianos jussit sumere1 juxta illud: “Accipite, et

mandncate, et bibite ex hoc omnes." Quicunqne

igitur propter traditionem humanum laicis sanguinis

poculum denegant, palam Christa repugnant, prohi

bentes iieri quod christus fieri jussit, et similes sunt

Scribis illis ac Pharisæiss de quibus llominus dicebats

“ Irritlun fecistis mandatum Dei propter traditionem

vestram. l-lypocritæ. bene prophetavit de vobis Essi

as, (licens, Populus hic labiis me honoratg cor autem

eorum longe est a me. Sine causa autem colunt

me, docentes doctrinas mandata hominum.” Panis

ille sacramentalis seu mysticus, fractus et distri

butus juxta Christi institutionem, et vinum mysti

cum eodem modo haustum et acceptum, non tantum

sacraments sunt vulneratæ pro nobis camis Christi

et fusi cruoris sed certissima sunt nobis sacra

menta et quasi signacula divinarum promissionum

ac donorum; utl communionis nostræ cum christo

nc omnibus membris ejusq cælestis nutritionis, qua

alimur ad vitam ieternam, æstusntisque oonscientiæ

sitis restinguitur; inefl‘abilis lzetitiaa, qua fidelium

cords perfunduntur, et ad omnia pietatis otiicia ro

borantur. “ Unus panis,“inquit Paulusy “ et unum

corpus multi sumus1 omnes qui de uno pane et de

uno calice participamus.” Et, “Manducate,” in

quit Christus, “ hoc est corpus meum; bibite, hic

est sanguis meus." lin “ Ego sum panis vivus qui

de cmlo descendi. Qui manducat me, et ipse vivet

propter me.“ Manent igitur in euchnristia, donec

a fidelibus consumantura verus panis verumque

vinumz ut quasi signacula divinis promissionibus

affixa divinorum donorum nos efiicinnt certiores

Manet et Christus in illis, et illi in Chrilto, qui

illius carnem edunt et sanguinem bibunt, sicut

christus promisitz “ qui manducat meam camem,

et bibit meum sanguinem, in me manet, et ego in

eo.n Manet denique et christus in illis, qui digne

externum sacramentum suscipiuntl et non discedit

statim consumpta sacramentoz sed continuo manet,

nos pascens et nutriens, quamdiu nos illius capitis

corpora manemus et membra. Nullum agnosco

corpus christi naturale, quod solum spirituale sit,

intellectualep et insensibile, quod nullis membris

aut partibus sit distinctumz sed illud tantum cor

pus agnosco ac veneror, quod ex virgine natum est,

quod pro nobis passum est, quod visibilea palpit

bile, ac omnibus humani ac organici corporis formis

in partibus absolutum est.

2. Christus non de substantia aliqua incerta, sed

de substantia certa panis, quem et manibus tenebat,

et discipulorum oculis demonstrabat, dixit: “Co

meditel hoc est corpus meum.“ Et similiter de

vero vino dixit: a Hie est sanguis meus." Nimi

rum de pane, qui est creatura hujus conditionis

quæ est secundum nos, qui cx fructibus terræ ac

ccptus est, de multorum granorum adunitione con

gestus, quiab hominibus fit, et per manus hominum

ad illam visibilem speciem perducitur, qui rotunda

est figurae sensusque omnis expers, qui corpus nutrit

et confortat cor hominis; de tali, inquam, pane,

non de substantia aliqua incerta et vaga, aiunt we.

teres christum dixisse : “ Comedite, hoc est corpus

meum.” Perinde ac de vino, quod est creatura

vitis. fructus vitis. de botris atque acinis plurimis

expressa et laetificat cor hominis, dicebat chris

tusz “ Bibite, hic est sanguis meus." Adeoque

christi locutionem vocant veteres figuratam, tropi

cum anagogicam, allegoricam ; quod ita intcrpretati

aunt, ut quamvis panis vinique substantia maneat.

et a fidelibus sumatur, Christus tamen ideo appeL

lationem mutavitl et panem quidem camis, vinum

vero sanguinis nomine appellavit, non rei veritate,

sed signiiicante mysterio: ut non quid sint, sed quæ

ostendunts consideraremus, non carnaliter,sed spiri

tualiter sacramenta intelligeremus, non ad visibilem

sacramentorum naturam attenderemuay non humili

ter ad panem et poculum intenti essemusl non puta

remus nos nihil quam oculis panem et vinum viderc,

sed exaltatis mentihus Christi corpus et sanguinem

aspiceremus tide, mente contingeremus, atque inte
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holy supper did institute a perpetual memory of this his death, to be celebrated gra Hm:
use- y

among Christians in bread and wine; according as it is said, “Do this in remem- sigma-zed
branoe of me su and, “So often as you shall eat this bread, and drink this cup, you I

shall shew forth the Lord's death till he come." And this remembrance or sacrament

of his holy passion, that is, of his body slain, and blood shed, he would all Christians

to frequent and celebrate in bread and wine; according as he said, “Take, eat, and

drink ye all of this." Therefore whosoever for man’s tradition denieth the cup of

Christ's blood to laymen, they manifestly repugn against Christ, forbidding that

which Christ commandcth to be done, and be like to those scribes and Pharisees of

whom the Lord spake, “Ye hypocrites, ye have rejected the commandments of God Mau-xv

for your traditions. ‘Vcll did Esay prophesy of you, saying, This people honoureth

me with their lips, but their heart is far from me. Without cause do they worship Luke vii.

me, teaching the doctrines and precepts of men." The sacrament and mystical bread

being broken and distributed after the institution of Christ, and the mystical wine

likewise being taken and received, be not only sacraments of the flesh of Christ

wounded for us, and of his bloodshedding, but also be most certain sacraments to Sacrameats'
us, and, as a man would say, seals of God's promises and gifts, and also of that holy tiflimum

fellowship which we have with Christ and all his members. Moreover, they be to

us memorials of that heavenly food and nourishment, wherewith 'we are nourished

unto eternal life, and the thirst of our boiling conscience quenched, and, finally,

 

 
riore homine hsuriremus; ut squilæ in hac vita declinavit; et posuit Dominus in eo iniquitates

facti ad ipsum cælum sursum cordibus evolemus, omnium nostrum." “llle enim non per sangui

ubi ad dextcram Patris residet Agnus ille, qui tollit nem hircorum aut vitulorum, sed per proprium san

pcccata mundi, cujus amore sanamur, cujus passione guinem introivit semel in sancta, ætems redemp

in hac mensa satiamur, cujus sanguinem e divino tione invents.” lit “in ipsum cælum intravita ut

illius latere haurientes ætemum vivimusv Christique appareret nunc vultui Dei pro nobis, non ut sæpe

hospites efl'ecti, ipsum in nobis veras naturæ gratis ofi‘erat seipsum : alioqui oportebat eum frequenter

virtuteque ac totius passionis efiicacia habitantem pati: nunc autem semel ad destructionem peccati

habemus : nec minus certi etficimur, Christi came per hostiam suam apparuiL Et quemadmodum

crucifixa et fuso cruore, necessario animorum pa- constitutum est hominibus semel mori, sic et Chris

bulo, nos spiritualitcr pasci ad vitam aetemam, tus semel oblatus est." u llle unsm offerens pro

quam cibo et potu in hac vita corpora psseuntur. peccatis hostium in sempiternum sedet in dextra

Atque hujus rei nuqno'avuau, pignusp symbolumv Dei.” “Una enim oblatione consummavit in sem

sacramentum, signaculum nobis sunt mysticus in piæmum sanctificatos. Ubi enim peccatorum re

Christi mensa panis mysticumque vinum juxta missio est, jam non est amplius oblatio pro peccato."

Christi institutionem administrata et accepta. Hinc Propterl hoc Christi sacrificium quisquis aliud quæ

est quod christus non dixit, lt Hoc est corpus meum, sierit pro peccatis sacrificium propitians, invalidum

editezn sed ubi jussisset edere, postea addidit, et ineflicax ellicit Christi sacrificium Si enim hoc

“ Hoe est corpus meum, quod pro vobis tradetur.“ ad remitteuda peccata sufliciens est, alio non est

Quod perinde est, ac si dixisset, “In edendo hoc opus; alterius enim necessitas hujus arguit infir

pane, considerate illum non communem esse, sed mitatem ac insuflicientism. Faxit Deus Omnipo

mysticum; non aspicite quod corporeis oculis vestris tens ut uni Christi sacrificio vere innitamur, ac illi

proponitur, sed quid intus vos pascat. considerate mrsus rependamus sacrificia nostrs, gratiarum ac

eorpus meum pro vobis cruci aflixum, hoc animis tiones, laudis, confessionis nominis sui. veræ resi

vestris devorate, sstiemini morte mea. Hie verus piscentiæ ac pmnitentize, beneficentia in proximos,

est cibus, hie inebrians potusa quo vere saturati et aliorumque omnium pietatis otiiciorum. rllalibus

inebriati ætemum vivetis. Qua: ob oculos vobis enim sacrificiis exhibebimus nos nec in Deum in

proponunturp panis et vinum, mei duntaxat symbols gratos, nec christi sacrificio indignos.

aunt; ego vero ipse ætemus pastus sum. Proinde Ecce habetis, ex sacrarum scripturarum et vete

cum in mensa mea sacraments aspicietis, non nun rum ecclesiæ doctorum sentential verum et sincerum

ad illa respicite, quam quid per ea vobis pollicear, dominicre cænæ usum, ac veri saeriiicii christi

nempe meipsum pabulum vitæ zetemaz.“ fructum. Qua! quisquis tortis interpretationibus

3. Christi unica oblatio, qua seipsum Deo Patri sut humanis traditionihus aliter quam christus or

obtulit in mortem semel in ara crucis pro nostra dinavit mutare aut transubstantiarc voluerit, ipse

redemptionel tantæ fuit efiicaciæ. ut nullo alio respondebit christo in novissimo die, quando intel

sacrificio opus sit pro totius mundi redemptione. liget, sed sero nimis, nihil sibi cum christi corpore

Sed omnia veteris legis sacrificia sustulit, id re esse et sanguine, sed ex ætemæ vitæ ccena se mter

vera præstans quod illa figurabant et promittebant. nam damnationem manducasse ac bibisse.

Quisquis igitur salutis suæ spem in ullo alio con- Thomas Cranmer.

stituerit sacrificio, isachristiexciditgmtiaa et con- vide oflicial report in the British Museum,

tumeliosusest in sanctum Christisanguinem. “Ipse Collier. Vol. II. No. 71. MSS. 0.0.0.0. ut

enim vulneratus est propter iniquitates nostrasl at- p. eest under the title u Præfatio et Protestatio

tritus est propter scelera nostra." “ Omnes nos Thoma: Cranmeri scripta et tradita propria manu in

quasi oves erravimus, unusquisque in viam suam schola publica.” Harl. MSS. 422. f. 44.]

. Prreten MS. C. C. C. C.
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whereby the hearts of the faithful be replenished with unspeakable joy, and be cor—

roborated and strengthened unto all works of godliness. “‘Ve are many," saith

St Paul, “one bread, and one body, all we which do participate of one bread and

one cup." And Christ saith, “Eat ye; this is my body :" and, “Drink ye; this is

my blood :" and, “I am the living bread which came down from heaven. He that

eateth rne shall also live for me. Not as your fathers did eat manna in the desert,

and are dead. He that eatcth me shall also live for me." Thus therefore true

bread and true wine remain still in the eucharist, until they be consumed of the

faithful, to be signs, and as seals unto us, annexed unto God’s promises, making us

certain of God's gifts towards us. Also Christ remaineth in them, and they in Christ,

which eat his flesh, and drink his blood, as Christ himself hath promised: “They

that eat my flesh, and drink my blood, abide in me, and I in them." Moreover, he

abideth also in them which wortliily receiveth the outward sacrament; neither doth he

depart so soon as the sacrament' is consumed, but continually abideth, feeding and

nourishing us so long as we remain bodies of that head, and members of the same.

I acknowledge not here the natural body of Christ, which is only spiritual, intelli

gible, and unscnsible, having no distinction of members and parts in it: but that

body only I acknowledge and worship, which was born of the virgin, which sufl'ered

for us, which is visible, palpable, and hath all the form and shape and parts of the

true natural body of man.

2. Christ spake not these words of any uncertain substance, but of the certain

substance 'of bread, which he then held in his hands, and showed his disciples,

when he said, “Eat ye; this is my body:” and likewise of the cup, when he said,

“Drink ye; this is my blood:" meaning verily of that bread, which by nature is

usual and common with us, which is taken of the fruit of the ground, compacted

by the uniting of many grains together, made by man, and by man’s hand brought

to that visible shape, being of a round compass, and without all sense or life, which

nourisheth the body, and strengtheneth the heart of man: of this same bread, I say,

and not of any uncertain and wandering substance, the old fathers say that Christ

spake these words, “Eat ye; this is my body." And likewise also of the wine, which

is the creature and fruit of the vine, pressed out of many clusters of grapes, and maketh

man's heart merry: of the very same wine, I say, Christ spake, “Drink ye; this is

my blood." And so the old doctors do call this speaking of Christ tropical, figurative,

anagogical, allegorical; which they do interpret after this sort, that although the sub

stance of bread and wine do remain, and be received of the faithful, yet notwithstanding,

Christ changed the appellation thereof, and called the bread by the name of his flesh,

and the wine by the name of his blood, non 'rci veritatr, sad signi/icanw myslerio;

i. e. “not that it is so in very deed, but signified in a mystery :” so that we should

consider, not what they be in their own nature, but what they import to us and

signify; and should understand the sacrament, not carnally, but spiritually; and

should attend, not to the visible nature of the sacraments, neither have respect only

to the outward bread and cup, thinking to see there with our eyes no other things

but only bread and wine; but that, lifting up our minds, we should look up to the

blood of Christ with our faith, should touch him with our mind, and receive him

with our inward man; and that, being like eagles in this life, we should fly up into

heaven in our hearts, where that Lamb is resident at the right hand of his Father,

which taketh away the sins of the world; by whose stripes we are made whole;

by whose passion we are filled at his table; and whose blood we receiving out of his

holy side, do live for ever; being made the guests of Christ, having him dwelling in

us through the grace of his true nature, and through the virtue and efficacy of his

whole passion; being no less assured and certified that we are fed spiritually unto

eternal life by Christ’s flesh crucified, and by his blood shed, the true food of our

minds, than that our bodies be fed with meat and drink in this life': and hereof this

said mystical bread on the table of Christ, and the mystical wine, being administered

and received after the institution of Christ, be to us a memorial, a pledge, a token,

[‘ Sacraments, lbid.]
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a sacrament, and a seal. And thereof is it that Christ saith not thus, “This is my

body; eat ye :" but after he had hidden them eat, then he said, “This is my body,

which shall be given for you." Which is to mean, as though he should say, ‘ In \Vhatis

eating of this bread, consider you that this bread is no common thing, but a mystical giiiigtlhye

matter; neither do you attend that which is set before your bodily eyes, but what ill-iii?

feedeth you within. Consider and behold my body crucified for you; that eat and

digest in your minds. Chaw you upon my passion, be fed with my death. This is

the true meat, this is the drink that moisteneth, whercwith you being truly fed and

inebriate shall live for ever. The bread and the wine which be set before your“ eyes

are only declarations of me, but I myself am the eternal food. Wherefore, whensoever wan the

at this my table you shall behold the sacraments, have not regard so much to them, hbudylfiiefi

as consider ye what I promise to you by them, which is myself, to be meat for you grii‘igiir.

of eternal life.’

3. The only oblation of Christ (wherewith he offered himself to God the Father

once to death upon the altar of the cross for our redemption) was of such efficacy, Thesagriflce

that there is no more need of any sacrifice for the redemption of the whole world;iii;acyh

sufficient for

but all the sacrifice of the old law he took away, performing that in very deed, which all.

they did signify and promise. “'hosocver therefore shall fix the hope of his salvation

in any other sacrifice, he falleth from the grace of Christ, and is contumelious against

the blood of Christ. For “ he was wounded for our transgressions, and was broken lrai. liii.

for our iniquities. All we like sheep have wandered astray; every man hath turned

after his own way; and the Lord hath laid all our iniquities upon him.” “For he Bahia.

hath entered once for all into the holy place, by the blood, not of goats or calves,

but by his own blood, finding eternal redemption ;" and “bath entered into heaven,

to appear now in the sight of God for us; not to offer himself oftentimes, (for so

should he have suffered many times :) but now hath he appeared once to put away

sin through his own oblation. And as it is appointed to all men once to die, so also Hcb.ix.

Christ once was offered :" “ who offering up one oblation for sins, sitteth now for Heb.x.

ever on the right hand of God. For by one oblation hath he made perfect for ever

those that be sanctified.” For “ where is remission of sins, there is now no more oblation

for sin," but this only sacrifice of Christ. Whosoever shall sock any other sacrifice pro- N0 sacrifice

pitiatory for sin, maketh the sacrifice of Christ of no validity, force, or eflicacy. For mag,“

if it be sufficient to remit sins, what need is there of any other? for the necessity

of another argueth and declareth this to be insufficient. Almighty God grant that eiirmswt

we may truly lean to one sacrifice of Christ, and that we to him again may repay fiffig‘ffcfr‘lf

our sacrifices of thanksgiving, of praise, of confessing his name, of true amendment, $5,133.31

of repentance, of mercifulness towards our neighbours, and of all other good works of 111,22?“

charity! For by such sacrifices we shall declare ourselves neither ungrateful to God, chum"

nor altogether unworthy of this holy sacrifice of Christ.

And thus you have, out of the testimonies of holy scripture and of the ancient

doctors of the church, the true and sincere use of the Lord's holy supper, and the

fruit of the true sacrifice of Christ: which whosoever, through captions or wrested

interpretations, or by men’s traditions, shall go about, otherwise than Christ ordained

them, to alter or transubstantiate, he shall answer to Christ in the latter day, when

he shall understand, (but then too late,) that he hath no participation with the body

and blood of Christ, but that out of the supper of eternal life he hath eaten and

drunken eternal damnation to himself.

VVeston:-Because we will not consume and spend the time in waste, this

your writing which you exhibit hereafter shall be read in his place. In the mean

season let us now fall to the arguments.

Ukedsey:——The scriptures in divers places do affirm, that Christ gave his natural Amman

body, Matt. xxvi. Mark xiv. Luke xxii. :

Ergo, I do conclude that the natural body is in the sacrament.

Cranmer :—To your argument I answer, If you understand by the body natural, “ML

[I Foxe, ed. 1583, has our, which is undoubtedly a misprint.]
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organicum, that is, having such proportion and members as he had living here, then

I answer negatively.

Furthermore, concerning the evangelists, thus I say and grant, that Christ took

bread, and called it his body. I

Ckedng:—-The text of the scripture maketh against you ; for the circumstance

thereto annexed doth teach us, not only there to be the body, but also teachcth what

manner of body it is, and saith, “ The same body which shall be given."

Argument. Ba- That thing is here contained that is given for us:

ro- But the substance of bread is not given for us:

co. Ergo, The substance of bread is not here contained.

$33“ Cranmer :—I understand not yet .what you mean by this word “contained ;" if

His-32mg?" ye mean really, then I deny your major.

ea 8“ ' C/zedseg:-—The major is the text of scripture. He that denieth the major, denieth the

The [my 0' scripture: for the scripture saith, “ This is my body which shall be given for you."
Chris! con

igiilifi iiiii Cranmer :-I grant he said it was his body that should be given; but he said

an“ it was not his body which is here contained, but “the body," saith he, “that shall be

given for you_" As though he should say, “This bread is the breaking of my body,

:gvghbgdgm and this cup is the shedding of my blood." “"hat will ye say then? Is the bread

“’“mm‘l‘” the breaking [of his body,]‘ and the cup the shedding of the blood, really? If you
but, “Thisis

Tiiiiii‘i all 50 $11.", I deny lt

',?§,K;Zf,'_‘» Cliedseg:——If you ask what is the thing therein contained; because his apostles

should not doubt what body it was that should be given, he saith, “ This is my b0dy

which shall be given for you," and “my blood which shall be shed for many." Ergo,

here is the same substance of the body, which the day after was given, and the same

blood which was shed. And here I urge the scripture, which teacheth that it was

no phantastical, no feigned, no spiritual body, nor body in faith, but the substance of

the body.

Cranmer :-—You must prove that it is contained; but Christ said not, “which

is contained.” He gave bread, and called that his body. I stick not in the words

of the scripture, but in your word, which is feigned and imagined of yourself,

Chedsog:——W'hen Christ took bread and brake it, what gave he?

Cranmer :——He gave bread: the bread sacramentally, and his body spiritually;

and the bread there he called his body.

Chedsey :—-This answer is against the scripture, which saith, that he gave his body_

Cranmer :——It did signify that which they did eat.

ClwJseg:—Thcy did not eat the body as the Capemaites did understand it, but

the selfsame body which was given for the sins of the world. Ergo, It was his body

which should be given, and his blood which should be shed.

{T In some other copies I find this argument to be made by Chedsey:

Argument. Ba, The same body is in the sacrament, which was given for us on the cross:

But bread was not given on the cross for us:

Ergo, Bread is not given in the sacrament.

Cranmer:—-I deny the major, which is, that the same natural body is given in

the. sacrament, which was given on the cross; except you understand it spiritually.

And after, he denied also the argument as utterly naught, as be well might do,

the major in the second figure being not universal.

When M. Chedsey had put forth this argument, and prosecuted the same, and

doctor Cranmer answered as before is sbewed, doctor Oglethorpe, one of those doctors

which the prolocutor called Censores, (belike to be arbiters, to order the disputations,)

said on this wise.

D. Oglethorpe :——-You come in still with one evasion or starting-hole to flee t0. He

the scriptures, saying that Christ gave his very body. You say that he gave

1‘0

00.

Answer.

I). Oglethorpe

hn-a eth

Priscian'fi urgeth

 

head. _ . . I
gifdkgfii his body in bread. Quomodo prwdwatur corpus? quake est corpus? quail; est prwd;_

SE n. I

catio? puma eat corpus.

$232311” Cranmer :—You should say, Quale corpus. I answer to the question; it is the

0' ethorpe.

[‘ These words are not in Peace, ed. 1583.]
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same body which was born of the virgin, was crucified, ascended; but tropically, and grirtlnmer

by a figure. And so I say, Pam's est corpus is a figurative speech, speaking sacra- rqillna iiidii

mentally; for it is a sacrament of his body. :l’léilmei‘it,u

Oglethorpe :——This word “body,” being prmrlicatum, doth signify “ substance :” hi'titfii'“

But aubstantia is not predicated dcnominatively: iriliigiiiglig

Ergo, It is an essential predication; and so it is his true body, and not the 0' flgm'

figure of his body.

Cranmer:—Substantia may be predicated denominatively in an allegory, or in

a metaphor, or in a figurative location.

Ogletlzorpe:—It is not a likely thing that Christ hath less care for his spouse,

the church, than a wise householder hath for his family in making his will or testa

ment.

Cra1z1ner:—Your reason is drawn out of the affairs of men, and not taken out

of the holy scriptures.

Oglethorpe :—But no householder maketh his testament after that sort.

Cranmer :—Yes, there are many that so do. For what matter is it, so it be Tn“

understood and perceived? I say, Christ did use figurative speech in no place more men‘nesw

than in his sacraments, and specially in this his supper. “when

Oglethorpe :--No man of purpose doth use tropes in his testament; for if he

do, he deoeiveth them that he comprehendeth in his testament: therefore Christ useth

none here.

Cranmer :—Yes, he may use them well enough. You know not what tropes

are.

Oglethorpe :—-The good man of the house hath a respect, that his heirs after

his departure may live in quiet, and without brabbling:

But they cannot be in quiet, if he do use tropes:

Therefore, I say, he uscth no tropes.

Cranmer :—-I deny your minor.

Weston :—Augustine, in his book entitled De Unitate Ecclesiw', the tenth chapter,

hath these words following:

Quid hoe est, rogo? Cum verba nocism'ma Iwmim's morientis audiantur ituri ad Arms of
, . . . . . . . _ Augustine

mferos, nemo eum time use mentztum ; at tlhus 111m judwatur lure-es, gut forte ea King):2:

uom ' i am Di si eel non are n . -. -cut0r.contempsertt Q odo ergo fluywmus r e, de tee, rel contem De “mm

nemes, arpulerimua cerba norissima, et unici Filii Dei et Domini nostri Salratoris, et Eccluim

ituri in caelum, et inde prorpecturi, guis ea negligat, quis non observe-t, e2 inde eenturi

at de omnibus judicctl?a

That is to say:

“What a thing is this, I pray you? When the last words of one lying upon his

death-bed are heard, which is ready to go to his grave, no man saith that he hath

made a lie; and he is not accounted his heir which regardeth not those words. How

shall we then escape God's wrath, if either not believing, or not regarding, we shall

reject the last words both of the only Son of God and also of our Lord and Saviour,

both ascending into heaven, and beholding from thence who despiseth, and who ob

serveth them not; and shall come from thence to judge all men ?"

The argument is thus formed:

Bar- Whosoever saith that the testator did lie, is a wicked heir: “summ

ba- But whosoever saith that Christ spake by figures, saith that he did lie:

ra. Ergo, Whosoever saith that Christ here spake by figures, is a wicked heir.

Crannwr:—I deny the minor: as who say it is necessary that he which useth Answer.

to speak by tropes and figures should lie in so doing?

Oglethorpe :—Your judgment is' disagreeing with all churches.

 

[’ This authority is stated in the Cambridge not x, as quoted by Westnn,) of the letter de

manuscript to have been alleged by Oglethorpe: Unitate Ecclesim, (i.e. contra Donatistas Epistola,

vide Jenkyns’s Cranmer, Vol. IV. p. 24.] in the Benedictine arrangement) Tom. VII. 1;. 148.

[a The passage will be found in cap. xi, (and Ed. Paris. 1635.]

26

[cmmmm]



DISPUTATIONS AT OXFORD.

Argument.
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The sacra

IO sun

Cranmer :—Nay, I disagree with the papistical church.

Oglethorpe:—This you do through the ignorance of logic.

Cranmer :—Nay, this you say through the ignorance of the doctors.

Weston :—I will go plainly to work by scriptures. What took he?

Cranmer :—Bread.

Weston :-—What gave he?

Cranmer :-Bread.

lVeston :—What brake he?

Crannwr :—Bread.

Weston :—What did they eat?

Cranmer :-Bread.

Weston :-—He gave bread; therefore he gave not his body.

He gave not his body ; therefore it is not his body verily, in deed and in truth.

Cramrwr:—I deny the argument‘.

Cola—This argument holdeth a dicparatis. It is bread; ergo, it is not the

body: and it is such an argument or reason as cannot be dissolved.

Crannwr:-—The like argiunent may be made: he is a rock; ergo, he is not

Christ.

Cola—It is not like.

Woston:——He gave not his body indeed; ergo, it was not his body indeed.

Cranmr:—He gave his death, his passion, and the sacrament of his passion.

And in very deed, setting the figure aside, formally it is not his body.

Weston :——Why? then the scripture is false.

Cranmer :—Nay, the scripture is most true.

Weston :—This saith Chrysostom, Homil. Lxr. ad Populum Antiochenum. Ne

cessarium eat, dilectim'mi, mgsteriorum dicere miraculum, quid tandem n't, et quare sit

datum, at qua: rei utilitas', &c.

That is to say:

“Needful it is, dear friends, to tell you what the miracle of the mysteries is, and

wherefore it is given, and what profit there is of the thing. We are one body, and

members of his flesh and of his bones. We that be in the mystery, let us follow

that thing which was spoken. Wherefore, that we may become this thing, not only

by love, but also that we may become one with that flesh indeed, that is brought

to pass by this food which he gave unto us, minding to shew his great good-will

 

[I “According to the Cambridge manuscript,

the Disputstion up to this point was conducted in

Latin. Cole first spoke English, and the dialogue

appears to have been carried on in that language

till Chedsey resumed the Latin." Jenkyns.]

P Alfi Kai a'va'yxaiov paeeiv 'rd 905,41: 1131!

pua'rnpiwu, ‘TL' 'roré earn, Kai dia-ri édéen, Kai 'rt'c

ti aidie'hua 'rofi rpd'yfta-roc. Ev mfipa ywo'gefla ,ms'hn,

¢i1criv,éx 1'05 oapKd: air-r017, Kai 5K 113» drre'aw

m'n'ofl. ol 6% pqw'nus'vm wapaxohoveei-rmo'av 1-02:

Xryo'iévoic.

"In" of“! In] fm'uov Ka'rti 'rriv d'ya'arnv yeuui/icda,

dXXa‘ Kai Ka-r" ail-rd 'rd npli'yim, sic Exeiunv dua

Kepao'dciftev will mipxa. did 'rfir 'rpoqfit‘ 'ya'p rod-r0

'yt'vs-rat tie e'Xapiua-ro, Bouiidpcwos vigil! dciEat 'rdu

T660]! 3v 5x“ repi riutis‘ 5111‘ T0510 dvs'piEsv éav

'rov vi/tiu, Kai duc'rpupe 'rd 013/111 ui'l'rm? cl: duds,

Tue '61! 'n irrra'pEmpeu, Kada'rep 06,1“: K£¢ll)\fi aw

nu/‘e'vou. "rim 7dp o¢65pa wodoiiwwll din-i “rail-re

$67,411. 70570 1017:! Kai a 'Iuifi alvt'r'ru'psvoc e'keye

'rrspi 113v Earn-05 olKe-niw, Oi? fin oirr'm Mze' i'nrep

flohfis 10901169, uis qrpao’qn'wat Taft eapfiv aim-05

t'mfivpeiu. éKeivot yap rdu 70M”! ail'rdw (ii/deut

vt'lucvot 166011 50 eixou' Tie (in 619'" right 'rdw tmp~

Kiiw ail-1'05, Zhe'yov, c'prrhna'efivat; did 6|} Kai o

Xpur'rdc m'rrd Tc'lroiqxlu, e19 ¢|hiav vi'u'i: évm'ymu

 
tisi‘gova, Kai will “an; ordeal! értdetxm): 'rdv repi

riptir, oi'nt 16th: ai'rrdv pdvov Tape'o'xe rah é'nfiu

ucuo't' dhXa‘ Kai c'iillaaeat, Kai. ¢¢rysiu, Kai sum-,5“.

"robs ddév-rat o'apKi, Kai o'uyarhaxfivat, Kai ‘rdv

vru'fiov ép'rhr'io'at min-m. ale M'ovrec rclvuu 15p

rvéov'rer, oii-ru: ti-iro 1'59 'rparsztrr civaxmpiipev

éxcimyc, ¢ofiepoi 'rq? diafiohrp ywd'isvot, Kai 'rriu

Kczpahriv 'niu ri/n're'pav e'woou'nrrcc, Kai 'riiv a'yd

wvlv v'iu Tspl. tipuis e'vredeifa'ro. ol 'LglI 05v 76v

vvio'airrss ToXha'Kls E'répoic Tpé¢fll1 dido'ao't -ra‘

'rexeéirru' é'yoi dé oi'lx oii'rw, ¢i101u, dhha‘ 'mis

capEl 'rpe'tptn 'rais c'lmic' s’palrrdv iIpIv wapa-rifln

,ul. min-ms their eb'yeueic eivat Bouha'usvoc, Kai

xpna’riic illiiv wept 1-1311 plhhdirrwv l'nrm-et’vwv é.\

115119. b 711‘}: év'raflfia infill éKdoi/s iav'rdv 'rohhqi

fuihhov 6v n5? ps'XXou-rt. a'dehdios vifie'hnoa {mi-re

pos' 7iueo'6at' éxotmn'uno'a dapxdr Kai alga-roe di'

l'liuis‘ ndiuu ail'rn‘u 0/4?” "l’YilI cra'pKa Kai 'rd alga,

dl' nil! du'y'yemie é'yemipmv, dKdt'dmpl.—ChfySOSL in

Joan. Horn. xlvi. (a1. 45.) Tom. VIII. p. 272. Ed.

Bened. Paris. 1728. It must be remembered

however, that ‘Veston did not quote from this

homily on St John, but from the Horn. Lxr. ad

Pop. Antioch. in the Latin edition, parts of which

certainly are composed of the Greek homily on

John.]
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that he hath toward us: and therefore be mixed himself with us, and united his

own body with us, that we should be made all as one thing together, as a body

joined and annexed to the head; for this is a token of most ardent and perfect love.

And the same thing Job also insinuating, said of his servants, of whom he was de

sired above measure; insomuch that they, showing their great desire toward him, said,

‘Who shall give unto us to be filled with his flesh?’ Therefore also Christ did the

same, who, to induce us into a greater love toward him, and to declare his desire

toward us, did not only give himself to be seen of them that would, but also to be

handled and eaten, and suffered us to fasten our teeth in his flesh, and to be united

together, and so to fill all our desire. Like lions therefore, as breathing fire, let us go

from that table, being made terrible to the devil, remembering our Head in our mind,

and his charity which he shewed unto us. For parents many times give their chil~

dren to other to be fed; but I do not so, saith he, but feed you with mine own

flesh, and set myself before you, desiring to make you all jolly people, and pretend

ing to you great hope and expectation to look for things to come, who here give

myself to you, but much more in the world to come. I am become your brother;

I took flesh and blood for you. Again, my flesh and blood, by the which I am

made your kinsman, I deliver unto you."

Thus much out of Chrysostom. Out of which words I make this argument:

The same flesh, whereby Christ is made our brother and kinsman, is given of I).Westrm'l

Christ to us to be eaten: " mm

Christ is made our brother and kinsrnan by his true, natural, and organical flesh:

Ergo, His true, natural, and organical flesh is given to us to be eaten.

Cranmer :—-I grant the consequence and the consequent.

Weston :-—Therefore we eat it with our mouth.

Cranmer :—I deny it. We eat it through faith.

“Erwin—Ho gave us that same flesh to eat, whereby he became our brother D.Weston's

without

true form or

figure.

and kinsman: iiiiiiiiim

But he became our brother and kinsman by his true, natural, and organical Kiwi?“

flesh = $53;Therefore he gave his true, natural, and organical flesh to be eaten. 5.22:2?“

Cranmer:--I grant he took and gave the same true, natural, and organical flesh 35:1,?“

wherein he sufl'ered; and yet he feedeth spiritually, and that flesh is received

spiritually.

Weston :—He gave us the same flesh which he took of the virgin: Fallaciaa

But he took'not his true flesh of the virgin spiritually, or in a figure: ghcriiilriiiirfid

simpler r.

Ergo, He gave his true natural flesh, not spiritually. .

Cranmer:—Christ gave to us his own natural flesh, the same wherein he suf

fered, but feedeth us spiritually.

Werton:—Chrysostom is against you, Hom. Lxxxm. in cap. xxvi. Matt, where Answer.

he saith: Veniat tibi in mentem qua u's honore honoratue, qua mama fruaris. Ea :Cllegcdh

namque re no: alimur, yuam angeli’, &c.

That is :

“Let it come into thy remembrance, with what honour thou art honoured, and

what table thou sittest at: for with the same thing we are nourished, which the

 

[a The whole passage, as quoted in the text in

several divisions, runs thus in Chrysostorn: Oi'uié

7a‘p fipKze'eu ai'rrq'i 'rd 'yus'a'flm d'vepm'rov, 061% 1'6

fia-rrwflfiuai Kai a¢ayfivm, a'hha‘ Kai a'mzrplipu

éav‘rdu fipiv, Kai oi! Trio-Tu Févou, a'XXm‘ Kai

airrq? 'rai wpri'ypa'rl. o'rTma ripr'is m'rroi'a Ka'rau'xeuri

g“. 'rivos 05v of": Edn- Kaflapu'rspov eival 'rdv

'raii'rns n'rohmiowu 'rfie Quail“; 1min? 0iMaKfie

a'K'r'ivoe 'rriv xeipa 'I’YiII 'rau'rnu dm-re'pvouo'au 'rrill

un'pKa, 'rd o'nipa “rd Thnpolipsvov wupdr wveu

pa'riKoi, 'rfiv 'yMIw'e'nv will rpowwaoue'vnu a'iurz'rl

qhpiKmdelr‘ra'Taa; éwon'o'ov wolav e'n‘miflm 'rl/niv,

woi'as a'rohaline 'rpa‘rrc'lqs‘. b'1rep oi ci'y'yehm Bhé

Torre: ¢pf1~rovm, Kai 0061‘! a'v-nflhs'iluu Tahniie'w

a'decin did win éKciflev ix¢spolzévrlv drrpmraiu,

Torin-q: Iipeie 'rpsrpépsfla, 'rm'rrq: dua¢updpsfla, Kai

767611014111 vi‘ue'is- Xpw'rofi udapn Ev Kai mipE [Lill

Tie hahn'e’u 'rde damn-due 1'05 Kupiou, a'Kou

rr-ra'e roina'si wives 'ra‘e nivée'eie m'rrofi; Tie

rennin ref: aiKn'oie péhecr 'rpédnt -ra‘ rpéfla'ra;

Kai 'ri hé'yw, I’Olftlill; #vrrépee Tohha'xn slain, a'i

,uwa‘ Tris nidivae é-rs'pme éxdidziam 'rpodwie 'm‘

7rmdlia' airnie 6d 1-051” 0:..- n'vs'vxe-ro, lihh' m'rrde

rind: 'rpe'zbsl olxu'ep a'lpa-n, Kal 5Aa‘ 'ra'rn'mu ’iluie

éau-rqi cup'rhéxu._Chrysost. in Matt. cap. xxvi.

Horn. lxxxii. (a1. 83.) Tom. VII. p. 788.]

hrysostom

oclor es

mn.

Rom. Ixxxili.

in cap.

Matt.

Pal. cv.
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angels do behold and tremble at; neither are they able to behold it without great

fear, for the brightness which cometh thereof: and we be brought and compact into

one heap or mass with him, being together one body of Christ and one flesh with

him. \Vho shall speak the powers of the Lord, and shall declare forth all his praises?

'What pastor hath ever nourished his sheep with his own members? Many mothers

have put forth their infants after their birth to other nurses; which he would not

do, but feedeth us with his own body, and conjoineth and uniteth us to himself.”

Whereupon I gather this argument:

Anotherfalse Like as mothers, nurse their children with milk, so Christ nourisheth us with

argument, .

where in the lllS body:

533.3%“ But mothers do not nourish their infants spiritually with their milk:
'“negmve' Therefore Christ doth not nourish those that be his spiritually with his blood.

Answer. Cranmer:—He gave us the wine for his blood.

Argument. Waton:—-If he gave the wine for his blood, as you say, then he gave less than

mothers do give:

But Chrysostom afiirmeth, that he gave more than mothers give:

Therefore he gave not the wine for his blood.

Chgmhnw. Uranmer:—-You pervert mine answer. He gave wine, yet the blood is con

ris of us
be“, with sidered therein. As for example: when he giveth baptism, we consider not the water,

2,23%??? but the Holy Ghost, and remission of sins. \Ve receive with the mouth the sacra

33533:" ment; but the thing and the matter of the sacrament we receive by faith.

W’estonw-IVhen Christ said, “Eat ye,” whether meant he, by the mouth or by

Wu“ faith?

Cranmer :—He meant that we should receive the body by faith, the bread by

the mouth.

Agross W’eston:-—Nay, the body by the mouth.

“ymg' Cranmer :—That I deny.

crirywsmm W’eston :-—I prove it out of Chrysostom, writing upon the fiftieth Psalm:

alleged by . i - i . .

nwgmm Erubesczt fierz nutru', qua; facta eat mater. Clmstus autem non tta: tpae nu.

Ch soot. in
p“, Hm“ tritor est floater: idea pro cibo carne propria nos pascit, et pro pom suum sanguinem

$3323}; nobis propinacit. Item, in 26 cap. Matthsei, Homil. Lxxxm.: Non enim mfioit ipei

homi1zemfieri,flagellis interim czra'i; sell nos secum in unam, u: ita dioam, maemm

reducit, neque id fido solum, sad re ipsa nos corpus euum gfiicit."

That is:

“She that is a mother shameth sometime to play the nurse. _But Christ, our

nurse, doth not so play with us. Therefore, instead of meat, he feedeth us with his

own flesh; and, instead of drink, he feedeth us with his own blood‘." Likewise,

upon the twenty-sixth chapter of Matthew, the eighty-third Homily, he saith: “For

it shall not be enough for him to become man, and in the meanwhile to be whipped;

but he doth bring us into one mass or lump with himself, as I may so call it, and

maketh us his body, not by faith alone, but also in very deed°."

Cran1m’r:-—I grant we make one nature with Christ: but that to be done with

month we deny.

Chrysostom lVeston:—Chrys0st. 2 Cer. cap. xiii. Horn. xxrx. hath these words: “Non vul

edb - - . . .iiieflrendn. garem honorem consequu-tum est os nostrum, acmpwm corpus Dommwum;" 1.0. “No

5,2123%; little honour is given to our mouth, receiving the body of the Lord’."

“p' '3' Cranmer :—-This I say, that Christ entereth into us both by our ears and by

our eyes. With our mouth we receive the body of Christ, and tear it with our

teeth; that is to say, the sacrament of the body of Christ. Wherefore I say and

atom

expounded. “.‘

[‘ Chrysost. in Psal. 1. Tom. V. p. 578. Tim-e: this homily is doubted by Sir H. Seville, and by

1} pii-rnp, mi of! yin-mi 'rp0¢0'9' aluxéuE-rm 'ya‘p Fromo Ducmus and Momfaucon it is rejected as

yevéueai'rpoqniw 1i 'yimmévn 'ui'rnp' é 6é Xpurrdr \ spuri0us.]

00X OljTlvfi' é-yéwnae 7dp ripae, Kai au-rde rpoztel‘n ' [“ See the note on the preceding page.]

flpwv e'ysvs-ro. dLa TOUTO Kat a'v'ri Bpwua'rmv 'rriu [_3 06X air E-ruxe 'rd mzipa villain 're'fl'uqrm,

ldiqu udpm rind: Eflperps, Kai a'v-ri minaret: -rd idiou dsxéueuou rd 015;“: To devroflKéu._Chrysost. in

“01-06 alum Iilldt‘ i1ro'1'urell.—Th€ genuineness of Epist. 11. ad Cor. Horn. xxx. Tom. X. p. 660.]
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affirm, that the virtue of the sacrament is much: and therefore Chrysostom many

times speaketh of sacraments no otherwise than of Christ himself, as I could prove,

if I might have liberty to speak, by many places of Chrysostom, where he speaketh

of the sacrament of the body of Christ.

With the which word, “of the sacrament of the body," &c., doctor Cole being {inflame

highly ofi'ended, denied it to be the sacrament of the body of Christ, save only of the signal?

mystical body, which is the church. (3f,

Cranmer :-—And why should we doubt to call it the sacrament of the body of 0:11pm bu!

Christ, ofi'ered upon the cross, seeing both Christ and the ancient fathers do so call it? gmhzniaiwf

the congre

Cole :—How gather you that of Chrysostom? gingham
I I a on. , e

Cranmer:—Chrysostom declareth himself, Lib. 111. De Sacerdotio, cap. in. Omysriml

. . . . . _ body of

mrraculum! 0 Dec in am; benevolentm! gut aursum sedet ad des'teram Pains, sa- Christ

erg/ion [amen tempera homznum mambus contmetur, tradlturque lambere cupmztabus ,";*‘°‘;‘;"‘

cum. Fit autem id nullis prwstigiis, sed apertis et circumxpim'entibus circumtantium 25,2333"

omnium oculia.
Sacerdotlo,

“p.111.

That is:

“O miracle! O the good-will of God towards us! which sittcth above at the

right hand of the Father, and is holden in men's hands at the sacrifice-time, and is

given to feed upon, to them that are desirous of him. And that is brought to pass

by no subtlety or craft, but with the open and beholding eyes of all the standers-by ‘." ,

Thus you hear Christ is seen here in earth every day, is touched, is torn with

the teeth, that our tongue is red with his blood; which no man having any judg

ment will say or think to be spoken without trope or figure.

W'eston:—What miracle is it, if it be not his body, and he spake only of the

sacrament, as though it were his body?

But hearken what Chrysostom saith“: Quad summo honors dignum est, id tibi Chrvmwm

. . .. . lead by
1» term ostendo. Nam qrwmadmodum m regm mm parades, non lectus aureus, D.Wesmn,.

sed regium corpus in throno sedens omnium prastantissimum est; ita quoque in mm mi"

00215: regium 001721“, guod nunc in term propom'tur. Non angeloe, non archan

geloe, non cwlos caelorum, red ipsum horum omniu-m Dominum tibi ostendo. Animad

vertis, quonam pacto quad omnium maximum est atgue pra'ripuum in term, non

conspicaria tantum, zed tangis, neque solum tangis, scd comedis, atque e0 accepto do

mum redis. Absterge igitur ab omni sorde animam tuam.

That is:

“I shew forth that thing on the earth unto thee, which is worthy the greatest

honour. For like as in the palace of kings, neither the walls, nor the sumptuous

bed, but the body of kings sitting under the cloth of estate, and royal seat of ma

jesty, is of all things else the most excellent; so is in like manner the king's body in

heaven, which is now set before us on earth. I shew thee neither angels nor arch

angels, nor the heaven of heavens, but the very Lord and Master of all these things.

Thou perceivest after what sort thou dost not only behold, but touchest, and not

only touchest, but eatest, that which on the earth is the greatest and chiefest thing

of all other; and when thou hast received the same, thou goest home: wherefore

cleanse thy soul from all uncleanness‘.”

 

[‘ 'Q Tfir 1'05 910i; ¢iXau0punrlnr 5 ps'rli 1'05

aux-mes é'uw Kaelipsuoe, Kari 'niv a'ipav c'xeilmu r151!

d'miv'rwv xa-re'xe‘raz xepo'i, xai didwcnv nil-rd” 'roir

fluvhoyuélwl? wsprrriifuaeai Kal wcplhaflsiv. erot

ul'nrt 6E 1-0010 adv-rec Bid 16v 6¢0ahfuim 'rfis arid

-rem.-Chrysost. de Sacerdotio, Lib. III. Tom. 1.

p. 382.]

[5 \Vhat follows is said by a scholar of Oxford,

who was present, to have been “ the strongest argu

ment which was thought to blank him.“-Foxe,

Acts, lat edit. p. 933. See Jenkyns.]

[” To 711;) 'rra'wwu éxei 'rifuui-repov 'roii'rd 0'0;

('12 'rfic 76c dzlsw xcincvou. die-rep yap e'u 1'07:

Bamhu'on 'ro rain-mu aspvé‘repov of: TOIXOL, oi'n:

5pa¢ov xpuo’m'n, a'hha‘ 'rd fiamhurdv 015;“: 1-5 K002i

pawl! e'1ri 1-06 Updvou‘ oii'rw Kai in refs oi'lpavoir

*rd 1'05 flamkémc Gui/m. a'XXd “rain-6 mu vim 5560'

‘rw s'rri 71']: 186v. oi) 71ip u'yys'kovs', 006% a'pxa'y

'yéAovr, oi'nié oi'qmvol‘n Kai ai'lpavoin m'lpamiiv, dkk'

airrdv 'rdu 'roii'rwv cor delxvuni Ew-irri-rnv. as“

1rd}: 1'!) wa'v-rwv ‘Tlptui'l’EpDl! ape: £11 759; ml

obx epic néuou, a'Mui mi darn-y; Kai ou'lx Er'ry

,uo'uov, dlka‘ Kai strains; Kai Xafiw‘u oixade zivaxm

pe'is‘; a'mia'mxe roivuv 'rviu \IIIIXIiIh—HOIH- XXIV.

(a1. 3-4.) Torn. X. p. 218.]
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mi" lb; Upon this I conclude that the body of Christ is shewed us upon the earth.

grids}! Cranmer :—What! upon the earth? No man seeth Christ upon the earth: be

332% is seen with the eyes of our mind, with faith and spirit.

' W'eston: —I pray you, what is it that seemeth worthy highest honour on the

earth? It is the sacrament, or else the body of Christ?

Cranmer :——Chrys0st0m speaketh of the sacrament, and the body of Christ is

showed forth in the sacrament.

VVuton:-—Ergo, Then the sacrament is worthy greatest honour.

Gunmen—I deny the argument.

rhiiword PVuton:—That thing is shewed forth and is now in the earth, ostenditur e-t oat,

“eat"isnol , . .

in Chryso~ which is worthy highest honour:

mm But only the body of Christ is worthy highest honour:

Thisar - Ergo, The body of Christ is now on the earth.

$53.29”... Cranmer :-—I answer, the body of Christ to be on the earth, but so as in a

xiii-dim)“ sacrament, and as the Holy Ghost is in the water of baptism.

iiniiiimsét‘iiiia W7eaton:—Chrysostom saith, ostendo, “I shew forth;" which noteth a substance

figure,hzilli

no perfect to be present.

rom‘nlugic' Cranmer :—That is to be understanded sacramentally.

Weston:--He saith, ostendo in term, “I shew forth on the earth;” declaring

also the place where.

Crannwr:—That is to be understand figuratively.

Western—He is shewed forth and is now on the earth, &c. as before.

(‘ranmezh t Cranmer :—Your major and conclusion are all one.
Blldwl‘l'e 0 I u s -

Sleplsce of lVeston:—But the major is true. Ergo, the conclusion also is true.

' rysostom.

how Christin That thing is on the earth, which is worthy of most high honour:

shewed forth - -

onogfinh, But no figure is worthy of highest honour:

hgiin iil Ergo, That which is on the earth is no figure.

fi‘mlhfif Cranmer :--I answer, that is true sacramentally.

iiiidiiiiieiy. Here Weston crieth to him that he should answer to one part, bidding him repeat

his words. \Vliich when he went about to do, such was the noise and crying out in

the school, that his mild voice could not be heard. For when he went about to

Weston ralsi- declare to the people how the prolociitor did not well English the words of Chryso
licth the . . . “ . n -

words of stem, using for ostenditur in term, he is shewed forth on the earth, est in term,

cmymwm' “he is on the earth ;" whereas Chrysostom hath not eat, nor any such word of being

on the earth, but only of shewing, as the grace of the Holy Ghost in baptismo osten

ditur, i. e. “is shewed forth in baptism ;" and oftentimes did inculcate this word,

ostendi'tur: then the prolocutor, stretching forth his hand, set on the rude people

to cry out at him, filling all the school with hissing, clapping of hands, and noise;

lfnrevsrend calling him indoctnm, imperitum, impuzlentem ; i. e. “ unlearned, unskilful, impudent:"

iiioensli-iiom m which impudent and reproachful words this reverend man most patiently and meekly

angiidiiiniiiii. did abide, as one that had been inured with the suffering of such like reproaches.

And when the prolocutor, not yet satisfied with this rude and unseemly demeanour,

did urge and call upon him to answer the argument, then he bade the notary repeat

his words again.

Notary:—That which is worthy most high honour, here I shew forth to thee

in earth:

The body of Christ is worthy highest honour:

Ergo, He sheweth forth the body of Christ here in earth.

away of Cranmer: -—That is showed forth here on the earth which may be seen, which
ristls ‘

gar-mm? may be touched, and which may be eaten; but these things be not true of the

earth divers

{15131325}? Cole:—\Vhy should not these things be true of the body of Christ?

:pmimmgp Cranmer: —The major out of Chrysostom is true, meaning of the sacrament:

2:515:332»? for in the sacrament the true body of Christ, and not the figurative body, is set

mire: “"th- .
grams” [Vat/m :—Shew me somewhat in earth worthy greatest honour.

nnrscrmoins, Crannwr:—I cannot, but in the sacrament only.
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Weaton:—Ergo, The sacrament is worthy greatest honour. nor mm

Cranmer :—-So it is. £23.12?

Judges :—Let it be written.

Cran1nor:—I pray you, let my answer be written likewise. I afirm, that the

body of Christ is shewed forth unto us. It is our faith that seeth Christ.

Weston:—Ostendo tibi, i. e. “I shew it to thee," saith Chrysostom, not to thy

faith.

Cranmer:—He speaketh sacramentally.

Western—Ergo, Chrysostom lieth. For he, speaking of shewing, saith, Ego

Cfin/sostomus ostendo; i. e. “ I Chrysostom 'do shew." But he can shew nothing

sacramentally.

Claedeey:—By force of argument we are brought to this point, that the body

of Christ is proved to be on earth, not only sacramentally, but in very deed also,

by this reason, that it is worthy highest honour. The reason is indissoluble.

Cranmer :—I never heard a more vain argument, and it is most vain: also it

hath mine answer unto it.

Ckedreg:-—lVill you affirm, that it is absurd which Chrysostom saith, that the

body of Christ is touched?

I touch the body of Christ in the sacrament, as Thomas touched Christ:

Thomas touched Christ, and said, Domimu mcus, Deus mom; “My Lord, my

God :"

Ergo, That which he touched was the Lord God.

11 This argument, as I received it out of the Notary's book, is not formal; but Thear u

rather he should conclude in the third figure thus: $§“t‘3m°¢“°"
Da- As Thomas touched the body of Christ, so we touch it in the sacrament: form“

“1— Thomas touched the body of Christ corporally:

u'. Ergo, We touch the body of Christ corporally in the sacrament.

Cranmer :-I deny your argument. He touched not God, but him which was

God. Neither is it sound doctrine to aflirm, that God is touched. Godmnnnt

Chedsey:—This is because of the union: so that God is said to be touched, when bemucm'

Christ, which is both God and man, is touched.

Tertullian, De Cami: Resurrectione, saith: Videamus do propria ckristiani ko- 1mm“

minis forma, quanta huic substantiw frivolw et sordidw apud Deum prwrogativa sit. mi'éfim

Em' sufl’iceret illi quod nulla omnino anima salutem poeset adipisci, niei dum est in EQQQIFQ“.

came crediderit: adeo caro salutis cardo est, de qua cum anima Deo alligatur, ipea i'fi‘j'mm'

at gum qflicit ut am'ma alligari possit ; sod et caro abluitur, ut anima emaculetur;

caro inungitur, ut anima conseoretur; signatur, ut anima muniatur; oar-o manus

impositiono adumbratur, ut anima Spiritu illuminetur ; caro corpora et sanguine Christi

oescitur, ut anima do Deo sagi'netur'.

That is to say:

“Let us consider, as concerning the proper form of the christian man, what great

prerogative this vain and foul substance of ours hath with God. Although it were

suflicient to it, that no soul could ever get salvation, unless it believe while it is in

the flesh: so much the flesh availeth to salvation, by the which flesh it cometh, that

whereas the soul so is linked unto God, it is the said flesh that causeth the soul to

be linked: yet the flesh moreover is washed, that the soul may be cleansed; the flesh

is anointed, that the soul may be consecrated; the flesh is signed, that the soul may

be defended; the flesh is shadowed by the imposition of hands, that the soul may be

illuminated with the Spirit; the flesh doth eat the body and blood of Christ, that

the soul may be fed of God."

Whereupon I gather this argument: “gum”

The flesh eateth the body of Christ:

Ergo, The body of Christ is eaten with the mouth.

[' Tcrtullian. De Resurrectionc Carnis. cap. viii. p. 330. Ed. Paris. [661.]
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Item Phoc'e'us, 1 ad Cor. cap. xi. upon these words: Reus crit corporis et san

guinris‘, &c.

'0 Zvoxos 'roi; am'pa-ros Kai 'rofi ai'pa-roc, roii'ro 3117\0T, ('i'n Kada'wep wape'smxe ue‘v

mi'ro‘u 0' ’IoiiBae, 'rrapaimoav sic ali-ro‘v oi ’lovhai‘oi, oii'rwc a'npa'Couc'iv [aii-ro‘y oi 1-0‘

wavd'yiov aii'rmi o'cspa xepo'iu]2 aiKaea'p'rom acxo'pevm, air 'lnuhai‘or xpa'roiiv'rcc aii-rdv 'rd're,

Kai Ka-rapa'rcp rpoo¢épovrcr oro'pa-rr' Bra‘ 56‘ 'ro‘ ei'rreiu waAAa'xw, 'roii a'aipa-roc xal 1-0;

ai'pa'roc 'TOl-I Kvpi'ou, Srfitof, d'n [mix] dvdpwqroc \Iuho‘c o' BUOI’AEIIOQ, a’AA' ali-ro‘e ol Klipios

o' worm-vie 1ra'wrwv, air 559611 3rd roii'rwv e'xzpofluiv mi-rou's: i. e. Quod ait, ‘Reua carport:

et sanguinis,’ istud declarat, quad sicuti Judas ipsum quidem tradidit, Judwi contu

meliose in ipsum insaniebant ; sic ipsum inhonorant gui sanctiseimum 'ipn'ua corpus

impuris manibus suscipiunt, [at] tanquam Judwi ipsi tencnt et carecrabili ore reci

piunt. Quod crobro mentionem facit corporis et sanguinis Domini, manifestat, quod

non sit simpler llomo qui aacrificatur, red ipsc Dominus omnium factor, tawqua-m per

[use quidcm ipsos perterrcfacicns.

That is to say:

“Whereas he saith, ‘Is guilty of the body and blood,’ this he declareth, that like

as Judas betrayed him, and the Jews were fierce and spiteful against him; so do they

dishonour him, which receive his holy body with their impure hands, and as the Jews

did hold him then, do now receive him with unpure mouths. And whereas he often

maketh mention of the body and blood of the Lord, he dcclareth that it is not simply

man that is sacrificed, but even the Lord himself, being the Maker of all things;

hereby, as it were, making them afraid."

Ergo, (as it is hereby gathered,) the body of Christ is touched with the hands.

Cranmer :—You vouch two authors against me upon sundry things. First, I must

answer Tertullian, and then the other.

Chedsey :—They tend both to one meaning.

Oranmcr:-—Unto Tertullian I answer, (because our. disputation is wandering and

uncertain,) that he calleth that the flesh which is the sacrament. For although God

work all things in us invisibly, beyond man's reach, yet they are so manifest, that

they may be seen and perceived of every sense. Therefore he setteth forth baptism,

unction, and last of all the supper of the Lord unto us, which he gave to signify

his operation in us. The flesh liveth by the bread, but the soul is inwardly fed by

Christ.

Weston:—Stick to those words of Tertullian, Corpus aescitur, ut anima gagi

netur; i. e. “The body eateth, that the soul may be fed."

Chedsey :—The flesh eateth the body of Christ, that the soul may be fed therewith,

Weston:—Here you see two kinds of food, of the soul and of the body.

Cb0dseg:—He saith, that not only the soul, but the flesh is also fed.

Cranmer :—The soul is fed with the body of Christ, the body with the sacrament.

Chedsey:—Is the soul fed with the body of Christ, and not with the sacrament?

Cranmcr:—Read that which followeth, and you shall perceive, that by things

external an operation internal is understand. Inwardly we eat Christ's body, and

outwardly we eat the sacrament. So one thing is done outwardly, another inwardly:

like as in baptism the external element, whereby the body is washed, is one;

the internal thing, whereby the soul is cleansed, is another.

Chedsey:—-The soul is fed by that which the body eateth:

But the soul is fed by the flesh of Christ:

Ergo, The body eateth the flesh of Christ.

Cranmer:—“’e eat not one thing outwardly and inwardly: inwardly we eat

Christ’s body; outwardly we eat the sacrament.

Chedseg:—I will repeat the argument.

The flesh eateth Christ's body, that the soul may be fed therewith;

The soul is not fed with the sacrament, but with Christ’s body:

Ergo, The flesh eateth the body of Christ.

80

 

[‘ Photius spud (Ecumen. Tom. I. p. 532. Paris. 1631.]

[4' Not in Foxe, Ed. 1583.]
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Cranmer :—The sacrament is one thing; the matter of the sacrament is another. thls_con

ncluon un

Outwardly we receive the sacrament ; inwardly we eat the body of Christ. swereth m

Clzedseg:—I prove that we receive that outwardly wberewith the soul is fed. iiimiiigufliiq

The soul is fed with the body of Christ: °“Y“°gi‘"“'

Ergo, We eat the body of Christ outwardly. Consequence.

The flesh eateth Christ his body: Comquenea

Ergo, The soul is fed therewith.

Cranmer:—The flesh, I say, cateth the sacrament; it eateth not Christ's body. Answer.

For Tertullian speaketh of the sacrament; and the place hath not inde, “thereof,”

but de Deo, “ of God."

Chedseg:—What say ye to Photius' saying? “They which receive the body

with impure hands are guilty of the Lord’s blood, as Judas was."

Weston :—That which followeth in Tertullian doth take away your shift, where as

he saith, Non possum ergo separari in mercede, quos opera conjungit; i. 0. “They

cannot be separated in reward, whom one work joineth together."

But manducation is the work or labour: Ergo, &c.

The form of this argument may be thus collected:

Da- One work or labour joineth body and soul together:

ri- Manducation is a work or labour:

1'. Ergo, One manducation joineth together both body and soul.

- W i 3.1' I _ Mthe bod and soul are olned

E To the major of lnch gument thus it may be answered, mm work or; “rummage they

expounding the saying of Tertullian, Una opera conjungit, eed non “@551 mpg: °‘,>,mm"“im0: 3f ,9:
. . - . . _ . era: as

idem operand; modua. Again, opera here in Tertulhan may be Wished With water. that the loul

. . . ml ' be pur spiritually; so ourtaken for temptations and aflilctlons. body euteth diedoutward sacrament,

that the soul may be fed of God

Cranmer :—-Your authority, I suppose, is taken out of the book De Resur- Anlwerto

rectione Camis, i. e. “Of the Resurrection of the Flesh." And the meaning thereof

is this: Tertullian goeth about there to prove, that the flesh shall rise again, because

it is joined together in one Work with the soul. Through baptism in this world the

body is washed, and the soul is washed: the body outwardly, the soul inwardly;

the work is one. In this work they are joined. And he speaketh of signs.

’eston :—He speaketh of eating in a sign:

Ergo, The reward is in a sign.

Cranmer :—-They are coupled in one work, namely, in the sacrament.

lVexton :—There are two works:

Ergo, There are two rewards.

If the work be in a figure;

Ergo, The reward is in a figure.

Cranmer:-—He speaketh not of two works. Two works are but one work.

And yet he saith not, Quos una opera co-njungit, i.e. “Whom one work joineth to

gether;” but opera, i. e. “ a work:” as in baptism the soul and the body are joined

in understanding.

lVeston :—-The flesh and soul shall have one and the selfsame reward, because

they have one work.

Cranmer :—Because they be joined together in one work.

Tresham :—Forasmuch as the reverend doctors here have impugned and over- D.T'fl.'shlm

thrown your assertion and your answers sufliciently, I will fall to another matter, di'pum‘

not altogether impertinent to the purpose, and that in a few words, against a certain

sequel of your opinion. The sequel is this: that between us and Christ there is no

further conjunction, whiles we receive the eucharist, than a conjunction of the mind,

or a spiritual conjunction, whereby we are united and knitlunto Christ through

faith and love. As for the presence of Christ, concerning the substance, that you

utterly deny. Whereupon in very deed you leave but a spiritual union and joining

together of mind. Howbeit you would seem to think otherwise by your subtle an

swers. But I will declare by manifest testimonies of the fathers, that this your

sequel, which you account so sure, is far wide from the truth. And I will begin
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with St Hilary, who is both an ancient and a learned author. For disputing against

the Arians, octaeo De Trinitate, he saith, that this was their opinion, that the Father

and the Son are conjoined only through unity of will. Whereupou Arius himself,

when scripture was alleged against him, did (as you do now) elude the right meaning

of it by his false interpretations. But the catholic church hath always believed,

and ever maintained, that Christ is one with the Father in nature, and not by con

sent of will only. To the proof whereof when the catholics vouched this testimony

of John, Pater at ego unum :umua, i.e. “The Father and I are one;" the Ariana

answered, that unum sum'us was to be understand by the assent of their wills and

agreement of their minds, not by unity of their natures. Thus it happeneth now-a

days, where men do doubt of the sacrament. But Hilary going on, and proving the

natural conjunction between the Father and the Son a fortiori, questioneth with his

adversaries after this manner: “I demand of them now, which will needs have the

unity of will only between the Father and the Son, whether Christ be now in us truly

by nature, or only by the agreement of wills? If," saith he, “the Word be incarnate

in very deed, and we receive at the Lord's table the Word made flesh, how then is

he to be thought not to dwell in us naturally, who, being born man, hath both taken

the nature of our flesh upon him, that is now inseparable, and hath also mingled

the nature of his own flesh unto the nature of eternity under the sacrament of his

flesh to be communicated unto us'?" Thus much hath Hilary. Wbereupon I ask

of you this question: How Christ dwelleth now in us? according to faith, or ac

cording to nature?

Cranmr:-—I say that Christ dwelleth verily in us carnally and naturally, for

that he hath taken of the virgin our flesh upon him, and because he hath communi

cated his nature unto us.

Tresluzm:—Bucer, Contra Abrincemem, referreth these words only to the mobs.

rist, saying, “Christ doth exhibit all this unto us in his holy supper ;" and according

to the holy fathers, saith he, “Christ liveth thereby in us, not only by faith and love,

as absent, but naturally, corporally, and carnally '." “’herefore he is not absent, neither

are we joined to Christ only by a spiritual union, as you suppose, but also by a cor

poral and carnal union.

Cranmer :—I know that Master Bucer was a learned man: but your faith is

in good case, which leaneth upon Bucer.

Treskam:—I do not bring Bucer as a patron of our faith, but because he is a

man of your sort, and yet bringcth this place of Hilary for that union which we have

by the sacrament, and confesseth that by it we are carnally united to Christ, whereas

you think that we are joined by it only through faith and love.

Cranmer :——I say that Christ was communicated unto us, not only by faith,

but in very deed also, when he was born of the virgin. We have fellowship with

Christ, when we are united in the unity of the church, when we are made flesh of his

flesh, and bones of his bones; and so we are united in the communion, in baptism,

and in faith.

Tresliam :—I pray you, what fellowship have we with Christ, in that he is made

man? Are not the Turks and Jews therein joined with him? for they are men as

We are, and are joined with him in man's nature, in that he was born of a woman,

I speak now of a more near unity: we are made one with Christ by the communion

in a perfect unity.

 

[l Eos nunc qui inter Patrem et Filium vo

luntatis ingerunt unitatem, interrogo utrumne

per nature veritatem hodie Christus in nobis

sit, an per concordiam voluntatis? Si enim vere

Verbum cam factum est, et nos vere Verbum

camcm cibo dominico sumimus. quomodo non no.

turaliter manere in nobis existimandus est, quiet

naturam carnis nostrze jam inseparabilcm sibi homo

natus assumpsil, e! naturam carnis sum ad naturarn

:elernitntis sub sacramenlo nobis communicandm

camis admiscuit?-Hilar. dc Triniuuc, Lib. vur. _ exhibet.l

p. 133. Ed. Basil. 1535.]

[2 Bucer. Script. Aug]. 1). 616. E! quo loco er

iis quze Dominus in Joan. V]. dc manducatione car

nis sue disseruit, sancti patres llilarius, Chryso

stomus, Cyrillus, et ceteri aflimiarum Dominurn

Jesum in nobis habitare et vivcre non jam per fidem

solum ct dilectionem, ceu absens, sed etiam natu

raliter, carnaliler, et corporaliter, quia suam naturam

ct camem nobis communicat, suaque nos memhra

ease eflicit, idque omne nobis in am eucharistia
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Gunmen—We are made so, I grant: but we are made so also by baptism; Wage“)

and the unity in baptism is perfect. biiim by

Tresham :—We are not made one by baptism in a perfect unity, as Hilary there nmidnnlnltlléaa

speaketh, but by the communion, by which we are carnally made one, but not like- titer-grimy

wise by baptism: wherefore you understand not Hilary. You shall hear his words,

which are these: “He had now declared afore the sacrament of his perfect union, ‘

saying, ‘As the living Father sent me, so do I also live by the Father ;’ and, ‘He

that eateth my flesh, shall also live through me."' And a little after that he writeth

thus: “This truly is the cause of our life, that we have Christ dwelling by his flesh

in us that are fleshly, which also by him shall live in such sort as he liveth by his

Father’." Wherefore of these words it is manifest, that we obtain this perfect unity

by means of the sacrament, and that Christ by it is carnally united unto us.

Cranmer :—-Nay, Hilary in that same place doth teach, that it is done by bap- r

tism: and that doctrine is not to he suffered in the church, which teacheth, that we Bil-ry

are not joined to Christ by baptism.

Weston :—Repeat the argument.

Cranmer :—-You must first make an argument.

Trealaam:—It is made already, but it shall be made again in this form:

Da- As Christ liveth by his Father, so they that eat Christ's flesh live by the same Arsumcnh

flesh:

ti- But Christ liveth by the Father, not only by faith and love, but naturally:

si. Ergo, We live, not through the eating of Christ's flesh by faith and love only,

but naturally.

Cranmer :—We live by Christ, not only by faith and love, but eternally indeed.

Trealzam :—Nay, naturally. I prove it thus: ghihplupistl

As Christ liveth by the Father, so live we by his flesh eaten of us; Rae mm __

But Christ liveth not by his Father only by faith and love, but naturally:Therefore we do not live by eating of Christ's flesh only by faith and love, as sgtruxhgoé

you suppose, but naturally. ofChrist y

Cranmer :—The minor is not true. $522.5“

Treslcam:--This is the opinion of Arius, that Christ is united to his Father

by conjunction of mind, and not naturally. swig?

Cranmer:—I say not so yet, neither do I think so. But I will tell you what :zfileggdmreor

I like not in your minor. You say, that Christ doth not live by his Father only bgingulima.

by faith and love: but I say, that Christ liveth not at all by his faith. nowlslsbllm

Weeton:—Mark and consider well this word “by faith,” lest any occasion of hwiniimriié,

cavilling be given. . 3231:: his

Trealzam:—Let that word “by faith" be omitted. Neither did I mean, that iiiiiiidiiial

Christ liveth by his Father through faith. Yet the strength of the argument remain- 333333;!

eth in force. For else Hilary doth not confute the Arians, except there be a greater iiili'iiiiin

' ' ' ' - - Whereforcit

CODJUIlCiZlOH between us and Christ, when he is eaten of us, than only a spiritual con- remnineth,

junction. You do only grant an union. As for a carnal or natural union of the itgltiiiniliiig

' ' ' ' ‘ toChrist's

substance of flesh, by Which we are Jomed more than spiritually, you do not grant. bodycorneth

But our Lord Jesus give you a better mind, and shew you the light of his truth, 383“; 225...,

that you may return into the way of righteousness! $521:

Weston :—We came hither to dispute, and not to pray. g3: my];

Tresham:—Is it not lawful to pray for them that err? 3:}! $13?!d

Weston :—It is not lawful yet. But proceed. gmngd:1;

Tresham:—Again I reason thus: As Christ liveth by his Father, after the same Liiliitsiiiion

manner do we live by the eating of his flesh: mfg“

But Christ liveth not by his Father only in unity of will, but naturally: mm, on,

 

bodies never

‘ die. nor see

[a Perfecta: autem hujus unitatis sacramentum , ergo vma nosme causa est, quod in nobis carnalibus mmlptmn.

“perms ism dowemt’ dice“: uSicut me misit mancmem per csrnern Christum habemus; victuris 333322;:

vivens Pater, et ego vivo per Patrem, et qui man- nobis per eum ea conditions qua vivit ille per min re

ducat meam carnem,et ipse vivet. per me." .... "Hue < Patrcm._-Hilar. de Trinitale, Lib. vul. p. 134.] Pena"
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Anlwvr- Ergo, We do not live, when we eat the flesh of Christ, only by faith and unity

553°: of will, but naturally.

$25.13;? Cranmer :—This is my faith, and it agreetli with the scripture: Christ liveth

233%?“ by his Father naturally, and maketh us to live by himself in deed naturally, and

mnfgef’fh' that not only in the sacrament of the eucharist, but also in baptism. For infants,

fl‘r'genmh when they are baptized, do eat the flesh of Christ.

Rat‘ggixy W’eaton:—-Answer either to the whole argument, or to the parts thereof. For

this argument is strong, and cannot be dissolved.

:l‘lgli‘fixlf Cranmer:—This is the argument:

mamaywb As Christ liveth by his Father, after the same manner do we live by his flesh,

ouni'iril being eaten of us: -

d 1' a I 0 I I a

gearing“ But Christ liveth not by his Father only in umtv of Will, but naturally:
natural dy _ _ _ '_

g‘ffimirgrk Ergo, \Ve eating his flesh do not hve only by faith and love, but naturally.

revisit! ":7 But the major is false; namely, that by the same manner we live by Christ,

$533?“ of as he liveth by his Father.

manaiis VVeston:—Hilary saith, “After the same manner;" these be his words: “He

miigmion. that eateth my flesh shall live by me:" Ergo, Christ liveth by his Father; and as
:Iisrrllltliflllme he liveth by his Father, after the same manner we shall live by his flesh. Here

Ec‘l‘igrggfisgw you see that Hilary saith, “After the same manner."

ggzhbfia. Cranmer :-—-“After the same manner" doth not signify, “like in all things," but “in

the “me also deed and eternallyz" for so do we live by Christ, and Christ liveth by his Father. Fer

315‘ in other respects Christ liveth otherwise by his Father, than we live by Christ.

iliiriiyoiiiiny. lVeston:-—He liveth by his Father naturally and eternally:

Eryo, “’e live by Christ naturally and eternally.

iir-Siirniiizu. Cranmer:-—\Ve do not live naturally, but by grace, if you take “naturally” for

i-iiil swell“ the manner of nature. As Christ hath eternal life of his Father, so have we of him.

r‘iv:!\|ilrvaelly - ll"eston:—I stick to this word “naturally.”

lilxéllirliffly Cranmer :——I mean it touching the truth of nature: for Christ liveth otherwise

:iiiieiiielhe by his Father, than we live by Christ.

2%? {31,0 lVeaton: -—-Hilary, in his eighth book Du Trinitate, denieth it, when he saith,

orehm'mfd “He liveth therefore by his Father; and as he liveth by his Father, after the same

36:2,?“ manner we shall live by his flesh."

Cranmer :—\Ve shall live after the same manner, as concerning the nature of the

3:21:23; flesh of Christ: for as he hath of his Father the nature of eternity, so shall we have

naturally by of

the Father, '

mygn‘l‘g'w W’eston:-—Answer unto the parts of the argument:

$0,322: " As Christ liveth by his Father, after the same manner shall we live by his flesh:

:;f\§'r‘l'l‘l°'b But Christ doth not live by his Father only in unity of will, but naturally:

ghg§§§lé§é Ergo, We, eating his flesh, do not live only by faith and love, but naturally.

flaws? Cranmer:—I grant, as I said, we live by Christ naturally; but I never heard

::;Ym‘g§';°d that Christ liveth with his Father in unity of will.

$mgm‘?‘ lVeston:-Becanse it seemeth a marvel unto you, hear what Hilary saith:

{I‘mmm'gr “These things are recited of us to this end; because the heretics, feigning an unity

massif?“ of will only between the Father and the Son, did use the example of our unity

“mom!” with God; as though that we being united to the Son, and by the Son to the
soul which

gul'fiegl Father, only by obedience and will of religion, had no propriety of the natural corn

\e _ II

gmfl'wdw munion by the sacrament of the body and blood l.

ll - I -

wyczh'fnhe But answer to the argument. Christ liveth by his Father naturally and eter

faimfuld‘? nally: therefore do we live by Christ naturally and eternally.

live by eating . . - . .

(chhebpdytr‘ilf Cranmer:—-Cynl and Hilary do say, that Christ is united to us, not only by

ms nu - , - . , ,

31mg,“ vac Will, but also by nature: he doth communicate to us his own nature, and so is Christ

I "1

“firm-115» ~

rlles of

ghastly °r [l Hmc autem idclrco a nobis commemorata I so voluntate religionis unitis, nulla per sacramen

“Nuzurally” aunt, quil. voluntatis tantum inter Patrem et Fi- tum carnis er sanguinis naturalis communionis pro

"pwnd ‘ lium unilatem haereiici mentientea unitatis nostrm prietas indulgeretur.- Hilar. do Trinime. Lib.

mm" 8 ad Deum utebautur exemplo, tanquam nobis ad viii. p. 135.]
The. l

"\"d ""19 Filium ct per Filium ad Panern obsequio tamum

repeated.
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made one with us carnally and corporally, because he took our nature of the virgin Exexemplari

Mary. And Hilary doth not say only that Christ is naturally in us, but that we

also are naturally in him and in the Father; that is, that we are partakers of their --’§i'28,.2¥~

. . . . . . expound ;

nature, which is eternity, or everlastingness. For as the Word, receiving our nature, platinum

. n I u n u n I - les 0

did JOIII 1t unto himself in unity of person, and dld commumcate unto that our na- participate

the nature

ture the nature of his eternity; that like as he, being the everlasting Word of the and pm _r-'

Father, had everlasting life of the Father, even so he gave the same nature to his hIgl;£€d?iii-I

flesh: likewise also did he communicate with us the same nature of eternity, which man“ bad“

he and the Father have, and that we should be one with them, not only in will and

love, but that we should be also partakers of the nature of everlasting life.

lVeston :—Hilary, where he saith, “ Christ communicated to us his nature," meaneth

that, not by his nativity, but by the sacrament.

Cranmer :——He hath communicated to us his flesh by his nativity.

Weston:—We have communicated to him our flesh when he was born.Cramm:—Nay, he communicated to us his flesh when he was born, and that fumedL

I will shew you out of Cyril upon this place, Et homo factue est.

Weston :—Er_qo Christ being born gave us his flesh. That is, made
’ . . , . us rtakers

Craumer:-—In hlS natwrty he made us partakers of his flesh. an E roger

. - c“ 9| '

W68501). :——-Wnte, 8118.. noceney,_and

- resurrection

Cranmer :—Yea, write. ofhis body.

Chedsey :—This place of Hilary is so dark, that you were compelled to falsify it

in your book, because you could not draw it to confirm your purpose:

“ If Christ have taken verily the flesh of our body, and the man that was normalcy

verily born of the virgin Mary is Christ, and also we do receive under the true mys- “Enid?

tery the flesh of his body, by means whereof we shall be one, (for the Father is in De 'lirinime.

Christ, and Christ in us,) how shall that be called the unity of will? when the natu

ral property, brought to pass by the sacrament, is the sacrament of unity. We must

not speak in the sense of man, or of the world, in matters concerning God; neither

must we perversely wrest any strange or wicked sense out of the wholesome meaning

0f the holy scripture, through impudent and violent contention. Let us read those things

that are written, andlet us understand those things that we read, and then we shall

perform the duty of perfect faith. For as touching that natural and true being of

Christ in us, except we learn of him, we speak foolishly and ungodly that thing that

we do speak. For he saith, ‘My flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink in

deed. He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, abideth in me, and I in

him.’ As touching the verity of his flesh and blood, there is left no place of doubt:

for now, both by the testimony of the Lord, and also by our faith, it is verily flesh,

and verily bloods."

Here you have falsified Hilary; for you have set zero sub mysterio for core sub mys- Thus far “a.

terio, “we receive truly under a mystery." Hilary thrice reporteth vere cub mysterio, iilriéiuiiilkm

and you interpret it twice vere sub mysterio, but the third time you have vere for vere. SeeingMaster

Cranmer:——Assuredly I am not guilty of any deceit herein. It may be that the aiigenl‘ci'eilellfi

copy which I followed had sub vero mysterio, i.e. “ under a true mystery ;" although $1213touching the sense it difl'ereth little. God I call to witness, I have alway hated .J‘te'fié‘é‘fi,

falsifying; and if you had leisure and lust to hear false citations, I could recite unto wemdiipgigi
but the

. to find a knot

you six hundred. a rush.

 

[fl A direction to the notaries.]

I3 Si vere igitur carnem corporis nostri Christus

assumpsit, e: vere homo ille qui ex Maria natus

fuiz Christus est, nosque vere sub mysterio carnem

corporis sui sumimus, et per hoe unum erimus,

quia Peter in e0 est, et ille in nobis; quomodo

voluntalis unitas asseritur, cum naturalis per sacra

memum proprietas perfects sacramentum sit uni

tatis? Non est humane ant secnli sensu in Dei

rebus loquendum, neque per violentam atque im

pudentem praedicationem cmlestium dictorum sani

tnti aliens atque impie intelligentia extorquenda

perversitas est. Qua: scripts aunt legamus, et

que- Iegerimus intelligamus, et tune perfecta fidei

oflicio fungemnr. De naturali enim in nobis Christi

veritste qua: dicimus, nisi ab eo discimus, slulte

atque impie dicimus. Ipse enim ait: “Caro mea

vere est esca, et sanguis meus vere est potus. Qui

edil carnem meam, et bihit sanguinem meum, in

me manet et ego in ac." De veritate camis et

sanguinis non relictus est smbigendi locus; nunc

enim et ipsius Domini professione et fide nostra

vere caro est, et vere nanguis est.-_-Hilar. de Tri

nitate, Lib. vrrr. pp. 133, 34.]
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Herc D. Cole

beginneth

to carp.

D. Yong

cometh in

with his

socntiml in

lerrogstions.

D. Yang's

wphisdcal

tories.

Weston :—Here shall be shewed you two copies of Hilary, the one printed at

Basil, the other at Paris.

Cranmer:—I suppose that Doctor Smith's books hath vero.

Weston :—Here is Doctor Smith; let him answer for himself.

M. Smith, M. Doctor, what say you for yourself? Speak, if you know it.

Here Doctor Smith, either for the truth in his book alleged, or else astonied

with Doctor IVeston's hasty calling, staid to answer: for he only put off his cap,

and kept silence.

Weston :—But your own book, printed by Wolfe your own printer, hath vere'.

Cranmer :—That book is taken from me, which easily might have ended this

controversy. I am sure the book of Decrees hath zero.

Cole :—-Now you admit the book of Decrees, when it maketh for you.

Cranmer :—Touching the sense of the matter there is little difl'erence.

of one letter for another is but a small matter.

Western—No is? Pastor, as you know, signifieth a “bishop,” and sig

nifieth a “baker.” But pastor shall be pistor, a bishop shall be a baker, by this your

change of one letter, if vere and eero do nothing change the sense.

Cranmer :—Let it be so, that in pistor and pastor one letter maketh some dif

ference ; yet let pistor be either a baker or maker of bread, ye see here the change

of a letter, and yet no great difference to be in the scnse’.

Yong :-—This disputation is taken in hand, that the truth might appear. I per

ceive that I must go another way to work than I had thought. It is a common

saying, Against him that denieth principles we must not dispute. Therefore, that we

may agree of the principles, I demand, whether there be any other body of Christ than

his instrumental body?

Cranmer :—There is no natural body of Christ but his organical body.

Yong :—-Again I demand, whether sense and reason ought to give place to faith?

Cranmer :—They ought.

Yony :—-Thirdly, whether Christ be true in all his words?

Cranmer:—Yea, he is most true, and truth itself.

Yong:-—Fourtlily, whether Christ at his supper minded to do that which he

spake, or no?

Cranmer :--Dicend0 dad-it, non fecit dicendo ; sod feeit discipulir sacramentum ; i.e.

In saying he spake, but in saying he made not; but made the sacrament to his disciples.

Yong:—Answer according to the truth. \Vhether did Christ that, as God and

man, which he spake, when he said, “This is my body"?

Cranmer :—This is a sophistical cavillation. G0 plainly to work. There is some

deceit in these questions. You seek subtleness. Leave your crafty fetches.

Yang:—I demand, whether Christ by these words wrought any thing or no?

Cranmer :—-He did institute the sacrament.

Yony :—But answer, whether did he work any thing?

Cranmer :-—IIe did work in instituting the sacrament.

Yong:—-Now I have you ; for before you said it was a figurative speech:

But a figure worketh nothing:

Ergo, It is not a figurative speech. A liar ought to have a good memory.

The change

 

This syllo~

gism, speak

ing of a

figure, hath

no perfect

form nor

figure.

[1 Several editions of Foxe, 1570, 1576,1583, 1641, in 1553. It will be seen from the above reference,

1684, read here were, but that of 1563 has vere. As

to Crsnmer's “own book printed by Wolfe," the

“ Defence" printed by him in 1550 does not contain

the original passage of Hilary, but it stands in the

translation “under the true mystery," which of

course assumes new to be in the original. In

Crsnmcr's “ Reply to Gardiner,” printed by \Volfe

in 1551. the original passage is not cited by Cran

mer, but is inserted in Crsnmer's work as quoted

by Gardiner, and there reed correctly vere. (See

p. 161. of this volume.) The same reading appears

also in the Latin edition of the “ Defence" published

that Gardiner had first quoted vere from his “ first

copy," as he calls it, which he afterwards corrected

to vere (see p. 162.); but what that “first copy“

was, or how the wrong reading got into it, it is not

now easy to ascertain. In five editions of Gratian

which have been examined, viz. Paris 1617 and

1528, Antwerp 1573, and Lugd. 1525 and 1624, the

reading is uniformly 08f¢.—S¢¢ further the extracts

from Fore printed below, p. 428.]

P This answer of Cranmer is not found in the

first edition of Foxe]
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Cranmer :—I understood your sophistry before. You by working understand

converting into the body of Christ: but Christ wrought the sacrament, not in con

verting, but in instituting.

Yong :—Woe to them that make Christ a deceiver! Did he work any other

thing than he spake, or the selfsame thing?

Cranmer :——He wrought the sacrament, and by these words he signified the effect.

Fes- Yong :—A figurative speech is no working thing:

85- But the speech of Christ is working:

220. Ergo, It is not figurative.

Cranmer :--It worketh by instituting, not by converting.

Yong :-—The thing signified in the sacrament, is it not in that sacrament?

Cranmer :—-It is. For the thing is ministered in a sign. He followeth the letter, Mixing

that taketh the thing for the sign. Augustine separateth the sacrament from the thing”. StiAmlizfl-y

“The sacrament,” saith he, “is one, and the thing of the sacrament another."

Weaton:—Stick to this argument.

It is a figurative speech:

Ergo, It worketh nothing.

Yong :—-But the speech of Christ is a working thing:

Ergo, It is not figurative.

Cranmer :—Oh, how many crafis are in this argument! They are mere fallacies.

I said not, that the words of Christ do work, but Christ himself; and he worketh

by a figurative speech.

Weaton:—If a figure work, it maketh of bread the body of Christ.

Cranmer :—A figurative speech worketh not.

Western—A figurative speech, by your own confession, worketh nothing:

But the speech of Christ in the supper, as you grant, wrought somewhat:

Ergo, the speech of Christ in the supper was not figurative. 5

Cranmer :-—I answer, these are mere sophisms: the speech doth not work, but 'l'he flgurf;

Christ by the speech doth work the sacrament. 33?)???

I look for scriptures at your hands; for they are the foundation of disputations‘. ii'iii'igt‘iiy ,

Yong :--Are not these words of scripture, “This is my body;" “The word of ipgec wmdii?

eth the sacra

Christ is of strength;" and “By the Lord’s words the heavens were made"? He mem.

said, “This is my body:"

Ergo, He made it.

Cranmer :——He made the sacrament; and I deny your argument.

Yong:—If he wrought nothing, nothing is left there. He said, “This is my

body.” You say, contrary to the scriptures, it is not the body of Christ; and fall

from the faith.

Crannwr:--Y0u interpret the scriptures contrary to all the old writers, and feign

a strange sense.

Yong:—-Ambrosius, De iis qui initiantur Sacris, cap. ix., saith: De totiue mundi Ambrqsgde

qaeribue legisti, quia “ Ipse dixit, et facta aunt; ipse mandavit, et creata sum." SermoChristi, qui potuit ea: nihilo faeere guod non erat, non potent ea quw aunt in id up'o'

mutare gum non erant .9 Non enim minus est nova: res dare, quam mutare naturaa.

Sed quid argumentis utimur? Suis utamur ewemplis, imarnationisquo ezemplo ad

etruamus mgaterii veritatem. Numquid naturw usus prwcessit, cum Dominus Jesus

ex Maria nasceretur? Si ordinem quwrimus, viro mixta fwmina generare consuevit.

Liquet igitur, quod pra’ter naturw ordinem virgo gene-ravit; at hoe quad conficimus

corpus ex virgins eat. Quid bio quwris naturw ordinem in Christi corpora, cum prwter

naturam sit ipse Dominus Jesus partus ex virgins? Vera utique earo Christi, gum

crucifiza est, gum sepulta est: vere ergo illius sacramentum est. Clamat Dominm

Jesus, “Hoe est corpus meum.” Ante benedietionem verborum cwlestium (alia’) species

nominatur; post oomecrationem corpus significatur. Ipse dicit sanguinem mum.

 

[(1 Decret. Gratian. in Corpus Juris Canon. De [‘ Afi‘ers doczores, expecto scripturas._Cambr.

Consecr. Dist. ii. “ Hoc est.“ Tom. 1. col. 1936. MS. Kk. 5.14. Jenkyns's Cranmer, Vol. IV. p. 51.]

Ed. Lugd. 16lfl.] [5 Not in originaltext.]
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Ante consecrationem aliud dicitur: poet consecrationem sanguie nuncupatur. Et tu

dicis, ‘Amen,’ hoc est, ‘ Verum est.’ Quod or loquitur, mens interna fateatur: quod

sermo eonat, qfl'ectus eentiat'.

That is to say:

“Thou hast read of the works of all the world, that ‘He spake the word, and

they were made; he commanded, and they were created.’ Cannot the word of Christ,

which made of nothing that which was not, change those things that are into that

they were not? For it is no less matter to give new things than to change natures.

But what use we arguments? Let us use his own examples, and let us confirm the

conceived verity of the mystery by example of his incarnation. Did the use of nature go before,

iiiiigiiiihe when the Lord Jesus was born of Mary? If you seek the order of nature, conception

iiiiiiiyehi? is wont to be made by a woman joined to a man. It is manifest therefore, that contrary

:hult::h'd§a?r to the order of nature a virgin did conceive; and this that we make is the body of' the

3:": virgin. ‘Vhat seekest thou here the order of nature in the body of Christ, when against

the order of nature the Lord Jesus was conceived of a virgin? It was the true flesh

man“ of Christ which was crucified, and which was buried: therefore it is truly the sacra

ment of him. The Lord Jesus himself crieth, ‘This is my body.’ Before the blessing

of the heavenly words it is named another kind; but after the consecration the body

of Christ is signified. He calleth it his blood. Before consecration it is called another

thing: after consecration it is called blood. And thou sayest, ‘Amen ;' that is, ‘It

is true.’ That the mouth speaketh, let the inward mind confess ; that the word soundeth,

let the heart perceive."

ixhégdsgi The same Ambrose, in his fourth book of Sacraments, the fourth chapter, saith thus:

mentiacap. Panis iste panic est ante verba eavrarnentorum; ubi acceeserit consecratio, de pane

4' fit caro Christi. Hoe igitur adstruamus. Quomodo potest, qui panic est, corpus esse

Christi? comeeratione. Consecratio igitur quibus cerbis est, et cujus sermonibw? Do

mini Jeeu. Nam (ads) rel-iqua ornnia quw dicurztur, laus Deo dqfertur, oratione pctitur‘

pro populo, pro regibue, pro ceteris. Ubi venitur ut conficiatur venerabile sacramentum,

jam non suis sermonibue saver-dos utitur, sed renrwnibm Christi“. Ergo sermo Christi

hoe conficit sacramentum. Quis aermo? Nempe is quo faeta aunt omnia. Juesit

Dominus, et factum est cadum ; jussit Dominus, etfacta est terra ; jusrit Dominus, et

facta cunt maria, dc. Video ergo quam operatoriua sit sermo Christi. Si ergo tanta

vis est in scrmone Domini, ut inciperent ease gum non erant, quanta magic operatoriua art,

at (sint') gum erant, at in aliud commutentur'?

That is to say:

The words “This bread is bread before the words of the sacraments; when the consecration

iifirniiiiif cometh to it, of bread it is made the flesh of Christ. Let us confirm this therefore.

How can that which is bread, by consecration be the body of Christ? By what

words then is the consecration made, and by whose words? By the words of our

Lord Jesus. For touching all other things that are said, praise is given to God, prayer

is made for the people, for kings, and for the rest. When it cometh that the reverend

sacrament must be made, then the priest useth not his own words, but the words of

Christ: therefore the word of Christ maketh this sacrament. What word? That

Bulthe Lord word by which all things were made. The Lord commanded, and heaven was made;

minbiifueh the Lord commanded, and the earth was made; the Lord commanded, and the seas

ds r -:iilildlggci:n were made; the Lord commanded, and all creatures were made. Dost thou not see

the sacrament

u_rn cre- then, how strong in working the word of Christ is? If therefore so great strength

iiiniiiiiorim be in the Lord’s word, that those things should begin to be, which were not before;

‘ flat hoc cor

pus menm,’ how much the rather is it of strength to work, that these things which were, should

M'el’'flsiiuzii be changed into another thing?"

a“ Ambrose saith, that the words are of strength to work.

 

[l Ambros. de lnitiandis. Torn. IV. p. 166. pro populo. Orig. term]

Ed. Colon. 1616. Vide supra, p. 210.] [5 Jam non suis sermonibus sacerdos, sed utitur

[’ Of, i. e. from.] sermonibus Christi. Ibid.]

[3 Not in the original text] [6 Amhros. de Sscramentis. Lib. rv. cap. iv.

[‘ Laudem Dec deferunt: oratio praeminitur Tom.1V. p. 173. Vide supra, p. 210.]
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“intern—You omit those words which follow, which maketh the sense of

Ambrose plain. Read them.

Yong:-—Cmlmn non erat, mare non erat, term 'no'n erat. Sed muli dinentem: Amhrns.de
“Ipse dixit, et facta aunt ; ipw mandavit, et creata mm." Ergo tibi ut raspondeam, Imm'mp'

non erat corpus Christi ante consocrationem, sed post consecrationmn. Dico tibi quorl Alloiosin

jam corpus Christi est’. That is: “ Heaven was not, the sea was not, the earth was not. iiiiiiinoiiimm.

But hear him that said, ‘He spake the word, and they were made; he commanded,

and they were created.’ Therefore, to answer thee, it was not the body of Christ

before consecration, but after the consecration. I say to thee, that now it is the

body of Christ."

Cranmer:-—All these things are common. I say, that God doth chiefly work

in the sacraments.

Yong:—How doth he work?

Cranmer :—By his power, as he doth in baptism.

Yo1zg:—Nay, by the word he changeth the bread into his body. This is the

truth: acknowledge the truth, give place to the truth.

Cranmer :—-O glorious words! you are too full of words.

Yong:-—Nay, O glorious truth! you make no change at all.

Cranmer:—Not so, but I make a great change: as in them that are baptized

is there not a great change, when the child of the bond-slave of the devil is made the

son of God? So it is also in the sacrament of the supper, when he reeeiveth us into

his protection and favour.

Yony:—If he work in the sacraments, he worketh in this sacrament.

Cramner:-—God worketh in his faithful, not in the sacraments.

Weeton:—In the supper the words are directed to the bread; in baptism, to

the Spirit. He said not, The water is the Spirit; but of the bread he said, “This

is my body."

Cranmer:—He called the Spirit a dove, when the Spirit descended in likenessof a M- “ashram:

W'eston':—He doth not call the Spirit :1 dove; but he saith, that “he descended ii“: boili

as a dove :" “he was seen in the likeness of a dove." As in baptism the words are

directed to him that is baptized, so in the supper the words are directed unto the

bread.

Gunmen—Nay, it is written, “Upon whomsoever thou shalt see the Spirit John l.

descending." He calleth that which descended “the Holy Spirit." And Augustine

calleth the dove the Spirit. Hear what Augustine saith in John i.: Quid eoluit per August-in
aolumbam, id set, per Spiritum Sanctum .9 Docere, qui miserat eum". That is, “What can“ up. L

meant he by the dove, that is, by the Holy Ghost? Forsooth, to teach who sent

him."

Yong:— He understandeth of the Spirit descending as a dove: the Spirit is

invisible. If you mind to have the truth heard, let us proceed. Hear what Ambrose

saith: Vides quam operatorius sit se-r'mo Christi. Si ergo tama via in sermorw Ambrose

Domini, &c. at supra. That is, “You see what a working power the word of Christ “Edi” De

hath. Therefore, if there be so great power in the Lord's word, that those things mm'mp'

which were not begin to be; how much more of strength is it to work, that those

things that were should be changed into another thing?"

And in the fifth chapter: Antoquam consecretur, penis est: ubi autem rerba

Christi accesserint, corpus est Christi”: i. e. “ Before it is consecrated, it is bread; but

when the words of Christ come to it, it is the body of Christ."

But hear what he saith more: Accipite, edito...lloc est corpus meum: “Take

ye, eat ye; this is my body." Ante oer-bra Christi calia: est m'ni et aqua: plvnus.

 

[7 Ibid. cap.v.] [" In Joann. Evang. cap. i. Trnctat. v. 9. Tom.

[a “The MS. in the Public Library at Cam- III. Pars ii. col. 324. August. Op. Par. 1679

bridge attributes this explanation to Cole, and 1700.]

the following argument from Ambrose to \Veslon." [“1 Ambros. de Sacramentis, Lib. 1v. cap. v.

Vide Jenkyns's Cranmer, Vol. I\'. p. 55.] Tom. lV. p- l73-]

[CRANMERJ 27
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Uhi rerba Christi operate fuerint, ihi sanguis (Christi') gfiicitur, qui redemit plebem’:

i. e. “Before the words of Christ, the cup is full of wine and water; when the

words of Christ have wrought, there is made the blood of Christ which redeemed the

people.” What can be more plain?

Answer“) Cranmer:—Nay, what can be less to the purpose? The words are of strength

Ambrose.

‘ to work in this sacrament, as they are in baptism.

Pie :—The words of Christ, as Ambrose saith, are of strength to work. “*hat

do they work? Ambrose saith, they make the blood which redeemed the people :

Ergo, The natural blood is made.

Cranmer :—The sacrament of his blood is made. The words make the blood

to them that receive it: not that the blood is in the cup, but in the receiver.

Pie :—“ There is made the blood which redeemed the people."

Cranmer :—The blood is made, that is, the sacrament of the blood, by which

he redeemed the people. Fit, “it is made ;" that is to say, ostmzditur, “ it is shewed

forth there“.” And Ambrose saith, we receive in a similitude: “As thou hast received

the similitude of his death, so also thou drinkest the similitude of his precious blood ‘.”

gleam; Weston :-——He saith, “in a similitude," because it is ministered under another

39:11:13?" likeness. And this is the argument:

similitude- There is made the blood which redeemed the people:

lfthissylhr But the natural blood redeemed the people:

iiiilielfmiii Ergo, There is the natural blood of Christ.

igiiiiihfiiy You answer, that words make it blood to them that receive it; not that blood

iiiiigfeii, is in the cup, but because it is made blood to them that receive it. That all men

fiilird,llii‘tcause may see how falsely you would avoid the fathers, hear what Ambrose saith in the

sixth book and first chapter:

dAemSm-mm Forte dicas,...quomodo rem? Qui aimilitudinem video, non video sanguinis rerita

“aL'lb-Yi- tom. Primo omnium dimi tibi de sermone Christi, gui operatur, ut poasit mature at

fizvéreil- convertere genera instituta naturw". Deinde ubi 'non tulerunt sermonem Christi dis

cipuli cjus, audientes guod carnem mam (larct manducari', et sanguinem .s-uum darct

bibendum, rscedebant: solus tamen Petrus dixit, “ Verba eitw (vie-raw habes, ct ego a

to quo recoda-m ?" Ne igitur plures hoc dicerent, eeluti quidam asset horror cruoris,

sad maneret gratia redemptionis, idea in similitudinem’ quidem accipis sacramentum,

scd vere naturm gratiam eirtutemque consequeris 8.

That is to say:

“Peradventure thou wilt say, how be they true? I which see the similitude,

do not see the truth of the blood. First of all I told thee of the word of Christ,

which so worketh, that it can change and turn kinds ordained of nature. After

ward, when the disciples could not abide the words of Christ, but hearing that he

gave his flesh to eat, and his blood to drink, they departed: only Peter said, Thou

hast the words of eternal life; whither should I go from thee? Lest therefore mo

should say this thing, as though there should be a certain horror of blood, and

yet the grace of redemption should remain; therefore in a similitude thou receivest the

sacrament, but indeed thou obtainest the grace and power of his nature."

2:33;? Cranmer :--These words of themselves are plain enough. (And he read this

' place again 2) “Thou receivest the sacrament for a similitude." But what is that he

saith, “Thou receivest for a similitude ?” I think he understandeth the sacrament to

be the similitude of his blood“.

Chedseg/:—That you may understand, that truth disscntetll not from truth, to

[‘ Not in originaltext.] [" Manducandum. Ibid.]

[2 Qui plcbem redemit. Orig. rash] [7 Similitudine. Ibid.]

[3 Cant. “Fit sanguis, id est, ostenditur san- [8 Ambros. de Sacramentis. Lib. vr. Cap. i.

guis. Ex hoc response orta sunt sibila.“ MS. Tom. IV.p. 176. Ed. Colon. 1616.]

Public Library, Cambridge. Vide Jenkyns's Cran- [9 Here is added in the manuscript in the Public

mer, Vol. lV. p. 57.] Library at Cambridge,

[4 See the quotation on the following page.] IVeston :-Arc ye not weary ?

[5 Convertere in aliud institute naturie. Orig. Cranmer :-No, Sin]

text.]
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overthrow that which you say of that similitude, hear what Ambrose saith, Lib. 1v.

cap. 4. De Sacrament.

Si operatus eat sermo cmlestis in aliis rebus, non operatur in. aacramentis cmlcs

tibia"? Ergo didicisti quad e pane corpus fiat Christi, et quad oinum et aqua in i\'- ' '

calicem mittitur, sed fit sanguis coneecratione cerbi caelastir. Sal forte dices", Speciem.

sanguim's mm eia'eo. Sed kabet similitudinem- Sicut enim mortals similitudinem

mmpsisti, ita etiam similitudinmn pretiosi sanguinis bibis; ut nullus horror cruoris

sit, 0t pretium tamen operntur redemptionis. Didicisti ergo, quia quad accipis corpus

est C/lristi".

That is to say:

“If the heavenly word did work in other things, doth it not work in the hea

venly sacraments? Therefore thou hast learned, that of bread is made the body of

Christ, and that wine and water is put into that cup, but by consecration of the

heavenly word it is made blood. But thou wilt say peradventure, that the likeness

of blood is not seen. But it bath a similitude. For as thou hast received the simili- Note. um

tude of his death, so also thou drinkest the similitude of his precious blood; so that

there is no horror of blood, and yet it worketh the price of redemption. Therefore iiriiiiruiaicilrif

thou hast learned, that that which thou receivest is the body of Christ." £12231.“

Cranmcr:--He speaketh of sacraments sacramentally. He calleth the sacraments answlertof

by the names of the things; for he useth the signs for the things signified: and there- gag rig;
cmmen

fore the bread is not called bread, but his body, for the exoellency and dignity of becallcd by

the name of

the thing signified by it. So doth Ambrose interpret himself, when he saith, In the things.

cuju: typum nos calicem mysticum sanguinia ad tuitionem corporis et aninue noslrrv {‘E.‘3."Zi°.;....

percepimus. 1 Cor. xi."

That is to say:

“ For a type or figure whereof we receive the mystical cup of his blood, for the

safeguard of our bodies and souls."

Ckedsey:-—A type! he calleth not the blood of Christ a type or sign; but the

blood of bulls and goats in that respect was a type or sign.

Cranmer :—This is new learning; you shall never read this among the fathers.

Chedsey :—But Ambrose saith so.

Cranmer :—He calleth the bread and the cup a type or sign of the blood of

Christ and of his benefit.

lVeston :-—Ambrose undcrstandcth it for a type of his benefit, that is, of re

dernption; not of the blood of Christ, but of his passion. The cup is the type or

sign of his death, seeing it is his blood.

Cranmer :—He saith most plainly, that the cup is the type of Christ’s blood. Ammo”

Chedsey :-—As Christ is truly and really incarnate, s0 is he truly and really in Zgfififi

the sacrament: 2235322..

But Christ is really and truly incarnate:

Ergo, The body of Christ is truly and really in the sacrament.

Cranmer :—I deny the major.

Cfic(Isvy:—I prove the major out of Justine, in his second apology: “0v rpo'nov Justin

Bid Ao'you 960i; o'a'nxo'rromeeic '1110'0179 Xpm-ro‘c 0' o'w'rvip ripe-iv, Kai o'cipxa. Kai aipa lirrt‘p

cu'rqpiac ripe-iv Zaxev, vii-rm Kai will 34' elixric Ad'yov To; rap' ali'roii alixapio'v'neeia-av

Tpo¢']‘v, 5'5 69 aipa xal o'a'pxes Ku-rzi peraflohriu TPé¢DVTlZl YI'IUUSII, e'xeivou 'TOl-l cmpxo'rrom

fle’u'ros ’imroli Kai o-a'pxa Kal aiua eoidalxenpev eivm“.

Cranmer :—This place hath been falsified by Marcus Constantine“. Justin

 

[1” In cmlestibus sacramentis. Orig. ten] 1)- 83, Ed. Bened. Paris. 1742.]

['1 1)icis. ]bid.] ['5 “ Marcus Constantine was the fictitious name

[12 Ambros. de Sacramentis. Lib.l\'. Cap. iv. under which Gardiner published his Confutatio

Tom. 1". p. 173. Ed. Colon. 1616.] Cavillationum, &c. The following is his transla

[‘3 Ambros. in Epist. I. ad Cor. Cap. xi. tion: ‘Cibum illum, ex quo sanguis et carncs

Tom. I]. p. 184. Ed. Colon. 1616. But these nostra: per mutationem nutriuntur, postqnam per

commentaries are certainly spurious.] verbum precationis fuerit ab eodem benedicms,

l'H Justin Martyr. Apologia I. (Vulg. ll.) edocti sumus esse carnem et sanguinem illius Jesu,

27—2
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Answer to

the place of

.I usunus.

llu tationcm.

Mutation.

Of thanks—

giving.

Answer.

Aiun Kai,

rm'pxcy, i. e.

“ blood and

Irena-us.

Argument.

Irena-us

answered

by Tertul

lien.

meant nothing else, but that the bread which nourisheth us is called the body of

Christ.

Clzedseg:—To the argument.

supra.

Cranmer :—I deny your major.

CficcLsoy:—The words of Justin are thus to be interpreted word for word:

Quemadmoa'um per oerbum Dei care factus Jesus C/zristus Salvator noster car

nem kabuit ct sanguinem pro salute nostra ; sic et cibum illum consecratum per ser

monem prccationis ab ipso institutw, quo sanguis carnesgue nostrw per communioncm

nutriuntur, qjusdcm Jesu, qui caro factus est, carnem et sanguinem essc accopimus.

That is to say:

“As by the Word of God Jesus Christ our Saviour being made flesh had both

flesh and blood for our salvation; so we are taught, that the meat consecrated by

the word of prayer instituted of him, whereby our blood and flesh are nourished by

communion, is the flesh and blood of the same Jesus which was made flesh."

Cranmer:——You have translated it well; but I deny your major. This is the

sense of Justin; that that bread is called the body of Christ, and yet of that sanc

tified meat our bodies are nourished.

Clwdseg:—Nay, he saith, of that sanctified meat both our bodies and souls are

nourished.

Cranmer :—He saith not so; but he saith that it nourisheth our flesh and blood :

and how can that nourish the soul, that nourisheth the flesh and blood?

Colc:—It feedeth the body by the soul.

Cranmer :—Speak uprightly. Can that which is received by the soul and the

spirit, be called the meat of the body?

lVeston:-—Hear then what Irenseus saith: Eum calicem qui est creatura, suum

corpus confirmavit, ea: quo nostra auget corpora. Quando ct mixtus caliz, ctfractus

panic percipit rerbum Dei, fit euc/taristia sanguinia et corporis Christi; ea: qui-bu:

augctur et consistit carnis nostrw substantia‘. “This, the same cup which is a crea

ture, be confirmed to be his body, by which be increaseth our bodies. When both

the cup mixed, and the bread broken, hath joined to it the word of God, it is made

the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, of which the substance of our flesh

is increased and consisteth."

The substance of our flesh is increased by the body and blood of Christ:

Ergo, Our body is nourished by the body and blood of Christ."

Cranmer :-—I deny your argument. He calleth it the flesh and blood for the

sacrament of the body and blood, as Tertullian also saith: Nulritur corpus pane

symbolise, anima corpora Christi: that is, “Our flesh is nourished with symbolical

or sacramental bread, but our soul is nourished with the body of Christ.”

W'eston:—Look what he saith more: Quomodo carnem negant capacem case do

nationis Dei quw est vita wtcrna, quw sanguine et corpora Christi nutritur’? Lib. v.

post duo fol. a principio. That is, “How do they say, that the flesh cannot receive

the of God, that eternal life, which is nourished with the blood and body of

Christ?" That is in the fifth book, two IeaVes from the beginning.

Cranmer :-—The body is nourished both with the sacrament and with the body

As Christ is truly and naturally incarnate, &c. at

 

qui pro nobis fuit incarnatus.‘ Peter Martyr's

complaint against it is, that the clause ‘ex quo—

nutriuntur’ is transposed, for the purpose of avoid

. _ _
curd 'rr/s' x'ric'emc tip-roll idiot! crwlua dtefisflataic'aro,

. I - .
a¢' oil -ra‘ 1i/térepa at'iEfl o'wlua'ra. 'O'rro'rc aim nu

rd KEKpIl'léllOll 'mrrlipwv Kai d 'ye'yovuis rip-res $11

ing the inference which may be drawn from the

original expressions of Justin, that the bread and

wine after consecration, as well as before, nourish

our bodies by the ordinary process of digestion.

Gardiner, Confutat. Object. 151; P. Martyr, De

Eucharist. p. 311." Jenkyns, Cranmer, Vol. IV.

p. 60.]

[‘ Td (i'I'd 'ri'ls K'riaewe 7ro1'i1'ptov ailua idiot!

uipoho'ynae, if 05 Ta viué-rrpov def/st aiua, Kai 'rou

de'xc'rat “in Royal! 'rofi Cecil, Kai 'yt've-rat 1i euxa

pw-ria 013;“; xpw-ma, e'x 'roii-ruw 5E ulifet Kai

cruvic'flx-rat 1i 'rfic capxdc find," oro'c'ras'ts‘._lre

nmus adversus Haereses. Valent. Lib. V. Cap. 2.

p. 294. Ed. Bened. Par. 1710.]

[’2 Ildis dex'rtmiu in; than he'youo't 'rfiv da'pxa rfis

duped: '1'017 9601?, time s"; Zuni aluivtos, 'rriu u'qrd

1'06 o'uifta'ro': Kai ulna-roe Too Kupiuu Tpedwpr'uqv,

Kai pe'hos ail-rot? il'rra'pxouc'av ;-Ireneeus. Ibid.]
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life. wit‘hnt‘lilgd

Clwdseyn—I cannot but be sorry when I see such a manifest lie in your writings.For where you translate Justin on this fashion, “that the bread, water, and wine Xr'2‘h‘."i§._‘1%“’

are not so to be taken in this sacrament, as common meats and drinks are wont tobe taken of us; but are meats chosen out peculiarly for this, namely, for the giving {,';f,:,';’;,;,e

of thanks; and therefore be called of the Greeks euckaristia, that is, ‘thanksgiving :’ $3,230

they are called moreover the blood and body of Christ;" (so have you translated

it :) the words of Justin are thus: ““’e are taught, that the meat consecrated by 251,21“, 0

the word of prayer, by the which our flesh and blood is nourished by communion, $029,513?“

is the body and blood of the same Jesus which was made flesh."

Cranmer :—I did not translate it word for word, but only I gave the meaning; 0323's!

and I go nothing from his meaning. imself.

Harpq/ield:—Y0u remember, touching Justin, to whom this apology was written,

namely, to an heathen man. The heathen thought that the Christians came to the church

to worship bread. Justin answereth, that we come not to common bread, but as to,

&c. as is said before. Weigh the place well; it is right worthy to be noted. Our

flesh is nourished according to mutation.

Cranmer :—We ought not to consider the bare bread; but whosoever cometh to the gear: I

sacrament, eateth the true body of Christ. 33330

lVeeton :—You have corrupted‘ Emissenus; for instead of cibis satiandus, that vgmgffiydfi

is, “to be filled with meat,” you have set cibis satiana'us sjfiritualibus, that is, “tobe filled with spiritual meats."

Cranmer:-—I have not corrupted it; for it is so in the Decrees”. gsf‘gjmm

lVestonr—You have corrupted another place of Emissenus ; for you have omitted "We"

these words: Mirare, cum rccermzdum altars cibis spiritualibus satiandus aeccndis:

sacrum Dei tui corpus et sanguinem fide respice; Izonorem mirare; merito continga,

&c. that is, “Marvel thou, when thou comest up to the reverend altar to be filled

with spiritual meats: look in faith to the holy body and blood of thy God; marvel

at his honour; worthily touch him.”

Cranmer :—This book hath not that.

“renew—Also, you have falsified this place by evil translating: Honora corpus mans?

Dei tui, i. e. “Honour the body of thy God." You have translated it, Honora eum alas:
qui est Deus tuus, i. e. “Honour him which is thy God :" whereas Emissenus hath cl

not “honour him," but “honour the body of thy God‘."

Cranmer :-—I have so translated him; and yet no less truly, than not without 63:11?"

a weighty cause: else it should not have been without danger, if I had translated it 'mlelf

thus, “Honour the body of thy God ;" because of certain that, according to the error

of the Anthropomorphites, dreamed that God had a body.

Weston:—Nay, you most of all have brought the people into that error, which

so long have taught that he sitteth at the right hand of God the Father, and

counted me for an heretic, because I preached, that God had no right hand. Then

I will 0pp05e you in the very articles of your faith.

Christ sitteth at the right hand of God the Father: Argument.

But God the Father hath no right hand:

Ergo, \Vhere is Christ now?

Cranmer :——I am not so ignorant a novice in the articles of my faith, but that T2531?!

I understand, that to sit at the right hand of God doth signify, to be equal in the fizilénvivgg:h_

glory of the Father.

Western—Now then take this argument:

Wheresoever God's authority is, there is Christ's body:

But God's authority is in every place:

Ergo, What letteth the body of Christ to be in every place?

Moreover, you have also corrupted Duns. mpg?

with mis~

translating

Duns.

of Christ: with the sacrament to a temporal life; with the body of Christ to eternal Egvlwdvis

 

[8 Vide supra, p. 268.] [' Supra, p. 269.]
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Cranmor:—That is a great ofi'ence, I promise you.

Weston:—For you have omitted secundum apparentiam, i. e. “as it appeareth;"

where his words are these: Et si guwraa, quara coluit ecclm'a eligere istmn intel

Zectum ita dg'fl'icilem hujus articuli, cum rerba scriptures possent salvari secundum

intcllcctum facilem et veriorem, secumlum apparentiam, do has articulo‘, &c. That is,

“If you demand why the church did choose this so hard an understanding of this

article, whereas the words of scripture may be salved after an easy and true under

standing, as appeareth, of this article," &c.

Cranmer :—-It is not so.

1). Cranmer Weston:—Also, you have set forth a Catechism in the name of the synod of

$3352??? London, and yet there be fifiy which, witnessing that they were of the number of

r an o . . .
Camchiifm in that convocation, never heard one word of this Catechism.

Cranmer :—I was ignorant of the setting to of that title; and as soon as I had

l;?%nnmer knowledge thereof, I did not like it: therefore, when I complained thereof to the

giiifictlgl' council, it was answered me by them, that the book was so entitled, because it was

affirm, set forth in the time of the convocation”.

I_).Cranmqr Weston:-Moreover, you have in Duns translated In Romana ecclcsia, pro

hiféiivdtmm caclesia oatkoliw; “In the church of Rome," for “ the catholic church."

fixfiiflrim Cranmer;—Yea, but he meant the Romish church.

Weston :-—Moreover, you have depraved St Thomas’ ; namely, where he hath these

words: In quantum cero est sacrificium, habet rim satisfactinam: sad in satiqfactione

attenditur magic afectio ofl'erentis, qaam quantitaa oblationis. Undo Dominus dicit

apud Lucam do eidua quw obtulit duo wra, quod plus omnibus mix-it. Quameis ergo

lwcc oblatio ex mi quantitate safiiciat ad satisfaciendum pro omni ptena ; tamer: fit

satisfactoria illie pro quibm ofl‘ertur, eel etiam ofiiarentibus, aecundum quantitatem sum

devotionis, et non pro tota pmuz. That is, “Inasmuch as it is a sacrifice, it hath the

power of satisfaction: but in satisfaction the affection of the ofi'ercr is more to be

weighed than the quantity of the oblation. Wherefore the Lord said in Luke’s gospel

of the widow which offered two mites, that ‘she cast in more than they all'.” There

fore although this oblation of the quantity of itself will suffice to satisfy for all pain,

yet it is made satisfactory to them for whom it is offered, or to the ofl'erers, accord

ing to the quantity of their devotion, and not for all the pain.”

You have thus turned it: Quod sacrificium sawrdotia liabet rim satisfactivam, &c.

that is, “That the sacrifice of the priest hath power of satisfaction," &c. And therefore

in this place you have chopped in this word, sacerdotia, “of the priest ;” whereas in

the translation of all the New Testament you have not set it, but where Christ was

 

[‘ Vide supra, p. 302.] Cranmer, to Ridley : but Ridley himself, though he

admitted that he noted many things for it and con

sented to it, denied that he was its author. It has

been ascribed also to Ponet, bishop of \Vinchestcr,

and to Alex. Nowell. \Vard, one of the English

divines sent to the Synod of Dort, believed it to be

Nowell‘s ; and Strype, in his later publications, ex

presses ihe same opinion. But it must be confessed

that his reasons are not convincing. See Burn. Ref.

Vol. 111. p. 4l0. Strype, Cranm. p. 294; Memor.

Vol. II. p. 368; Annals, Vol. I. p. 353. Preface to

Crsnmer’s Catechism, Oxford, 1829-"

[R Dr Jenkyns, in his edition of Cranmer’s works,

(Vol. IV. p. 65) has given the following note on

this passage:

“ A different explanation of this title was given

by Philpot; who in the convocation of the preced

ing October, ‘stood up, and spake concerning the

catechism, that he thought they were deceived in

the title of the catechism, in that it beareth the title

of the Synod of London last before this, although

many of them which were then present, were never

made privy thereof in setting it forth; for that this

house had granted the authority to make ecclesiasti

cal laws unto certain persons to be appointed by the

king's majesty; and whatsoever ecclesiastical laws

they, or the most part of them, did set forth, accord

ing to a statute in that behalf provided, it might

well be said to be done in the Synod of London,

although such as be of this house now had no notice

thereof before the promulgation.‘ Foxe, V01. III.

p. 20. See also Lamb, Hist. of the XXXIX. Ar- nensis promulgsvit, quos tu si cum Tridentins

“6188, P- 8- I! is 5 question Who was the 311910! 0f compares, intelliges spiritus spiritui quid prmstet."]

this Catechism. By the Oxford disputants it was l [a Vide 5“ m 84]

attributed, on the assertion, as they pretended, of p ’ p. '

ll. may be added, that the idea that bishop Ponet

was the author of this Catechism seems to be the

most correct. It is strengthened by the following

passage in a letter, obtained from Zurich by the

Parker Society, written by Sir John Cheke to Bul

linger, dated June 7, 1553: “ Nuper etiam J. “’in

toniensis Episcopi [Ponet] Catechismum auctoritate

sua scholis commendavit, et articulos synodi Lendi
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put to death. And again, where St Thomas hath pro 0mni poem, “for all pain," your

book omitteth many things there‘.

Thus you see, brethren, the truth stedfast and invincible: you see also the craft trimming
and deceit of heretics: the truth may be pressed, but it cannot be oppressed. There- béildilvpflivl

fore cry all together, Vinm't ccn'tas; i.e. “The truth overcometh‘." mmry'

This disordered disputation, sometime in Latin, sometime in English, continued

almost till two of the clock. \Vhich being finished, and the arguments written, and

delivered to the hands of Master Say, the prisoner was had away by the mayor, and

the doctors dined together at the University college.

HARPSFIELD DISPUTETH TO BE MADE DOCTOR.

It followed furthermore, after disputation of these three days being ended, that [110", M.

Mr Harpsfield, the next day after, which was the nineteenth of April, should dispute 2:11:03:

for his form, to be made doctor. To the which disputation the archbishop of Canter
“'

bury was brought forth, and permitted, among the rest, to utter an argument or two

in defence of his cause, as in sequel hereof may appear.

DISPUTATION OF MASTER HARPSFIELD, BACHELOR OF DIVINITY,

ANSWERING FOR HIS FORM TO BE MADE DOCTOR”.

[Weston argued for some time against Harpsfield, who concluded with reference

to a passage from Fulgentius.]

After these words, not waiting Harpsfield's answer, he offered M. Cranmer to

dispute; who began in this wise’:

Cranmer :--I have heard you right leamedly and eloquently entreat of the dignity

of the scriptures, which I do both commend and have marvelled thereat within myself.

But whereas you refer the true sense and judgment of the scriptures to the catholic The 0pm,"

church, as judge thereof, you are much deceived; specially, for that under the name gig-$113513?

of the church you appoint such judges as have corruptly judged, and contrary to méfifg

the sense of the scriptures. I wonder likewise why you attribute so little to the $25,313“

diligent reading of the scriptures, and conferring of places; seeing the scriptures d0 $523"so much commend the same, as well in divers other places, as also in those which f,',‘§§e§,°,",;:d_

you yourself have already alleged. And as touching your opinion of these questions, EQfig’“

it seemeth to me neither to have any ground of the word of God, nor of the primi- PM!"

tive church. And to say the truth, the schoolmen have spoken diversely of them,

and do not agree therein among themselves. “Therefore, minding here briefly to shew

my judgment also, I must desire you first to answer me to a few questions, which

I shall demand of you. ‘Vhich being done, we shall the better proceed in our dis

putation. Moreover, I must desire you to bear also with my rudeness in the Latin

tongue, which, through long disuse, is not now so prompt and ready with me as it hath

been. And now, all other things set apart, I mind chiefly to have regard to the

 

[4 “ Cranmer :-Because I would not write all

that long treatise. MS. Public Library.”]

[° Vide MS. in which it seems Cranmer, hav

ing responded, now required that he should become

the opponent.

“Cranmer .--Oppono : vos respondete scripturis.

IVcslon :-Habebis alium diem ad opponen

dum.

This day was the following Thursday, April l9 ;

Tuesday and Wednesday having been occupied by

the disputations with Ridley and Lstimer.” Vide

Jenkyns‘s Cranmer, Vol. IV. p. 66.]

[6 “The title of this disputation in the manu

script in the Public Library, Cambridge:

" Disputationes habitat Oxonite de vera prm

 
sentia naturalis et orgsnici corporis Christi in sacra

mento altaris.

“ Defendit D. Harpsfield veritatem, respondentis

agens partes.

“Opponit primum D. \Veston disputandi gra

tia, deinde D. Cranmerus ex suze opinionis fide."

Jenkyns’s Cranmer, p. 67.]

[7 “An Oxford scholar, who was present at this

disputation, relates, that Cranmer ‘passed all men's

expectation in doing the same. I myself, which

did ever think that he was: better learned than many

reported he was, yet would I have thought he could

not have done so well, nor would not have believed

it, if 1 had not heard him myself.‘ Foxe, Acts,&c.

lst edit. p. 935.” Ibid.]
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truth.

to your mind or determination?

My first question is this: How Christ's body is in the sacrament, according

Then answered a doctor, He is there as touching his substance, but not after

the manner of his substance.

Harpq/icld :—-He is there in such sort and manner as he may be eaten.

Cranmer:—My next question Whether he hath his quantity and qualities,

form, figure, and such like properties?

Harpqfield :-—-Are these your questions? said Master Harpsfield. I may likewise

ask you, \Vhen Christ passed through the Virgin’s womb, an ruperit necne?

\Vhen they had thus a while contended, there were divers opinions in this matter.

All the doctors fell in a buzzing, uncertain what to answer: some thought one way,

and thus master doctors could not agreel.

Then Master Cranmer said thus: You put of? questions with questions, and not

with answers; I ask one thing of you, and you answer another. Once again I ask,

\Vhether he have those properties which he had on the earth?

Trcskam :-—No, he hath not all the quantities and qualities belonging to a body.

Smith :-—Stay you, Master Trcsham. I will answer you, Master Doctor, with the

words of Damasccne: Tramformatur panis, &c.; “ The bread is transformed," &c.

But if thou wilt inquire how, Modus impossibilis ,' “The manner is impossible."

Then two or three others added their answers to this question, somewhat doubtfully.

A great burly-burly was among them, some afiirming one thing, and some another.

Cranmer:-Do you appoint me a body, and cannot tell what manner of body?

Either he hath not his quantity, or else you are ignorant how to answer it.

Harpffieldv—Thcse are vain questions, and it is not meet to spend the time on

them.

Weston :-—Hear me awhile : Lanfrancns, sometime bishop of Canterbury, doth

answer in this wise unto Berengarius, upon such like questions : Salubriter credi possum,

asked’."

fideliter gum-i mm possum; i.e. “They may be well believed, but never faithfully

Cranmer:—If ye think good to answer it, some of you declare it.

Harpsfield:—He is there as pleaseth him to be there.

Cranmcr:—I would be best contented with that answer, if that your appointing

of a carnal presence had not driven me of necessity to have inquired, for disputation's

sake, how you place him there, since you will have a natural body.

Thed ista \Vhen again he was answered of divers at one time; some denying it to be a
“IOU V . l l - n .

Chfisl'flbogy quantum, some saying it to be quantitativum ; some affirming it to have nwdum quanti,
In theslcra- . . . ,

ment, but some denying it; some one thing, some another: up starts D. \Veston, and doughtily

they cannot _ - “ .

mu how. (lauded, as he thought, all the matter, saymg, It is corpus quantum, sed non per

’ modum 9mmti;" i. e. “ It is a body,” saith he, “ having quantity," but not “according

to the manner of quantity.”

' Whereunto Master Ward, a great sophister“, thinking the matter not fully an

swered, did largely declare and discourse his sentence: how learnedly and truly I

M. ward in cannot tell, nor I think he himself neither, us yet the best learned there. For it was

333% said since, that far better learned than he laid as good car to him as they could,

3323538; and yet could by no means perceive to what end all his talk tended. Indeed he told

He was full of quantum and quantitatirum.

Howbeit we

a formal tale to clout up the matter.

This that follows was, as it is thought, the effect ; yet others think no.

will rehearse the sum of his words, as it is thought he spake them.

Ward :—We must consider, saith he, that there are due positiorzes, “two positions.’

The one standeth by the order of parts, with respect of the whole; the other in respect

2

 

[‘ " Accordingto the account of the Oxford scho

lar, ‘they were mad with him for asking, whether

there were in the natural body of Christ a propor

tion, space, or distance betwixt member and mem

ber.‘ Foxe, Acts, 8:0. lst edit. p. 935." Jenkyns's

Cranmer, Vol. IV. p. 68.]

[' Si quaris modum quo id ficri possit, brcviter

ad przcsens respondeo: Mysterium fidei credi salu

briter polest, vestigari utiliter non potent-Lun

franc. de Corp. ct Sang. Domini, cap. x. fin. p. 175,

Venet. 1745.]

[a “In the first edition of Foxe, ‘philosopher’ is

read in the place of ‘sophister,’ p. 988.” Jenkyns‘s

Cranmer, Vol. IV. p. 70.]
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of that which containcth. Christ is in the sacrament in respect of the whole. This

proposition is, in one of Aristotle’s Predicaments, called situa. I remember I did entreat Aristotle

these matters very largely, when I did rule and moderate the philosophical disputations ti‘f’ilt’w“

in the public schools. This position is sine motlo quantitative, as, by an ensample, you thenssatcgin

can never bring heaven to a quantity. So I conclude that he is in the sacrament 3532. “sine

quantum, sine morio quantitative. iiigiii-gy'aiii

These words he amplified very largely; and so high he climbed into the heavens i221?"

vn'th Duns’ ladder, and not with the scriptures, that it is to be marvelled how he could

come down again without falling. To whom M. Cranmer said, “Then thus do I make

mine argument."

Cranmer :—In heaven his body had quantity; in earth it hath none, by your D. Cranmer“:

. argument.

saying:

Ergo, He hath two bodies; the one in heaven, the other in earth.

Here some would have answered him, that he had quantity in both, and so put off

the antecedent; but thus said M. I-Iarpsfield:

Ha-rpqfield :——I deny your argument: (though some would not have had him

say so.)

Cranmer:-—The argument is good: it standeth upon contradictories, which is the

most surest hold.

Harp§fiel(l:—I deny that there are contradictions.

Cranmer :-—I thus prove it: Habere modum quantitativum et non habcrz', sunt

coutradictoria :

Sod Christal: in cwlis, ut dicitis, Ila-bet modum quantitativum, in term non ltabet:

Ergo, Duo aunt corpora ejus, in quw cadunt lza'c contradictoria: nam in idem

cadzre non possum. Aristotle a.

Western—I deny the minor. t‘fn'?,‘.’.',‘.‘..b.|.

Harpsfield:—I answer, that the major is not true: for ltaborc quantum, et non

Izabere, non aunt contradictoria, nisi considerentur ey'usdem ad idem, eodem modo at am“

simpliciter.

Weston :—I confirm the same: for one body may have modum quantitativmn, and

not have; and idem corpus was passible and impassible; one body may have wounds,

and not wounds.

Cranmer :—This cannot be at one time.

West0n:-—The ensample of the potter doth prove that which I say; who, of that

which is clay now, maketh a pot or cup forthwith.

Cranmer :—But I say again, that it is so, but at divers times; as one piece of

meat to be raw and sodden cannot be at one time together. But you would have it

otherwise, that Christ should be here and in heaven at one time, and should have

modum quantitativum, and not have: which cannot be, by such argument as I have

shewed you.

Weston :—But I say, Christ's body was passible and not passible at one instant. Pmibk, and

Seaton :—You may ask as well other questions, How he is in heaven? lVhetherimrwible
can“ 5 dhe sit or stand? and, \Vhether he be there as he lived here? fifigrtiii

Crannwr:——You yourself, by putting a natural presence, do force me to question “*imuljet

ejusdem

how he is there. Therefore next I do ask this question, Whether good and evil men do "*5 emhg’tb

eat the body in the sacrament? fgmwzpu-r

Harpg‘ield:—Yea, they do so, even as the sun doth shine upon kings' palaces and almaiififi

on dung-heaps. Lolgenpstsnblz,

Cranmer:—Then do I inquire, How long Christ tarrieth in the eater? {ppagibu-m

Harpsfield:—These are curious questions, unmeet to be asked. "$535.22..

Cranmer :—I have taken them out of your schools and school-men, which y0ubwi1r1?fi'rm

yourselves do most use: and there also do I learn to ask, How far he goeth into the lli:?l;te‘or

nu

b0dy remain

Harpqfield:—We know that the body of Christ is received to nourish the whole iiiihpl'riied.

man, concerning both body and soul: E0 usque progreditur corpus quousque species. £32,222“

Cranmer:—How long doth he abide in the body? iiiiigii-eiiiif

Soaton :—St Augustine saith, our flesh goeth into his flesh. But after he is $322;

llid,thntthe
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gisrliifirw once received into the stomach, it maketh no matter for us to know how far he doth

them that pierce, or whither he is conveyed.

glegf?gfllhlllllyg IIere Master Tresham and one Master London answered, that Christ being given

no presen . . . . . .

.. ‘ there under such form and uantit as leased him it was not to be In uu'ed of lJIS
Sedspecles (l y p 9 ‘1

33331353: tarrying, or of his descending into the body.

$31121“: Haqmfield :—You were wont to lay to our charge, that we added to the

scripture; saying always, that we should fetch the truth out of the scripture: and

“"“i"““"" now you yourself bring questions out of the school-men, which you have disallowed

[Thesemcn _

mama m “8'

armies?! Cranmer :—I say, as I have said alway, that I am constrained to ask these

not. or else questions, because of this carnal presence which you imagine; and yet I know right

well that these questions be answered out of the scriptures. As to my last question,
mm“ him] How long he abideth in the body, &c., the scripture answereth plainly, that Christ

doth so long dwell in his people, as they are his members. Whereupon I make this

argument :

frkucggn'i'fgl Ba- They which cat the flesh of Christ, do dwell in him, and he in them:

ro- But the wicked do not remain in him, nor be in them:

“MM mod"- co. Eryo, The wicked do not eat his flesh, nor drink his blood.

4mm: HaqnyieZd:—I will answer unto you, as St Augustine saith; not that howsoewr
mmhc'em' a man doth cat, he eateth the body; but he that eateth after a certain manner.

Cranmcr:-I cannot tell what manner ye appoint, but I am sure that evil men

do not eat the flesh and drink the blood of Christ, as Christ speaketh in the sixth

of John.

Harpqfield:—In the sixth of John some things are to be referred to the godly, and

some to the ungodly.

Cranmer :--\Vhatsoever he doth entreat there of eating, doth pertain unto good

men.

Harpqfield:--If you do mean only of the word of eating, it is true; if concerning

the thing, it is not so: and if your meaning be of that which is contained under the

word of eating, it may be so taken, I grant.

l-Ivilmcn Cranmer :—Now to the argument: “He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my

ilri'enflidefin blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him.” Doth not this prove sufficiently, that evil men

Chris" do not eat that the good do?

Tresham :—You must add, Qui manducat dig/no, “ He that eateth worthily.”

Cranmer :—I speak of the same manner of eating that Christ speaketh of.

Weston :—Augustinus Ad fratres in Eremo', Semion. xxvm. Eat quidam man/lu

candi modus; that is, “There is a certain manner of eating." Augustine speaketh of

two manners of eating; the one of them that eat worthily, the other that eat

unworthily.

The mm Ha1p4yield:—All things in the sixth of John are not to be referred to the sacra

iiiiiiiiiiiii ment, but to the receiving of Christ by faith. The fathers do agree, that there is not

bereferred

partly to the
entreaty made of the supper of the Lord before they come unto, Pam's qucm dabo robis,

fi‘mpifl caro nwa est, &c.

 

'1“ Wm“ Cranmer :—There is entreating of manna both before and after.

Harpsfield:—-I will apply another answer. This argument hath a kind of poison

in it, which must be thus bitten away; that manna and this sacrament be not both

one. Manna hath not his efficacy of himself, but of God.

Cranmer :-—’But they that did take manna worthily, had fruit thereby ; and so,

eatingof

manna and __I

use
Chrut.

[1 These sermons are not considered to be

Augustine's. See edit- Bened. Tom. VI. James‘

Corruption of Scripture, &c.p. 61. Ed. Lond. 1843.]

[a “ Cranmer :_Sacramentum hoc est iigura :

Ergo, Non est verum corpus Christi in co.

Harpsfield :-Negatur antecedens.

Cranmer :-Probatur : Sacramentum hoc non

plus valet quam figura :

Ergo, Est figura.

Ilarpxfield :-Negatur antecedens.

Cranmer:-Probatur: Sacramenturn hoc n0"

plus valet quam manna in veteri testament!)

valebat:

Sed manna fuit figura tantum :

Ergo, Sacramentum hoc non plus valet quam

figura.

Ilarpsficld :
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by your assertion, he that doth eat the flesh of Christ worthily, hath his fruit by

that.

Therefore the like doth fellow of them both, and so there should be no dif

ference between manna and this sacrament, by your reason.

Harp-yiebh—When it is said, that they which

did eat manna are dead, it is to be understand

that they did want the virtue of manna.

Cranmer :—They then which do eat either of

them worthily, do live.

Harp§field:—They do live, which do eat manna

worthily, not by manna, but by the power of God

given by it. The other, which do eat this sacrament, do live by the same.

Cranmer :—Christ did not entreat of the cause, but the efi'ect which followed: ho

doth not speak of the cause whereof the effect proceedeth.

Harp15field:-I do say the efi'ects are divers, life and death, which do follow the

worthy and the unworthy eating thereof.

Cranmer :—Sithens you will needs have an addition to it, we must use both in

manna and in the sacrament indifl'erently, either worthily or unworthily.

Christ spake absolutely of manna and of the supper; so that, after that absolute

speaking of the supper, vn'cked men can in no wise eat the flesh of Christ, and drink

his blood. *

Further, Augustine upon John, Traetat. xxvi. upon these words, Qui manducat, AugugLin

&c. saith : “ There is no such respect in common meats as in the Lord's body. For who Tm"

that eateth other meats hath still hunger, and needeth to be satisfied daily: but he

that doth eat the flesh of Christ, and drinketh his blood, doth live for ever“." But you

know wicked men not to do so:

Ergo, Wicked men do not receive.

Harps/idd:—St Augustine meaneth, that he who eateth Christ's flesh, &c., after a

certain manner, should live for ever. \Vicked men do eat, but not after that manner.

Cranmer :-Only they which participate Christ, be of the mystical body:

But the evil men are not of the mystical body:

Therefore they do not participate Christ.

Weston :—Your wonderful gentle behaviour and modesty, good Master D. Cranmer, n 0mm“...

is worthy much commendation: and that I may not deprive you of your right and just $g;"h",;°"d°"

deserving, I give you most hearty thanks in mine own name, and in the name of all m°d“'Y'

If M. Harpstleld do mean of bodil life, they which eat the

sacrament do die, as well as they w ich did eat the manna.

If he mean of spiritual life, neither be they all damned that

(lit. t manna, nor all saved that do eat the sacrament.

Wherefore the truth is, that neither the eating of manna

bringeth death, nor the tin of the sacrament bringeth sal

vation; but only the spiritua believing upon Clll'lSlS bodily

passion, which only justifleth both them and us. And there

nre, as the efl‘ect is spiritual, which Christ speaketh of in this

chapter so is the cause of that efl‘ect spiritual whereof he

meanet ; which is our spiritual believing in him, and not our

bodily eating at him.

my brethren.

At which saying, all the doctors gently put off their caps‘.

 

Harpsfield :--Negatur major.

Cranmer :--Probatur : Qui manna hubuerunt,

habuerunt vitam mternam :

Sed qui hoc sacrsmentum digne sumunt, non

plus habcnt :

Ergo, Hoe sacrsmenturn non plus valet quam

manna in veteri testamento valebat.

Harpq‘ield :_Non habuerunt Israelite vitam

aeternam ex manna per se, aut ex ipso cibo, sed de

gratis Dei propter fidem rccipieutium: nos autem

ex corpore Christi habemus; quia, ut dixit Cyrillus,

vivificam sslutem ex ipso corpore Christi habemus :

ideo fit, ut plus valest hoc quam manna.

Cranmer :-Nihil interest quoad efl'ectum :

Ergo, Non plus hoe valet quam alterum."

MS. Public Library, Cambridge. Vide Jenkyns‘s

Cranmer, Tom. IV. p. 74.]

 
[3 Non ita est in hac esca, quam sustentandae

hujus temporalis vita: cause sumimus. Nam qui

eam non sumserit, non vivet: nec tamen qui eam

sumserit vivet....In hoc vero cibo et potu, id est,

corpore et sanguine Domini, non its est: nam et

qui cam non sumit, non habet vitam; et qui cam

sumit, habet vitam, et hanc utique mternam...Cum

enim cibo et potu id appetant homines, ut neque

esuriant neque sitiant; hoe veraciter non prrestst

nisi iste cibus et potus, qui eos a quibus sumitur

immortales et incorruptibiles tacit—August. in Jo

annem. Tractat. xxvi. de cap. vi. Tom. 1X. p. 94.

Ed. Paris. 1635.]

[‘ For the remainder of this Disputation, which

was wholly between Weston and Harpsfield, see

Foxe, Acts, &c. p. 1462. Ed. 1583.]



A NOTE CONCERNING DR CRANMER IN HIS DISPUTATION.

(Fen, Acts, &c., 1684, Vol. III. p. 839.-See before, p. 414.]

THAT day wherein Doctor Cranmer, late bishop of Canterbury, answered in the

divinity school at Oxford, there was alleged unto him by Doctor Weston, that he

the said Cranmer, in his book of the Sacrament, falsely falsified the saying of the

doctors, and specially the saying of Saint Hilary in these words, acre for core, shew

ing a print or two thereof, to have defaced his doings therein: but Doctor Cranmer

with a grave and fatherly sobriety answered, that the print of S. Hilary's works,

whereout he took his notes, was verbatim according to his book, and that could his

books testify if they were there to be seen: saying further, that he supposed D. Smith

in that order rehearsed it in his book of the Sacrament; to the which D. Smith there

present (though he were demanded the answer thereof) stood in silence, as canis mutus

non err-lens latrarc. But by and by D. ‘Veston without shame, to shadow D. Smith's

silence, spitely said to Cranmer, “Bclike you took your learning out of Master D.

Smith's boo ."

All this already is testified brfore.

It chanced at that present to be in the school one ‘Villiam IIolcot, gentleman, then

a sojounier in the University college: he hearing the same untruth, and remembering

that he had amongst his books in his study the said book of Doctor Smith, at his

return to his said study, desirous to see the truth therein, found it agreeable to the

writing and aflirmation of Doctor Cranmer. And the said Holcot, then and there

better remembering himself, found amongst his books the book of Stephen Gardiner,

intituled “The Devil's Sophistry :" in which book was the said saying of Hilary alleged

by the said Stephen verbatim, both in Latin and English, according to Doctor Cran

mer's confirmation. Then the said William Holcot, intending (for the manifest opening

and trial of the truth therein) to have delivered the said Gardiner's book to Doctor

Cranmer, brought it to Bocardo, the prison in Oxford, where Doctor Cranmer then

remained; but there in the delivery thereof he was apprehended by the bailiffs, and by

them brought before Doctor \Veston and his colleagues (then at dinner at Corpus

Christi college), who straightways laid treason to the charge of the said William

IIolcot for the maintenance of Cranmer in his naughtiness, as they called it.

A

DECLARATION‘

OF THE

REVEREND FATHER IN CHRIST

THOMAS ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY,

coucnnxmo

THE UNTRUE REPORT AND SLANDER OF SOME, WHICH REPORTED,

THAT HE SHOULD SET UP AGAlN THE MASS

IN CANTERBURY”.

As the devil, Christ’s ancient adversary, is a liar and the father of lying, even so

he hath ever stirred up his servants and members to persecute Christ and his true word

 

[' This Declaration is here published from the

MS. in the Library of Emmanuel College, Cam

bridge, 2. 2.15., which has been carefully collated

for this edition. Dr Jenkyns, whose copy differs

considerably from this, and agrees more nearly with

the C.C.U.C. MS., states that be printed from the

Emm. Coll. MS. but refers also to MSS. C.C.C.C.

cv. p. 321. Hat-1. Collect. 417. Cover-dale, Letters of

the Martyrs. Foxe, Acts. Etc. vol. iii. p. 94. Cran

mer‘s Answer, &c. edit. 1580. Strype, Cranmer, p.

305. Acta Disputationis Londinensis, &c., edits a

Valcrando Pollsno, 1554. Burn. Ref. App. vol. ii.

B. ii. No. 8.]

[9 There can be no doubt that this Declaration

was the “ seditious bill" referred to in the follow

ing minute from the council book. On the 8th of
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and religion, which lying he feareth not to do most earnestly at this present. For whereas

a prince of famous memory, king Henry the Eighth, seeing the great abuses of the

Latin mass, reformed some things therein in time; and after, our late sovereign lord

Edward the Sixth took the same wholly away for the manifold errors and abuses

thereof, and restored in the place thereof Christ's holy supper according to Christ’s insti

tution, and as the apostles in the primitive church used the same in the beginning:

now goeth the devil about by lying to overthrow the Lord’s holy supper again, and to

restore his Latin satisfactory mass, a thing of his own invention and device. And to

bring the same the more easily to pass, some of his inventors have abused the name of me,

Thomas archbishop of Canterbury, bruiting abroad that I have set up the mass again

in Canterbury, and that I offered myself to say mass at the burial of our late sovereign

prince king Edward the Sixth, and also that I offered myself to say mass before the

queen’s highness at Paul’s church in London, and I wot not where. And although I

have been well exercised these xx years in sufl'cring and bearing evil bruits, reports,

and lies, and have not been much grieved thereat, but have borne all things quietly;

yet when untrue reports and lies turn to the hinderance of God's truth, then are they

in no wise tolerate or to be suffered. \Vherefore this is to signify to the world, that

it was not I that did set up the mass in Canterbury, but it was a false, flattering,

and lying monk“, with a dozen of his blind adherents, which caused the mass to be set

up there, and that without mine advice or counsel. Reddat illi Dominus in die illo.

And as for offering myself to say mass before the queen's highness at Paul's, or in

any other place, I never did it, as her grace well knoweth. But if her grace will

give me leave, I will and by the might of God shall be ready at all times to prove

against all that would say the contrary, that all that is said in the holy communion,

set forth by the most innocent and godly prince, king Edward the Sixth, in his court

of parliament, is conformable to that order that our Saviour Christ did both observe

and command to be observed; which also his apostles and primitive church used many

years: whereas the mass in many things not only hath no foundation of Christ's apostles

nor the primitive church, but also is manifestly contrary to the same, and containeth in

it many horrible abuses. \Vhereabout though that many do maliciously report Of Mr

Pcter Martyr, that he is a man of no learning ‘, and therefore not to be credited ; yet, if

the queen's highness will grant it, I with the said Mr Peter, and other four or five which

I will choose, will by God’s grace take upon us to defend, that not only the common

prayers of the church, the ministration of the sacraments, and other rites and ceremonies,

but also that all the doctrine and religion set forth by our sovereign lord king Edward

the Sixth is more pure and according to God's word, than any other that hath been

used in England these thousand years: so that God's word may be the judge, and that

the reasons and proofs upon both parties may be set out in writing; to the intent that

all the world may judge therein, and that no man shall start back from their writings.

And where they boast of the faith of the church in the olden time these xv hundred years,

we will join with them in this point, that that doctrine and usage is to be followed,

which was in the church fifteen hundred years past. And we shall prove, that the

order of the church set out in this realm by our said sovereign lord king Edward the

Sixth, by act of parliament, is the same that was used fifteen hundred years past. And

so shall they never be able to prove theirs.

 

September, 1553, “Thomas archbishop of Conter- vol. xviii. p. 175. According to Foxe, the Decla

bury appeared before the lords, as he was the day ration was circulated in London on the 7th of

before appointed. After long and serious debating September; according to Bumet‘s Latin copy, it

of his ofl'ence by the whole board, it was thought was “lecta publice in vico mercatorum ab amico

convenient that as well for the treason committed qui clam autographum surripuerat, 58eptemb.anno

by him against the queen‘s majesty, as for the Dom. 1553." Jenkyns.]

aggravating of the same his offence, by spreading [3 “ Whom the archbishop afterward named to

about seditious bills moving tumults to the dis- be Thornton." Foxe, Acts, 8m. lat edit. p. 1478.]

quietnes, of me present state, he should be com- [‘ This report had been circulated, and contra

mitted to the tower, there to remain and be referred dicted by Cranmer two years before. See Answer

to justice, or further ordered as shall stand with to Gardiner, p. 195, and Answer to Smith, p. 373,

the queen‘s pleasure.“_Extracts from the Proceed- of this volume.]

ing: of the Privy Council, printed in Arclueoloyia,



Fore, Acts.

Arc. ed. 1576.

p. 1:95.

[Many copies of the foregoing Declaration were hastily written out and dispersed

abroad. Foxe states that every scriveuer's shop almost was occupied in writing and

copying it out (see p. xxi. of the present volume) ; which accounts for numerous small

variations. Strype (p. 436) states that it was sent. by Grindal to Foxe, and gives it

more nearly to the form in which it appears in the Acts and Monuments, and which

is here subjoined from p. 1395, of the edition of 1576.]

A PURGATION OF

THOMAS ARCHBISHOP 0F CANTERBURY,

AGAYNST CBRTAINE SCLAUNDERS FALSELY RAYSED UPON HYM.

As the devil, Christ's ancient adversary, is a liar and the father of lies, even so hath he stirred up

his servants and members to persecute Christ and his true word and religion with lying ; which he ceaseth

not to do most earnestly at this present time. For whereas the prince of famous memory, king Henry the

eight, seeing the great abuses of the Latin mass, reformed some things therein in his lifetime; and after

our late sovereign lord king Edward V1. took the same whole away for the manifold and great errors and

abuses of the same, and restored in the place thereof Christ‘s holy supper according to Christ's own

institution, and as the apostles used the same in the primitive church: the devil goeth about now by

lying to overthrow the Lord's holy supper again, and to restore his Latin satisfactory mass, a thing of

his 01m invention and devise. And to bring the same more easily to pass, some have abused the name

of me, Thomas archbishop of Canterbury, bruiting abroad that I have set up the mass again at Canter

bury, and that I offered to say mass at the burial of our late sovereign prince king Edward the VI., and

- that Ioti‘ered also to say mass before the queen’s highness, and at Paul‘s church, and I wot not where.

And although I have been well exercised these xx years to suffer and bear evil reports and lies, and

have not been much grieved thereat, but have borne all things quietly; yet when untrue reports and lies

turn to the hinderancc of God‘s truth, they are in no wise to he suffered. \Vhcrcfore these be to signify

unto the world, that it was not I that did set up the mass at Canterbury, but it was a false flattering,

lying, and dissembling monk, which caused mass to be set up there without mine advice or mouse].

Rcdrlat iIli Dominm in rlic illo.

And as for offering myself to say mass before the queen's highness, or in any other place, I never did

it, as her grace well knoweth. .But if her grace will give me leave, Ishall be ready to prove against

all that will say the contrary, that all that is contained in the holy communion set out by the most

innocent and godly prince king Edward the VL, in his high court of parliament, is conformable to that

order which our Saviour Christ did both observe and command to be observed, and which his apostles

and primitive church used many years: whereas the mass in many things not only hath no foundation

of Christ, his apostles, nor the primitive church, but is manifestly contrary to the same, and contnineth

my horrible abuses in it. And although many, either unlearned or malicious, (10 report, that M. Peter

Martyr is unleamed, yet, if the queen‘s highness will grant thereunto, I with the said M. Peter Martyr,

and other four or five which I shall choose, will by God‘s grace take upon us to defend, not only the

common prayers of the church, the ministration of the sacraments, and other rites and ceremonies, but

also all the doctrine and religion set out by our said sovereign lord king Edward the V1., to be more

pure and according to God’s word, than any other that hath been used in England these 1000 years:

so that God‘s word may be judge, and that the reasons and proofs of both parties may be set out in

writing; to the intent, as well that all the world may examine and judge thereon, as that no man shall

start back from his writing. And where they boast of the faith that hath been in the church these 1500

years, we will join with them in this point, and that the same doctrine and usage is to be followed, which

was in the church 1500 years past. And we shall prove, that the order of the church set out at this

present in this realm by act of parliament, is the same that was used in the church 1500 years past, and

so shall they he never able to prove theirs.
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(The asterisks denote the paging of the Latin Version of the Defence.)

ABSURDITIES, Gardiner rejects conclusions from,

333.

Accidents, of the bread and wine in the sacrament

remain; but, the papists say, they hang alone in

air, 45, 256, 328; no philosopher ever said that

they might stand without any substance, 254, 6;

Gardiner's joke upon them, 256; cannot be the

natal: of substances, and the very substances

themselves, 260, l, 7, 73, 4, 84, 301, 23; sub

stances cannot be without them, 326; cannot be

broken, eaten, &c., 324.

Adam, his creation out of clay; Gardiner's argu

ment from, 266.

Adminiclcs, helps, supports, 37.

Adnihilation of the sacramental bread, 305, 6; can

only be wrought by the power of God, 306.

Adoration in the sacrament, 228, 9, 34, 5.

Epinus, or Hippinus, quoted by Gardiner as sup

porting the real presence, although an enemy of

the Church of Rome, 20, 159; says that encha

rislio is called a sacrifice, because it is a remem

brance of the true sacrifice which was oti‘cred upon

the cross, and that in it is dispensed the very body

and blood, yea, the very death of Christ, 160;

Gardiner alleges that he considered the Lord‘s

supper a sacrifice propitiatory, 365; Cranmer

asserts that he wrote to reprove the papists for

feigning the mass to be propitiatory, ibid.

Agrippa, Cornelius, agrees with Cranmer about the

king‘s divorce, xi.

'A,\n6tjc and a'hnflim, (John vi.) 24.

Algerus on the sacrament, commended by Erasmus,

20.

Aliud and aliud, diversity of nature, 290, 4.

Alia: and aliua, diversity of person, 290, 4.

Altar, the calling it reverend does not prove the real

presence of Christ there, 22B.

Ambrose, his words upon the eating of Christ‘s

body to be understood figuratively, 55; says that

we must not seek Christ upon earth, nor in earth,

but in heaven, 96, '49; that before the conse

cration, in the sacrament, another kind is named,

but after the consecration the body of Christ is

signified ; and again he writes, ‘ thou dost receive

the sacrament for a similitude of the flesh and

blood of Christ, but thou dost obtain the grace

and virtue of his true nature,’ 122, 178,9, '59;

other passages from his writings upon this si

militude, ibid.; says that the bread is bread

before the consecration, but after the words of

the consecration it is the body of Christ, 177,8,

'72 ; affirms that the body of Christ is a spiritual

meat, and spiritually eaten, 179: speaks figu

ratively of the bread after consecration, 179;

Erasmus judges that the books do sat-mmt'utir, ct

dc mysteriir, ascribed to Ambrose, were none of his,

and Melancthon suspected the same thing, 180;

says, Jesus is the bread that is the meat of saints,

and be that taketh this bread dies not a sinner's

death,210, '81; that this bread of life which

came down from heaven doth minister everlasting

life, and is the body of Christ; and how it dif

fers from manna, ibid. ; his words upon the wor

shipping of God's footstool, 236, 7; SBYs that if

the word of God can make things of nought, much

more can it change things that were before into

other things, 276, '31; his words do iniliundis,

upon which the papists rely to support their tran

substantiation, 318, '41 ; it is doubtful whether

 
the book dc initiundis is his, 319; but it only

says that the nature of the bread and wine, not the

substance, is changed, t'bid.; tells how the sacra

mental bread is changed, by adding to it the grace

of Christ’s body, 320; says the forms of bread and

wine are changed, the papists say they remain, 323.

Angels cannot be at one time in two places, 97.

Anthropomorphites, their heresy, 172, 3, 91.

Apollinaris, a heretic, 262, 77 ; maintained that the

Godhead and manhood in Christ were so mixed

and confounded together that they both made but

one nature, 286, 338.

Aquinas, Thomas, speaks of the body of Christ

going no farther than the stomach, 56; says that

the whole of Christ's body is in every part of the

bread and wine, 64; asserts that, if a mouse or

dog cat the sacramental bread, it is the body of

Christ, 68; says that the sacrifice of the priest is

satisfactory in proportion to his devotion, 84.

Argument, a good one, but nothing to the purpose,

(Gardiner) 316.

Arians denied Christ to be of the same substance

with his Father, 63, 7, 273, 339.

Aristotle cited by Gardiner on transubstantiation,

251 ; his philosophy referred to, 331.

Arselacton, Nottinghamshire, the birth-place of

Cranmer, vii.

Artemon, held that Christ was very man, and not

God, 278.

Athanasius, speaking of the eating of Christ's flesh,

and drinking of his blood, says, for this cause he

made mention of his ascension into heaven, to

pluck them from corporal phantasy, 209, '80.

Augustine, cited by Gardiner, 22, 26, 59 ; his inter

pretation of Christ's words in the sacrament, 24 ;

speaks the same words as St Cyprian, and as

Christ himself, 27; declares the eating of Christ's

flesh to be only a figurative speech, in the mind,

not with the mouth, ibid.; cited by Gardiner as

saying that we receive in the sacrament the body

of Christ with our mouth, 55; his words about

eating the body of Christ to be understood figu

ratively, ibid.; says that the Lord's supper was

the same to Peter and to Judas, but that the

effect differed in them, 57; that the ways of evil

men do not obstruct the sacraments of God, but

that the sacraments hinder the ways of evil men,

58; declared it to be figuratively only that Christ

carried himself in his own hands, 61; says that

the sacraments worthily used bring reward, un

worthily, judgment, 6B, 9 ; proves that Christ is

gone hence, as concerning his manhood, 73; marks

this difference, that the sacraments of the fathers

of the old testament contained the promise of that

which in our sacrament is given, 74, 7; says

that both we and the prophets received one thing

in the diversity of sacraments, 75 ; his exposition

of St Paul,l Cor. x., and Psalm 1xxvii., 76;

thinks those mad who see diversity of things be

cause of diversity of signs in the old and new

testament, lbid.; says the memorial of the true

sacrifice made upon the cross is called by the name

Ofa sacrifice, 87; says that we may not think Christ

everywhere in his man‘s nature, but that he is

everywhere as God, 94, 5, 6, '48; observes that,

as a body must needs be in some place, if it is

not within the compas of a place, it is nowhere;

and if it be nowhere, then it is not, 97,101, '50;

says that we call that the body and blood of Christ

on
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which is taken of the fruit of the earth, and con

secrated by mystical prayer; and also that Jesus

called meat his body, and drink his blood, 105,

'54; his rules to discern a proper speech from a

figurative one, 115, 137 ; says that to keep in our

minds that Christ was crucified and shed his

blood for us, is to eat his flesh and drink his

blood, 115, '57; says, ‘prepare not your mouth,

or jaws, but your heart; believe, and thou hast

eaten,‘ 118, 208; meant that Christ's flesh is not to

be eaten carnally, but spiritually, at the Lord‘s

supper as well as at all other times, ibid.; his

reply to Boniface, who asked him how parents

and friends could answer for an infant in bap

tism, 124, '59; says that a thing which signifies

is wont to be called by the name of the thing

which it signifies, 125, 351; writes, that in the

sacraments we must not consider what they be,

but what they signify, 126, 221; says that he

serves under a sign, who worketh or worshippeth

any sign, not knowing what it signifieth, and

that every man, when he receives the sacraments

of baptism and the Lord's supper, knows that we

may not worship with a carnal bondage their

visible signs, 134; says Christ reigns not car

nally in heaven, 139; declares that our resurrec

tion, although it shall be of true flesh, yet it shall

not be camally, (Gardiner) ibid.; says that

Christ‘s body is circumscribed and contained in

one place, 140; declares that the gospel is to be

received or heard with no less fear and reverence

than the body of Christ, 146; says, contrary to

Chrysostom, that we touch not Christ with our

hands, 153; did not reprove the Messnlians,

173; gives as a rule, that we must foresee

that we do not so aflirm the divinity of him that

is man, that we should thereby take away the

truth of his body, 186; says that Christ is every

wherein that he is God, but in heaven in that

he is man, ibid.; speaks of the visible and invi

sible sacrament, 201, 4; declares that to eat

Christ‘s body, and to drink his blood, is to

have life, 203; says, the wicked neither eat

Christ‘s flesh nor drink his blood, although every

day they eat the sacrament thereof, to the con

demnation of their presumption, 205; declares

the words of Christ to be spirit and life, though

not to him that earnally understands them, 206;

declares that he that agreeth not with Christ, doth

neither eat his body nor drink his blood, 210, '81;

that neither heretics, nor hypocritical professors

have either a true faith, or are to be counted

among the members of Christ, 211, '81; that

a man may eat and drink the bread and wine,

and nevertheless die; but the very body and

blood of Christ no man eateth but that hath ever

lasting life, 212, '82; says that the sacrament is

taken in the Lord's table, of some men to life,

and of some men to death, but the thing itself

(whereof it is a sacrament) is taken of all men to

life, and of no man to death, 212; that this is to

eat that meat, and drink that drink, to dwell in

Christ, and have Christ dwelling in him; and this

is a token or knowledge that a man hath eaten and

drunken, if he dwell in Christ, and have Christ

dwelling in him, ibid. ; declares that to eat Christ‘s

flesh and to drink his blood is a figurative speech,

signifying the participation of his passion, t'ln'd. ;

says that the eating is to be refreshed, and the

drinking is but to live, ibid. ; that when the apos

tles did eat bread, that was the Lord, Judas did but

eat the bread of the Lord, and not the bread that

was the Lord, 213, 224 ; says that evil men receive

the sacrament of Christ‘s body, although it availeth

them not,216; his words contra Cruconium, 221,

'85 ; his words on baptism against the Donatists,

221, 2; his words on the text “ who eateth my

flesh and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and

I in him," cited by Gardiner, 222 ; says that, after

a certain manner, the sacrament of Christ's body is

 
Christ‘s body, 225; when he says, no man doth

eat the flesh of Christ, unless he first worship

him, speaks of worshipping in heaven, 230; de

clares that although the sacrament be visibly

ministered, yet it must be invisibly understood,

230, l, '87; his words that Christ has given us

a sacrament of the eating of his body, to be un

derstood invisibly and spiritually, 231; declares

plainly, in many places, that Christ body is not

corporally present, nor corporally eaten in the

sacrament, 232 ; says that to eat Christ‘s flesh is

fruitfully to remember that the same flesh was

crucified for us, 232; his exposition of Psalm

xcviii., where it is commanded to worship the

earth, God‘s footstool, by which may be under

stood the flesh of Christ, 236; says that some

times, in scripture, a thing is told after that was

done before, 248; writes, with other old authors,

that St Paul (1 Cor. x.) spake of such bread as

is made of a great multitude of grains of corn

united into one material loaf, as the spiritual

members of Christ be joined together into one mys

tical body of Christ, 249; says that that which you

see in the altar is the bread and the cup, which

also your eyes do shew you; but faith sheweth

further, that the bread is the body of Christ, and

the cup his blood, 277, '31 ; declares the sacrifice

of the church consists of two things, of the visible

kind of the element, and of the invisible flesh and

blood of our Lord, ibid., 282; proves, that as the

heavenly bread, which is Christ‘s flesh, after a

manner is called the body of Christ, so is the

sacrament of faith, which is baptism, faith, 282;

says that Ncstorius taught that Christ was man

only, and that Eutyches denied Christ‘s manhood,

293; writes that that which men call a sacrifice

is a sign or representation of the true sacrifice,

351, '95.

Baldus, 194.

Baptism : the washing outwardly teacheth the wash

ing God worketh inwardly, l7; injury to from

popish doctrines, 25, 34, 45; in every part of the

water in baptism is whole Christ and the Holy

Spirit sacramentally, 64; the Holy Ghost doth

not only come to us in baptism, and Christ there

clothe us, but they do so long as we dwell in Christ,

71; Christ given in the sacrament of, as in the

sacrament of his flesh and blood, 76; Christ pre

sent as well in baptism as in the Lord's supper,

92, 228, 342, 356, 366; how parents and friends

can answer for an infant in, 124 ; Christ not only

in them that duly receive the sacrament of the

Lord‘s supper, but in them that duly receive the

sacrament of baptism, and in all other true chris

tian people at other times, 1-10; Christ and the

Holy Ghost not in the water of, 148; how water

called aqua rrgtnrrlms and aqua sanctified": in,

yet it doth n0t regenerate indeed, 150 ; because it

is the sacrament of regeneration and sanctification,

ibid., 153; Christ manifested and exhibited in,

spiritually, 156; how we are made new therein,

176; regenerated as well in baptism as in the sa

crament of the body and blood of Christ, ibid.;

the water is changed in nature therein, 180, 308;

those that come feignedly, and those that come un

feignedly, both be washed with the holy water.

but both be not washed with the Holy Ghost.

221 ; sacramentally, 254, 322; there is none

without water, as well as the Holy Ghost, spi

ritually regenerating, 304; Nazianzen, Emissen,

Chrysostom, Ambrose, and all the ancient authors.

speak of the change in this sacrament, 311 :.

Gardiner‘s statement respecting the efl‘t-et oi

Christ’s sacrifice on the cross dispensed in, 360.

Barrett, Dr, rejected by Cranmer at Cambridge, viii.

Basil, proves that the Holy Ghost is God by being

in several persons at one time, 97, '50; says

we eat Christ‘s flesh and drink his blood, being

made, by his incarnation and sensible life, par
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takers of his word and wisdom, 209; a passage

from him about a separation of the accidents to

discover the substance by itself alone, 324, 6.

Basilides, a heretic, 277.

Batholus, 194.

Berengarius, his recantation, 13; was constrained

by Nicholas II. to recant, 1'4, 46, 196, 203; his

confession that the body of Christ was torn in

pieces by the teeth of the faithful, 46 1a, 48,

113 n; Smith‘s exposition of his meaning, 48, 9.

Bernardus, dc can“ Domini, 41 n; says as Christ

gave his life for us, so he gave his flesh, the one

to redeem, the other to feed us, 631

Bertram, cited by Gardiner, 13; only wrote of the

sacrament at the request of King Charles [the

bald], 14; his doctrine of the old and new sacra

ments, 78; did not write secretly but openly what

the doctrine of the church then was, 173; was

never charged with error but by Gardiner, 196.

Biel, sct‘ Gabriel.

Bishops do not lose their original names upon their

consecration, and in like manner the sacramental

bread remains bread still, though called the Lord‘s

body, 275.

Bocardo, the prison at Oxford, Cranmer confined

therein, xxii. xxiii., 392.

Body of Christ, present spiritually, not corporally,

in those that receive the sacrament, 3; not really

given by the priest, 182.

Bonaventure speaks of the body of Christ going no

further than the stomach, 56.

Bread, wine, and water, not holy, but holy tokens :

not bare tokens, ll ; miscalled for the figures of

them, 53, 4, 323; bread is not Christ's body, 110,

179; bread and wine not holy before the con

secration, 180; the divinity may be said to be

poured sacramentally into the bread, as the Spirit

of God is said to be in the water of baptism, 181 ;

bread may have another use than to feed the body,

ibid. ; whether Christ‘s body be made of the mat

ter of bread, 194; Smith‘s doctrine of the cor

ruption in the sacramental bread and wine, 381.

Bucer, cited by Gardiner, as professing the faith of

the real and substantial presence, 19; his words

upon the similitude of the sun and Christ's pre

sence in the sacrament, 90; says faith must relieve

the default of our senses, ibid. ; his exposition of

St Augustine's words upon the sacrament of the

body of Christ, 126; denies that Christ is really

and substantially present in the bread of the sa

crament, but in the ministration, 225; dissents

in nothing from (Ecolampadius and Zuinglius,

ibid.

Butts, Dr, the king‘s physician, informs the king

of the shameful treatment of Cranmer by the

council, xviii.

Calling, whether it means making, 106, 7, 181,

323

Canon-law, purposely corrupts the truth of God's

word, 33.

Canons of the apostles respecting priests at the

communion, disregarded by the papists, 353, '96.

Capharnaitcs murmured at eating man‘s flesh, 116,

231, 249; cannot understand any action taken

spiritually, 185.

Carnally and corporally, how these terms are used,

139, 40.

Cart, putting it before the horses, 371.

Cassiodorus, 195, '75.

Catechism, of Germany, translated by Cranmer,

188, 90; says that with our bodily mouths we

receive the body and blood of Christ, 226; Gar.

diner refers to a picture contained in it, to prove

what it taught, 227; it was not put there by

Cranmer, but by some idle painter, ibid.

Catherine, queen, Cranmer consulted by Henry

VIII. about her divorce, ix.

Catholic faith, Gardiner's and Cranmer’s definition

of it, 12, 31, 51, 2; Gardiner‘s doctrine of it

[cnmsrnm]

 
not true by his own definition, 13; papists the

cause of its hinderance of late, 14; church of

Rome not its true mother, 18,- the papistical faith

wrongly called catholic, 113; has taught from

the beginning that as in the sacrament there

are two diverse natures, bread and wine; so in

the person of Christ remain two natures, his

divinity and his humanity, 297; the true ca

tholic faith upon the sacrament, 337; the true

faith was in the church from the beginning, and

not first taught by Berengarius, 376.

Cautels, cautions, chicaneries, 337, 48.

Cordon, a heretic, 277.

Chantries, dissolution of, during the king’s non

age, resisted by Cranmer, xii.

Christ, his real presence should prove no transubstan

tiation of the bread and wine, 4; why he came

into the world, and how the benefits of his coming

are perverted and obscured by the papists, 5; how

he is present in his sacraments, ll ; is spiritually

present, though corporally in heaven, 12, 46, 7,

54, 74, 67, 127, 203; offering of, every day by

the priest, not in scripture, nor any ancient author,

13; his doctrine and St John Baptist's no worse

because they were put to death for it, 15; did

not give his body, but the figure of it, to be

eaten, ibid.; does not make his body corporally

to be in many places at one time, 16; the real

and substantial presence of his body and blood

in the sacrament is truly the faith of the papists,

21, 46; the eating of his body and blood, quoted

from John vi., 24, '15:, distinction between the

giving his flesh on the cross, and in the last sup

per, 24 ; received whole, body and soul, manhood

and godhead, in baptism as well as in the holy

communion, 25; did not speak of corporal eats

ing in John vi., ibid. ; there is no will of his set

forth in scripture, that he is really, carnally, cor

porally, and naturally, under the forms of bread

and wine, 34, 61; cannot be eaten again now,

nor could his body have been crucified on the

morrow, if it had been so eaten up, as the papists

say, in the last supper, 35; if be fulfilled his

promise of life at his last supper, as the papists

say he did, he needed not to die for us afterwards,

ibid.; his ambiguous speeches not always ex

pounded by the evangelists, 36; told his disciples

of another kind of eating and drinking than that

which belongs only to the preservation of tempo

ral life, 39 ; there is no kind of meat that is com

fortable to the soul but the death of Christ‘s

blessed body, nor drink that can quench her

thirst, but only the blood-shedding of our Saviour

Christ, 40; far excels all corporal meats and

drinks, ibid.; unity of his mystical body, 42;

does not feed Jews, Turks, and infidels, if they

receive the sacrunent, 45; his daily sacrifice an

error of the papists, 47 ; is not in the sacramental

bread and wine, but in them that worthily eat and

drink it, 52, 3; is present corporally in heaven

only, and spiritually in them that worthily take

the bread and wine, 54, 5, 93; is received in the

heart, and not in the mouth, as the papists say,

57, 373; remains in the man that worthily rc

ceives the bread, as long as he remains a member

Of Christ, 59; whether a beast or a bird eat his

body, 67; whether evil men eat his body, 69;

whether the fathers and prophets of the 01d testa

ment ate Christ's flesh and drank his blood, 75;

whether his body is every day many times made,

and of bread and wine; or never but once, and

then of the substance of his blessed mother, 79,

194; his declaration of his willingness to die was

not a sacrifice propitiatory for sin, or else his death

was in vain, 85, 6; not his body, but the cruci

fying of it, and the effusion of his blood unto

death, was the very sacrifice for our sins, 88;

did not declare in his slipper that he was then

a sacrifice, but that a sacrifice should be made of

his body, which was done the day after, tbid.;

28
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whether he is corporally in many places at one

time, or only, like the sun, in heaven, and no

where else, 89, &c. 186, 371; is corporally in

heaven, and there shall continue until the last

judgment, 93; his presence in this world, in his

divinity, 94; is in heaven as concerning his man

hood, and everywhere as concerning his godhead,

94, 5, 6, 7; how it may be true that he is with '

us, and yet gone from us, 102; interpretation of

his words, “this is my body," 103, 261; whe

ther he called bread his body, 108, 9, 10, 370;

eating his body horrible to be heard of any Chris

tian, 110, 12; “to eat his body and drink his

blood," and “to call bread his body, and wine

his blood," are figurative speeches, 110, 11, 12,

13, 14, 15, 18, 132, 145, 181, 232; why Christ's

body is not always to be taken as a figure, 120;

his humanity not changed from the very nature of

man after his resurrection, 129; all passages

which declare Christ to be here on earth, and to

be eaten and drunken of christian people, are to

be understood either of his divine nature, or else

figuratively, or spiritually, 138, 40, 185; is pre

sent in the sacrament as he is in heaven (Gar

diner), 140; whether he is in heaven only after a

spiritual manner, 141 ; his unity with us, 162, 3,

4, 5; no man can eat his flesh and drink his

blood but spiritually, 203; spirit and life not in

evil men because they hear Christ's words, 206;

the godly only eat Christ, 207; is not eaten with

the teeth, but with faith, 208; the eating his

flesh gives everlasting life, 213; when an unre

pentant sinner receives the sacramt, whether he

have Christ's body within him or no, 216, l7, 18;

his body, in the sacrament, is the same, however

described, the diversity is in the eating thereof, no

man eating it carnally; but the good eating it

both sacramentally and spiritually, and the evil

only sacramentally, that is, figuratively, 224;

what kind of body he has in the sacrament, 228;

of the manner and form of worshipping him in

the sacrament, ibid.; although continually in

heaven, yet he is worshipped here also, at all

times, and in all places, 230; at his transfigura

tion, and after his resurrection, remained like a

man in all proportions and members, 233; his

humiliation, his incarnation and conversation with

us here on earth, 235; whole Christ, God and

man, ought to be honoured with one entire and

godly honour, 236; whether by the earth, God's

footstool, was meant the flesh of Christ to be wor

shipped, 236, 7; is not in any wise to be wor

shipped as being corporally in the bread in the

sacrament, 238; his body must have been burnt,

if the papist's doctrines are true, as in the old

church they burned all the sacramental bread that

remained unesten, 250; retained his divine nature

after his incarnation, 278; two examples given

by the old catholic writers of his two-fold nature

_one the body and soul, in mam-and the other

the bread and wine, and the body and blood of

Christ, in the sacrament, ibid., 284; how bread

is his body, 281 ; his divine nature rests in

his body, 228; he is the spiritual pasture and

food of our souls, as meat and drink is of our

bodies, 304; his body is whole in every part of

the bread divided sacramentslly, as it is in the

whole undivided, 327 ; it is not necessary that his

manhood should be where his divinity is, 340;

we may now look for no other priest, nor sacrifice,

than him, to take away our sins, 347; his priest

hood cannot pass to another, 363; no ancient

council or doctor says that his very body is eaten

in the sacrament, 370; it was upon the cross that

he gave his flesh for us, not at his supper, 372;

is present with his holy church, 376.

Christians in the latter days so dazzled by the

Romish antichrist as to believe whatever he

prescribed to them, 46.

Chrysostom and other old authors do not speak as

 

Berengarius does about Christ‘s flesh, 4!); his

words upon the eating of Christ’s body to be un

derstood figuratively, 55; says with the other

Greek writers, that Christ's calling bread his body

means making (Gardiner), 106; aflirms, that, if

any man understand the words of Christ carnally,

he shall surely profit nothing thereby, 114; says

that Christ ordained the table of his holy supper

for this purpose, that in that sacrament he should

daily shew unto us bread and wine for a simili

tude of his body and blood, 122; not only says

that Christ is in our hands, but also that we see

him with our eyes, touch him, feel him, and

grope him, fix our teeth in his flesh, taste it,

break it, eat it, and digest it; make red our

tongues, and dye them with his blood,&c.; which

things cannot be understood of the body and blood

of Christ, but by a figurative speech, 153, 226;

his writin are full of tropes and figures, 182;

says, spea ing of the Lord's supper, When you

come to these mysteries, do not think that you

receive by a man the body of God, meaning of

Christ, 182; affirms that it is not man which

makes the bread and wine, being consecrated, the

body and blood of Christ; but it is Christ him

self that makes himself to be there present, by

which he means present in such sort as he is in

heaven only, 183; makes no difference between

receiving Christ in the holy communion and in

baptism, ibid. ; says we ascend into heaven, and

do eat Christ sitting there above, meaning by the

marvellous working of God in the hearts of them

that receive the sacraments, ibid.; where he

speaks of the great miracle of Christ, that “he

sitteth above with his Father, and is the same

hour here with us in our hands," it is true that

he sits above in his natural body, and yet is in

our hands sacramentally and in our hearts by

grace and spiritual nourishment, 186; says that

the true worshippers of Christ ascend up and feed

upon him where he sitteth in his high throne of

glory with his Father, 235; writes, against those

who use only water in the sacrament, that Christ,

minding to pluck up that heresy by the roots,

used wine as well before his resurrection, when he

gave the mysteries, as after at his table without

mysteries, 274; says that the bread, when it is

sanctified by means of the priest, is delivered from

the name of bread, and is exalted to the name of

the Lord‘s body, although the nature of the bread

still remains, ibid.; his epistle mi Camn'um

Morale/rum, ibid. 11.; proves the unity of the two

natures of Christ, 286; Cranmer translated his

words from a copy at Florence not in print, 287 ;

his words cited to prove transubstantiation by the

papists, 312; but he adds, ‘do not think that you

receive bya man the body of God,’ &c. ibid., 313,

14, 15; was much addicted to the use of negaa

tives by comparison, 314 ; his admonition to with

draw our minds at the Lord's table from sensible

to heavenly and godly things, 315; says that

Christ is both gone up into heaven, and yet is here

received of us; for he is gone up to heaven car

nally, but is here received spiritually, 341 ; after

speaking of the sacrifice of Christ, says, that

which we do is done for a remembrance of that

which was done by Christ, for Christ says, “ do

this in remembrance of me," 352; speaking of

christian people ever offering one sacrifice of

christ, corrects himself by saying, “but rather we

make a remembrance of Christ‘s sacrifice," ibiri.

Church of Rome, not the true mother of the catholic

faith, 18.

Church, God preserves the true faith in his holy

church, 376; never wholly errs, 377 ; no man can

discern it, but God alone, ibid. ; cannot make new

articles of faith, ib£d.; compared to a registry

for keeping men‘s wills, that; the holy church

but a small flock in comparison with the followers

of antichrist, ihid.; Christ and his apostles were
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in their time the only true church, 878; the open

church has been for four or five hundred years de

filed by the papists, ibiil.; the church of Christ,

not antichrist, is to be followed, ibtd.

Clement, Saint, alleged to say that if any portion of

the host remain it must be consumed by the

clerks, with fear and trembling, and that they

must fast for some hours afterwards, lest the resi

due should mix with other common meats digested

by the belly, I41 ; his epistles were feigned before

the papists had run so far into errors as now, 144 ;

his epistles not mentioned by Eusebius, St Jerome,

nor Geunadius, 144; Peter could not have made

him his successor, as said in his epistles, ibid.

Cockle among clean com, 360.

Cole, Dr, ordered to prepare a sermon for Cranmer's

execution-day, and visits him in prison, xxii.

Common Prayer, book of, alleged by Gardiner to

teach the doctrine of the real presence, 51, 5, 62,

3, 79, 83, 92, 229, 325; Cranmer denies that it

so teaches, 53, 6, 64, 327; we do not there pray

that the bread and wine be made the body and

blood of Christ, but that unto us, in that holy

mystery, they may be so, 79, 271.

Communion, holy, a short instruction thereto, 354.

Consecration defined, 177, 8, 80.

Constantius, Marcus, (Gardiner‘s assumed name),

67"., 419.

Council, Ephesine, cited by Gardiner, 23: Cyril and

this council decreed truly that Christ‘s flesh, when

eaten, must be joined to his divinity, or it could

not give everlasting life, 27 ; words of perverted

by Smith, 369; the controversy therein was not

of uniting Christ‘s flesh to the forms of the bread

and wine, but to his divinity in his incarnation,

370; of hateran, the fourth, transubstantia

tion first named there, a.D. 1215, 239, 40, 376;

of Nice, its decree respecting priests at the com

munion, disregarded by the papists, 353, '96;

its doctrine on the sacrifice of Christ set forth by

Gardiner, 355; speaks of a sacrifice of lands and

thauksgivings, and not of propitiation, 356; does

not say that Christ is corporally in the bread and

wine, but intimates that he is gone up to heaven,

ibid.

Cranmer, his life, vii. ; born at Arselacton, Netting.

hamshire, ibid.; chosen fellow of Jesus College,

Cambridge, ibid.; married and became reader in

Buckingham College, ibid. ; slanderous report of

his being hosteler of the Dolphin inn, at Cam

bridge, viii. ; rcch0sen into Jesus College upon the

death of his wife, and made reader of divinity

there, and public examiner in the University,

ibid.; refuses Wolsey‘s fellowship, ibid.; confers

with Drs Gardiner and Foxe, at “’altham, upon

Queen Catherine's divorce, ibid.; is sent for by

the king upon the subject, and tells him that the

pope cannot dispense with the word of God, ibid. ;

is assigned by the king to consider the question

of his divorce, and is sent ambassador to Rome

upon the subject, x.; made penitentiary to the

pope, ibid. ; goes ambassador to the emperor, and

confers with Cornelius Agrippa, upon the subject

of the divorce, XL; is made archbishop of Can

terbury, ibid.; his qualifications for the office,

studies, and habits, ibid. ; opposes Gardiner on the

Six Articles, xii.; Cromwell and the lords sent

to dine and console with him under his disap

pointment thereon, ibid. ; resists the dissolving of

chantries during the king‘s non-age, ibid.; his

character for patience, xiii. ; releases from the Fleet

a priest who had been sent there for calling him

an hosteler, xiv.; his liberality and justice in

paying his debts before his attainder, xv.; re

lieves the sick poor returned from the wars at

Boulogne, xvi. ; opposes the king‘s wishes about

the Six Articles, and, at length, wins him to his

side, xvii. ; Gardiner and others urge the king to

commit him to the Tower for exciting heresy,

ibid.; the king consents, but tells Cranmer to

 

 

appeal to him by his signet, xviii.; is treated

with great indignity by the council, but the king

rebukes them for their malice, and they are glad

to make friends with him again, xix. ; was always

defended by the king, Henry VIII. ibid.; ad.

vances in the royal favour under Edward VI.

ibid.: confers with bishop Ridley upon the holy

sacrament, and sets forth the true doctrine thereof

in five books, xx.; is answered by Gardiner, in

his “Explication,” to which he replies, ibitl.;

some of his other works, ibid. ; is condemned for

high treason under Queen Mary, but is artloned

of this, and accused of heresy, xxi. ; is ta en from

the Tower to dispute with the divines at Oxford,

ibid.; is condemned as a heretic, and thrown into

gaol, xxii.; is induced to recant, but the queen

Orders Dr Cole to prepare a sermon for his ex

ecution-day, ibid.; is visited in prison by Cole

and a Spanish friar, and prevailed upon to write

his recantation in his own hand, but also writes

secretly a contrary address to the people, xxiii. ;

is taken to St Mary's church and placed upon a

stage to hear Cole‘s sermon, ibii; the substance

of the sermon, xxiv.; is exhorted to die patiently,

and promised din'ge: and masses for his soul,

xxv.; his prayer and last exhortation to the

people at his death, xxvi.; he renounccs his rc.

mutation, and is led to the sake, xxviii.; his

appearance at the place of execution, ibid.; the

Spanish friars try to bring him back to their

faith, and one Ely, a priest, chides the people for

shaking hands with him, i1n'd.; his behaviour in

the flames, xxix.; a list of his writings, xxx.;

his motives for writing against the errors of

popery, 6; his answer to Gardiner‘s “ Expli

cation," 9; his catechism mistaken by ignorant

men, 14, 374; asserts that Gardiner concludes

his book with blasphemous words against both

sacraments, 45 ; says Gardiner changed the order

of his books to avoid coming first to transub

stantiation, because of its having so much less

appearance of truth than the doctrine of the real

presence, 50, 185; asserts that the true catholic

faith is not that Christ is in the bread and wine,

which is Luther‘s doctrine, but that his body and

blood is present under the form of bread and

wine, 5| ; acknowledges his former ignorance, and

says it is good at all times to turn from error to

truth, 64; compares (iardincr's doctrines to a

third part in a voluntary descant out of tune, 92;

taunts him with being an ignorant lawyer, 157,

185, 235, 7, 48, 301, 68; ridicules Gardiner's

absurdities by a play upon “lies” and adverbs

in “1y,” 157; affirms that his doctrine is not

new, but was the public faith of the Catholic

church till the time of Nicholas 11., 196; says,

that in writing his book, he foresaw all the objec

tions that Gardiner could make to it, 220 ; repels

Gardiner‘s insinuation that he was prompted by

some “ man" or “ friend," 221; declares he writes

in English, which all men know, in order that

the truth may no longer lie hid under a bushel,

224, 357; confesses that formerly he was in

darkness, and defended the error of transubstanti

ation, 241, 374; denies that his second book,

against transubstantiation, was written when he

intended to maintain Luther's opinion only, 285 ;

charges Gardiner with being more full of words

than learning, 301; his answer to Smith‘s pre

face, 368; congratulates himself that Gardiner

and Smith have taken up their pens against him,

but wishes it had been persons more learned,

ibid.; Smith perverts the words of the Ephesine

council against him, 36!] ; agrees with Smith and

the council that the mass is a sacrifice, but denies

that it is propitiatory, ibirl.; asserts that be ad

mits that the same body of Christ, horn of the

virgin Mary, is received in the sacrament, but

contends only about the manner of receiving it,

370; acknowledges his former errors and details

28—2
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his conversion, 374; disclaims worldly motives

for the change, and asserts that he sought only

the glory of God, ibid.; his disputation at Ox

ford, before Dr Weston and the vice-chancellor

of Cambridge, with other members of both uni

versities, 391; three notaries are appointed, and

the articles of belief are subscribed to, ibid.;

after a procession and dinner, Cranmer is brought

from Bocardo, the gaol, before the commissioners

in St Mary’s church, 392 ; his reply to “’eston’s

exhortation to unity, ibid.; the articles are read

to him, and utterly denying their truth, he refuses

to subscribe to them, ibid.; has a copy of the

articles given to write his mind upon them, and

is remanded to Bocardo, ibid; the modesty of

his demeanour before the assembly, 393; sends his

answer the next day, ibid.; on the third day

Cranmer is brought to answer the articles, closed

in by the mayor and aldermen for security, ibid. ;

Dr Chedsey, the first opponent, begins, and is

followed by several others, whom Cranmer answers

amid much interruption and disorder, ibid.; he

refuses the drink ofi'ered him, and at the conclu

sion is taken back to Bocardo, ibid.; sketch of

the arguments, and Weston‘s mistake at the

beginning, ibid.; Cranmer's answer to him on

the folly of disputing that which was determined

before the truth was tried, 394; his argument

with Chedsey upon the presence of Christ‘s body

in the sacrament, ibid.; his explication, in wri

ting, upon the conclusions, 395; Chedsey con

troverts his explication, ibid.; Cranmer replies to

him, and puts in a further explication upon the

ordinance of the Lord‘s supper, 396; the dis

putation resumed by Chedsey, 399; Cranmer

denies that Christ‘s organic body is in the sacra.

ment, ibid.; grants that Christ said his body

should be given, but denies that it was contained

in the bread, 400; Oglethorpe charges Cranmer

with evasion; Cranmer corrects Oglethorpe‘s

Latin, ibid.; Weston takes up the argument with

a passage from Augustine, 401 ; Cranmer refutes

him, ibid.; “'eston cites St Chrysostom, 402;

Cranmer answers him, 403; Weston quotes other

passages from Chrysostom, and Cranmer replies,

ibid. ; Cranmer is interrupted by clamour excited

by \Vcston, 406 ; Chedsey interposes, 407 ; Cran

mer denies his argument, ibid.; Chedsey quotes

Tertullian and Photius, ibid.; Cranmer answers

him on Tertullian, 408; Weston interposes, ibid.;

Cranmer replies to both, ibid.; Tresham starts

another argument, 409; Cranmer answers him,

410; Tresham refers to Bucer, contra Abrincen

rem, ibid.; Cranmer retorts upon his relying on

Bucer, ibid. ; Tresham admonishes Cranmer, hut

Weston tells him to dispute, and not to pray,

411 ; Cranmer refutes them by Cyril and Hilary,

412; Chedsey again takes up the argument, and

charges Cranmer with falsifying Hilary, 413;

Weston calls on Smith to speak to the point,

but Smith keeps silence, 414; Yong demands

whether there is any body of Christ but his

instrumental body, ibid.; Cranmer answers him,

and he puts other sophistical questions, ibid.;

Cranmer charges him with perverting the scrip

turus, 415; Yong quotes from Ambrose, ibid.;

Cranmer replies to him, 417 ; argument upon the

Holy Ghost in the likeness of a dove, ibid.;

Yong again cites Ambrose, ibid.; Chedsey quotes

Justin Martyr, 419; Cranmer asserts that the

passage has been falsified by Marcus Constantius,

ibid.; Weston quotes Irenmus, 420; Cranmer

denies his argument, ibirl.; Chedsey charges

Cranmer with a lie in translating Justin, 421 ;

Cranmer replies he gave the meaning, not the

words, ibid. ; Weston charges him with corrupt

ing Emismnus, ibid.; Cranmer says it was as in

the Decrees, ibid.; Weston charges him with

other falsifications, from which he clears himself,

ibid. ; Weston reproaches him with bringing the

 

people into error, and calling him (\Veston) a

heretic, for teaching that God had no right hand,

iln'd.; charges him with falsely putting a cate

chism in the name of the synod of London, 422 :

Cranmer declares that he was ignorant of that

title, and had complained against it, ibid. r, ‘Ves

ton charges him with several falsifications, ibid. ;

Harpsfield disputes with Cranmer for his doctor‘s

degree, 423; Cranmer addresses him upon leaving

the interpretation of scripture to the church, and

apologises for his rudeness in the Latin tongue,

Uriah; puts questions to Harpsfield, 424; com

plains of being answered with questions, ibid.;

Smith and \Veston take up the argument, ibid. ;

- several of the doctors argue at once against Gran

mer; Ward interposes with Aristotle and Duns,

ibid.; Cranmer contends with him and several

others, 425 ; \Veston commends Cranmer‘s gentle

behaviour and modesty, upon which the doctors

take off their caps, 42’]; the Declaration of Cran

mer againt the false report that he had again set

up the mass at Canterbury, 428.

Creed, christian, as it so expressly mentions Christ‘s

ascension, would also have noticed his tarrying

with us still on earth, if it had been so, 93.

Cressey, Mr, of \Valtham abbey, llrs Gardiner and

Foxe confer with Cranmer, at his house, about

Queen Catherine’s divorce, ix.

Curtius, 194.

Cuttle-fish, simile of, 24, 237, 84, 93.

Cyprian, says that our dwelling in Christ is the

eating of him, 21; that Christ called such bread

as is made of many earns his body, and such

wine he named his blood, as is pressed out of

many grapes, 33, 104, '54; that Christ ofl‘ered

the same thing which Melchisedech ofi'ered, bread

and wine, that is, his body and blood, 86, 158;

speaks of bread by God‘s omnipotency being

made flesh (Gardiner), 106; says that Christ‘s

blood is shewn in the wine, and the people in the

water mixed with it, so that the mixture signifies

the spiritual commixtion and joining of us unto

Christ, 121, '58; that Christ in the cross gave

his very body to be wounded with the hands 01'

the soldiers, that the apostles might declare to the

world how and in what manner bread and wine

may be his flesh and blood, iln'd.; his words

upon receiving the mysteries of the Lord's supper,

208, '79; on the eating and drinking of Christ,

209; writing against those that ministered the

sacrament with water only, says, ‘forasmuch as

Christ said, I am a cue vine, therefore the blood

of Christ is not water, but wine; nor can it be

thought that his blood is in the cup, when wine

is not in the cup. whereby the blood of Christ is

shewed,’ 267 ; and that, ‘ by the words of Christ

we perceive that the cup which the Lord offered

was not only water, but also wine, and that it

was wine that Christ called his blood; whereby

it is clear that Christ‘s bloud is not offered if

there is no wine in the chalice,” ibid.; says fur

ther, ‘ how shall we drink with Chrit new wine

of the creature of the vine, if in the sacrifice we

do not offer wine?‘ 261, '30; shews that sacra

mentally the divinity is poured into the bread and

wine, the same bread and wine still remaining,

308, '37; speaks of the eating and not of the

keeping the bread in the previous citation, 31l;

speaks of the wonderful nourishment in the bread

and wine as the inefl‘able work of God, 341.

Cyril and Nestorius, 22; agreed in the substance, but

differed a to the manner of the eating of Christ‘s

flesh, 25; Cyril and the Ephesine council, rec

Council,- comparison between Cyril and Nestorius,

290, 5; quoted by Gardiner,as asserting Christ to

have given his very body in the last supper, 31 ;

cited again by him, 59; by Cranmer, 60; agrea

with Augustine in saying, that although Christ

took away from hence the presence of his body,

yet in majesty of his Godhead he is ever here; and
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that although Christ be absent from us, as con

cerning his body, yet by his power he governeth

us in all things, 96, '49 ; says, that if the nature

of the Godhead were a body, it must needs be in a

place, and have quantity, greatness, and circum

scription, 97, '50; commenting upon St John,

says, Christ gave to his disciples pieces of bread,

saying, Take, eat, this is my body, 105, '54 ;

denies that we have no conjunction in our flesh

with Christ, 165, 6, 7, '71 ; says that those

which did eat manna died, because they received

thereby no strength to live for ever, but they that

receive the bread of life shall be made immortal,

213, ‘83; affirm that. foraamuch as the flesh of

Christ doth naturally give life, therefore it maketh

them to live that be partakers of it, ibid.; con

cludes that as two waxes, molten together, do run

every part into other, so he that rcceiveth Christ‘s

flesh and blood must needs be so joined with him

that Christ must be in him and he in Christ.

ibid. ; declares that Christ fulfilled his promise of

giving his flesh for the life of the world, upon the

cross, and not in his supper, 307.

Damascenus, varies from the ancient authors, 196,

'75; was the pope‘s right hand to set up idolatry,

ibid.; loss and restitution of his hand, 197 ; sum

of his doctrine, ibt'd.; the natural presence of

Christ’s body in the bread and wine not to be

gathered from his writings; nor the adoration of

the visible sacrament, 198, 9; wrote of the faith

of the sacrament as it was in his time (Gardiner),

200.

Daring (frightening) of larks, 107.

Delaying hot wine, diluting it, 312.

Detection of the Devil‘s Sophistry, Gardincr's book

so called, 107, 8, 94, 241, so, 307, s, 71.

Diamond and sapphire, argument from their differ

ence in substance, 257, 60.

Didymus proves that the Holy Ghost is very God,

because he is in many places at one time, 97,

'96.

Dionysius, 42 11., '21, 255 n., '29; never said

that the flesh and blood of Christ Were in the

bread and wine corporally, but calls them signs,

&.c. 151, ‘67; declares the high mystery to be in

the marvellous and secret working of God in his

reasonable creatures, and not in the bread and

wine, 153; calls the bread holy bread, and the

cup in holy cup, 177, '73.

Diriges and masses promised to Cranmer at his

execution, xxv.

Donatists, 58, 69.

Dorbell, a sophist, 368.

Duns Scotus, a chief pillar of the papists, 64 ; says

that Christ is whole in every part of the bread

and wine, ibid.; that his quantity is in heaven

and not in the sacrament, 73; sheWs why the

school-authors took up the doctrine of transub

stantiation, 302, '34, '35; Cranmer refers Gar

diner to him upon satisfactory masses, 362.

Durandus acknowledged that but for the church of

Rome he should not have believed in transub

stsntiation, 305.

Eating, signifies believing, 35.

Ebion, a heretic, 301.

Ernissenus, Eusebius, cited by Gardiner, 83; does

not speak of a corporal conversion, nor taking,

but of a sacramental conversion of the bread and

wine, and of a spiritual eating and drinking, 174,

'72; shews how we are made new in baptism,

175, 6; speaks of looking on the body and blood

. of Christ and touching him; but these are spiri

tual things, and require no corporal presence,

226, 7, 8, '86; speaks of only receiving with

our hearts, 2213; his calling the altar reverend

does not prove the real presence of Christ in it,

228; says that the conversion of the bread and

wine is like our conversion in baptism, where

 
outwardly nothing is changed, but all the alter

ation is inwardly and spiritually, 254, 68; speaks

of looking upon Christ with our faith, of touching

him with our minds, and the hands of our hearts,

&c., 317.

English papists speak more grossly upon transub

stantiation than the pope himself, 302.

Epiphanius says that Christ, speaking of a loaf

which is round in fashion, and can neither see,

hear, nor feel, said of it, “ this is my body,“ 33,

104, '54; did not reprove the Messalians, 173;

says that the bread is meat, but the virtue that is

in it is it that giveth life, 273, '31 ; speaking of

the bread in the Lord's supper, and of the water

in baptism, says, that they have no power nor

strength of themselves, but by Christ, 273.

Erasmus, cited by Gardiner as commending authors

that assert the real presence, although he con

demned the abuses of the church, and was taken

for no papist, 20 ; his observation upon the saying

that Christ prayed alone, although some of his

disciples were with him, 200; his application of

St Paul‘s words “ to be guilty of Christ's body"

to the Jews, 2i9; his interpretation of St Paul

on Christ's priesthood, Heb. vii., 363.

Error, danger, in opposing one error, of being sus

pected of another contrary to it, 299.

Eucharistia, meaning of this word, 149, 151, 263, 4.

Eusebius Emissenus. Sec Emirsrnur.

Euthemius, 24 n.

Eutyches, his heresy, 277, 80; said Christ was very

God, but not man, exactly contrary to Nestorius,

289, 93, &c.; says that Christ's humanity is

absorbed up by his divinity, 297, 338, 40.

Evangelists, whether they told the history of the

Lord‘s supper out of order, 248.

Faith, not to be given without asking “how,” or

“ why," 255; Gardiner denies, by the authority

of faith, that there is substance in the matters of

the sacrament because they nourish, 333; ought

to be grounded on God‘s word, 368.

Fathers, ancient, their words about the eating of

Christ’s body to be understood figuratively, 55;

whether by the word figure they meant a mystery,

116, 17, 18; taught, that both the sacrament and

the thing represented thereby remain in their pro.

per substance, 285; Gardiner appeals to their

doings, independent of their words, to shew their

faith in the real presence, 337:, their true mean

ing upon the eating of Christ‘s flesh, 339; argued

that the bread and wine were not extinguished,

but continue with all their natural properties,

340; Gardiner argues as to their faith from their

expressions of wonder and marvelling, 340; the

wonderful working of God which they speak of

is in the receivers, not in the outward signs, 341 ;

their declaration of figures, relied on by Gardiner,

342; and their writing upon the adoration of the

sacrament, ibid.; teach that Christ is to be

honoured of him that is baptized as well as of

him that receives the holy communion, ibid.

Figure, how this word is used by the fathers, 116.

Figures, signs and figures have the names of the

things the signify, 122, 5, 172, 3, 226; two in

these we s, “ this cup is a new testament in my

blood," 136; do not require the presence of the

thing that is signified, 288; change their names,

and why, 335.

Figurative speeches, how discernible from plain

ones, 115; often reputed to be plain speeches,

137-, taken literally have often an absurdity in

reason, 137, 8; examples of, 181, 2.

Fisher, bishop of Rochester, his book against (Eco

lampadius, 46, 173, 90, 228, 344.

Form, use of this word by the papists in their argu

ments for transubstantiation, 251, 3, 4.

Fulgentius, his words upon the distinction be

tween Christ‘s Godhead and his humanity, 98,

'51.



QB INDEX.

Gabriel Biel says, that the doctrine of transubstan

tiation was received because it is written, dc lim

reticit, ad abolmdam, that all men must hold as

the holy church of Rome does, 302, '34.

Gardiner, Stephen, bishop of W'inchester, his at

tempts against Cranmer opposed by Henry VIII.

vii.; his six articles opposed by Cranmer, xii.;

urges the king to commit Cranmer to the Tower

for heresy, xvii.; answers Cranmer‘s book upon

the holy sacrament, xx.; was bishop of Vi’in

chester then, but not when Cranmer answaml

him,3; how his doctrine varies from that of

other papists, and from the principles of philoso

phy, 4; his “Explication” misnamed, and has

little learning in it, 9; his book was written be

fore he was summoned to appear before the

Commissioners, 10; his sermon on St Peter‘s

day, ibid.; only suppressed Cranmer‘s name in

his “Explication,” that he might rcvile him the

more freely, ibid. ; his account of ()ranmcr's book,

11 ; denies that any of the fathers have Cranmer's

doctrine in plain terms, 13; objects that Cran

mer‘s doctrines have been maintained before by

others who have recanted, and that Cranmer him

self is condemned by his former writings, l3;

asserts that there is no text in scripture to alter

the popish sense of Christ‘s words, “ this is my

body," 15; that there is no miracle at all in the

Lord‘s supper by Cranmer's understanding of it,

- ibid. ; his doctrine of tokens, 16; says that if the

very body of Christ be not delivered in the Lord‘s

supper, the eating has no special promise, but

only a commandment for remembrance, ibid. ; de

rides the reformed doctrines as new tenets, l7;

argues by the judgment of Solomon that the truth

will be discovered upon the side that is free from

craft and sleight, 18; denies that the faith of the

real and substantial presence is the mere doctrine

of the papists ; for that Luther, and many others

who abhorred everything popish, maintained the

same opinion, 19; asserts that we receive the real

body and blood of Christ in the Lord‘s supper, to

continue and prmrve life, as we receive his spirit

in baptism to renew life, 22; quotes the evange

lists and St Paul against Cranmer, on the real

presence, 30; says that neither St Paul nor the

evangelists add anything to shew that Christ did

not give his very body and blood to be eaten

and drunken in the last supper, 32; varies from

Smith upon the sacrament, ibiri.; teaches that

the catholic faith is, that Christ feeds such as

be regenerate in him, not only by his body and

blood, but also with his body and blood deliver

ed by him in deed to us, 37; variation between

his printed book and the written copies, 48; says

that Cranmer is contrary to himself in his Cate

chism, in which he wills that children be taught

that they receive with their bodily mouth the body

and blood of Christ, which is the most true catho

lic doctrine of the substance of the sacrament, 55;

his absurdity in talking of a body‘s going into a

soul, 57; says we must understand the words of

Christ in the institution of his sacraments without

figure in the substance, 59; that the catholic

church denies all that reason without faith devises

in the mystery of the sacrament, and that all

christian men believe simply Christ‘s words, and

trouble not their heads with such consequences as

seem to strive with reason, 62; denies that a dog

or a cat may eat the body of Christ, and asserts

that man alone may eat it, 67; affirms that there

are three ways of eating Christ‘s body and blood,

spiritually, spiritually and sacramentally, and

sacramentally only, 70; says that the fathers and

prophets of the old testament ate Christ spiritually,

but not sacramentally and spiritually, as we do,

74 ; his doctrine of the presence of Christ's body

in the sacraments, 89, 155; his book of the ‘De

tection of the Devil's Sophistry,’ 107, 8, 94, 241,

56, 307, 8; charges Cranmer with using terms

 
meeter to express how dogs devour psunches,

lll; declares that to understand Christ‘s words

spiritually, is to understand them as the Spirit

of God hath taught the church, although the

manner exceedeth our capacities, 156; stole all

his authorities from copies furnished him by

Smith, 163; was fated to light upon false books,

ibid.; affirms that only six learned men have,

since the time of Christ, maintained (Iranmer's

doctrine-Bertram, Berengarius, Wicklifl‘, (Eco

lampadius, Zuinglius, and Joachimua Vadianus,

195; charges Cranmer with being a mere transla

tor of Peter Martyr, ibid.; his doctrine of the

eating and drinking of Christ‘s body and blood,

201; insinuates that Cranmer was prompted by

some ‘ man or friend,‘ 222, 3; charges him with

wittingly corrupting the words of Justin, 264;

his doctrine makes for the heresies of Eutyches

and Ncstorius, 294; describes Cranmer‘s doc

trines as a new catholic faith, 309 ; said by Cran

mer to fancy himself, and brag of his still

bishop of Winchester, after his deprivation, 324 ;

list of his inconsistencies upon various points,

381; list of matters wherein he varies from the

truth and from the old authors of the church,

385; assumed the name of Marcus Constantius

in his Cunfulutio Cavillaiionnm, 419 n.

Gelasius, says that the nature and substance of

bread and wine cease not to be in the sacrament,

261, 289, 93, ‘33; proves, against Eutyches and

Nestorius, that Christ is both God and man,

289, 93, 4, 5; was bishop of Rome ml). 492,

ibid.; Gardiner disputes his meaning, 289, 90,

l, 2, 3; says, that by the sacrament of Christ's

body and blood we be associate unto the divine

nature, and yet ceases not the substance, or nature,

of bread and wine to be, 296; declares that the

image and similitude of the body and blood of

Christ is celebrate in the action of the mystery;

and that, by the sacrament, we be made partakers

of the godly nature, ibid

Generation and nutrition, spiritual, knowledge of

obscure, and to be attained only by faith, 41.

God, his will, not his power, a subject of dispute,

15; his will and pleasure as set forth in the

scripture to be submitted to in all matters of

christian faith, we believing him to be omnipo

tent, 34; his promises under condition, 206.

Gold and certain precious stones asserted by Gardiner

to be known to give nurture to another substance,

without diminution of their own substance, 333;

virtues of, ibid.

Greek church has only one common mass in a day,

354.

Gregory, says that Christ is not here by the presence

of his flesh, yet he is absent nowhere by the

presence of his majesty, 96, '50; that he shewed

his glorified body to St Thomas palpable, to de

clare that it was of the same nature that it was of

before his resurrection, 262; that the lack of faith

in Thomas profited more to our faith than did the

faith of the disciples that believed, ibid.

Gregory Nazianzen, says although Christ hall come

in the last day to judge, so as he shall be seen,

yet there is in him no grossness, 139 ; meant that

Christ should not come in a corruptible and

mortal flesh, such as he had before his resume.

tion, but yet absolute and perfect in all parts and

members of a man's body, 141.

Heath and Skippe, bishops, desert Cranmer on the

articles, xvii.

Henry VIII. supports Cranmer against Gardiner,

vii.; sends for him about queen Catherine’s di

vorce, ix. ; makes him one of his ambassadors to

Rome, and afterwards to the emperor, x. xi.; is

urged to commit Cranmer to the Tower for heresy,

but gives him privately his signet that he may

appeal to him, xviii.; rebukes the council for

ill-treating Cranmer, xix.
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Heretics, some who said that Christ was no man,

although he appeared in the form of man, 256,

77 ; some who denied his being God, 278 ; some

who confessed him both God and man, but not

both at one time, ibid. ; Eutyches and Nestorius,

an account of their heresies, 289, 93, &c.

Hesychius cited by Gardiner, 59 ; says that none of

the sacramental materials ought to be reserved,

but that the remains should be burned, 60.

Hilary, his words upon the question, “ if the

Word were made very flesh, and we verily receive

the \Vord being flesh, in our Lord’s meat, how shall

not Christ he thought to dwell naturally in us P"

160, l, '68; concludes against Arius, that Christ

is one with his Father, not in purpose and will

only, but also in very nature, 161 ; says that in

the true ministration of the sacrament is both a

figure and a truth; the figure outwardly, and the

truth inwardly, 247, 72, '31; Cranmer charged

with falsifying him, 413.

Hippinus, see JEpimn.

Holy Ghost is God, because in many places at one

time, 97, 102; is not made a dove because of the

words of St John, 306.

Honorius III. ordained that the people should be

taught to worship the host when it was lifted up

by the priest, and carried unto sick folks, 238.

Host, lesvings of to be consumed reverently by the

clerks, who are to fast thereafter, lest they should

mix with the common meats digested by the

belly, 141, 2, 3, 6; each piece is Christ‘s whole

body (Gardiner), 143, 6 ; was banged up in

England by the priests, contrary to the usage of

other countries, 143, 6; idolatrous worship of,

229; Smith's doctrine on the corruption thereof,

381.

Hugo de S. Vict. 41 n, 42 n, 5611.

Hunger and thirst of the soul, 38; not easily per

ceived in the carnal man; his mind is in the

kitchen and buttery, 39.

Idolatry at the elevation of the host, 229.

Ignatius takes cuchan'nia to be the flesh of our

Saviour, the same that suffered and that rose

again (Gardiner), 149 ; means that eucharinia

is the sacrament or mystery of Christ's flesh, l5].

Impanation of Christ‘s body, 251, 3, 80 ; as Christ's

body is joined only sacramentally to the bread

there is no impanation, 305.

Inaquation and invination, 305, 6.

Incarnation, what it means, 288; Gardiner makes

the sacramental bread incarnate, 306.

Indiuiduum vagum, or individuum in gcncrc, what

some say Christ meant when he said ‘ this ' is my

body, 106, 8.

Infundo, dispute about the English word for, 309, 10.

Innocent III. (pope) says, as well as Hugo, that

the body of Christ remains no longer than the

sacrament is in the eating, and may be felt, seen,

and tasted in the mouth, 56, '24; taught that

Christ‘s body was made of bread, 194; ordained

that the host should be diligently kept under lock

and key, 238; was the father of transubstantias

tion, 240, '88.

Irenaeus says Christ confessed bread to be his body

and the cup his blood, 33, 104, '54; his argu

ment against those heretics who denied the resur

rection of our bodies, 150 ; his words on the

(‘IlC/Illfiflifl, 265, 6, '30 ; says that St Paul meant

not a spiritual body, when he said, “ we be mem

bers of Christ‘s body, and of his flesh, and his

bones,” 285; proved the resurrection of our bodies

to eternal life, because they are nourished with

the everlasting food of Christ’s body, 338.

Jacob worshipped Christ before he was born, 235.

Jerome, his interpretation of Christ’s words in the

sacrament, 24 ; says writing ad Hedibiam) that

Christ called the hr which he brake his body,

33, 104, '54; says that Christ took bread which

comforteth man‘s heart, that he might represent

 
thereby his ver body and blood, l22, '59;

whether the word ‘represent’ in the last passage

means ‘real exhibition,‘ 123; his comparison of

the pane: proporitionir and the body of Christ,

192, 342, '75; says, all that love pleasure more

than God eat not the flesh of Jesu, nor drink his

blood, 210, '80 ; declares that heretics do not eat

and drink the body and blood of the Lord, and

that heretics eat not the flesh of Jesu, whose flesh

is the meat of faithful men, ibid., 225:, says, if

the sacraments be violated, then is he violated

whose sacraments they be, 2213; his words on

the two ways of understanding the flesh and

blood of Christ, 232, 3.

Joan of Kent, her heresy, 74, 8.

John vi., interpretation thereof, 24, 5, U, 7; speaks

0f spiritual bread, 307, 72.

Jonas, Justus, his catechism, 19; teaches that

Christ‘s calling bread his body means making,

106.

Judas, whether he received the body and blood of

the Lord, 221, 2, 3, 4, 5.

Judgment of Solomon used as a lesson, 18, 92.

Juniper-berries sold for pepper, 262.

Justin Martyr, says nothing of a reservation of

the host for sick persons, as Gardiner reports,

140; says that the bread, water, and wine, are

meats ordained purposely to give thanks to God,

and are therefore called cm'lmrislia, and are

called also the body and blood of Christ ; and yet

the same meat and drink is changed into our flesh

and blood, and nourishes Our bodies, 263, '30;

dispute about the real words of this passage,

263, 4, 5.

Lactantius teaches, with other old writers, that

figures be vain and serve to no purpose, when the

things by them signified be present, 288, 97.

Lambeth, audience of Gardiner at, 182.

Last supper, what figurative speeches were used at

it, 136.

Latimer, Hugh, sent with Cranmer and Ridley from

the Tower to dispute at Oxford, 391.

Latin English, the using of, 309, 10.

Leo, 94 11., '48, 195, '75.

Lies and adverbs in “1y,” Cranmer‘s play upon,

157.

Linehood, or Lindwood, his provincial constitutions,

143.

Lirinensis, Vincentius, teaches that the bible is suf

ficient for the truth of the catholic faith, and that

the church cannot make one article of it, 379.

Livy, his account of a supper of many dishes all

made of hog's flesh, cited by Gardiner, 257.

Lombardus, Petrus, much quoted by the school

authors, 351, '94; says that that which is of

fered and consecrated of the priest is called a

sacrifice and oblation because it is a memory and

representation of the true sacrifice and holy oblation

made in the altar of the cross, ibid.; cited at

length by Gardiner, upon the same point, 357;

confirms Cranmer‘s doctrine, 358, 9. Sec .llaucr

Qf lhc Sentences.

Lord‘s table, we ought not to approach it unrever

ently and unadvisedly, 142, 6, 7, 373; Christ is

present thercat with Spirit and grace, 219; what

is to be considered by those who come worthily

to it, ibid. ; to those who eat unworthily it is the

devil’s table, 220, 373 ; is to be considered as a

mystical table, 373.

Luther, Martin, cited by Gardiner as condemning

the reformed doctrines in Germany, 13; asserted

by Gardiner to have defended the presence of

Christ’s body in the sacrament, 19; Gardiner

insinuates that Cranmer's second book was writ

ten to maintain Luther‘s opinion against transub

stantistion only, 281, b.

Manes, his heresy, 277.

Manichees, their heresy, 277, 89.
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Manna eaten by the good and bad ; none eat Christ

but they have everlasting life, 207, 220.

Marcellus, his heresy, 278.

Marcion, his heresy, 177, 215, 262 ; said that Simon

Cyrenmus was crucified instead of Christ, 256;

that Christ was very God, but not very man,

though he appeared to be so, 277, 85; says that

only the appearance of Christ‘s humanity remains

in accidents, and not the substance itself, 297.

Marcus Constantius says that heathen, perhaps,

eat only the same as brutes in the sacrament,

68 n.

Martyr, Peter, cited by Gardiner as shewing that

the doctrine of the real presence was maintained

by others as well as the papists, 20; vindicated

from Gardiner‘s charge of his want of 1eaming,

195, 6; Gardiner intimates that he did not wish

his writings to appear in English, 222, 4; refers

to his translation of Chrysostom, 287; is de

fended by Cranmer against Smith‘s charge of

mercenary motives, 374; lodged with Cranmer

before he went to Oxford, ibid.; abandoned a

great income in his own country, and went into

strange countries to promote the truth and glory

of God, and.

Mass, whether it is a sacrifice satisfactory for sin

by the devotion of the priest, 81, ct n'q. ; popish

priests make it a sacrifice propitiatory to remit

the sins as well of themselves as others, both quick

and dead, 345; the offering of the priest cannot

deserve the remission of sins, and it is an abomi

nable blasphemy to give that dignity to a priest

that pertains only to Christ, 3415 ; to put the ob

lation of the priest instead of the oblation of

Christ, is detestable idolatry, 349, 50; St Paul

saying that every high priest is ordained to offer

gifts and sacrifices for sins, spoke not of priests

of the new testaments, but of the old, which

offered calves and goats, and could not take away

sins, 351; the prophet Malachi spoke nothing

of any offering propitiatory to be made by the

priests when he said that everywhere should be

offered unto God a pure sacrifice and oblation,

ibid.; is neither a sacrifice propitiatory nor of

laud and praise, 352; there were no papistical

masses in the primitive church, ibid.; private

masses chiefly sprang from lucre and gain, 353;

how they entered into the church, ibid. ; the abuses

of them by the papists, ibid., 354; satisfactory

masses, their absurdity, 362; devised by the

devil, 422.

Master of the Sentences, 67, 279, 80, 328, 51. Su:

Lombardi“.

Melancthon cited by Gardiner, as professing the

belief of the real presence, and proving it to have

been the old faith by the early fathers, 20; upon

figurative speeches, 137 ; says St Ambrose would

never have travailed to accumulate so many mira

cles as he did, had he not thought the nature of

bread to be changed in the mystery of the Lord’s

supper, 178; meant a sacramental change in the

last passage, 17!).

Menander, a heretic, 262, 77.

Messalians, or Euchites, their heresy, 172, 3.

Miracle, of the Lord’s supper, consists in the eating

of Christ's flesh and drinking his blood, and how

by flesh and blood we have everlasting life, 186 ;

papista make the excellency of the sacrament to

depend upon a multitude of miracles, 255; mira

cles not to be assumed without necessity, ibid.

Momus‘ quarrelling with Venus' slipper when he

could find no fault with her, 294.

Mowes and mowing, mouths and mouthing, or

mocking, 226, 7.

Mysteries, of God, Gardiner deprecates search and

inquiry into, 334.

Names, change of, makes no alteration in the sub

stance, or transubstantiation, 249; does not de

liver from the old name, 275.

 

Nature, operation of, arguments upon trsnsubstan;

tiation from, 250, l, 2, 3, 4.

Negatives by comparison, examples of, 313, 14,

Nestorius, 22; imagined a carnal eating of Christ's

flesh, like the papists, and that Christ was a pure

man, and not God by nature, 25, 278, 80, 9, 93,

&c.; divided Christ‘s flesh from the deity (Gar

diner), 172, 3313.

Nicholas II. (pope forced Berengarius to recant,

14, 46; was the rat to condemn the true doctrine

of the sacrament, 14; taught that Christ's body

was torn with the teeth of the faithful, 113, 203.

Nicodemus7 he and the Capemaites understand not

Christ, nor any spiritual set, 185.

Nicolaites, their heresy that all things ought to be

common, including wives, 145.

“ Not,“ Cranmer charged with omitting it, 299;

denied, 301.

(Ecolampadius, Melancthon‘s epistle to him, 20;

defended against the charge of corrupting the

text of Cyril, 171, 2; his doctrine on the sacrifice

of Christ set forth by Gardiner, 355.

(Ecumenius, 202, 206.

Oglethorpe‘s disputation with Cranmer, 400.

Origen, his interpretation of Christ‘s words in the

sacrament, 24; his argument upon Christ‘s pre

sence in this world, 94, '47; says that if we follow

the letter of the words, “except ye eat my flesh,

and drink my blood," the letter kills us, 113,

'56; is noted for drawing his text to allegory

(Gardiner), ibid. Although he says that manna

signified Christ to come, who is now come indeed,

and is manifested to us in the sacrament of his

word, in the sacrament of regeneration, and of

bread and wine, yet he meant not that Christ is

corporally either in his word, in the water of bap

tism, or in the bread and wine, &c., 154, '68;

says that to understand the words of Christ spi

ritually, is to understand them otherwise than the

words sound; for he that understands them after

the letter understands them carnally, and that

understanding hurts and destroys, 158; writes

that the word was made flesh and very meat,

which whoso eateth shall surely live for ever,

which no evil man can eat, 208, '80; says that

the matter of bread availeth nothing; but as re

garding the material part thereof, it goeth down

into the belly, and is avoided downward, 261;

the word of God spoken upon the bread is it that

availeth, 266, '30.

Pam‘s proporitionis, 193, 4, 342.

Papists, the state of religion brought in by them, 5;

were the cause of the failure of former attempts

at reform, 14; their doctrines no older than the

bish0p of Rome‘s usurped supremacy, 18; were

the first authors and inventors of the faith of the

real presence, 21, 173; their four principal errors,

44, 5, 6, 7, 8; they vary among themselves about

the presence of Christ in the sacrament, 46; say

that evil and ungodly men, in the sacrament, re

ceive the very body and blood of Christ, 47;

have set up a new faith within these four or five

hundred years, that Christ did not up into

heaven, but remains still in this worl , and in a

hundred thousand places at one time, 52; say,

that when any man eateth the bread and drinketh

the cup, Christ goeth into his mouth or stomach,

but no further, 55, 6, 60; some of them say the

body of Christ remains so long as the form and

fashion of bread remains, althou h it be in a dog,

mouse, or in the jakes, 56; m e the devil and

Christ both enter Judas at once, 58; say, that

Christ is in the sacramental bread a whole year,

or so long as the form of bread remains; but after

the receiving thereof he flies up into heaven, as

soon as it is chewed, or changed in the stomach,

58, 61 ; that in every part of the bread and wine,



INDEX. 441

all the corporal members of Christ's body are

mixed together, without distinction, 62, 4, 5, 6;

their doctrine not the doctrine of the church, 65,

354; say, that a dog or a cat may eat the body

of Christ, 67, 8; teach that the oblation of the

priest is satisfactory by devotion of the priest,

84; craftily inculcate that Christ‘s passion was

not the only and sufficient sacrifice for remission

of our sins, 85; invented a new faith, that Christ

is here still on earth, shut up in a box, 93; make

Christ’s body to be God, by affirming that it is

in many places at one time, and so confound the

two natures of Christ, 97; have made another

new faith, that Christ's natural body is here in

earth, and at the right hand of God in heaven,

100; their argument for transubstantiation, 103;

talk of eating Christ‘s body, as dogs do paunches,

112; teach that Christ‘s body is torn with the

teeth of the faithful, 113; make and unmake new

articles of faith, from time to time, at their plea

sure, without any scripture, 132, 369; and enforce

them with fire and fagot, ibid.; their authorities

and arguments answered, 138; their manner of

administering the sacrament, 143; their doctrines

have increased in errors and corruptions, more

and more, from time to time, 144; the terms

“really,” and "sensibly," which they use in

speaking of the body of Christ, are not found in

any old author, 152, 4; delight in darkness, 185;

subvert the natural order of things to conceal the

falsehood of their arguments, 185, 6 ; live by in

dulgences, pardons, and other remissions of sin

coming from the pope, 194; teach that Christ‘s

body is made of the matter of bread, ibirl. ; their

error is the carnal eating and drinking of

Christ's flesh and blood with our mouths, 207;

affirm that the substance of the sacrament is all

one, by God's ordinance, and that, therefore, evil

men receive the same therein that good men do,

214, 19; make God and the devil dwell together

in one man, 217 ; delude people to worship

things visible, and made with their own hands, as

their Creator, 228, 9; are the false prophets and

seducers of the people of whom we are warned

by Christ beforehand, 238: were the authors of

transubstantiation, 240 ; their variations from each

other as to the conversion of the bread and wine

by consecration, 249; make Christ to have two

bodies, or else that the self-same body was

made of two divers matters, and at divers times,

ibid.; ground their doctrine of transubstantiation

upon Christ's words, “this is my body," 302;

make every day a new Christ, not born of the vir

gin Mary, nor that was crucified by the Jews,

303; would bring the worship of Christian people

from Christ, horn of the virgin Mary, to that of

a new Christ, made of bread and wine, through

the consecration of popish priests, 303; make

bread to be joined to Christ‘s body in greater unity

than his humanity is to his godhead, 306 ; wrest

the meaning of authors from the truth to support

their doctrines, 308; the three principal authorities

upon which they rely for transubstantiation an

swered, ibid.; say, nothing is broken, eaten,

drunken, &c. in the sacrament, but the “acci

dents," 324, 6, 7; bind people, under peril of

damnation, to believe things that they cannot un

derstand, 321; seek nothing but the advancement

of their pope, with whom they say no one can find

fault, ibid.; say that the accidents of bread and

wine hang alone in the air, 328; that the sub

stance of Christ's body is in the sacrament really,

corporally, and naturally, without any accident

of the same, 329; make accidents to be without

substances, and substances without accidents,

ibid.; that the place where the accidents of bread

and wine be, hath no substance to fill it, and so

they must grant a "vacuum, 330; that substance

is made of accidents, as when the bread moulds,

or is turned into worms, or the wine sours, ibid.;

 
that substance is nourished without substance,

by accidents only, if by chance any cat, dog, or

mouse, eat the sacramental bread, 332; bring

christian people from the true honouring of Christ

to idolatry, 333; after vainly and arrogantly pry

ing into the secrets of God‘s majesty and wisdom,

command others to keep silence about his myste

ries, 335; take those for heretics who teach ac

cording to God's word, ibid.; teach us to honour

and reverence the forms and accidents of the bread

and wine, if theybe vomited up, after the body

and blood of Christ be gone away, and say, that

the ashes into which they are to be burned must

be kept with great reverence, 343; their priests,

under the pretence of holiness, take upon them

selves to be Christ's successors, 345; say they

make no new sacrifice, but the self-same sacrifice

which Christ himself made, which is to slay

Christ and shed his blood every day, 343; the

abuses and superstitions promoted by their mass

es, 353, 4; inconsistencies of their doctrine, 366;

pretend that they are the church, and would be

believed without God‘s word, 368.

Parkhurst, his Latin verses on Cranmer's answer to

Gardiner, 8.

Paschal Lamb, a token and figure of the shedding

of Christ‘s blood then to come, 135, F.

Paul, St, his words in the eleventh of Corinthians

discussed, 205, 17, 18, 19, 20; means unworthy

eating of the bread, and not of the body of

Christ, 220; always uses the words ‘bread and

wine,‘ and never ‘ sacrament,’ 373.

Penance, relief by, 360.

Peryn, Dr, master of the Blackfriars in Smithfield,

63.

Pctitio principii, 333, 71.

Phenomena, natural, arguments from divers exam

ples of, 259.

Philosophers, some have made themselves laughing

stocks, 254.

Philosophy, Gardiner argues it should not move the

faith of a Christian, 252 ; of Aristotle, Plato, and

Pliny, referred to by Cranmer, 331 ; conclusions

from, 333; teaches that every corporal thing has

two substances, the matter and the form, 331.

Photinus, a heretic, 278.

Photius, 408, 9.

Physicians, surgeons, and alchemists use strange

languages to hide their sciences from others, 311.

Pighius, Albertus, followed by Gardiner, 127.

Plato, his philosophy referred to, 331.

Plautus, his Amphitryo cited, 262.

Pliny, his philosophy, 331.

Poison, divers popes have been poisoned with the

sacramental wine, and have poisoned others with

it, 250, 5.

Ponet, bishop, author of a Catechism set forth by

Cranmer, 422.

Pope, has no authority to dispense with the word of

God, it.

Popish priests take upon themselves to make both

God and man, 303.

Presence of Christ, God, or the Holy Ghost, in

scripture, always means spiritually, 3; present

‘ spiritually,“ and ‘ after a spiritual manner,’

discussion upon, 91, 2; wherever Christ is in his

divine nature by power or grace, he is there

really, whether we speak of heaven or earth (Gar

diner), 139.

Priest, can apply the benefit of Christ's passion to

no man, 353.

Prophets and fathers of the old testament, whether

they ate Christ‘s flesh, and drank his blood, 75;

ate and drank them before he was born, 76.

Purgatory, trusting to have remission of our sins by

the sacrifice of the priest in the mass, and thereby

also to obtain release from the pains in purga

tory, is doing injury to Christ, and committing

detestable idolatry, 349; a device of the papists,

353.
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Rabanus (In iurtil. ckrtcorum, 41 11., '21.

Reason and natural operation, although the‘yI d0 nOt

prevail against God‘s word, yet when ey join

with it are of great moment to confirm any truth,

250, 2; conclusions from, 251,2, 3, 4 ; Christ ap

pealed to them to prove his resurrection, 252;

reason the handmaid of faith, 371.

Refonners, early, quoted in support of the papists

on some points, although accounted vile and filthy

heretics by them, 21.

Resurrection, scripture declares that we shall have

diversity of members, and a due proportion of

men‘s natural bodies at the last day, 141, 150,

177; our bodies and souls not to be all spiritual

thereat, 177.

Ridlcy, bishop, sent with Cranmer and Latimer to

dispute at Oxford, 391.

Sabellius, his doctrine, 63, 7, 278

Sscrsmcnt, meanings given to this word by Cranmer,

3; true doctrine of, never condemned by any

council before the time of pope Nicholas 1]., l4;

comparison of the words of the evangelists and St

Paul thereon, 28; evil men eat it, but not the

body of Christ, 29; things spoken and done by

Christ, and written by the evangelists and St

Paul, ought to suffice the faith of Christian peo

ple upon it, 30; was ordained to move all men

to friendship, love, and concord; but, through

the enemies of Christ, nothing raises so much

contention, ibid., 42, 3, 4; God‘s miraculous

working therein, not in the bread, but in them

that duly eat it, and drink the drink, 34; the

effect of eating it is the communication of Christ's

body and blood only to the faithful receiver, and

not to the dumb creatures of bread and wine; to

the wicked eater the effect is damnation and woe,

36; the bread and wine an apt figure and simili

tude to admonish how we are fed invisibly and

spiritually by the flesh and blood of Christ, 37;

why ordained in bread and wine, 41 ; the spiritual

eating is with the heart, not with the teeth, 43,

373 ; evil men do not spiritually eat Christ‘s flesh

in the sacrament, but their own damnation, 47;

what Augustine, Ambrose, Chrysostom, and

others, say of eating the body of Christ, is to be

taken figuratively, 55, 282; how long Christ

tarries with the receiver of it, 59; what is to be

wondered at in it, 66; true eating of it, 71;

whether Christ be really eaten without it, ibid.;

whether Christ‘s body has his proper form and

quantity in it, 73 ; the bread and wine are simili

tudes, mysteries, and representations, significa

tions, sacraments, figures, and signs of Christ’s

body and blood, 122; the priests ought not to re

ceive it alone, 142, 3 ; the people received it with

the priests in the old time, 147,8; though the

sacramental tokens be only tokens and significa

tions and figures, yet doth Almighty God effectu

ally work, in them that duly receive his sacra

ments, those divine and celestial operations which

he has promised, and by the sacraments be signi

fied, 148; why bread is called Christ‘s body and

wine his blood, 150; the corporal receiving without

the spiritual hurts much, as in Judas and Simon

Magus, 173; the bread and wine must be received

reverently with the mouth, because of the things

thereby represented, 174; double use of the word

“sacrament,” by Gardiner, 203; Christ is pre

sent spiritually, and is spiritually eaten in the true

ministration of it, 203; visible and invisible sa

craments, 204; only good men eat and drink the

body and blood of Christ spiritually, ibid. ; only

two manner of ratings of Christ, 205; St Paul

spoke not of eating the body and blood of Christ,

but only of the bread and wine, in 1 Cor. xi., t'bid.;

all men, good and evil, may with their mouths

visibly and sensibly eat the sacrament, but the

very body and blood themselves be not eaten but

spiritually, 213; the bread and wine remain afler

 
the consecration, 241, 2, 3, 80; they are sensible

signs and sacraments, to teach us outwardly what

feeds us inwardly, 247; the real presence of

Christ therein not necessary for our salvation nor

comfort, but his spiritual presence is essential for

both, 283; the conversion of the bread and wine is

spiritual, 304; Christ is no more in the bread and

Wine than the Holy Ghost is in the water of bap

tism, 306; the bread is changed in nature therein,

not in shape nor substance, 308; the marvellous

alteration to a higher estate is chiefly in the per

sons, and only in signification in the sacramental

signs, 323; the true gospel doctrine of the first

catholic christian faith therein, 328, 32 ; two parts

therein, the earthly and the heavenly, 337; every

man ought to receive it himself, and the priest or

another man ought not to receive it for him,

350; the only difference between the priest and

the layman is in the ministration, ibid. See

Christ.

Sacraments, Christ is present in them, ll; were

ordained to confirm our faith, and to enable us to

perceive Christ with all our senses, 41; of the

old and new testament, their diversity, 75; do

most assuredly certify us that we be partakers of

Christ‘s godly nature, having given unto us by

him immortality and life everlasting, 161; bap

tisrn and the Lord‘s supper compared, 22] ; why

their signs change their names, 335; how to be

contemplated, 366.

Sacrifices, all the works that christian people do to

the glory of God, are sacrifices of the church, 88,

346; Gardiner agrees that the sacrifice of Christ

was full and perfect, and needed not to be done

more than once, but to he often remembered, 344;

alleges that the body and blood of Christ is the only

sacrifice propitiatory for all the sins of the world,

ibid., 345; the doctrine is untrue and feigned by

the papists as concerning the real presence in the

bread and wine ibid.; the death of Christ upon

the cross was t e true sacrifice propitiatory that

purchased the remission of sin, 345, 6; was of

such force that there was no need to renew it

every year, 346; there are two kinds of sacrifices,

the sacrifice of Christ, and the sacrifice of the

church, ibid. ; of the old law could not take away

our sins, but signified beforehand the sacrifice of

Christ to come, 347; were partly used as cere

monies whereby those who had offended against

the law were declared to be absolved, ibid.; we

must under the new law Offer spiritual oblations in

place of calves, sheep, goats, and doves, 349; the

lay people make a sacrifice as well as the priest,

by thanksgiving and humble submission to the

will of God, 352; so meant the ancient fathers

when they called the mass a sacrifice, 353 ; Gar

diner denies that the daily sacrifice of Christ‘s

body and blood is an iteration of the sacrifice on

the cross, 360; the effect of the offering on the

cross is dispensed in baptism, 511171.; Gardiner

asserts that the mass, as well as all good works,

is propitiatory, ibid.; distinction between sacri

fices propitiatory and gratificatory, 361 ; the

effect of Christ's sacrifice is both to give and

to continue life, 364; what the daily offering of

the priest without blood-shedding may mean, not

explained, ibid.

Saering, lifting up the consecrated brand by the

papists for the people to worship, 229.

Samosatenus, Paulus, a heretic, 27B.

Savours, nourishment from,

School-authors, study of, discountenanced by Cran

mer, viii.; what made them take up the doctrine

of transubstantiation, 302; had no devotion but

to the pope, the god that made them, 327.

Scory, bishop of Rochester, disseminates Cranmer‘s

Declaration against the mass, xx.

Scriptures, knowledge of, encouraged by Cranmer

in opposition to the study of school-authors, viii.;

Cranmer maintains that the pope cannot dispense
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with them, X.; their proper sense restored under

Henry VIII. and Edward VI., 6.

Sedulius, 195.

Senses, papistical doctrines contrary to our, 245, 6,

62, 3; articles of faith may be above, but not

contrary to our senses, ibid.; if we may not trust

them, the sensible sacrament is but an illusion and

a piece ofjugglery, 256.

Shalm : shawm, a sort of musical pipe, or hautboy,

259.

Shaw-bread of the law but a dark shadow of Christ

to come, but the sacrament of Christ’s body a

clear testimony that he is already come, 193.

Signs are called by the names of the things signified,

125, 335; the visible signs of the sacraments are

not to be worshipped, 134 ; diiferenoe between sa

cramental signs and vain outward shews, 322;

may change their names, and why, 335; may

be called by their real names without offence,

336.

Similitutles, whether God‘s mysteries can be

thoroughly expressed by them, 89; argument

upon the use of, 124, 7; Christ himself often

used them, but chiefly when he spoke of the sa

craments, 135; not to be pressed in all points,

to purposes for which they are not used, 283, 4.

Simon, his heresy, said that Christ was very God,

but not very man, although he appeared so, 277.

Sin, whether the devotion of the priest offering the

mass be a satisfaction for it, or whether the only

host and satisfaction for all the sins of the world,

is the death of Christ and the oblation of his body

upon the cross, 81, ct seq.

Smith, Dr, his “ Confutation," answered by Cran

mer, 9, 45 ; varies from Gardiner upon the sacra

ment, 32; his absurdities, 33, 71; denies the

charge made against the papists about the body

of Christ being in the sacrament as it was born of

the virgin, and being torn in pieces with our teeth,

47, 56 n.; more candid than Gardiner, 53, 73,

8, 101 ; his distinction between Christ’s presence

visibly, naturally, and by circumscription, and

above nature, invisibly, and without circumscrip

tion, 101 ; says that Christ called his body bread,

10B, 9; jests of Cranmer's taking the sacramental

tokens, as baker's bread, and wine drunk in a

tavern, 150; condemns Gardiner for saying that

Christ's body is in the sacrament naturally, or

carnally, 153; furnished Gardiner with his autho

rities, 163; both he and Gardiner wrote against

Cranmer, but agreed very ill together, 173; refer.

ence to his preface, 307; he and Gardiner differ

from other papists about Christ‘s body in the

sacrament, 329 ; says that, when the host moulds

and engenders worms, another substance succeeds

it of which such things are made, 331 ; Cranmer

refers Gardiner to his book on the sacrifice of the

mass, 362; his preface answered by Cranmer,

368: he exhorts men to leave disputing and rea

soning, and to give credit to the church, 368;

argues for Christ’s real presence from his resur

rection and re-appearance on earth, 375; is ap

pealed to by \Veston in the disputation at Oxford,

414 ; disputes against Cranmer there, 424.

Stercoranists, a sect so called, 55.

Substance, Gardiner's disquisition on, 256, 7, 324;

answered by Cranmer, 259, 60, 98; many ex

amples alleged from scripture of miraculous

changes where the substances remained the same,

319, 22; cannot be without accidents, 326.

Sun, used as a similitude in the sacrament, 89,

90, 1.

Supper of the Lord, abuse of, 23.

Swink: sweat, labour, 293.

Synagogue of the devil, the church of Rome, 302;

of antichrist, 332.

Temple of God. whether one man can be both the

temple of God and the temple of the devil, 216,

17, m.

 

Termimu a quo and terminus ad quem, 331.

Tertullian says, in many places, Christ called bread

his body, 33, 104, ‘54; cited by Gardiner as

saying, that Christ “made " bread his body, 106,

154 ; what he meant by a figure of Christ‘s body,

119, 120, 1, '58; says that bread and wine were

figures in the old testament, and so taken in

the prophets, and now he figures again in the

new testament, and so used ot' Christ himself in

his last supper, 120; is alleged to affirm that in

the sacrament of the altar we eat the body and

drink the blood of our Saviour Jesus Christ, 153,

4, '67; proves that Christ had a very body on

earth, 194.

Thcodorcte says, that when Christ gave the holy

mysteries, he called the bread his body, and the

cup mixed with wine and water he called his

blood, 33, 105, '54; holds that the bread and

wine are sacraments of Christ’s body and blood,

and not of his divinity, 72 ; shews how the names

of things are changed in scripture, 1‘27; his dia

logues on the changing of names in scripture,

126, 225, '61 ; his dialogue upon Christ's coming

again in the same form as that in which his disci

ples saw him go to heaven, 129; papists falsely

say he was infected with the error of Nestorius,

130; the five things principally to bemoted in his

writings on the sacrament, ibid.; dispute about

the translation of his words upon the sacramental

signs, 132, 3, 4; says, with Chrysostom, that the

bread remains after consecration, although we call

it by a more excellent name of dignity, that is to

say, by the name of Christ's body, 249, '74;

asserts that Christ called bread and wine his body

and blood, and yet changed not their natures, 261;

that after consecration they lose not their proper

nature, but keep their former substance, form, and

figure, 261 ; says, he that called his natural body

wheat and bread, and also called himself a vine,

the self-same called bread and wine his body and

blood, and yet changed not their natures, 299, '34;

confirms this in another passage, ibid. ; shews that

when Christ called the bread his body, it was to

cause the receivers to lift their minds from earth

to heaven, 336.

Theodorus, a heretic, held that Christ was very man,

and not God, 278.

Theophilus Alexandrinus, a saying of Theophylact

falsely attributed to him by the papists, to give

it greater antiquity, 187, 90.

Theophylact, although he speaks of the eating of the

very body of Christ, and the drinking of his very

blood, means a celestial and spiritual eating, and

a sacramental conversion of the bread and wine,

187, '75 ; (Ecolampadius translated his works

into Latin (Gardiner , 188; his words on the

eating of Christ‘s fies , cited by Gardiner, 188;

mistranslated by Gardiner, l92.

Thomas, St, arguments from his incredulity, 255, 8,

61, 2.

Tokens, scriptural, their nature, 16; bread in the

Lord's supper, not a vain and bare token, ibid.;

are not the more holy in themselves, n0twith

standing any holiness or godliness wrought in

the receivers of them, 153.

Translation, ought to be literal where the sense is

ambiguous, 190.

Transubstantiation, the real root of the corruption of

Christianity, 6 ; maintained by no scripture, 12;

not contained in scripture, nor any ancient author,

13; to be deemed a popish faith, unless proved to

have been received and believed universally before

the bishops of Rome defined it, 22; not to be be

lieved on account of God’s omnipotency, unless it

can be proved from scripture, 34; subverts our

faith in Christ, 43; defined, 45; was first spoken

of by public authority at the fourth general

council of Iateran, at which Innocent III. was

present, 239, 40; the articles supporting it were

passed in England while popish darkness and
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ignorance still remained, 240 t not proved by real

presence, 241; is contrary to God‘s word, ibid.,

95, 304; the papists teach to play with syllables

in a high mystery, by teaching that the conversion

does not take place till the last syllable of has est

cor-par mount is pronounced, 246; St Paul‘s

words prove that the bread remains bread after

the sanctification, 250 ; argument against it from

nature‘s abhorrence of a vacuum, 250, l, 2; from

the operation of natural causes upon the sacra

mental meats, Raid-g papistical doctrine of it

passes the fondness of all the philosophers, 254;

is contrary to the evidence of our senses, 255,

804 ; is contrary to the faith of the old authors of

Christ‘s church, 263; if the nature and substance

of bread and wine remain in the sacrament after

consecration, the doctrine must be given up, or

else the error of the Nestorians must be followed,

299, 301 ; what moved the school-authors to take

up the doctrine against all reason, 302; Christ

is every day made anew by it, 303; is plainly a

papistical doctrine, 305 ; simple and plain people

cannot understand, nor the papists defend it, 328;

scripture constrains no man to believe in it, al

though Christ were really present in the sacra

ment, 329; answers to six of the principal absur

dities therein, 332 ; encourages the heresies of the

Valentinians, Arians, and others, 339, 40.

Trinity, various similitudes have been used to ex

press it, yet it cannot be thoroughly set forth

(Gardiner), 89.

Truth is not afraid of the light, 368.

Ulpian, argument from, upon the change of wine

into vinegar, 251, 4, 330, 2.

 
Vacuum, nature‘s abhorrcncc of, argument against

transubstantiation from, 250, 1, 2, 330.

Variations between Gardiner and other papists, list

of, 380.

Vadianus, Joachimus, 195.

Valentines, (Valentinians,) heretics who denied the

resurrection, 150, 7, 177, 215, 258, 262; said that

Christ was not crucified, but that Simon Cyrenseus

was for him, 256 ; that Christ was very God, but

not very man, 277, 85, 339.

Vcrr and vcro confounded, 414.

Vigilius, concerning the nature of Christ‘s manhood,

73; his argument upon both the natures of Christ,

his humanity and his divinity, 98, 9, 100, '51 ;

Gardiner quotes his account of the heresies of

Eutychcs and Nestorius, 289.

Vinoentius. Sec Lirirmuir.

W'arham, archbishop of Canterbury, succeeded by

Cranmer, vii., xi.

Weston, Dr, prolocutor of the commissioners ap

pointed to examine Cranmer at Oxford, 391.

VVhet-stone, simile of, which sharpens and has no

sharpness in it, 179.

\Vicked steward, parable of, not to be used to jus

tify fraud in servants, 2B3.

“’icklifi', cited by Gardiner, l3 ; set forth the truth

of the gospel, 14; condemned for a heretic,

195, 6.

\Volsey, Cardinal, offers a fellowship to Cranmer,

viii.

Zuinglius, 195, 225, 73; cited by Gardiner as

supporting transubstantiation, 239, 41, 4, 5, 279,

335.

The Editor thinks it desirable to add, that his notice of Dr Jenkyns’s valuable work in

the prcfatory remarks (page iv.) is meant to express that he has taken nothing from it upon

trust, but, as he there stated, he has examined the early editions and references for himself.

Direct references to Dr Jenkyns's edition are also made, where it has facilitated his own

labours.
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Defensio

veræ et Catholi

cæ Doctrime do Sacra,

mcnto corporis et sanguinis Christi Ser

vatoris nostri, ct quorundam in hac causa er

rorum confutatio, verbo sanctissimo Domini

nim atque fundata, et consensu antiquissi

morum Ecclesiaa scriptorum firmata,

a Reverendiss. in Christo Patre ac

Domino D. Thoma. Cran

mero Archiepiscopo Cantuarieusi, Primate totius

Angliæ et Metropolitano, scripta.

Jesus christus

Joannis 6.

Spiritus est qui vivificntl caro

non prodest quicquam.

M.D.LIII.

[This translation is supposed to have been made by Sir John Cheke, tutor to Edward VI. and

the first Greek Professor in the University of Cambridge. It is attributed however by Strype (Mem.

eram Vol. I. p. 365) to John Yong, who afterwards complied with the old religion in the reign of

queen Mary.]
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ctrinæ de Sacramento corporis cfr sangui-nis

CHRISTI Seruatoris nostri {ÿ quorundam

in baa causa errorum confutatio, verbo sanctissi

mo Domini nima atquefundata, a? consensu anti

quissimrum Ecclesiæ scriptorumflrmata, à Re

uerendiss. in Christa Paire ac Domino D.

THOIPIA CRANJIIERO

fllartyra, Arc/Liepz'scopo Can

tuariensz', Primate totius

Angliæ, (3; Me—

tropolitano,

scripta,

ab autore in

vinculis recoynita

<5- aucta.

IESVS CHRITT VS

Ioanm‘s. 6.

Spiritus est qui viuç'ficat, caro

mm prodest quicquam

Vsquequo Domine, qui es sanctus & verax,

non iudicas, ac vindicas sanguinem nostrum

de his, qui habitant in terra? Apoc. 6. c.

Embdæ, apud Gellium Ctematium.

M. D. L VII.



HOC VOLUMEN IN QUINQUE LIBROS DIVIDITUR.

LIB. I.

Primus, de Vera et Catholica. Doctrina et usu Sacramenti corporis et Sanguinis

Domini tractat.

LIB. II.

Alter, de Transnbstantiationis nnora

LIB. III.

rfertiuss quomodo christus in sanctissima coena præsens sit.

LIB. IV.

quartusa de Perceptione corporis et Sanguinis Christi.

Lm v.

Quintus, de Oblatioue et Sswriflcio Servatoris Christi.



PIO LECTORI S '.

Qumumionum muliercula illa evangelicaa amissa drachma, omnes adeo domus suæ

angulos everrit, et diligenter conquirita donec eam inveniat, ac ea inventa, ipsa non

veluti in sinu sola gaudct, sed convocatas amicas et vicinas, ut sibi congratulentur,

monet: eodem modo neque nos potuimus, pie lector, quin reperto hujus libelli the

sauro (quem libellum sanctissimus Christi martyr et reverendissimus pater, D. Thomas

Cranmerus Cantuariensis archiepiscopusa non minus docte quam pie de cæna Domini

conscripsit) gaudium nostrum tibi quoque contestatum faceremus. indignum enim judi

cavimus, si hunc libellum, non parvo nostro sumptu typis excusum, ecclesiæ Dei invi

deremus1 ac non potius eam ecclesiama quæ tam insigni membro, tam electo Dei organo

(auctorem libri loquor) orbata sit, ad publicam etiam gratulationem hujus operis edi

tione vocaremus. Ut autem hoc ipsum gaudium pio etiam dolore temperes, amice

lectorj constitui hac quidem dedicatoria epistola calamitosum reipublicæ christianæ per

Angliam statum tibi ob oculos ponere, ut hujus rei occasione iram Dci in illud reg

num immodice, imo horribiliter efl'usam, (promerentibus ita peccatis nostris,) nobiscum

depreceris, si forte piorum omnium precibus vcl tandem motus cælestis Pater nostri

misereatur. Quam enim plausibili successu sancta et vere apostolica religio sub Edvardo

sexto, Angliæ Rege, nunquam satis laudato, annis superioribus floruit, tam nunc omnia

ibi (propter summam gentis nostræ ingratitudinem cum nimia securitate animi conjunc

tam) deformata sunt, ut superioris illius ecclesiæ vestigium vix ullum amplius ibi

appareat. Etenim, cum illustrissimis Regis Angliæ Henrici octavi (qui Edvardi sexti pater

erat) temporibus, omnes totius regni proceresa archiepiscopi, episcopi, reliquique ordinis

ecclesiastici viri, ad hæc duces quoque omnesa comites, barones equitesa et tam legum

municipalium, quam juris ecclesiasticia ut vocant, administri et judicesa deinde civi

tatum quoque, urbiump pagorum, et municipiorum omnium rectorcs, praefecti, omneque

genus magistratum denique eujuseumquc conditionis, status, aut ordinis viri (qui modo

decimum sextum ætatis suæ annum excesserant), juramento verbis couceptis preestito,

sancte fidem dedissenta se quidem nunquam consensuros, ut vel ipse Romanus pon

tifex, vel ullus alius civili potestate præditus homo, supra regiam in regno Angliæ

potestatem evectusa supremum regni caput agnosceretur; prodierunt tum quidem in

medium nonnulli primi nominis apud Anglos viri, qui libris publice editis, et habitis

super ea re frequentibus concionibus, pro confirmatione ejusdem juramenti, et idoli

illius Romani ejectione fortiter laborantes dimicarent. In quorum numero facile pri

mos fuisse accipio (ut plerosque alios taceam melioris notes atque nominis homines)

Stephanum illum Gardinerum Wintoniensis episcopum, Cutbertum Tonstallum Dunel

mensis, et Edmundum Bonerum Londonensis episcopos; qui tamen postea (mutatis cum

rege animis) ex Paulo facti sunt Sauli.

Ab hoc publico totius regni decreto, consensu omnium inito, cum in suscepta reli

gione animi popularium magis atque magis confirmarentur, et patri optimo rebus

humanis exempto Edvardus filius, optimæ et indolis ct spei juvenis (qui religionis

causam præ multis aliis non tenebat modoa sed ardcbat etiam) succoderet, factum est,

ut omnia altaria Baalitica, omnis superstitiosus cultus, omnes adulterini ritus, et idola,

summo omnium quoque ordinum consensu abrogati tollerenturg ccenæ quoque domi

nicæ usus, ad præscriptum ipsius christi et primitivæ ecclesiæ formam revocatuss (habita

tamen super ea re in Parlamento (quod vocant) publico et multa et libera disputationeg

rcstitueretur. verum enimvero, cum jam annos aliquot, sub ejusdem Edvardi regis

auspiciisa bono loco stetisset reformata religionis causa, evenit (proh dolor!) ut e medio

sublato, atque in beatorum numerum ex generatione hac prava ct adultera recepto

pientissimo regea (quemadmodum ct in Israclitico regno, extincto pio Josia. rege, olim
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6 PIO LECTORI S.

factitatum legimus,) totius ecclesiæ simul et facies mutaretur in pejus. lbi enim

statima non sine magno grassantium in bonos omnes impetu, et regni antea bene

constituti turbationes Baalitica. (quae diximus) altaria, omnis adultcrinus cultus, omnia

idola, et superstitiosi (qui jam exoleverant) ritus ct ceremonies in pristinam abomina

tionem restitucbantura non sine magno piorum omnium dolore.

Quid quod ibi tum translata ad alium successorem Angliæ imperios omnes om

nium ordinum homines fposthabita prorsus juramenti antea in contrarium præstiti

religiones de nunquam amplius admittenda papisticæ abominationis impictate) anti

christo Romano nomen dare (non sine perjurii criminc) nihil quicquam erubuerunti

Adco verum esta quod ille ait, Mobile nam vulgus mentem cum principe mutat.

Qua: autem calamitas ex hac in deterius mutatione publice orta sit, pronum

est videre in antichristi satellitibus et diaboli mancipiisa qui deinde in eos, qui chris

tum profiterentur, aut evangelion pure doccrcnt, gravissime cæperunt animadvertereg

quorum alios securi percutiunt, alios flammis perdunt, alios vero aut fame enecant, aut

exilio damnants ita ut neque ætati. neque sexui, neque generis dignitati ibi parcatun

Quicunque enim vel religionis amore, vel juramcnti rations, vel pietatis cbristianæ zclo

moti, ab corum fwdis, perjuris et impiis constitutiunculisa humanitus inventis decretis,

et ipsorum placitis vel abstinent, vel non subscribunt (etiamsi nihil turbarum dent, et

latere potius ament, quam ut eorum impietati, anatbemati et damnationi scientes volen

tesque scmet involvantal ii nisi sponte sua exulent, ant tempestive illorum manus

efl’ugiant, vel perpetuis carceribus includantur, vel extremum statim supplicium fcrant,

oportet.

Nam ut multorum ego martyruma tam virginum quam epheboruma supplicia taceam.

non possum quin comm saltem nomina percurram, qui in hac martyrum corona pri

mores fuissea egregiumque fidei suæ specimen constantissime dedisse, comperiuntur.

quales sunt, Hugo Latimerusa octogenarius sencx, ad hæc episcopus vigomiensisa Nicolaus

Ridleus Londonensis, Joanncs Hoperus Glocestricnsis, Robertus Perrarius Menevcnsis,

omnes episcopis quos proxime subsequuntur Joanncs ltogerusa Laurentius Sanderus,

Rolandus Taylerus, Ricardus cardmakerusj Joannes llradfordusa joannes Philpotus,

Robertus Gloverus, joannes Blandius, et Thomas Hcyodus; qui viri egregie doctia cum

essent et concionatores publicia omnes tamen (post diutumam captivitatcm, et varia

tormentorum genera) ignibus concremati suntp propterea quod antichristo Romano nomen

dare noluerunt.

Quid autem D. Tbomam cantuariensem arclliepiscopnm, vimm et pietate et eruditione

insignem et annis gravem, dicamj qui cum primas regni apud Anglos asset, et digni

tate omnibus aliis præstare/g post olentissimi carceris (unde non semel causam dixit)

diuturna simul et arctiora vincula in constantissima fidei suæ confessione ignibus tan

dem eoncrematus est, idque Oxonizr, claro Angliæ oppido et veteris Academia: nomine

insignitoi Hic ille est dominici vere apostolicus pastor et episcopusa qui et ini

micis suis exemplo christi benefaoere, et quam innocentissime vivere, et universam

sophistarum cohortem eruditione sua pudefacere semper studuit, nt non semel eam

pudefecit. Quod si licebit leonem veluti ab unguibus mstimare, hic certe libellus

Edvardi sexti temporibus hoc auctore primum scriptusa deinde evulgatusp sed in carcere

postea ab ipso recognitusa et nunc demum magno Dei beneficio veluti e flamma serva

tusa talis est, qui suum auctorem, etiamsi nos taceamus, afl'atim commendct. Nam cænze

dominicæ controversiam ea hic dexteritate tractata ut plerosque omnes, qui in hoc

soripti genere ingenii sui nervos extenderant, multis emunctæ naris viris a tergo reli

quisse videatur.

Ne quis autem putet1 hunc sanctum Dei martyrem, ad asserendam hanc de cæna

dominica explicationcm (qua; multis fortasse sciolis pro paradoxo quodam habeatur) vel

temere vel factiose descendisse, neutiquam id te latere velima pie lectora hunc virum,

post multam scripturamm pervestigntionem, ex unius bcati martyris Ridlei episcopi

Londoncnsis institutione, sero tandem (nimirum anno 46) in cam, quam hic tuetury

sententiam adductum esse. Non mirum igitur cuiquam videri debet, si vir ille post

multam cum doctissimis quibusque viris habitam concertationema post diligcntem scrip

turarum omnium collationema et veterum scriptorum excussum sententiama hunc libellum

primo conscriptum cvulgavit, deinde et in carcere recognovita et sanguinis etiam sui
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profusione ad postremum confirmare voluit. Ut ne autem de hujus libelli vel fido

vel auctore dubitcs, amice lector, autographon ejus in nostra apud Emdanoa ecclesia

pro thesauro quodam et clarissimi viri sanctique christi martyris mucmosyno serva

mus. In hoc autem illud omnibus piis hac libelli publicatione communicari voluimus,

ne talentum hoc qualecunque nostræ fidei concreditum pressisse, atque adeo humi

defodisse videamur.

Diximus, quæ calamitas ceremoniis ecclesiasticis et reipublicae christianæ statui

apud Anglos ex mutatione regni illius accideritz nunc audiat pius lector, quam calami

tosa mutatio et sacerdotum ordini postea allata sit. Postquam eniml rerum potiunte

Edvardo sexto, sæpe ac multum in communi ecclesiæ Anglicanæ concilio disputatum

tractatumque fuisset de tollendo sacerdotum coelibatua obtinuit ea sentential quæ (ut

omnium ordinum suifragiis approbata crat) præccptum illud Romani antichristi de non

ducendis uxoribus, tanquam a spiritu erroris profcctum, sacerdotibus abrogavitz quippe

quod non modo verbo Dei et apostolorum doctrinæ repugnaretv sed etiam tam veteris

legis quam primitivæ ecclesiæ exemplis adversaretur. ceterum cum multi, hac ipsa

totius regni constitutione fretis uxores duxissenta et legitime procreatis inde liberis bene

dictionem propagationis conscquuti essent. coacti fuere (eodem Edvardo sexto e vivis

sublato) cum uxoribus suis divortium fncere, et liberos etiam suos abdicare. Hic

certes aut nusquam alibi, miserrimam rerum faciem videro licebatg dum alii ex sacri

ficorum ordine hypocritæi repudiatis uxoribus et ejectis e sua familia liberisa ad exe

cratum papismi vomitum redirents alii vero retentis uxoribus, et facultatibus suis exuti,

et munere ecclesiastieo exauctoratL exulare cogerentun

In propheticis literis scriptum legimus, “Labia. sacerdotum custodire scientiam, et

legem requiri ex ore eomm." Atqui in regno Angliw, quos ex profcsso conveniebat

religionis antistites esse, et velut oves in medio luporum agerea ii nunc in lupos con

versi, primi in ovile christi (prob dolor!) irruunt, et mactare tantum ac deglubere

ovesa non pascerea sibi studio habent. Quid vulgus sacerdotum autcm? Ii Arcadicis

asinis rudiores cum sint, nihil minus quam populo scelera sua nuntiare curantz quia

potius omne genus libidini frena laxantesa cum fæde scortentura strenue quoque crapu

lentur domi, foris tamen pro sanctulis haberi gestiunt, ita ut nullus ibi amplius vir

tuti locus sit, aut honos deferatun Etenim si vel fidem Abrahaa habeasa si dotibus

vere pontificiis præditus sis, si quam innocentissime vivas, nisi coronatam illam bestiam

adores, nihil egeris, quo minus, ne sacerdotio fungal-is, ab istis scortationis patronis ab

jiciaris, et bene tecum actum erit, si non etiam ad mortis supplicium rapiaris. o

sacerdotum collegium antichristo dignuml quod cum omne genus sccleribus inquinatos

sacrificulos benigne habeatp laute foveat, ct ad pulpita ecclesiastica etiam provelmt,

solos maritos sacerdotes ferre nequit; cum apostolus tamen pcrhibeat, melius esse ma

trimonium contmhere, quam ferventi libidine æstuari. o gravissimam Dei iram, in

reguum Angliæ horribiliter adeo effusaml A quanta dignitate, Deique benedictione, in

quantam vastitatem. Deique indignationem regnum illud antea florentissimum decidisse

vidcmusl o duram piorum sortem in eo regno, ubi non modo negatum at christum

salutaremque evangelii doctrinam profiteri, sed piaculare etiam habetur antichristum

non adorasse, cænæ dominicæ profanationcm non probasse, ad elevationem panis

mystici non procubuissea neque pectoribus iteratis ictibus tutudissel imo nisi ibi ad

omnes Sathanæ operationes in superstitiosis divorum ceremoniis connivcas, nisi statuas

ibi ad cultum erectasa et exorcizatas creaturas, pancm, cereos, oleum, et ramos, reli

giose habeas et colasa denique nisi, contemptim habito Jesu Christi sanguine, pecca

torum condonationcm ab episcopi Romani diplomatis expectare te fatcaris, dicet, actum

cst, peristi; et veluti ter hwreticus, aut sane regni proditor (is enim titulus illorum

sanguinariæ tyrannidi przntexitur), ad mortis supplicium raperis.

llæc cum ita habeanta lector optimes quis non bene factum prædicets quod bona

piorum hominum pars (dum efl'ugiendi illinc copia datur) relicta patriap relictis bonis

et amicis, eo se recipianta ubi salva conscientia Deo militare queant, potius quam ut

ibi antichristum Romanum tantum non adorcnt? Equidcm non possum non laudare

eorum consilium, qui ex Christi Jesu mandato solum verterea quam sub tali animarum

tyraunide in patria vivere maluntz ut certe, præter multas concionamrum, nobilium,

mercatorum, opificum, et plebeiorum hominum in dispersione Germaniaa passim nunc
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degentium) chiliadess multi clarissimi viri tam tragicam regni ac religionis mutationem

in tempore evaseruntg quamobrem et facultatum suarum direptionem patiebantur. In

quorum numero mihi primi omnium sunt habendi, joannes Poynetus “’inton.,

Guliel. Barlous liathonems J0. Scoreus Cioestrien., Milo coverdalus Ex0n., et Jo. Balus

Osrien. episcopi; ut Katarinam Suffolciæ ducem, cum Joanna Wilkensona. vidua

ffæminas ætema memoria dignas), et multos alios concionatores in suo catalogo postea

memorandos, prmteream; qui omnes ignominiam crucis exulando ferre, quam in patria

magni baberi cum animæ suæ periculo, præoptarunt.

Verum enimveroa quoniam non desunt, qui nos omnia mala hmc, tam domi quam foris,

ea propter perpeti calumniantur, quod de re sacramentaria (ex pituoso illorum judicio)

parum religiose parumquc reverentur et loquamur et sentiamus ; ideo hunc libellum,

et scripturæ sanctae consentanea dogmata complectentem, et auctoris sanguine confir

matum (qui quidem auctor ecclesiæ nostræ Anglican primarias antistes fuit), in lucem

dedimus, ut ubi positis affectibus illum legeris, amice lector, et ad veram fidei scrip

turæque sanctae normam expenderis, ipse videas, nos quidem patria extorres factos non

mala causa nitia neque quicquam perperam de cæuæ dominicæ usu tum sentirey tum

loqui ac docere.

ut autem expeditior hujus libri lectio fiat, nonnullis locis manus indicem parentbesi

inclusimus, ut ibi intelligas aliquid esse, quod priori hujus libelli editioni ipso auctor

(etiamdum in carcere agens) additum voluit. Deinde in ejusdem libri margine anno

tatum passim invenias objectum numerum asterisco insignitum, qui numerus ea loca

ostenditj quæ sub personati Marci cujusdam Antonii nomine Stephanus ille Gardinerus

sycophanta impudentissimus (auxilio cujusdam watsoni et Smithi sophistarum) scripto

convellere fmstra tentavit.

Haec ea sunt, pie lector, quæ te scire volui. Quod superesta enixe Deum precor,

ut in christo Domino, vero animarum nostrarum Pastore, Sacerdotea et Episcopo,

quam optime valeas, et hanc doctrinæ evangelicæ veritatem qua decet fide, amplectens

salvus fins. Amen.
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ILLUSTRISSIMO AC NOBILISSIMO

PRINCIPI EDVARDO SEXTO,

ANGLIE, FRANCl/E, ET HIBERNI/E REGI, FIDEI DEFENSORI, ET m

TERRIS SECUNDUM CHRISTUM ECCLESIE ANGLICANIE

ET HIBERNICJE CAPITI SUPREMO, THOMAS

CANTUARIENSIS ARCHIEPISCOPUS.

PRO cura dominici gregis mihi commissa, in quo salutari pastu verbi divini eru

diendo omnem curam cogitatiouemque meam collocare debeo, illustrissime princeps,

cænam Domini (quw multis et magnis superstitionibus violata est, et ad quæstum

translatal renovnndam ad Servatoris christi instituta et redintegrandam putavi; et

de vero ejus usu ex verbi divini et veteris ac sanctæ ecclesiæ auctoritate commone

faciendos osse omnes judicavi, quorum cum et instructio ad officii mei auctoritatem

aliqua ex parte pcrtinet.

ltaque ante triennium missæ papisticæ abusus præcipuos (quibus non modo ec

clesia Anglica, sed etiam totus pene orbis fædatus atque infectus fuerat) libello quo

dam Anglo confutavi, et verum atque christianum ejus usum restituendum doc'ui.

Quo libro ita multi sunt ad sanam de ea re opinionem adducti, ut veritatis vim,

quanta esseta scntirem, et gratiæ Servatoris Christi beneficia intelligereml ut ad veri

tatis lucem patefactam occæcati homines splendorem lucis acciperent, et (ut Paulus

prædicante Anania) oculorum aciem perciperent. Hoc ita ægre Stepbanus Gardi

nerus \Vintoniensis tum episcopus tulerat. ut nihil sibi prius faciendum putarits quam

ut librum tam utilem et plausibilem coufutarets ratus nisi opera sua aliqua impedi

menta objicercntur, nullos deploratæ jam et derelictæ pene senteutiæ adjutores fore.

ltaque eadem ipse lingua librum iisdem de rebus conscribita et firmatam jam de vero

ccenze usu sententiam evertere conatura et papisticam opinionem, supcrstitiouibus un

dique difliucntem, revocare conatur. Post hunc prodiit M. Antonius constantiuss

Stephano Gardinero ita afiinis et germanuss ut idcm ipse esse videatur; tanta est in

geniorum subtilitas, scripturæ sophisticcs similitudo. Sed uterque idem tractat, alio

tamen modo.

constantius enim libro Latine scripto ita argumenta mea persequitura ut sibi op

timum videturg et ut causam juveta sæpe truncata, sæpe inversa, sæpe disjectaa sic

introducita ut non magis a me agnosci potucrint, quam Medeæ liberi in multa membra

disjecti et defommti. Neque enim de hujusmodi corporis fox-ma, neque de ulla re recte

judicare possumus, ubi tota species ante oculos proposita non est, in quam intueri,

quasi in Phidiæ Minervam, debemus, et non particulam aliquam, sicuti Momus crepi

dam veneriss incessere itaque ut melius mea de hac controversa opinione sententia

tenereturs librum meum de Anglico in Latinum convcrtendum curavi, ut omnes in

tclligerent, nos neque obscurum nostram sententiam neque abditam esse vellea quam

cum multis bonis et doctis viris communem hubemus, et cum verbo Dei, et verbi de

fensatrice vera ecclesizu consentientem.

Nemo est autem ex onmibus dignior, in cujus nomine libellus hic appareat quam

in tuo. Es enim non modo papistarum opinione fidei defensor (qui hoc non a seipsis

protulerant, sed Deo per illos ad ipsorum perniciem pmmoncnte), sed etiam bonorum

omnium auctoritate dignus, in quem tantum ecclesiæ munus cnnferatun Es hujus ec

clesiæ Anglican et l-libernicæ supremus in terris moderator, sub quo, quasi sub Moyee,

partem spiritus et magnam multorum curam atque administrationem commissam habeo.

Es etiam non modo legibus nostris tanti regni rex, sed etiam natura, quæ majestatem

tuam ita ad omnem excellentiam formavita ut quae singula in aliis exquisita sunt, ea

in majestate tua perfecta emineant. video in regibus mediocre aliquid em non posse,

et auctoritate veteris proverbii in eo confirmor; et gaudeo hanc excellentiam non modo

ad meliorem partema sed etiam ad optimam esse translatam Haec non laudandæ ma
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jestatis tuæ gratiaa sed cohortandæ potius dicot ut res in hac ætate tam illustres

uberrimos posthac et excellentissimos tantæ dignitatis splendores in constanti ætate

ferant. Quanta enim ornamenta ingenii et doctrinæ vel ab optima. natura vel bonis

præceptoribus tribui poterant, eadem in te omnia excellentia sunt; et quod in primis

laudabilissimum est, timor Dei et veræ religionis studiuma in quibus majestas tua ea

cum laude versatur, qua seipsum rex et propheta commendavit quum dixerat, “scnibns

se intelligentiorem esse, quia mandata Dei inquireba ."

His aliisque gravibus de causis commoveor, ut hunc librum jam Latinum factum

nomini tuo offeram. Spero autem rei ipsi satisfactum hoc libro ease, qui non modo

summam veræ doctrinæ continets sed omnia adversariorum argumenta (qum quidem reci

tatu digna sunt) refutat. Sed quia nimis curiosi quidam sunts et nulla ne diligenti

quidem et plena rerum explicatione contenti, et eandem materiam argumentorum (ne

nihil dicere videzmtur) in alias formas transmutanta et ordinem naturæ pro licentia

ingeniorum confunduntg ideo nostram ad Stephani Gardineri librum responsionem,

Latinam factam, brevi in lucem educemusa ut nullus (ne sophistis quidem) ad con

tradiceudum locus relictus sita qua ratione putabo non modo uni, sed Sardinero etiam

et constantio quoque esse satisfactumg et quod de comædiis ille dixita hoc de perso

natis istis dicenduma “ Unum cognoris, ambos noris." quod si quædam uno in libro

pertractata sunt, quæ in altero praetermissa fuerinta iisdem ego responsionem meam

adjungam, ut adversariia si qui relicti sint, vel non habeant quod objiciants vel

si objecerint, videant quid rcspouderi ad illa possit. Ha; sunt causze, rex

nobilissimea quæ me ad emittendum hunc librum impnleruuta eum

que sub majestatis tuæ auctoritate divulgandum. Te spero

ita hoc meum studium acoepturum, quemadmodum et

causae æquitas ferta et officium meum postulata

et clementia tua in aliis honestis cau-l

sis solet facere. Dominus Jesus

majestatem tuam ser

vet. Lambethaa,

Idibus

Martiis. M.D.LIII.
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PROQEMIUM AD LECTOREM.

Cumswus Servator noster, pro scmpitemi Patris sui voluntate (cum statutum ad id

tempus expletum csset), suscepta in se natura nostra. e cælestis Patris altissima solio

in hunc mundum descendita ut nobis miseris peccatoribus fausta ae felicia nuntiaretg

ut ægrotis sanitatema cæcis visurn, surdis auditums mutis sermonem, vinctis liberta

tema hominibus in tenebris et mortis umbra versantibus lucem tribueretg ut tempus

gratiæ et misericordiæ jam adesse demonstrareta ut electis omnibus veniam et plenam

peccatorum omnium remissionem daret et promulgaret. Quod ut præstareta hostiam

sui corporis immolavit in cruee, et sacrificium ejusmodi fecit, ut plena atque integra

redemptioa satisfactioa et propitiatio pro peccatis universi mundi eo contineretur. Atque

ut hoc sacrificium omnibus fidelibus commendaret, et spem ac fiduciam æternæ salutis

in eo collocaudam confirmarety perpetuum hujus sacrificii monumentum instituit, in

ecclesia sua assidue celebranduma ad æternam divini nominis laudem et gloriam, et

singulare nostrorum omnium solatium et commodum. Sacrosanctæ enim cænæ cele

bratio ita nobis a christo proposita est, ut in ea se suaque omnia libenter libereque

donasse tcstaretur his, qui rite secundum præscriptum ab illo modum ad eam acce

derent. Sed antichristus Romanus, ut hoc ingens Christi beneficium imminucret et

labefactareta hoc sacrificium in cruce factum haud satis idoneum ad hæc quæ dixi

mus esse docet, nisi aliud adhibeatur sacrificium ab ipso excogitatuma et a sacerdo

tibus ejus factumg aut indulgentiæs preculæ lignew, peregrinationess atque aliæ ejus

modi quisquiliæ seu o-xv'flaAa proponuntura ad inchoatum christilbeueiicium explendum

atque absolvendum. Deinde christianos amplissimæ mortis Christi beneficium aut

accommodare sibi non possea sed illud episcopi Romani arbitrio relinqui distribuendum ;

aut per christum plenam remissionem non habere, sed peccatis solum liherari, pænam

autem illis debitam in purgatorio restare luendam, nisi per antichristum Romanum

et ejus administros, post hujus vitæ confectum iter, remittatur: qua. in re sibi hoc

pro sceleribus nostris efiicere arroganter przesumunt, quod christus vel noluit vel non

potuit efi'were. o dira maledicta, et injuriam in christum execrandaml o impium

in templo Dei nefasl o superbiam antichristi intolerandam, et oertissimum filii per

ditionis argumentum, supra Deum se extollentiss et Luciferi in modum sedem suam

et potentiam supra majestatem Dei collocantis! Nam qui hoc sibi assumit perfici

endum, quod in Christo rude adhuc et inchoatum judicatj se christo meliorem et

præstantiorem facit, atque adeo antichristus existita Quid enim est, si hoc non est,

Christo repugnare, atque illum in contemptum deducere, qui vel caritatis quadam

inopia nollet, aut imbecillitate quadam magnitudinis et potentiae non posset, ne cum

acerbissima quidem morte et sanguinis profusione, fideles suos omnino liberate, atque

illis plenam peccatorum omnium remissionem eondonarea nisi harum rerum plena quæ

dam et absoluta eonfectio ab antichristo Romano ejusque administris requiraturf

Quis (quaaso) hæc intelligenss et cupidus gloriæ Christi, siccis oculis hanc injuriam

christo illatam, et religionis statum a papistis inductum, intucri poteritz cum verum

divini verbi sensum, falsis humauorum commeutorum interpretationibus obseumri videat,

veram christi religionem in simulatas quasdam et superstitiosas sectus degenerat-es

plebem in templis et ore precari, et auribus aceipcre quæ non intelligata et ita rudem

atque professionis suæ et disciplinæ christianae ignaramp ut hypoerisim et superstitio

nem a vera et sincera religione nequeant internoscere? Hwc fuit nuper in Anglia

deformata religionis facies, quæ in plerisque adhuc regionibus fædata et horrida per

manet. Sed immortales nobis gratiae agenda; sunt neo Patri. per Dominum nostrum

Jesum Christum, quod nobilissimi et clarissimi regis nostri auctoritate et sententia

superstitiosorum sacerdotum factiones (quemadmodum illustrissimi Henrici octavi me

moria omnes in hoc regno fratcrculorum et monachorum hmrcscs) sublatæ et delctæ
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sunt, scriptura ad verum et proprium sensum restituta est, populus quotidie legere

ct audire coeleste Dei verbum poterit, et sua ipsorum lingua intelligenter orare, atque

adeo lingua atque animo consentienter congruere, neque ex eorum numero csse, de

quibus christus queritura “Popnlus hic labiis me colit, cor autem eorum longe a me MIN-Xv

abest.” Multæ (de quibus magnas merito gratias agere Deo possumus) pcmieiosæ herbæ

radicitus extractæ atque evulsæ sunt, quie gregem Christi non modo contagione in

ficerev sed etiam messis dominicæ incrementum retardare solent. Sed quid refert

globulos precatorioss indulgentins, peregrinationes, reliquumque papismum tollere, quam- quatuor
. . . . . . . . . pnrcipum

diu quatuor permmosrssxmæ radices mfixæ mhaerenta neque adhuc fibræ illarum vol errorum m
motæ loco vel labefactatæ sunt? quæ quamdiu permanent, priora tum messis domi- gifiiium

nicæ impedimentaa tum gregis exitia, ex eis repullulare et amplificare necesse est. Quae

hactenus sublatze sunt superstitiones veluti frondes et folia sunt, quarum amputatio

frondationi similis est, aut noxiarum herbarum truncationi, trunco relictoa aut radicibus

in terra inhærentibus Truncus autem ipse, vel potius radices in terra defixae, sunt pa.

pistica illa et pemiciosa dogmata de transubstantiationea de corporis et sanguinis Christi

reali præsentia in sacramento (ut vocanti altaris, de manducatione christi a scele

ratis diaboli membris, et de sacrificio et oblatione christi per sacerdotem facta pro

viventium et mortuorum salute. Hm radices si in vinea Domini crescere permittnn

tur, universam itemm terram nefariis supcrstitionibus et inveteratis erroribus opple

bunt.

Ha? in christum injuriæ ita graves et intolerabiles sunts ut lubenter ista tolerare Quid

nemo christianus vivus et videns possit ltaque cum multi manus admoverinta ctomnia ingenii ac industriæ arma exacucrint, ad nefarias has herbas sarriendas, et 'mpulem

universum errorum truncum exscindcndum, ego (cum scircm me alia ratione meipsum

excusare non posse, cum severus paterfamilias rationem factorum a servis suis requi

ret) hoc in libro operam meam et industriam obtuli, et securim etiam cum reliquis

adhibui ad truncum hunc protinus exscindendum, et omnes stirpium ac radicum fibras

penitus elidendas, quas cælestis Pater nunquam sevita sed ab adversario diabolo et

ministro ejus antichristo satæ fuerunt. Dabit (spero) Dominus, ut hic labor, quem in

vinea ejus excipio, inanis non sit, sed bene procedat, et bonos fructus ad honorem

gloriamque suam ferat. Nam cum vineam ejus video spinisa tribulis, et permultis aliis ullgrpmmu

.. . . . . . . . . . . . rei onis

noxus herbis obsitam, intelligo execrationem sempitemam mihi impendere, Sl tacitus feriraus

Sista silentio præteream. neque manus et linguam ad laborem in vinea Domini susci-ixucta

piendum admoveam. Testificor autem Deum, qui abdita et intima penitus scrutatur,

me hunc laborem nulla alia de causa caperea quam ad divini nominis gloriama et ofiicii

mei functionemy et animi studium atque ardorem (quo erga gregem dominicum afficior)

ostendendum. Hand ignoro quo in gradu me Deus, et ad quem finem collocavit, ut

(quantum in me situm est) verbum ejus sincere propageturs et sine ulla vel rerum

vel personarum ratione in illum solum actiones meæ intueantun Scio quam me opor

tet rationem illo tempore redderes cum unusquisque pro se munereque suo diceta et

bonum vel malum pro factis suis percepturus est. Scio antichristum veram Dei glo

riam et puritatem verbi ejus obscurasse, errorum atque ignorantiæ tenebris ofi'usis, et '

anilibus ac deliris interpretationum commentis adhibitis Doloris enim acerbitatem

mihi non mediocrem injicits cum videam simplicem et famescentem christi gregem

in pascua postilentia abduci, et occæcatum in omnes errores abripi, et pro salutari cibo

venenatis rebus pasci. Non parum igitur oflicii mei locique munere excitatus (in quo Mmonmo

benignus Deus electione sua me locavit) omnes auctoritate Christi moneo, qui christi

nomen professi sunt, ut longe a Babylone fugiant (siquidem animas suas salvas vo- iiigit

lunt) et meretricem illam magnam, sedem nempe Romanam, vitent, ne suavi illos Apoc.xiv.

potione ad ebrietatem deducat. Nolite fidem blandis ejus promissis adhibere, nolite xvii-mih

cum illa epulariz nam vini loco amaras fæces porrigit, et pro cibo mortiferum vene

num apponit. Ad Servatorem autem et Redemptorem Christum acceditea qui omnes um xi,

advenientes ad se refocillat, etiam in aoerbissimis et gravissimis perturbationibus. llli

fidem adjungite, cujus in ore nihil doli, nihil falsi repertum est. llle vos ab omni nuLliiL

aegritudine levabit, ille vobis plenam a puma. et culpa remissionem tribuet. llle omnes $1155;

 

fl The asterisk prefixed denotes that the passage is not found in ed. l553.]
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juam iv.

suos carne sua, quæ in cruce pependemt, perpetua pnscit. llle omnibus poculum

ministrat sanguinis de latere ejus profluentis, et dimanare facit in illos aquam scatu

rieutcm ad vitam ætemam. Ncque aures neque animos falsis incantationibus, suavi

bus susurris, vaferrimis prtestigiis papistarum advertitea quibus multos jam annos de

ceperunt, occwcarunt, et fascinarunt mundum; sed CHRISTUM audite, in illius verba et

disciplinam vos tradite, quæ recta vos ad aetemam vitam ducent, cum Christo regni

cælestis hæreditate perpetuo fruituros. Amen.

Joan. fi

Caro mea revera est cibus, et sanguis

meus revera est potus.

D. Augum'nus.

nunc escam manducarc, et illum bibere potum,

est in Christo manere, et christum

manentem in se habere.

etc.



DE

VERA ET CATHOLICA DOCTRINA,

ET USU CORPORIS ET SANGUINIS CHRISTI

SERVATORIS NOSTRI.

CAPUT PRIMUM.

cam/i Domini, quæ sacra synaxis, vel sacramentum corporis et sanguinis Christi imagen

Servatoris nostri appellatum variis est rationibus et a multis hominibus male tractataa ecl-nr

præcipue autem his quadringentis aut quingentis annis A quibusdam pro sacrificio

propitiante et peccatum expiante est habitaa et aliis snperstitionibus profannta, longe

a primi auctoris christi mente, ad magnam sanctissimæ mortis ejus injuriam et con

tumeliam. quibusdam autem res levis et nugatoria visa esta et quasi nullius aucto

ritatis aut momenti esseta spreta et contempta jacuit lta utrinque magnae dimicationes

ortaa, et diversis in locis diversorum hominum opiniones in varias sententias distractæ

aunt. ltaque ne hoc sacramentum posthac vel his in contemptum vel illis in abusum

veniat, aut utrisque ad aliam rationem traducatur, quam CHRIs'rUs, primus auctor

atque inventor ejus, constituit; atque adeo contentiones utrinque susceptæ sedari et

tranquillari possint; certissima et expeditissima via est sanetis scripturis adhærereg in

quibus quicquid invenitur, pro certissimo fundamento et firmissima veritate habendum

est. Quod autem ad fidem nostram pertinet, quicquid ex scripturis probari non

potest, humanum inventum, commutabile atque incertum est. Ideo hic ipsa scriptural:

verba referemus, quæ tam christus ipse quam ejus apostolus Paulns, tum de edenda

carne et bibendo sanguine, tum de edendis et bibendis camis et sanguinis sacramentisa

locuti sunt.

CAPUT II.

DE MANDUCATIONE ET POTATIONE conponrs ET SANGUINIS cmus'rr.

DE corpore Christi vere edendo et sanguine ejus bibendo, christus ipse, in sexto

Joannis, ad hunc modum loquiturz “ Amen amen dico vobisa nisi ederitis carnem Filii learn vi.

hominis, et biberitis ejus sanguinem, non habetis vitam in vobis. Qni edit meam

carnem et bibit sanguinem meum, habet vitam ætemamz et ego excitabo illum in

extremo die. Caro enim mea revera est cibus, et sanguis meus revera est potus. Qui

edit carnem meam, et bibit sanguinem meum, in me maneta et ego in illo. Quemad

modum misit me vivens Pater, et ego vivo propter Patrem; et qui edit me, etiam

ille vivet propter me. Hic est panis qui de cælo descendit: non quemadmodum

ederunt patres manna, et mortui suntz qui edit hunc panema vivet in aatemum."

Ex hisoe Christi verbis clarum efficitur, perceptionem carnis et sanguinis ejus mi

nime similem esse ceterorum ciborum potionumque pereeptioni. Quamvis enim sine

cibo et potione vivi non potest, non tamen efiicitur, nt qui edit et bibit perpetuo

vivat. Quod vero ad corporis et sanguinis Christi perceptionem attinet, verum est, Mew-in

quod et qui illa edit et bibit habet vitam aeternam, et qui non edit nec bibit non mm

habet vitam ætemam Hanc enim escam manducare, et illum bibere potum, est in Eodem'l‘mm,

Christo manere, et christum manentem in se habere. Qui igitur in christo non manet,

et in quo Christus non maneta non se dicat aut existimet manducare corpus Christi, Alugushlde

aut bibere sanguinem ejus. Quid sit igitur revera corpus Christi manducarea ct san- is.

guinem ejus biberea audivistis.
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Matt xxvi.

M are. xiv.

Luc. nil.

l Cor. xi.

CAPUT III.

DE MANDUCATIONE ET POTATIONE SACRAMENTI CORPORIS ET

SANGUINIS CHRISTI.

SACRAMENTA eorundem Servntor noster Christus pridie mortis ejus extrema in coma,

quam cum apostolis suis habuit, in pane et vino instituit.

Quo tempore (sicuti Matthæus refert) vescentibus illis, “Jesus panem accipiens1 et

gratiis actis, frcgit, ct dedit discipulis, et dixit: Capite, edite, hoc est corpus meum.

Et accepto poculos gratiisque actiss dedit illis dicensz Bibite ex hoc omnes llic enim

est sanguis meus novi testamenti, qui pro multis efl’unditur in remissionem peccato

rum. Dico autem vobis, me non deinceps ex hoc fructu vitis bibiturum, usque ad

cum diem, cum illum bibam vobiscum novum in Patris mei regno."

Hoc idem Marcus his verbis repetitz “Veseentibus illis, Jesus acceptum panemy

ubi gratias egisset, fregita et dedit illis, et dixitz Accipite, edite: hoc est corpus

meum. Atque ut accepisset poculum, et gratias egisset, dedit illis; 'et biberunt ex

eo omnes. Et dixit illis, flic est sanguis meus novi testamenti, qui pro multis effun

ditur. Amen dico vobis, non bibam posthac e fructu vitis, usque ad eum diem, quo

illud novum bibam in regno Dei.” .

Lucas rem ad hunc modum exponitz “Cum autem tempus adesset, aecubuit, et

duodecim apostoli cum illo. Et dixit illis, Magua cupiditate teneor edendi vobis

cum hoc pascha, priusquam patiun Dico enim vobis, me deinceps ex eo non comes

turum, usque dum in regno Dei compleatur. Et accepto poculo gratias egit, et dixitz

capite hoc, et inter vos dividite. Dico enim vobis, me non bibiturum ex fructu vitis,

usque dum regnum Dei venerit. Et acceptum panems gratiis jam actis, fregit, et dedit

illis, dicens: Hoe est corpus meum, quod pro vobis daturz hoc facite ad recordatio

uem mei. Similiter et poculum (coma jam finita), dioens: lioc poculum novum est

testamentum in sanguine meo, qui pro vobis efi'unditur.”

Hucusque Christi facta et dicta audiatisa quibus illum in extrema ccena usum

evangelistæ commemorant, in synaxi cclebrandas et sacramento corporis et sanguinis

ejus instituendo.

Nunc quid de eadem re D. Paulus in decimo prioris ad corinthios capite com

memorat, exponendum est: “Poculum benedictionisa cui benedicimusa nonne com

munio sanguis Christi est? Panis quem frangimusa nonne communio corporis christi

est? Unus panisa unum corpus multi sumusz omnes enim de uno pane partici

pamus." _

Et in undecimo capiteo in eadem epistolam ad hunc modumz “Ego onim aceepi

in. Domino, quod et tradidi vobisz Dominum Jesum, eadem nocte qua prodebatur,

cepisse pauemg ct gratiis actiss fregisse et dixissez Hoc est corpus meum. quod

pro vobis frangitur: hoc facite ad rccordationem mei. Pari modoa ut cæuasset.

cepisse poculum etiama et dixisses Hoc poculum novum testamentum est in meo

sanguine: hoc facite, quotiescunque bibcritis, ad mei recordationem. Quoties enim

cunque ederitis panem hunc, et poculum hoc biboritis, mortem Domini nuntiata

usque dum veniat. itaque qui panem hunc oderit, aut biberit poculum Domini in

digne, reus erit corporis et sanguinis Domini. Exquirat autem seipsum homo, et sic

de pane hoc edat, et de poculo bibat. Qui enim ederit et biberit indigne, judicium

sibi edit et bibit, non discernens corpus Domini. Propterea multi in vobis langnentes

atque infirmi sunt, ct complures dormiunt.

Ex his Christi verbisa quæ evangelistæ commemorant, et huc doctrina Pauli, quam

se fatetur a Christo accepissca duo in primis observanda sunt.
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CAPUT IV.

onms'ws PANEM VOCAVIT CORPUS SUUM.

PRIMUM, christum Servatorem nostrum panem, quem confregerat, corpus suum, et

vinuma fructum vitis, sanguinem suum appellavisse. Neque vero hoc ita christus dixitq

ut ex granis confectum panem verum ejus corpus esse quisquam putaret ; aut contra,

Corpus ejus esse panem ex granis confectum, neque vinum ex uvis expressum esse

verum ejus sanguinemg aut contra, verum ejus sanguinem esse vinum ex uvis ex

pressumz sed ut id significaret nobisa quod Paulus dixit, Poculum esse communionem

vel consortionem sanguinis christi pro nobis efi'usi, et panem esse societatem vel com

munionem carnis ejus pro nobis cruci atfixzn. ltaque quamvis naturæ illius humanæ

substantia in coelo sit, et ad dexteram hei Patris sedeata quicunque tamen de hoc pane MumulL

in cæna dominica, secundum Christi institutionem, edit, Christi ipsius promissis et

testamento certior factus est, se membrum esse corporis Christi, et participem benefi

ciorum mortis ejus, quam pro nobis in cruce perpessus est. Pari modo, qui ex hoc

sanctissimo poculo in cæna dominion, secundum Christi institutionem, biberit, is lega

tione et testamento Christi certior factus est, se sanguinis Christi participem essc, quem

pro nobis profudit. Hoc enim nobis significavit Paulus his verbis. “Poculum benedic- lcm 1

tionis, eui benedicimusa nonne communio sanguinis christi est?" Ex quo fit, ut hanc

sacrosanctam communionem nemo contemnere aut parvo æstimare poterita nisi Christi

corpus et sanguinem quoque contemnat, et non multum sua interesse puteta utrum

particeps illorum fuerit, an non. Hos Paulus ait suam ipsorum condemnationem edere 100m.

et bibere, quia Christi corpus non discernnnt.

CAPUT V.

MALI EDUNT SACRAMENTUM, NON VERUM CORPUS CHRISTI.

ALTERUM, quod ex verbis christi et apostoli intelligitnr, est, Quod quamvis nemo

verum corpus christi edata et verum ejus sanguinem bibata quin idem vitam ætemam

habeat fquemadmodum ex his liquet, quæ apud Joannem commemorzmtur), boni tamen

quoque et mali panem et vinum, quæ sacramenta corporis et sanguinis sunta cdant et

bibantz sed præter sacraments boni ætemam vitam, mali sempiternum mortem come

dunt. ltaque Paulus dicit, “Qui panem hunc ederita et poculum Domini biberit indigne,

reus crit corporis et sanguinis Domini." Hic Paulus, non qui panem illum ederit, aut

poculum sacramenti bibcrit indignea dicit corpus christi et sanguinem ejus edere et

bibere, sed reum esse corporis et sanguinis Domini. Quid autem edat et bibat, Paulus

aperte exponit his verbis: “ Qui edit et bibit indigne, judicium sibi edit et bibit."

Jam paucissimis declaratum est, quæ sit summa eorum omnium, quæ de christi

corpore et sanguine, et de sacramento eorundem percipiendou scriptura docet.

CAPUT VI.

quis AD CHRISTIANORUM DE lioc SACRAMENTO FIDEM SATIS SUNT.

ET quemadmodum certissima hæc et verissima sunta quæ a christo ipso, omnis

veritatis auctorea et ab apostolo ejus Paulo, quemadmodum a christo accepit, traduntur;

sic omnes doctrines, quæ huic repugnant, falsæ et commentitiæ sunt, et ab omnibus

christianis (quia. verbo hei adversantur) repudiandae. quæ autem aliquid amplius istis

de rebus continent, quod verbo Dei non nitatur, illæ nihil necessarium in se habent;

neque vel ingenia hominum ejusmodi rebus non necessariis exerceri, vel conscientiæ per

turbari debeut. ltaque dicta et facta Christi, et Pauli atque evangelistarum scripta,

quod ad hanc de cæna homini et sanctissima synaxi sive sacramento corporis et sanguinis

Christi doctrinam spectat, fidei Christianorum satisfacere debent.

hæc si bene considerata et pertractata fuerint, satis enmt ad omnes controversias et

dissensiones pacificandasy tum eorum qui antehac ista contempserunt et non magno

aastimarunt, tum eorum qui vel ignorantia, vel alia quavis de causa nefarie profanarunts

atque ad alienos usus traduxerunt. t

Lcnumsmj . .2
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CAPUT VII.

SACRAMENTUM AMORIS ET CONCORDIIE AD DISSENSIONUM ET RIXARUM

OCCASIONEM nuuum-um

Cnms'rns hoc sacramentum instituit, ut ex inimicis amicos facereta et omnes dis

cordiarum varietates tolleret, et omnes christianos ad amoris et caritatis stabilitatem

inter se deviucieudam duceret. Sed diabolusa Christi ipsius et omnium Christi mem

brorum adversariuss tam versute præstigiis quibusdam et captionibus lusit, ut ex hoc

sacramento, quod ad omnes contentiones sedandas institutum est, maximæ dissensiones

et dissidia excitentun Faxit Deus, ut omnibus dissensionibus abjectisa ad hanc sacro

sanctam communionem omnes vera in christum fide, et ardenti erga christi membra

amorea accedamusz ut quemadmodum camaliter ore sacramentalem panem comedimus

et vinum bibimus, sic spiritualiter animo verum Christi corpus et sanguinem perci

piamus, in cælo jam existentis, et ad dexteram Dei Patris sedentisz denique ut illius

opera, regni et gloriæ cælestis participes cum illo ad omnem ævi aeternitatem efliciamnr.

CAPUT VIII.

AUCTORIS QUODNAM srr ms IN LIBRIS PROPOSITUM.

qumquam in prima hujus operis parte satis de sacramento corporis et sanguinis

Domini tractatum sit, tum quod ad institutionem per-tinetp tum quod ad evangelistarum

et Pauli verba spectat intelligendag minime tamen alienum fuerit fusius illa ad sacra-v

scripturæ et sanctorum patrum sententiam exponere, idque ita plane et perspicuea omissis

controversiamm ambiguitatibus et inanibus quaestionibus, ut rudes etiam atque impe

riti ista facile addiscant, et fructum inde percipiant.

Hoc enim ilico juvante) mihi in hoc opere efficiendum proposuia ut grex Christi,

in hoc regno dispersus (cujus ego pastor designatus sum), hujus divinæ et cælestis

cognitionis fructu non careatz quo enim clarius ista cemuntur, eo majorem atque

uberiorem suavitatema fructum, consolationema ædiiicationem adferunt his, qui ista pie

percipiunt. Ad meliorem autem horum intelligentiama quædam diligenter nobis con

sideranda aunt.

CAPUT IX.

QUENAM sn' SPIRITUALIS FAMES ET SITIS ANIMAL

PRIMUM, omnes homines natura sua peccatores esse, et propter peccata in Dei iram

offensionemque incurreres longe ab illo exules atque ejectos, infemi et sempitemæ dam

nationis convictos esse, nemincmque (Christum solum excipio) prorsus innocentem esse,

statueudum est. Qua. de causa mentes hominum, a Deo inspirataai valde expetunts ut

a peccato et inferno liberentur, ct apud clementem Deum misericordiam7 favorem, justi

tiam, et sempitemam salutem adipiscautun

Atque hæc ardens et vehemens cupiditas vocatur in scripturis fames et sitis animis

quo genere famis cum David label-asset, dicita “Quemadmodum afiectat cervus fontes

aquamm, ita anima mea te, o Deus, expetit. Sitivit anima mea Deum fontem vivum."

lin “Anima. mea sitivit te, caro mea te exoptabat."

In hanc famem afflicta et peccatis oppressa mens legis vi impellitur, quæ tetrum

peccati horrorem et turpitudinemo atrocem divinæ indignationis terrorema mortis et

sempitemæ condemnationis acerbissimum supplicium proponit.

Ubi enim dura et severa legis accusatione nihil nisi ætemam mortem sibi imminere

videt, eamque sibi ante oculos semper objectum habeta ibi tum magnitudine dolorum

oppressa mens atque exæstuans aliquam hujus miseriæ et ærumnarum levationem quærit.

Atque hic condemnationis suæ quasi sensus, et magna eripiendæ miseriæ et remedii

inveniendi cupiditas, spiritualis animi fames dicitur. Quicunque autem hac divina

fame affecti sunta felices apud Deum reputanturs et cibo ac potione explebuntur. Sic
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enim Christus ait: ulSeati qui esuriunt et sitiunt justitiams quia satiabuutur." Contra. Man. '

autem, qui impium et damnabilem statum suum non vident, sed seipsos satis pics, satis

nec placentesa satis bono in loco et gradu justitiæ esse putanta quemadmodum spiritualem

nullam habent famema ita nullo spirituali pastu a Deo satiabuntur. quemadmodum Luc. i.

enim Pater cælestis esurientes pascit, ita eos qui nullo famis sensu tanguntur, inanes

ablegat.

Haze autem fames et sitis minime potest a carnali percipi. Ubi enim cibi ac potionis

mentionem audit factama statim animus in patinis et in culina ac promptuario jactatur,

et de palato ac ventre cogitat. Sed scriptura, variis in locisj disertis quibusdam ac pecu

liaribus verbis et sententiis utitur, ut crassas et concretas mentes a crassis ventribus et

a rebus corporeis et sub sensum cadentibus ad cælestem et spiritualem cogitationem

traduceret. Apostoli enim et discipuli Christi, cum adhuc camales essenta quid hujus

sitis et famis notione iutelligeretur, non adverteruntz qua de causa, cum eum ad edendum jam in

invitassent, ut illos a corporali cibo abduceret, alium se dixit cibum habere, quem illi

ignorarent. cur autem ignorabantg Quia. mentes illorum crassæ adhuc et stupentes

erant, neque pleuitudinem spiritus adhuc perceperant. ltaque Scrvator christus illos a

corporis ad animi pastumwcogitans transferrea aliud illis cibi genus memorabat, quam

quod illi cogitatione comprehendcbant: et quasi accusabata quod minime intelligercnta

esse aliud genus cibi et potionisv præter id quod ora et gula percipiebatur.

ltemque cum Samaritanæ dicebat, “ Quicunque ex hac aqua biberit, quam ego dabo, Joan. iv.

non sitiet unquam ;" qui hæc auditione acceperaut, satis intelligere poterantj aliud esse

bibendi genus, quam quod ore et gula hauriretur. Nullum euim ejusmodi genus potionis

est, quod semel acceptum universam hominis sitim delere perpetuo possit. His itaque

verbis, “ Non sitiet uuquam,“ cogitationes illorum a potione ea, quæ ore pcrcipitur, ad

aliud potandi genus tmducebat, quod tectum illis atque abditum fuit, et ad aliud sitis

genus, quod minus adhuc familiam illis erat. Ubi etiam a Servatore nostro dictum est,

“ Qui venit ad me, non esuriet iteruma et qui credit in me, haud unquam postea sitiet ;" Joan. vi.

evidens testimonium dederata longe aliud genus cibi et potionis esse, quam quo illos

ultra mare pascebat, et aliud esuriendi et sitiendi genus, quam esuries et sitis cor

poris est.

Ex his omnibus datur iutelligi, aliud edendi et bibendia esuriendi et sitiendi genus

propositum populo fuisse, quam quod ad vitam hanc fluxam et caducam alendam et

sustentandam pertineret. quemadmodum igitur, quod corpus alita cibus et potio dicitur;

ita quod mentem pascit, cibi et potionis nominibus in sacris literis appellatur.

CAPUT X.

SPIRITUALIS ANIMI PASTUS QUINAM srr.

SUPERIOR! in loco, quæ esuries et sitis animi esset, exposuimus: nunc quidnam cibus, II.

potio et pastus animi sit, dicendum videtur. Cibus, potio, et pastus animorum nostro

rum Christus est. Sic enim Servator de se aitz “ venite ad me omnes qui laboratis et him-xi

onerati estiss et ego reficiam vos." Et alio loco: “ Si quis (iuquit) sitiata veniat ad me, Joan. vii.

et bibat. Qui credit in me, flumina e ventre ejus manabunt aquæ vivaz." Et, “Ego sum 1oan.vi.

panis vitae," inquit Christus: “qui accedit ad me, non esuriet: qui credit in me, nunquam

sitiet.” quemadmodum enim cibus et potio famelicum corpus sustentant et fovent, ita

corporis christi mors et sanguinis efl'usio animam levant et pascuut, cum suo modo

esurit et sitit. Quid est quod miserum et exhaustum corpus reficit? Cibus et potio.

Quibus igitur nominibus appellabimus carnem et sanguinem Christi, quæ reficiunt et

sustentant meutem, nisi cibi et potionisz Atque hæc similitudo christum Servatorem

induxit, ut diceret: “Caro mea est revera cibusa et sanguis meus est revera potus.u 1onn.vt.

Nullum enim cibi genus jucundum animo esse potesty nisi mors Christi: neque ullum

potionis genus æstuantis animi sitim restinguere queat, nisi sanguis Christi, pro peccatis

in cruce profusus.

quemadmodum enim carnalis quidam ortus est, et carnalis pastusa et carnale nu

trimentum, sic spiritualis ortus et spirituale quoque nutrimentum est atque nutritio.

Et quemadmodum carnali ortu ex patre et matre camaliter nascimur ad hanc ca

*2—2
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ducam vitama sic quivis pius christianus spiritualiter ex Deo per christum nascitur

ad aetemam vitam.

Et quemadmodum quivis carnaliter pascitur et nutritur cibo et potionea sic quivis

pius christianus spiritualiter pascitur et nutritur carne et sanguine Servatoris Christi:

sicuti christus ipse in vi. joannis docuit, his vcrbis: “Amen amen dico vobiss nisi

cderitis carnem Filii hominis et biberitis ejus sanguinems non habetis vitam in vobis.

qui edit meam carnema et bibit meum sanguinema habet aetemam vitamz et ego illum

in extremo die excitabo. caro enim mea revera est cihus, et sanguis meus revera est

potus Qui edit meam camems et bibit meum sanguinem, in me manet et ego in illo.

quemadmodum vivens Pater misit mc, et ego vivo propter Patremg sic qui edit me,

vivet propter me.” Hoe ipsum Paulus de se confessus est: “Quod nunc vivo in came,

per fidem vivo Filii Dei ; et nunc non ego vivo, sed vivit in me Christus."

CAPUT XI.

cmus'ws OMNEM CORPORALEM PASTUM SUPERAT.

Qmmvrs Servator christus carnem et sanguinem suum cibo et potioni comparet,

longe tamen longeque plurimum omni cibo et potioni præstat. quanquam enim cibus

et potus hanc præsentem vitam nutriunt et conservant, principia tamen vitæ nostræ

non sunt. Principium enim vitæ nostræ parentum est satus; et ubi semel procreati

sumus, cibus et potus nutriunt nos, et vitam nostram ad tempus continent. christus

autem non modo procrcator noster est, qui nos primum Deo Patri regenerat, sed etiam

vitalis pastuss vitale nutrimentum est.

His aecedit, quod cibus et potus corpora nostra tantum alunt ; Christus autem ve

rum et sempitemum nutrimentum est, tum corporis, tum animi. lnsuper corporalis

pastus vitam ad tempus conservatg christus autem ita perfectus et spiritualis pastas

est, ut corpus et animam ad perpetuitatem conservet. quemadmodum ille ipse Mar

thæ dixeratz “Ego sum resurrectio et vitas qui credit in me, etiam si moriatur, vivetz

et quicunque vivit et credit in me, non morietur in wtemum.”

CAPUT XII.

SACRAMENTA AD CONFIRMANDAM FIDEM INSTITUTA suum

VERA hamm rerum cognitio vera est cliristi cognitioz et hæc docere, sincere et

recte christum docere est: et harum rerum fiducia et sensus est vere in christum

credere, et illum in cordibus nostris sentire. quantoque clarius ista videmusa intelli

gimus et credimusj tanto clarius christum videmus et intelligimusy et pleniorem fidu

ciam et consolationem in illo habemus

quanquam autem carnalis ortus et carnalis pastus noster omnibus quotidiana ex

perientia et communi hominum sensu cognoscaturz spiritualis tamen ortus et pasttis

adeo obscurus abditusque est, ut ad veram perfectamque ejus cognitionem sensumque

ejus, nisi fide, verbo Dei sacramentisque nitentea pervenire nequeamus.

Han de causa Servator christus non solum ista a nobis in verbo suo auribus acci

pienda proposuits sed etiam visibilia sacraments. (unum, spiritualis regencratiouis in aquas

alterums spiritualis pastus in pane et vino) instituit; ut quoad fieri posset, ipsum oculis,

ore, naribusa tzwtu, sensibus denique omnibus percipiamus. quemadmodum enim ver

bum Dei, cum praedicatura christum in aures infundit ; sic hæc aquaa, panis, et vini

elements, verbo Dei adjuncto, sacramentali modo christum in oculisa auribusj mani

bus, atque adeo omnibus sensibus defigunt.

Qua de causa christus baptismum in aqua instituitz ut quemadmodum propalam

aquam corporibus nostris videmus, tangimusa tractamuss et ea abluimury sic baptizati

certo credamus christum vere nobiscum przesentem, per illum nos spiritualiter regene

ratos1 omnibus peccatis elutos, in corporis christi stirpem insitos, ct illo vestitos tec

tosque ita esse, ut quemadmodum diabolus nullam in illum potestatem habeta sic quam

diu in hac stirpe insiti et hoc vestitu tecti sumus, nullam in nos auctoritatem aut
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dominatum gerat. lta fit, ut aqua baptismi lavari nihil sit aliud, quam christum

ante oculos ponete, ac illum quasi manibus tangendum, palpanduma et pertractanduma

ad nostram in illum iidem confinnandama adhibere.

Pari modo christus corporis et sanguinis sui sacramentum in panc et vino, ad nos

commonefaciendos atque instruendos, instituita ut quemadmodum corpora nostra cibo

et potione pascuntur, nutriunturj et conservantur, sic quod ad spiritualcm vitam nos

tram erga Deum pertinet, corpore et sanguine Christi Servatoris nostri pascimurj nu

trimur et conservamurg atque ita conservamun ut neque diabolusa infernus, nec mors

eterna, nec peccatum ipsuma quicquam contra nos valere possint, quamdiu hoc cibo et

potione nutriamur. Qua, de causa christus in pane et vino (quee ad quotidianum Hugodu

pastum et præcipuum nutrimentum adhibemus) hoc sacramentum instituit, ut æque ac Sflíïïf‘lïïm'

panem et vinum oculiss ore, ceterisque sensibus percipimus, christum spiritualem “P'S'

animorum pastum credamus, et non magis dubitemus animos pasci et vivere Chrísto,

quam corpora cibo et potione vivant. ltaquc Christus, sciens nos in hoc mundo quasi

pueros et infirmos fide versaria signa quædam et notas instituita quæ in sensus nostros

incurrereuta et nos ad majorem firmitatem ct constantiorem in christum fidem per

traherent. lta fit, ut hæc sacramentalis panis et vini perceptio sit quædam christi

ante oculos nostros collocatioa et illius non modo in ceteros sensus defixio, sed etiam

perpetua comestura, concoctio et pastus, ad plenam spiritualem firmitatem et per

fectionem.

CAPUT XIII.

QUARE HOC SACRAMENTUM IN PANE ET VINO INSTITUTUM EST.

QUAMVIS multa ciborum potionumque genera sunt, quibus corpus alitur, hoc tamen v.

sacramentum spiritualis pastus christus in pana et vino, potius quam in ceteris

cibis instituits quia illa nobis spiritualem omnium fidelium cum christo et inter se ¿{auge de t,

n, cmmen IS,

conjunctioncm planc cxprimunt. quemadmodum enim ex magna vi granorum tri- Tmct.vi.
mp. :s.

tici molita, subacta, pista, unus panis conficitur; et magnus uvarum numerus in vas- Rabanuade

. . . . . . . . lnsliL Clari:

culum unum dcpressus vmum fault; sic universa Chnstianorum multitudo primo cqguim
u o c n n l . l . l. ca l.Chnsto, demde mter se, una fide, uno baptlsmo, uno spiritua uno nexu et vmculom. l

. . Damm-dudo

amoris consocrantun Cuna Dom.

CAPUT XIV.

MYSTICI CORPORIS CHRISTI UNITAS.

QUEMADMODUM panis et vinum, quæ percipimus, in carnem et sanguinem nostrum VI.

convertuntur, atque ita cami et sanguini admiscentura ut unum corpus integrum effi

ciant: ita omnes fideles christiani spiritualiter in corpus christi convertantura atque

adeo tum Christa, tum ipsi inter se ita junguntur, ut unum Christi corpus mystícum

etficiant. quemadmodum Paulus aitz “Unus panis et unum corpus sumusa quotquot 1 Cor. x.

unius panis et poculi participes sumus.”

Et quemadmodum unus panis multis ita dividitur, ut singuli ejusdem panis gays-Hi"

participes sint; et pari modo unum poculum multis ita distribuitur, ut singuli idem ani. '

quoque poculum participentz ita Servator noster christus (cujus caro et sanguis

mystico pane et vino in coena Domini repraasentantur) seipsum omnibus ejus mcm

bris traditp ut spiritualiter illos pascat, nutriat, et perpetuam veramque vitam illis

subministret. Et quemadmodum arborum rami aut corporis membraa si vel emortua

fuerint vel avulsaa neque vivunt, neque ex corpore aut stirpe aliquem pastum aut

nutrimentum capiuntg ita impii ac nefarii hominess qui e corpore christi mystico ex

scinduntur, aut mortua ejusdem corporis membra sunt, neque spiritualiter Christi

corpore et sanguine pascuntura neque vitam, robur, aut conservationem aliquam inde

consequuntun
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CAPUT XV.

SACRAMENTUM noe ommas AD AMOREM ET murmura EXCITAT.

CUM nihil in hac vita sit gratius Deo, aut ncceptius hominibusa quam ut christiani

inter se quietc, cum caritates pace et consensione animorum vivanta hoc sacramen

tum nos ad id aptissime et eilicacissime movet. Quid enim potius, cum unius sacræ

mensæ participes ciibcti sumus, cogitandum est, quam unius corporis spiritualis (cujus

caput christus est) membra nos esse, ita. Christo conjunctos, quemadmodum magnus

granorum numerus unum in panem conferturz Duros homines et præfractos necesse

est esse, qui istis rebus non commoventurg et bestiis ipsis magis cfi'eratos et crudelesy

qui adduci non possunt, ut christianos fratres et pervicinos benevolentia atque otiiciis

prosequantura cum hoc sacramento admoneantur, christum Filium Dei non modo amo

rem suum, verum etiam sanguinem et vitam pro inimicis suis profudisse. Usus enim

vitæ communis nos perpetuo edoceta consuetudinem cibi et potionis una capiendi non

modo progigncre, sed etiam adaugere amicitiasz quanto magis hoc de mensa Domini

nobis judicandum ccnsendumque est? Ferns etiam ipsæ adhibendo cibo et potione

cicuranturz cur igitur Christiani, cælestis hujus cibi et potionis perceptione commons

facti, non mitescerent? Ad hoc ipsum in hac sacra cæna excitamur, tum pane et vino,

tum sacræ scripturæ verbiss quæ tunc citantur.

Si quis igitur sit, cujus animum hujus corms dominicæ perceptio ad proximos

amore compleetcndos non exsuscitat, et invidiam omnem, odium, nequitiam ex illius

animo non cjicit, atque amicitiama conjunctionems et consociationem non inserita is sibi

imponit, si Spiritum Christi in se inhabitantem habere se putet.

Sed praedictas omnes adhortationes, commonitiones, consolationeso papistæ (quan

tum in ipsis est) transubstantiatione sua tollunt, et christianis omnibus eripiunt.

Si enim neque panem neque vinum sacra illa communione percipimusa omnia mo

nita et solatia, quæ percipiendo pane et vino cepissemus, exciderunta levisque ista

opinio occasionem præbet nniversæ in christum fidei evcrtendæ. cum enim sacra

mentum hoc in pane et vino institutum est, ad spiritualcm pastum nobis in christo

demonstrandumg si corporalis hic noster panis et vini pastus opinatus tantum sit et

imaginarius, neque panis ibi aut vinum revera sit, (quamvis extema ejus species in

sensus nostros cadat,) efficitur ex e0, ut neque spiritualis in christo pastus noster soli

dus aut verus sit, sed iopinatus tantumg imo revera nullus sit. Haze doctrina ita

impia atque injuriosa in christum est, ut a nullo alio, nisi a diabolo aut ejus pri

mario administro antichristo, proficisci possit

CAPUT XVI.

SPIRITUALIS PASTUS CORDE NON DENTIBUS FIT.

nic spiritualis corporis et sanguinis pastus neque ore percipitur, neque ventre con

ficitur, (quemadmodum ceteri cibi et potiones, qui corporibus accipiunturg sed puro

animo et sincera iide assnmitur. Atque hic verus est corporis et sanguinis christi

pastus, ubi constanti veraque fide credimusa christum corpus suum pro nobis objecisse

in crucems et sanguinem efl'udisse, atque adeo conjunxisse et concorporasse nos sibi, ut

ille nostrum caput, nos illius membra, et caro de carne ejus, et os de ossibus ejus

essemus, et ille in nobis maneret et nos in illo. Atque hic universa vis et eflicientia

sacramenti versatun l-lanc fidem Deus intus in cordibus nostris Spiritu sancto suo

efiicit, et eandem partim auribus nostris verbi ejus auditione, partim ceteris sensibus

panis et vini perceptionea in sacra synaxi confirmat

Quid igitur majorem nobis afferre consolationem potesta quam ejusmodi cibo et

potione uti, quo christus nos certiores reddita nos vere et spiritualiter ab illo pascia

et nos in illos et illum in nobis habitarei Potestne hoc clarius nobis exponi, quam

suis ipsius vex-bis? Dicit enim, “Qui edit me, is vivet propter me.”

Quicunquo igitur vitæ ætemæ impius contemptor non est, quomodo non maximo

æstimabit hoc sacramentumi quomodo non illud (quasi certissimum .ætemæ salutis
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pignus) omni mente ac voluntate complecteturl et cum pios videat religiosa ad hoc

sacramentum accederea quomodo ipse non frequenter et multo studio accedet? Nemo

certe est, quin si hæc recte intelligut, et diligenter consideret, ardenti studio flagret

ad hanc sanctissimam Domini cænam frequentandam.

omnes hoc expetunta ut aliqua in gratia apud Deum sint: et cum contra intel

ligunts se in aliqua ofi‘ensione apud illum ease, et ab illius benevolentia abesse pluri

mum, quæ res levationcm illorum mentibus adferre potesti quibusi quaesoa perturba

tionibus vexantur? quantis cruciatibus conscientiæ torquentur? omnia a Deo creata

illis adversaria illis minuri, illis terrorem injicere vidcntur, utpote quæ divinæ ultionis

in illos et vindictæ administri sintz neque consolationem aut requietem ullam, vel

domi vel foris, inveniunt: atque adeo Deum et diabolum simili fere odio prose

quunturg Deum quasi severum et crudelem judicems diabolum quasi dirum et im

manem tortorenL

Sed in his gravissimis perturbationibus accedit scriptura et docet, Patrem cælestem

nullo modo redire in gratiam nobiscum aut placari velle, nisi unigeniti Filii sacrificio

et mortea quo Deus perpetuam amicitiam et pacem nobiscum confirmat, offensas

eorum qui in christum credunto remittits eosdem in filios adoptat, et primogenitum

suum christum illis donut, ut illi incorporentur, pcr ipsum serventura ac hæredes

regni cælestis efliciantur. lit in hujus sanctissimæ cænæ perceptione mortis christi

et mysterii redemptionis nostræ admonemurg ubi etiam testamenti illius, et nostræ

cum christo communionis, et remissionis peccatoruma per illius sacrificium in cruce

proposituma mentio fit.

quocirca in hoc sacramento1 si vera fide et recte percipiatur, de peccatorum re

missione certiores reddimur, et fædus pacis ct testamentum Dei nobiscum confirmatur.

ltaque qui vera fide Christi corpus et sanguinem percipita vitam ætemam per Chris

tum habeta quod ubi animis in sacra cæna celebranda repetimusp nihil laatius, nihil

jucundius, nihil consolationis plenius esse potest.

l-læc omnia esse verissimaj ex christi ipsius verbis apertissime liquet, quæ habuita

cum pridie mortis ejus sanctissimam cænam institueret, sicuti tum evangelistaruma

tum Pauli ipsius verba declarantz “Hoe facite, quotiescunque biberitis, ad recorda

tionem mei." uquotiescunque ederitis panem hunc, et poculum Domini biberitis,

mortem Domini nunciatea usque dum veniat." Atque iterumz “Hoc poculum est

novum testamentum meo factum sanguine, qui pro multis profunditur ad remissionem

peccatorum."

Haec doctrina hic a nobis commemorata satis esse potest moderatis et piis virisj

et nihil otiosum aut supervacaneum quaerentibusa sed tantum necessaria atque utilia

sequentibusg atque adeo illis hic finis esse potest. Contentiosis autem papistis et ido

lolatris nihil satis esse potesta quamvis expletum id perfectumque sit, et ad salutis

nostræ summam complectendam satis instructum. Atqui ut minus gloriari vel de

subtili acuminel vel de doctrina, reipsa detestabilL sed illorum opinione gloriosa,

queant quasi nemo illorum sententiam refutare possetg precabor a lectoribus, ut ali

quod tempus patiantur me leviter consumere in illorum levissima vanitate confutanda.

quamquam haud arbitror mc temere hoc tempus consumpturumq cum ex eo mani

feste cemetur, quid lux sit, quid tenebraz, quid verumj quid fucatum, quid certissi

mum verbum Dei, et quæ vana hominum somnia.

CAPUT XVII.

QUATUOR PRECIPUI PAPISTARUM saxones

Ssn hæc manifeste apparere lectori non possnnt, nisi præcipna capita proponantura

in quibus papistæ a veritate verbi Dei dissentiunt; hæc autem quatuor sunt.

Primum aiunt in ccena Domini post verba consecrationis (sic enim appellant)

nullam aliam substantiam remanere præter substantiam carnis et sanguinis Christi,

atque adeo neque panem neque vinum percipiendum a nobis esse reliquum. lit

quamquam panis et vini color, sapor, odor, magnitude, fonnaa reliquaque omnia acci

Luc. nu.

lcanxL

Matt. xxvL

Marc. xiv.

Luc. xxii.

Primun mos

de mnmb

stantiatiom
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dentia sive qualitates sive quantitates, adsint, panem tamen et vinum ibi esse negant,

sed in substantiam corporis et sanguinis Christi converti afiirmant; et hanc conver

sionem transubstantiationem nominant, hoc esta unius substantiæ in aliam conversio

- nem: quamvis autem accidentia panis et vini remanezmt, ea tamen in nulla re sub

jecta hærere dicunt, sed in aere pendula esse, nullo sustentata fulcro. In corpore

enim et sanguine Christi hæc accidentia inesse posse negant. 1mo vero neque in

aé're. Neque enim caro et sanguis Christi, neque aer eadem magnitudinea sapore, co

lore, formas qua panis et vinum sunt. Nequc in pane et vino aiunt hæc accidentia

inesse posse; omnis enim illorum substantia prorsus abiit. ita fit ut candor maneat,

sed nihil sit album: colores maneant, sod nihil sit coloratumz rotnnditas manenta

sed nihil sit rotundumz magnitudo maneatq sed nihil sit magnum: suavitas adsita sed

nihil suave sit: mollities sine aliquo molliz fractio sine re fractaz divisio, et nihil di

vidatur-z reliquæque qualitates et quantitates absque ullo omnino subjecto per se sub

sistent. Atque hæc doctrina necessarium apud illos fidei nostræ caput est, quæ ta

naim-mam men doctrina Christi non est, sed subtile quoddam antichristi inventuma primum ab

gamma innocentio tertio decretum, deinde fusrus a scholasticls exphcatuma quorum.omne studium

minyae atque opera ponebatur in Romanorinn episcoporum decretis eonfirmandis et stabilien

Cath.Flrmi- - . . . . . . . . .

ler. dis. Et diabolus per mmrstrum suum antichnstum ita ommum fere chnstlanorum

oculos his ultimis temporibus perstrinxit, ut fidem suam non ex clarissima divini

verbi luoe, sed ab antichristo Romano peterent, et omnibus illius decretisa quanquam

rationi et sensibus et verbo divino aclversarentura omnem fidem et obedientiam quoque

adhiberent. Antichristus enim esse non potuisseta nisi christo ita ex adverso seipsum

objecissets ut ejus doctrina cum Christo ex diametro repugnaret Docet enim nos

Christus panem et vinum in cænaa quasi sui sacramentaq percipere, hisque admoneri

ct certiores reddi, ut quemadmodum corporaliter panc et vino pascimur, sic Spiritu nos

carne et sanguine Servatoris christi ali. Qua. ratione etiam in baptismo aquam ad

motam habemusa quæ declaret nobis, ut quemadmodum aquæ elementum corpus abluita

sic intus per Spiritum sanctum mentes nostras mundari.

gemmam Alterum, in quo papistæ se a veritate verbi disjunxerunt, hoc est, nempe verum

et naturale corpus Christi, (quod pro nobis acerbissimam mortem in cruce perpessum

præsen a.

est, quod ad dexteram Dei Patris in caelo c0nsidet,) realiter, substantialiter, corpora

liter et naturaliter in accidentibus sacramentalis panis et vinia quas illi species panis

et vini nominnnt, inesse. Atque in varias sententias homines acuti distrahuntur.

quidam enim illorum contendunt, verum ct naturale corpus Christi ibi adesses sed

non natnraliter aut sensibiliten Alii contra naturaliter et sensibiliter adesse dicunt,

idque eadem magnitudine et forms, qua ex Maria virgine nascebatur, et qua jam in

ccelo est, et nostris illum dentibus teri et comminui. Hoc partim scholasticorum

ne com.scriptis. partim Berengarii confessionej ad quam illum Nicolaus secundus adegit, facile

tim diSL 2.

u Ego Bere

guriul."

Joan. xvi.

Mall. xxvi

Joan. xii.

Matt. xxiv.
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enlm iii.

1 Cor. xi.

'Ob. ea

n.apparet. Cogebatur enim Berengarius profiteri, se in ea sententia de sacramento cor

poris et sanguinis Domini pemiansuruma in qua Nicolaus tunc reliquique ejusdem

farinæ homines fuerant, non modo sacramenta panis et vini, sed veram quoque camem

et sanguinem Domini nostri Jesu Christi, sensualiter a sacerdote in altari tractari,

frangi, et fidelium dentibus atteri. Sed vera et catholica fides (quaa constantissimæ

divini verbi veritati nititur) docet nos, Servatorem christum (quod ad humanam na

turam et corporis præsentiam attinet) in cælum conseendisse, ad dexteram Dei Patris

sederea atque ibi ad mundi usque finem permansurum esseg tunc autem reversurum,

et vivos ac mortuos judicaturuma quemadmodum multis scripturis ipse de se testatus

est. “ Relinquo mundum (inqnit) atque ad Patrem abeo." Atque alibi: “ Pauperes sem

per apud vos habebitis, me vero non semper." Et iterum: “Multi venient et dicent,

nece hic est Christus, aut illic; sed non credzitis." Petrus in Actis Apostolorum ait,

“ oportere cælum eousque capere Christum, dum omninm rerum redintegratio futura sit."

Paulus ad Colossenses: uSupema quaarite, ubi christus ad dexteram Patris sedet." lit de

sacramento ipso mentionem faciensz “ Quotiescunque ederitis (inquit) panem hunc, et po

culum Domini biberitis, mortem Domini annuntiate dum veniat ;" significans illum non

esse corpore præscntem. Quis enim hic esset loquendi modus, aut qui sermo homi

num, de eo qui corpore præsens est, dicere, “dum venia.t," cum hoc ipsum “ dum ve

niat” significet illum nondum venisse? llæe fides catholica est, quam ab ineunte ætate
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in fidei symbolo discimus, quam christus docuit, apostoli sequuti sunt, mnrtyres san

guine suo confirmarunt.

fit quamquam christus cum humana natura substantialitcr, realitera corporalitcra

naturaliter, sensibiliter, (sic cnim cum crassis crasse loquendum est,) cum Patre suo in

cælis est, sacramentaliter tamen et spiritu adesse dicitur, in aqua quidem, pane et vino,

quasi in signis et sacmmentis, sed revera in fidelibus christianisj qui vel vero baptismo

lavantur, vel idonee sanctam communionem percipiunt, vel sincere fiduciam eum in

illum collocarunt.

Jam accepistis duo insignia capitaa in quibus papistæ a. veritate verbi et catho

lica fide desciverunt.

Tertium vero ejusmodi est, quod aflirment impios verum Christi corpus et sangui- Tem'us errorl
. . .. . . . . .. quodm

nem in hoc sacramento perclpere, et nsdem rebus vescia quibus integri et pn solent. manducam
istum.

Huic autem verbi divini veritas adversatur. Omnes enim qui pia membra christi

sunt, quemadmodum corporibus edunt panem et bibunt vinuma ita mentibus pcrcipiunt

veram carnem et sanguinem Christi: impia autem membra diaboli edunt panem et

bibunt vinum sacramento tenusa sed spiritu neque carnem cliristi neque sanguinem

ejus percipiuut.

ah

Quartum, in quo sacerdotes papistici ab apertissimo verbo divino dissentiunt, est, quartus

quod dicant se christum quotidie pro remissione peccatorum nostrorum ofi'errc, et quotidiano

mortis Christi merita per missas suas distribuere et applicare. At prophetze, apostoli

et evangelistæ prædicanta christum ipsum suo ipsius corpore sacrificium pro nobis in

cruce fecisse, cujus vulneribus ægritudines omnes sanarentur, et peccata re

mitterenturz hoc nullus unquam sacerdos, nec homo, nec creatum

ulla fecerats præter christum soluma nec is quidem sæpius

quam semel. Hujus etiam oblationis beneficium aliis

distribuere nemo mortalis potest, sed fide

cuique sua (quemadmodum pro

pheta ait) a christo

accipiendum

est.

mus LIBRI PRIMI.
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LIBER SECUNDUS.

CONTRA TRANSUBSTANTIATIONEM.

CAPUT I.

HACTENUB accepistis quatuor eximia capita, in quibus potissimum papistica doc

trina a veritate verbi divini et a christiana veterum catholicorum fide, in hae cænæ

dominicæ tractatione, discedat. Nunca favente Deo, tum errorum papisticorum refu

tationems tum catholicæ fidei defensionem non modo ex certissimo Dei verboa sed etiam

antiquissimorum auctorum et martyruma qui in ecclesia Dei floruerunt, auctoritate

susceptam, audietis; ne quis arbitretur, hanc meam contra transubstantiationem sen

tentiam esse nuper e cerebro meo excogitatam.

CAPUT II.

PAPISTICA DOCTRINA DE TRANSUBSTANTIATIONE vanno DEI

ADVERSATUR.

Pmxcmo, pancm et vinum post verba consecrationis remanere, et in cæna do

minica etiam percipi, ex Christi ipsius verbis apertissime et certissime colligitur.

Nam cum cænam discipulis suis darets christus acceptum panem fregita et dedit

discipulis suis, et dixit: “Accipite, editez hoc est corpus meum."

flic papistæ triumphum canunt propter hæc christi verba, “ lioc est corpus meum,”

quæ verba consecrationis appellant: his enim verbis prolatis, aiunt, neque panem

ullum reliquum esse, neque ullam aliam substantiam præter subtantiam corporis

Christi. Atque dicunta cum christus dixisset “Hoe,” panem mansisse: cum “est,”

panem etiam mansissez cum “corpus,” eodcm modo: confecta autem tota sententia

“ hoc est corpus meum," panem disceæisse aiunta et præter substantiam corporis christi

nihil aliud mansisse contenduntz quasi sacramentum cum rc signifieata consistere non

posset. ceterum hoc adserere, nullum remanere panema illorum inventum est, quod

ex non scriptis veritatibus (ha-s enim maximo religionis cultu prosequuntur) eliciunt.

Deus bone! quantum gloriarentur, si christus dixisset, Hoe non est panis? Sed

christus non dixits Hoc panis non est: sed affirmative dixitj “Hoc est corpus meumgn

non panem tollendoj sed corporis sui comesturam aflirmzmdo: illud nobis intelli

gendum, et judicii veritate complectendum danss ita corpus ejus spiritu accipi, quem

admodum panis ore et corpore percipitun 1taque hunc fuisse sensum Christi, ex

Paulo liquet. Sic enim aitz “Panis quem frangimus, nonne communio corporis Christi

est?" Quis sensum christi melius Paulo intellexit? cui Christus maxime abdita et

recondita patefecit. Hie ad meliorem et clariorem intelligentiam (ne forte verbis

christi in aliam sententiam abuteremur) ita. illa explicavit, ut minus obscura aut

depravata nobis esse possent. Ubi enim Christus panem accepit ac fregit, et dixit,

“Hoe est corpus meum ;" Paulus explicuit his verbisz “Panis quem frangimusa nonne

communio corporis Christi est ?" Quod Christus dixit corpus suum, Paulus commu

nionem appellat corporis, non varietate verborum a christi mente dissentiens, sed

spiritu intelligentiæ christum exponensz nimirum eos qui panem digne edunt, par

ticipes esse corporis Christi; itaque christus panem corpus suum appellat (quemad

modum veteres declarant) quia corpus ejus repræsentat et significat ; illos qui panem
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hunc secundum instituta Christi edunt, spiritu edere corpus, et spiritu pasci ac

nutriri ; pane nihilominusa quasi sacramento ad illud idem declaranduma remanente.

Sed de verbis consecrationis fusius posthac disputabitur.

Ut igitur ad propositum revertamurz ex christi verbis, quæ ante consecrationem

dixit, perspicuum est panem remanerea et in hoc sacramento percipi. christus enim Isl-M

panem accepita fregit, dedit, jussit accipere. ederez hæc omnia ante verba consecra- . -

tionis posita sunt. lta fit, ut necessario de pane intelliganturg christum videlicet

cepisse panema fregisse panema distribuisse panem disciPulis, et præcepisse ut panem

caperenta et panem ederent. De vino ailtem, hoc planius et illustrius est (non ex

verbis modo, quæ consecrationem præcedung sed ex his etiam quæ sequuntur), vinum

remanere, et in cæna Domini ab omnibus hauriri. Nam ante verba. consecrationis '01). et

christus poculum vini accepita et discipulis suis dedit, et dixit: “ Bibite ex hoc omnes."Post verba vero consecrationis scquiturz “Et biberunt ex eo omnes."

Nunc autem quæro a papistis, quid sit, quod Christus apostolis bibere praeceperitp

cum dixit, “Bibite ex hoc omnes ?" Sanguis Christi minime adhuc (quemadmodum

illi ipsi asseveranti adfuitz nam verba hæc ante consecrationem dicebantur. ltaque

nihil aliud nisi vinum esse potuit, quod illis bibere præceperat.

Tum a papistis iterum quæro. Vinum necne biberint apostoli? Si fateantur,

errorem suum revocenta nempe nullum jam vinum post consecrationem remanere. Sin

neganta contumaciæ condemnant apostoloso qui illud non biberant, quod christus

præcepcrat. lmo vero christum præstigiarum potius accusanta qui apostolis ut vinum

biberent prsecepemt, et cum id facere parati essent, ipsea ne facerent, vinum e medio

sustulerat. Deinde priusquam poculum vini discipulis tradidissetj dixerat illisa “ Divi- ‘Ob.26:‘

dite hoc inter vos." mum

Hie itcrum a papistis quaero, quidnam id fuerit quod christus apostolis inter se

dividere præceperatl Poculum ipsum credo illos nolle dicerea nisi velint semet 0m

nibus deridendos proponere. Nee respondebunt (ut opinor) fuisse sanguinem, tum quia

verba illa ante consecrationem pronunciabantur ; tum quia sanguis Christi non divi

ditur, sed integer in sacramento spiritualiter sumitur. lta eflicitur, ut nulla alia de

re, nisi de vino, quod illis divideretura quod ab illis bibcretura intelligi ista possint.

Jam communione finita, Christus apostolis dixeratz “Amen dico vobisa non bibam post- “011.27. I

hac de fructu vitis, donec biboro novum in regno Patris mei." Ex quibus perspicuum inill

est, verum fuisse vinum, quod apostoli in cæna Domini biberant. Neque enim san

guis Christi, neque accidentia vini, fructus vitis sunt: imo præter vinum fructus vitis

alius nullus est.

Et quomodo potuisset christus clarius mentem suam de permansione panis et vini

exponerea quam panem accipiendo, panem fmngendo, panem discipulis tribuendo, panem '0b.18.

ut ederent imperando? et poculum similiter accipiendo, poculum discipulis porri

gendo, ut poculum inter se dividerent et biberent praecipiendos et poculum fructum

vitis vocandoz Haec ita illustria testimonia sunt, ut si angelus e cælo contra ista

dieeret, fides illi minime adhibenda esset. Multo igitur minus deliris papistisa inania

commenta hæc fingentibus, credendum est.

Si Christus nos huic de discessione panis et vini opinioni ita fidem habere volu

isseta ut necessarium fidei caput contineat, hocne modo loqueretura ut clarissimis

uteretur verbis, quibus significaretur panem et vinum ibi permanere? cujusmodi

tandem doctorem volunt christum essea quem aliud dixisses aliud sensisse contendunt?

Quis hanc de christo contumeliam æquo animo feratz

At quam callidi et versuti doctores sunt papistæl qui ex suis ipsorum cerebris

hujusmodi deliria confingunt, quæ maxime christianæ religioni adversantnra et tamen

christianis omnibus firmissime credenda pro christi ipsius doctrina proponunt. Haud

ita. Paulus hac in re fecerata qui formam loquendi a christo usitatam sequutus, panem

et vinum suis nominibus appellavit. “Pa.nis," inquit, “'quem frangimusa an non com- {@0531

munio corporis christi est in

Hie iterum a papistis quaeroa utrum de ‘pane consecrato vel non consecrato verba

fecerat? At de pane non consecrato loqui non potuit, quia (quemadmodum illi ipsi

judicant) communio corporis christi non est. Sin de cousecrato pane loquutus sit,

fateantur necesse est, ejusmodi panem post consecrationem permanerea ut frangi possit,
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qui nisi verus et materinlis panis, nullus esse potest. Et statim addidita nos unius

panis participes esse Et in proximo capite fusius de eadem re loquens, quater panem

et poculum nominavity neque ullius unquam transubstantiationisp aut accidentium sine

substantia permansionis, mentionem fecitz quod in primis frequenti oratione usurpasset,

si discessio substantiae panis et vini necessarium aliquod caput religionis fuisset. lta

perspicuum est ex ipsis scripturæ verbis, panem et vinum post consecrationem ma

nere, et papisticam hanc de transubstantiatione doctrinam verbo Dci aperte repugnare.

CAPUT III.

PAPISTICA DOCTRINA RATIONI EST communia

CONSIDERANDUM etiam nobis diligenti animi attentione estt quomodo huic tam con

lirmatæ illorum sententiae adversetur naturalis tum ratio tum operatioz quæ quan

quam contra verbum Dci minime valcnt, ubi tamen annexæ verbo Dei sunt, magnum

adferunt ad veritatis confirmationem momentum.

Naturalis ratio a vacuo abhorret, et sustinere non potesta locus aliquis ut sita qui

corpore non compleatur. Atqui detracto pane et vino, locus in quo ante erant, et ubi

nunc etiam accidentia existunt, contra universum naturæ ordinem, nulla substantia re

pletur, sed vacuus existit.

videmus etiam vinuma quamvis consecratum sit, si diutius servetur, in acetum

converti, et panem mucidnm fieri, quæ nihil aliud tum sunt, quam vinum acidum et

panis mucidus. Quod utique non fiereta si nullum ibi vinum aut panis esseta quod

acescere aut mucescere posset.

Atque si sacramentum combureretur, (quemadmodum reliquiaea a communicantibus

non perceptæa antiquitus comburi solebant,) dicant quid comburaturz vel panem esse,

vel corpus Christi, necesse est. Panem nullum esse aiunty corpus igitur Christi neces

sario comburuntg (et merito Christi ipsius combustores appellentur, sicut antehac

multa ipsius membra concremaruntlgj nisi, contra natures totius ordinem, accidentia com

buri dicanta omni substantia prius detraeta.

iMysticus deinde panis et vinum nutrire corpus solcnt, quæ quidem nutritio c

substantia, non ex accidentibus proficiscitur.

Vinum etiama veneno adhibitov necare solet, (quemadmodum ex episcopis Romanis

complures testilicari possunta qui partim alios veneno sustulerunta partim ipsi veneno

sublati sunt;) quod veneficium salutari Christi sanguini assignari non potest, sed vene

nato tantum vino.

Quid, quod maxime contra naturam accidentium est, in nulla re subjecta con

sistere, cum definitionis illornm hæc sit ratioa in subjecto aliquo hærerei lta fit, ut si

sint, in aliquo hærere illa necesse sit; si vero nulli rei insint, neque ipsa accidentia sint.

Sexcenta alia sunt, quæ papistæ hac transubstantiationis defensione contra naturae

ordinem et rationis defendere coguutur. Hujus generis suut: Duo corpora uno in loco

esset Unum corpus multis in locis simul esses Substautias ex accidentibus Ac

cidentia in substantias convertiz Accidentia sine substantia locum explerez Corpus in

loco essea et locum non explerez Roi alicujus generationem esse sine cujusquam cor

ruptione, et corruptionem sine ullius generationez aut ex nihilo aliquid ficri, et in

nihilum aliquid mutarig et multa his similia, quæ tum naturaa, tum rationi adver
santur. i

CAPUT IV.

SENSUUM JUDIClO poculum PAPISTICA ADVERSATUR.

Sszvsmus etiam nostris hæc papistarum doctrina contraria esse videtur. oculi

eni'm, si testes citarentur, panem et vinum se videre dicerent, nares odomri, ora gustare.

manus tractare panem se et vinum asseverarent. Et quamquam fidei nostræ capita

longe sensunm nostrorum captum anteeant, (its ut multa variaque credamus, quae
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sub sensus cadere non possunt,) haud ita tamen sensibus repugnant, ut in his, quæ

perpetuo sensibus nostris subjecta sunt, fidem nullam sensibus habere debeamus, sed

in contrariam partem fide nitamur.

Fides jubet credere, quae non videntur: at his, quæ in conspectum quotidianum 'Ob-m

caduut, quæ auditiono accipimusa quæ manibus wnemus, fidem derogare non jubet.

Quanquam enim fidei altitudinem sensus non attinganta in his tamem quæ quotidie

sensibus comprehenduntura fides sensibus non adversatur, sed sensus potius fidei sta

bilitatcm confirmant. Nam quid Thoma: ad christi resurrectionem confinnandam "Iv-12"

profuit, lateri Christi manum admoviæeo aut vulnera pertmctnsse, si nulla sensibus imm-xx

fides habenda essct?

Quanta autem valentiniano et Marcioni (qui christum cruci affixum fuisse negant, 'l'gP-LIZIH
sed Symonem Cyrenaeum illius loco supplicia perpessum aflirmant,) ad opinionum igu iin

suarum commenta confirmanda fenestra aperitur! Quanta aliis haereticis, qui Chris

tum verum fuisse hominem inficiabautur, quanquam in oculis omnium homo esse, sgfli‘irlitrium

formam sibi humanam assumpsisse1 esurire, sitire, fatigaria lacrymari, dormire, ederea Lib. iiifet

bibere, ct mori etiam videretur? Si enim semel concesserimusa nullam fidem sensibus maxima

tribuendam esse, quantus aditus et quanta occasio sit infinitis opinionum erroribus! lfnlllgicrgrilgi,

Sin in hoc sacramentario negotio nulla fides tribuenda sensibus sit, cur tam ob- chum"

stinate a papistis afiirmatur, accidentia post consecrationem permanere? quod nisi

sensibus judicari non potcst. Nihil enim scriptura de accidentibus panis et vinia sed

de ipso pane et vino diserte loquitur; et contra naturam et definitionem accidcntium mh 1°"

est, ut, nulla re sibi subjects, sola consistant. Si nulla igitur sensibus fidcs adhibenda

est, (in hoc præsertim Eucharistiae negotio,) cur, si substantia panis et vini discessits

non etiam diseessisse accidentia putabimus? Quod si sensibus necessario credendum

sit, dum judicant accidentia manerea cur non idem potius de substantia statuendum

est; cum post consecrationem scriptura nullibi dicata substantiam panis et vini abesse,

sed iis nominibus perpetuo appellets quæ substantiam, non accidentia siguificent?

Denique si sensus nostri hac in re quotidie decipiantur, tum hoc sacramentum ‘Ob-m

nihil aliud nisi sensnum nostrorum ludificatio est: quo nihil magis facere pro illorum

sententia potest, qui christum vaferrimum præstigiatorem appellarunta qui ita oculos

mortalium pcrstrinxcritq ut viderentur cssc, quæ non erant.

Sed ut in pauca confcramc ostendant (si possint) papistæ ullum fidei caput ita

plane cum sensuum judicio pugnans, ut quod sensus universi quotidiana experientia

nobis demonstrant, illud fides contcndat non esse

CAPUT V.

PAPISTICAM DOCTRINAM ANTIQUORUM PATRUM SENTENTIIS REPUGNARE.

CUM igitur satis ostensum sit, quemadmodum hæc papistica de transnbstantiatione

opinio plane verbo Dci, naturæ rerum, rationis judicio, sensuum comprehensioni ad

versetur, nunc pari ratione demonstrabimusa quemadmodum fidei et doctrinæ antiquissi

morum scriptorum repugnet, qui ut Christi et apostolorum ætate viciniores crant, ita.

facile, quid verissimum esset, tenere poterant.

Ignatius ad'Philadelphenses: “ Una est caro Domini Jesu, et unus ejus sanguis

qui pro nobis fusus est: unus etiam panis pro omnibus confmctus, et unus calix totius

ecclcsiæf

Clemens in Paedagogo, Lib. ii. cap. l “Ipse quoque vino. usus est, nam ipse

quoque homo, et vinum benedixita cum dixitz Accipite, bibite, hoc est sanguis meus.

Sanguis vitis, verbum, quod pro multis efi'uuditur in remissionem peccatorum, sanctum

lætitiæ fiucntum allegorice significat." Et mox: “Quod autem vinum esset, quod

benedictum est, ostendit rursum, dicens discipulis, Non bibam ex fructu vitis hujus,

donec bibero ipsum vobiscum in regno Patris mei." “Pontifex opertum panem et

indivisum aperit, in frusta concidens," &c. 'DionJZecl.

. . . . . . . . . Hier.mp.3.

Ac pnmo iustinus prodeat, gravis vir et eruditus martyr, antlquissnnus ommum, fluc vertit

. . . . nem um ci

qui de sacramentis tractasse cognoscuntur, qui ad centum plus minus annos post as- amicum

censionem Christi floruit magna v.
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Is in secunda apologia sua ita scripsitz “ Panema aquams et vinum in hoc sacramento

non ita percipi deberes quemadmodum alii cibi et potus, quibus quotidie utimur, sed

tanquam epulæ ad hoc destinatze, ut gratiæ Dco agerenturs atque nunc Eucharistiam,

nunc corpus et sanguinem Christi nominare: neque fas esse. ut quis illa percipiat,

nisi qui christum professus sit, et convenienter professioni suæ vivat." Hunc tamen

cibum et potionem ille in carnem et sanguinem nostrum converti, et corpora nostra

nutriri aflirmat.

Hinc efficitura Justinum putasse panem et vinum in sacramento permanerez aliter

enim sic in carnem et sanguinem nostrum converti non possenta ut ex illis nutriremur.

Hunc sequutus est lrenæusy centum et quinquaginta annos post Christum, qui in

necessariis fidei nostræ capitibus decipi non potuitz fuerat enim Polycarpi discipulus,

qui Johannis evangelistæ auditor fuit. lrenæus autem in hoc negotio sensum Justini

et verba etiam imitatusa “Panis (ait) in quo gratiae actæ sunt, qui est a term, per

cipiens vocationem Dei, jam non communis panis est, sed Eucharistia, ex duabus

rebus constansa terrena et coelestiu coeleste hoc quidnam, queeso, est? Dominus Jesus.

Terrestre autem quid? Panis de quo supra mentionem fecita quod ex terra esset,

quemque corpora nostra pascere ait, quemadmodum reliqui panes, qui ad usum vitæ

adhibentun

Et idem Irenaaus, Lib. v. “ quando mixtus calix et fractus panis percipit verbum

Dei, fit Eucharistia, corporis et sanguinis Christi, ex quibus augetur et consistit cernis

nostræ substantia." Et in eodem: “ Cum membra ejus simus, et per creaturam nutrimurj

eum calioem, qui est creaturaa suum corpus confirmavita ex quo nostra auget corpora."

Idem Lib iv. cap. 38. “Quomodo constabit eum panem, in quo gratis: actæ sunt,

corpus esse Domini sui, et calicem sanguinis ojus, si non ipsum fabricatoris mundi

Filium esse dicant?"

Paulo post lrenæum origenes fuit, ducentos annos post christi ascensionem. Hic

panem ait sanctificatum, “ juxta id quod habet materialea in ventrem abirea et in secessum

ejici; nec materiam panisa sed sermonem qui super illum dictus est, prodesse non indigne

Domino comedenti illum." ldem contra Celsum, Lib. iv. “Ubi pro eollatis in nos be

neficiis gratias diximusa oblatis panibus vescimur."

Post Origenem Cyprianus sanctus martyr fuerat anno Domini duccntesimo quin

quagesimo. Hic contra illos, qui sacramentum aqua sola sine vino ministrabanta ad

hunc modum verba fecit. “Cum dicat christus (inquit), Ego sum vitis vera ; sanguis

Christi non aqua est utique, sed vinum. Nee potest videri sanguis ejus, quo redempti

et vivificati sumusa esse in calioe, quando vinum desit calicia quo Christi sanguis osten

ditur.”

Quid planius pro vini subsistentia dici potest, quam si nullum ibi vinum sit, nullum

esse sanguinem Christi?

Et paulo post in eadem epistola. “Christus (inquit) accipiens calicem benedixit

et dedit discipulis suisa dicensz Bibite ex hoc omnes. lioc est enim sanguis novi testa

menti, qui pro multis effundetur in remissionem peccatorum. Dico vobis, non bibam

a modo ex ista creatum vitis usque in diem illuma quo vobiscum bibam novum vinum

in regno Patris mei. Qua in parte invenimus calicem mixtum fuisses quem Dominus

obtulit, et vinum fuissea quod sanguinem suum dixit. Unde appareta christi sanguinem

non ofl'erri, si desit vinum calici." Et mox : “ Quomodo de creatum vicis novum vinum

cum Christo in regno Patris bibemusa si in sacrificio Dei Patris et Christi vinum non

ofi'erimus fu

Ex his divi Cypriani verbis manifestissime liqueta non solum in hoc sacramento

vinum ofi'erri, ex uvis expressuma ex vite ortum, sed etiam nos idem bibere. Quod

tum si digne bibamus, admonemur nos spiritualiter bibere verum sanguinem Christi,

pro peccatis nostris eifusum.

Idem in sermone de Lapsis: “Sanctificatus in Domini sanguinem potus de pollutis

visceribus empit." Et de Coma Domini: “Sceleratum os panis sanctificatus intravit."

Et in eodem: “Ante verba consecrationis panis ille communis, &c." infra cap. 2. præ

sentis libri.

Eusebins Emissenus, homo singulari quadam doctrinæ excellentisy trecentos annos

post christi ascensionems paucissimis universam rem ita complexus est, tum quomodo
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panis et vinum in corpus et sanguinem Christi convertuntur, et a pristina naturae statu

non disceduntg tum quomodo, præter extcmam panis et vini perceptionem1 christus

interna fide recipiatur in corda, ut nihil amplius requiri in hac causa possit. Atque

ut universa res melius ante oculos constituatura conversionem visibilium creaturarum

in corpus et sanguinem Christi similem esse ait mutationi nostræ in baptismoo ubi

foris nihil mutatura sed idem per omnia remaneta intus autem et spiritualiter universa

commutatio et conversio existit.

“Si cupias scire," inquit, “quomodo novum tibi et impossibile esse non debeat,

quod in Christi substantiam terrena et mortalia convertuntur, teipsum, qui in Christo

es regeneratusy interroga. Dudum alienus a vita, peregrinus a misericordia et a salutis

via, intrinsecus mortuus exulabzms subito initiatus christi legibus, et salutaribus mysteriis

innovatusa in corpus ecclesiæ non videndo, sed credendo transisti, et de filio perditionis

adoptivus Dei filius fieri occulta puritate meruisti. In mensura visibili permanensa

major factus es te ipso invisibilitery sine quantitatis augmcnto. Cum idcm ipse esses,

multo alter fieri fidei processibus meruisti. In exteriori nihil additum est, et totum

in interiori mutatum est. Ac sic homo Christi filius effectusa christusque hominis in

mente formatus est. Sicut ergo sine sensu corporali, praeterita vilitate deposita, subito

novam indutus es dignitatem ; et sicut haec, quod Deus lassa in te curavita infecta diluita

maeulata detersita non oculis sed sensibus sunt creditag ita et cum reverendum altare

cibis spiritualibus satiandus ascendis, sacrum Dei tui corpus et sanguinem fide respice,

honore mirare, mente continge, cordis manu suscipes et maxime haustu interioris hominis

assume."

Hucusque Eusebius, cujus verba ita plana sunt, ut nihil planius esse possit1 neque

nostræ sententiæ convenientiusa panis et vini conversionem in corpus et sanguinem

Christi spiritualem esses et nihil foris mutariz sed quemadmodum extemus homo

panem et vinum ore, sic internus homo per fidem, spiritus veram carnem et sanguinem

Christi percipit.

hilarius paucis eadem complexus est. “Corpus Christi (inquit), quod sumitur de rriluviumuqz
altari, figura est, dum panis et vinum extra videturz veritas uiltem, dum corpus et "uconm

sanguis christi in veritate interius creditur." Hie trecentos quinquaginta annos post

christum floruit.

Epiphanius hunc paulo post consequensz “ Cibum quidem (nit) esse panem, virtutem Epiphnnius

in ipso ad vivificationem esse." Quod si nullus panis esset, quomodo cibus esset? xliii-niiag

Eadem ætate chrysostomusa qui ad annos quadringentos post christum fuit, scribit isiiiiiihaz

ad hunc modumz uchristus quando hoc mysterium tradidit, vinum tradidit: etiam

post resurrectionem in nuda mysterii mensa vino usus est, ex genimine autem (ait) inxiiin'

vitis, quæ vinum, non aquam producit."

Haac verba chrysostomi clarissime exponunta christum in sanctissima mensa bibisse

vinum, et aliis bibendum dedisset quod certe verum esse non possit, si nullum vinum

post consecrationem (quemndmodum papistæ fingunt) remaneret.

Alio autem loco chrysostomus hoc planius declarat his verbisz “Antequam sanc- om ma

tifioetur panis, panem nominamusz divina autem illum sanctiiicante gratin, medianteswerdote, liberatus quidem est ab appellatione panis, dignns autem est habitus dominici

corporis appellationes etiamsi natura panis in ipso permansitf

At si natura panis maneat, quomodo tandem gloriantur papistae, sua de transub

stantiationes et substantiae fuga, et accidentium permansione commenta defensantesz

Hoc sæculo vixit Ambrosius, qui conversionem panis et vini in corpus et sanguinem Ambroliui.

Christi minime ejusmodi esse ostendit, ut natura et substantia panis et vini recedant,

sed gratia spiritualem conversionem per Dei omnipotentiam esse, ita ut qui digne hunc

panem edit, spiritu christum edatv et in christo habitets et christus in eo. Nam de

hac conversione panis in corpus christi Ambrosius sic loquiturz

“Si tanta vis in sermone Domini, ut incipiant essep quæ non eranta quanto magis oob.1g1.

. . . . ,, Dehis ui
operatonus est ut sint quæ eranta et in aliud convertanturl Myngnguini.

Ad hanc rem confirmandam exemplum adfert nostræ in baptismo mutationis, cujus “Tug-‘1‘?"

exempli etiam Eusebius meminit; ubi ita mutatur homo, ut nova creatura sit, ita nova tribum

creatum est, ut substantia tamen prior maneat.

Eadem etiam ætate Augustinus ad hunc modum scripsitc uquod vidistis1 panis Augustin

Sermnne ml

lnfsnm
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est et calix, quod vobis etiam oculi vestri renuntiantz quod autem fides postulat

instruenday panis est corpus Christi, calix est sanguis."

Et mox: “ Panis non fit ex uno grano, sed ex multis." lit moxz “Illas nubes et

ignes quæ fecerint vel assumpserint angeli, ad significandum quod annuntiabant, quis

novit hominums sicut infantes non norunt," &c. Et mox: ulnfantes non norunt quod

in altari ponitur, et peracta pietatis celebratione consumitur, unde vel quomodo con

ficiatur, unde in usum religionis assumatun Et si nunquam discant experimentog vel

suo vel aliorumy et nunquam istam speciem rerum videant, nisi inter cclebrationes

sacramentorum cum ofl'ertur et datur, dicaturque illis auctoritate gravissimaj cujus corpus

et sanguis sit, nihil aliud credent nisi omnino in illa specie Dominum oculis apparuisse

mortalium, et de latere tali percusso 1iquorem illum omnino fluxisse.” lit ante, cap. 4.

“Pauis ct vinnm non sanctificantura ut sint tam magnum sacmmentum, nisi per in

visibilem operationcm Spiritus sancti."

Idem Aug. de Trin. Lib. iii. cap. 10., loquens de novem modis, quibus Deus

aliquid nobis annuntiata nonum modum dicit esse “in re quæ sit quidem eadem specie,

sed peracto mysterio transitura aliquando (inquit) ad hoc fit eadem species, vel ali

quantulum mansum (sicnt potuit serpens ille æneus exaltatus in eremo, sicut possunt

literæaj vel peracto transitums sicut panis ad hoc factus in accipiendo sacramento con

sumitur. Sed quia hæc hominibus nota sunt (sed quia per homines finnt,) honorem

tanquam religiosa possunt haberea stuporem tanquam mira non possunt.”

Idem in Joan. Homil. xxvi. “ Dominus noster Jesus Christus corpus et sanguinem

suum in iis rebus commendavit, quæ ad unum aliquid ex multis rediguntur. Alind

maligz-fisn- enim ex multis granis conficitur, aliud ex multis racemis confluit." Et mox: uSecurus

accede, panis est, non venenum."

lioc idem etiam alio loco apertissime exponit his verbisz uSacriiicium ecclesiæ in

duobus oonsistit, visibili elementorum specie et invisibili Domini nostri Jesu Christi

came et sanguine, et sacramento et re sacramentig sicut christi persona constat ex Deo et

hominea quum ipse christus verus sit Deus et verus sit homo: quia omnis res illarum

rerum naturam et veritatem in se continet, ex quibus conficitur. conficitur autem sap

orificium ecclesiæ duobusa sacramento et re sacramenti, id est, corpore Christi. Est

igitur sacramentum, et res sacramenti corpus Christi."

Hcsychius in Levit. Lib. ii. cap. 8. “ Simul panis et caro est." Gregorius in Re

gistro: “Tam azymum quam fermentatum dum sumimus, unum corpus Domini Salvatoris

efiicimur." Rabanus dicit, “Sacramentum in alimentum corporis redigi.”

Quid contra papistarum errorem planius dici potest, qui nec panem nec vinum

remanere in sacramento contenduntf

quemadmodum enim persona Christi constat et conficitur ex D00 et homine, at-.

que adeo utraque natura in christo ma-net, ita (inquit Augustinns) sacramentum ex

duabus rebus conficitur, clementis panis et vinia et Christi corpore et sanguine: qua

de causa hæc duo in sacramento manere necesse est.

Scd ad meliorem harum rerum intelligentiam animadvertendum esta quosdam

fuisse haereticos1 Simonem, Menandrum, Marcionema Valentinum, Basilidem, Cerdonem,

Manema Eutychen, Manichazum, Apollinarema et ejus generis permultos, qui christum

verum Deum fuisse fatebanturs sed verum hominem fuisse negabantg quamvis edendoa

bibendoa dormiendo, ceterisque actionibus, opinionem afferret se esse hominem.

Alii contra, in quibus Artemon, Theodorus, Sabellius, Paulus Samosatenus, Mar

cellus, Photinus, Nestorius, multique ex eadem haeresi, hominem christum confiteban

tur, boum esse negabantg quamvis dando visu cæciss sermone mutisa auditu surdis,

sanandis confestim verbo morbis, excitandis mortuis, ceterisque divinis actionibus, spe

ciem quandam Dei præ se ferret.

Erant etiam qui cum scripturas utraque in re apertas et certas viderent, tum

Denm, tum hominem, christum asseverabant, sed uno atque eodem tempore nega

bant. Nam ante incarnationem, inquiunt, Deus fuit et non homo: post incarnationem

vero desiit esse Deus, et homo jam effectus est, idque ad resurrectionis aut aseensiouis

tempusz quo tempore relicta iterum humanitatea quemadmodum ante incamationemj

ita etiam post, Deus tantum fuerita et non homo.

Sed adversus hæresum harum levitatem fides catholicav expresse Dei verbo nixa,
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tenet et credit, christum post incarnationem suam divinam naturam non deseruisses sed

uuo eodemque tempore (sicuti nunc est) perfectum Deum hominemque fuisse.

Quod ut planius intelligatur, antiqui scriptores hujus rei duo tradideruut exemplaz

unum hominis, qui duabus ex partibus eflicitnr, anima et corpore, quarum utraque simul

in homine eodemque tempore mnnent. itaque ubi anima Dei omnipotentis eflicientia. in

corpus infunditur, neutra pars alterius corruptrix est, sed perfectus ex his partibus

homo afiicitur1 et perfectum corpus perfectam animam simul habet. Alterum, quod

antiqui ad hanc causam citant, de eucharistia est, quam aiunt quoque duabus ex par

tibus eflici, sacmmento, vel visibilis panis et vini elemento, et Christi Servatoris cor

pore et sanguiue. Et quemadmodum panis et vini natura non disoedit, sed ab his

qui digne sacramentum sumunt, ita corpore percipiturs quemadmodum corpus et san

guis christi spiritu percipiuntur, sic divina Christi natura cum humana perpetua

conjungitur.

Eant nunc papistaaa et opinionem suam de transubstantiatione venditent, et nullam

panis aut vini substantiam remanere contendant, si impias simul haereses de Christo

defendere velint, et illum aut Deum solum, ant hominem solum, et non utrumque simul

esse existimeut. Atque hanc fuisse veterum sententiam, tum ex Augustine (quem cita

vimns), tum ex aliis etiam compluribus, intelligitur.

chrysostomus adversus perniciosum Apollinaris errorem de divinæ et humanæ na

turæ iu Christo ita confusa mistione, ut una tantum ex his natura efiiceretur, ad

cæsarium monachum sic scripsitz “Deum quando dicis, agnovisti id quod simplex

est naturaa quod incompositum, quod inconvertibile, quod invisihile, quod immortale,

quod incircnmscriptibile, quod incomprehensibile, et his similia. Hominem autem di

cens, signiiicasti id quod natura est infirmum, esuritionem, sitim, lacrymasa metum,

sudoris ejectionem, et his similiav passum, quibus id quod divinum est obnoxium

non est. christum autem quando dicis, conjunxisti utrnmque. unde et passibilis

dieitur idem ipse et impassibilisz passibilis quidem came, impassibilis autem deitate."

Et paulo post sic concludit: uPropter quod et Dens et homo est Christus: Deus

propter impassibilitatem, homo propter passionemz unus Filius, unus Dominus,

idem ipse proculdubio nnitarum naturarum unam dominationcm, unam potestatem

possidens (etiamsi non consubstantiales existunt), et unaquæque incommixtam proprie

tatis conservat agnitionem propter hoc, quod inconfusa sunt duo. Sicut enim ante

quam sanctificetur panis, panem nominamus, divina autem illud sanctificante gratia1

mediante snccrdote, liberatus est quidem ab appellatione paniss dignus autem habitus est

dominici corporis appellatione, etiamsi natura panis in ipso permansit, et non duo

corpora, sed uuum Filii corpus prædicaturz sic et hic divina éwBpuo-a'em, id est, inun

dante corporis naturas unum Filium, unam personam, utraque hæc fecerunt."

llæc Chrysostomi sententia non obscure sed expresse declarata post consecrationem

naturam panis remanere, quamvis sublimius longe et excelsius nomen consequaturs et

corpus Christi adeo appellatura ut qui religiose hujus sacramenti participes sunta iu

telligant se spiritu supematuralem panem corporis Christi, spiritu prazsentis, edere, et

illum in his et hos in illo habitam quamvis corpore ad dexteram Dei Patris in coelo

assideat.

Gelasius item, adversus Eutychen et Nestorium scribens, (e quibns hic christum

perfectum hominem et non Deum, ille vero contra, Deum et non hominem esse asse

vembat,) apertissimis scripturæ testimoniis probat, christum verum Deum et verum

hominem fuissea et post incamationem ejus naturam etiam divinitatis remansisse, ita

ut cum duas naturas et naturales quoque utriusque proprietates haberet, unus tamen

christus esset.

IIiBC ut explicatiora essent, duo adfcrt exemplaz unum hominis, qui cum unus

sit, ex duabus naturisa iisque diversisa corpore et animo, et tamen eonsistentibus atque

omnem vim suam conditionemque naturarum retinentibusa conficitur: altemm sacra

menti corporis et sanguinis Domini, quam divinam rem esse ait, dicens: “Sacra,

menta quæ sumimus corporis et sanguinis Christi, divina res est propter quod et per

eadem divinæ efiicimur consortes natures, et tamen esse non desinit substantia vel

natura panis et viui. Et certe imago et similitudo corporis et sanguinis christi in

actione mysteriorum celebrantur. Satis ergo nobis evidenter ostenditur, hoc nobis in

'3

[CRANMEIL]

Chrysout. ad

Carsar'lum

monachum.

Gelasius cnn

tra Euty rhen

et Nstnrium.



fili CONTRA TRANSUBSTANTIATIONEM. ELIE.

'Leo.

i Theodoretus.

Primc dia

logn‘

aou 24.5.

In a dinlogo.

non 127,

Jo. Scotus

nuper 4.

Sent. d1

Gabriel. in

Can. Missæ

leek. 40.

ipso christo Domino sentiendum, quod in ejus imagine profitemur, celebramus et

sumus: ut sicut in hanc, scilicet divinam, transeunt (Spiritu sancto perficiente) sub

stantiams permanent tamen in suæ proprictate naturæg sic illud ipsum mysterium

principale (cujus nobis etiicientiam virtutemque veraciter repraesentant), his ex quibus

constat proprie permancntibusa unum christum (quia integrum verumque) permanere

demonstrantfl

Advertant hic nostri temporis papistaa, Gelasium (qni ante mille annos episcopus

Romanus fucrat) de hoc sacramento ita loquutum fuissea ut panem et vinum dicat

minime seipsa deserereq quemadmodum neque christus per incamationem divinitatem

deseruit, sed perfcctus Dcus, sicut anteaa permansit.

Et Leo, ut habetur de Consecra. dist. ii. u1ncarnationis quoque exemplo astruamus

mysterii veritatem." Idem habet Ambrosius, “de iis qui initiantur mysteriis ca. ult."

Theodoretus etiam in eadem Sententia esta ut ex primo et secundo ejus dialogo

liqnet. In primo enim ad hunc modum scribitz “Qui naturale corpus snum fru

mentum et panem vocavit, atque item seipsum vitem nominavit, idem ipse etiam

panem ct vinum corporis et sanguinis sui appellatione honoravitg non equidem natu

ram ipsam transmutansa sed adjiciens gratiam naturæft

In secundo autem eadem exprcssius loquitnr. “Sicut,” inquita panis et vinum

post sanctiticationem propria natura sua non egrediuntura sed manent in priore sua

substantia forma et figure; sic et corpus dominicum post assumptionem in divinam

est substantiam transmutatum.n

Eligant nunc papistaa, utrum ex his duobus largiri velint (alterutrum enim neceæe

est), vel naturam et substantiam panis et vini in sacramento post consecrationem rema

nere, (et tum revocanda est sua de transubstantiatione 0pinio;) vel se in eodem errore

cum Nestorio et ceteris fateantur, qui naturam divinitatis in christo nullam post in

carnationem esse contendebant. Hoc est enim communi antiquorum assensione firma

tum, nt quemadmodum in uno est, ita etiam in altero sit.

et

CAPUT VI.

TRANSUBSTANTIATIO E ROMA PRIMUM PROFECTA EST.

NUNC quoniam satis expositum est, tum ex scripture, tum ex naturali operatione,

rationea sensibus, antiquissimis ct doctissimis auctoribus, et sanctis martyribus ecclesiæ

Christi, substantiam panis et vini remanerea et a fidelibus in coma, percipi, operæ pre

tium est videre, quid scholasticos recentiores commoverit ad contrariam opinionem

defcndendama non modo a sensuum comprobatione et rationis judicio disjunctam, sed

etiam cum antiqua christi ecclesia et sanctissime Dei verbo pugnantem. Certe nihil

æque illos commovits ac vana illa et inutilis fiducia quam in ecclesia et sede Romano

collocarant.

Scotns enim, scholasticorum omnium subtilissimusa in transubstantiationis causa

n. tractandas hujus rei rationem afi'ert. Ait enim: “Ad hanc sententiam principaliter

videtur movere, quod de sacramentis tenendum est, sicut tenet sancta Romana. ecclesia.

lpsa autem tenet panem transubstantiari in corpus, et vinum in sanguinemz ut patet

De summa trinitate et fide catholicaa Firmiter credimus."

Gabriel etiam, qui præ ceteris omnibus de canonc missæ fusissime scripsity in

eadem fuit (ut videtur) sententia. His enim verbis usus esta “Notandnm, quod

quamvis expresse tradatur in scripturaa quod corpus christi veraciter sub speciebus

panis continetur, et a fidelibus sumitur, tamen quomodo ibi sit corpus Christi, an

per conversionem alicujus in ipsuma aut sine conversione incipiat esse corpus christi

cum pane, manentibus substantia et accidentibus panisa non invenitur expressum in

canone bibliæ. Quia tamen de sacramentis tenendum est, sicut tenet sancta Romana.

ecclesia, ut habetur De lurreticis, Ad abolendznn; nunc autem ipsa tenet et deter

minavit, panem transubstantiari in corpus Christi, et vinum in sanguinem; ideo ab

omnibus catholicis acceptatur hæc opinioa quod substantia panis non manet, sed rea

litcr et veraciter in substantiam corporis Christi convertitur, transubstantiatur seu

commutaturfy



I L] CONTRA TRANSUBSTANTIATIONEM. ss

CAPUT VII.

PAPISTARUM ANGLICORUM ARGUMENTA CONFUTANTUR.

Ex his intclligitur, hanc de transubstantiatione opinionem a compluribus defensam

et propugnatam esses quia ecclesia Romana ita constituit; quamvis contrariam senten

tiam etiam papistæ ipsi fateantur faciliorem videria veriorem, et scripturis convenien

tiorem. “Quoniam autem ecclesia Romans. transubstantiationem esse declaravita ideo -Scouu.

eligitur hic intellectus” fut inquit Scotus) “ ita difiicilis, cum verba scripturæ possent

salvari secundum intellectum facilem, et veriorem secundum appareutiam."

Sed quia nostrates papistæ (qui crassius de hac re, quam papa ipse, et sentiunt

et loquuntur, affirmantes naturale corpus et sanguinem Christi naturaliter in pane et

vino coutincri) neque‘possunt ueque audent iidem de transubstantiatione suam in

ecclesia Romano, fundata (qum quamvis sanctissima appellari postulet, revera tamen

impurissima omnis impietatis sentina est, Satanæ synagogas quam quicunque sequitur,

non potest non labi, et in errorum baratllrum mere,) confngiunt ad iiculnea folia, id

est, ad inania et levia arguments, suo ipsorum cerebro fabricata, et ad veterum tes

timonia a mente et sententia auctorum longe dctorta, quibus probrosos et ignominiosos

suos errores velare et tegere moliuntur. Itaque placuit in eo paululum laboris sumere,

ut iis ficulneis foliis (quibus tecti sunt) sublatis, illorum impudentes errores ante oculos

omnium constituantun

CAPUT VIII.

PRIMA RATIO, qua PAPISTE TRANSUBSTANTIATIONEM cosnmmm‘.

GRAVISSIMA illorum ratio, quam maximi momenti esse putant, et in qua tantum

auctoritatis pondus inesse judicant, ut (quemadmodum præ so ferunt) ne universum

quidem orbem dissolvere posse illam existimenta hæc est: uServator noster christus

acceptum panem fregit, et dedit discipulis suis dicens: lioc est corpus meum. Haac Mmmh

verbas inquiunt, ubi Christus semel pronuntiasseta panis statim mutatus, et substantia mg;

ejus in substantiam corporis Christi conversa est."

Quin autem Christiana: aures banc doctrinam patienter feranta quod christus quo- l-lujusrstio

tulle de mtegro fiat, aut quod ex alia substantia fiat, quam ex qua in utero virginis 22.00“ m

. . . . . . . . . s . -
effectus est? Ubl emm mcamatloms tempore ex natura et substantia beatæ virginis @133“

factus est, nunc hac paplstarum sententia quotidie ex natura panis et vim eflicitur, ::;_vw]f'b '

quas sicuti prædicantls in substantiam corporis et sanguinis ejus convertuntur. o

admirabilem perapdpcpmowl o horrendam hazresim, dicere Christum quotidie recens

et recenti ex natura factum! Ex quo necessario eficitur illos nobis quotidie novos

cudere et ctiingere Christos, ab illo diversos qui e virgine Maria nascebatury quique

in crucem suflixus fuit. quemadmodum clarissime comprobabitur his subsequentibus

argumentis

Primum euim, si Christi corpus, quod cruci afixum fuit, nequaquam ex pane efl'ec- glosa "‘1.
tum fuit, corpus autem quod in coena edebatur, ex pane factum fuit, (sicuti papistæ chmrcliin If.

contendunt,) fit, ut corpus quod in coma. manducatum est, non idem fuerit quodcruci afl'igebatur. pus quod

Deiude, si Christi corpus quod cruci aflixum est, ex pane et vino factum non est, gifiiium

et Christi corpus quod cruci aflixum est, idem sit quod etiam in ccena edebatur, tum bim

Christi corpus, quod edebatura minime ex pane effectum est.

Tum, si Christi corpus quod in cæna edebatur, idem sit quod crucifixum est, et‘on. lls.

Christi corpus quod in cæna edehatur, ex pane factum sit, (sicuti papistæ venditaut,)

fit ut Christi corpus quod cruci aflixum fuit, ex pane factum fuerit.

Ad hzec, si corpus Christi in sacramento ex substantia panis et vini eficiatur, idem- .0“, nr

que corpus in utero virginis conoeptum sit, tum corpus christi in utere virginis ex

pane et vino efi'ectum est.

Vel, si mavis, ad hunc modum. Corpus Christi in utero virginis minime ex pane mum

et vino effectum fuit. corpus autem Christi in sacramento ex pane et vino factum

'3-2
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est. Ita. concluditur, hoc Christi corpus non esse id quod conceptum est in virginis

utero.

Præterea christus qui de utero virginis natus est, quantum ad corpus attineta nulla

ex alia quam ex sanctæ virginis substantia factus est. christus autem in sacramento

ex alia substantia factus est: christus igitur alius ille est.

Antichristus itaque Romanus, omnis impii cultus auctoro christianos et fideles a

vero Christi cultu, qui ex sanctissima virgine sancti Spiritus opera factus natusque

est, nostraque causa in crucem actus, ad alterius Christi cultum abducere eontendit,

ex pane et vino facti papisticorum sacerdotum consecrationes qui se Dei efi'ectores

faciunt: verbis enim consccrationis aiunt illud eflici, quod in cæna pereipitur. Hoe

autem christum ipsum Deum et hominem csse contendunt: ita eflicitur, ut tum Dei

tum hominis efl'ectores sint.

At qui veræ pietatis studiosi sunt, unum Deum colants et unum Christum, semel

corporaliter factum ex Marisa solius substantiaa semel pro nobis mortuum, semel

exsuscitatum, semel in coelum sublatunl, ibique perpetuo ad dexteram Patris seden

tern, quamvis Spiritu quotidie nobiscum sit, et in medio illorum sit, qui in nomine

ejus congregantur. llle animorum fqucmadmodum cibus corporum) pastus est; quod

nobis institutione sacramenti in pane et vino demonstravit, significans, quemadmodum

panis et vinum corpora nostra corporaliter pascunt et recreant, ita etiam illum carne

et sanguine suo spiritualiter consolari et pascere mentem.

Hoc modo facillime dissolvitur papistarum (quod tantopere venditant) argumentum.

Quantumcunque enim insolenter ostentent et maxime crepent suam panis et vini con

versionem in corpus et sanguinem Christi, conversio tamen haec spiritualis est, neque

corporalem materiati panis et vini præsentiam tollit. Et quoniam sanctissimum est

spiritualis pastus saeramentum, quem ex corpore et sanguine Scrvatoris nostri per

cipimusa necessario consistit elementuma quod sub sensus cadita sine quo nullum consistit

sacramentum. quemadmodum enim in regeneratione nostra baptismi sacramentum

nullum esse potest, si aqua absit ; sic neque corporis et sanguinis Domini sacramentum

ullum esse potest, si panis et vinum dimoveantur. Baptismus enim perfectum sacramen

tum spiritualis regcnemtionis non est, nisi elementum aquæ adsit, quod foris abluats

quemadmodum Spiritus sanctus interne spiritualit/er regenerat baptizntum, quod aqua

significatur: et cæna Domini perfectum spiritualis pastus sacramentum esse non potest,

nisi tam panis et vinum adsints quæ corpora nutriant, quam corpus et sanguis Christi,

quæ spiritum pasezmt, quod pane et vino significatur. Quomodo autem cunque corpus

et sanguis Christi adsint, æque cum substantia panis et vini ac cum accidentibus adesse

possunt, sicut scholastici ipsi fatentur, et facillime (si adversarii id negare auderent)

comprobari possit. ltaque facillime intelligitur, quemadmodum firmissima illorum ratio

et præcipuum fundamentum (quo nituntur, et unde sibi hanc transubstantiationem

architectati sunt) funditus everti ac deleri possit.

CAPUT IX.

ALTERA PAPISTARUM RATIO, QUA TRANSUBSTANTIATIONEM

CONFIRMANT.

ALTERA illorum ratio est, parem undique dignitatem et auctoritatem habens. “Si

ramisyu inquiunts “remaneret, multa et magna absurda sequerenturz illudque in primis,

quod quemadmodum christus naturam hominis assumpsita et sibi adjunxit, ita etiam

naturam panis assumeret, et sibi adjungeret. Ex quo fieret, ut quemadmodum Deum

pro redemptione nostra incamatum habernus, ita etiam impanatum haberemus."

nic facillime cemitur, quam leves reliquae rationes sint, cum lue gravissimse et

fimiissimæ habeantur. Certum autem est, christum omnino impanatum fuisse deberes

si sibi panem unitate personae adjunxisset; hoc est, si naturam panis ita cum natura

sua copulasset, ut ex utraque natura una persona effecta fuisset. Sed quoniam sacra

mentalitcr tantum paui adjunctus est, non magis ex eo impanatus Christus est, quam

Spiritus sanctus inaquatuss cum sacramentaliter aquæ in baptismo adjungatur; aut

columba efi'ectus est, cum columbæ formam indueret, ut significant illum, quem Jo.
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anues baptizabat, verum christum fuisse. Imo vero (quemadmodum error crrorem

elicere solet) hæc ipsa quæ illi absurda objiciunt1 ex illorum ipsorum sententia seque

rentur; nempe christum impanatum et invinatum (ut ita. loquar) fuisse. Si enim 'Ob-m'

christus ita pane utitur, ut illum non ad nihilum redigat (sicuti illi przedicant), sed

ex eo corpus suum etiiciatg tum panis corpori Christi majore adunatione conjungitura

quam humanitas divinitati. llivinitas enim humanitati unitate persona, non naturze,

adjung'itur. Sed Servator christus verbo suo ellicit (sicuti ferunt) ut panis corpori,

non modo unitate personaes sed etiam naturæ jungeretun Ex quo fit, ut panis et

corpus christi unum sinta tum natura tum persona, et quod major intercedat unitas

corpori christi eum pane, quam humanitati cum dit'initate, aut corpori cum animo.

Hoe modo papistarum argumenta in ipsos rectissime reflectuntur.

CAPUT X.

fliit/libi PAPISTARUM RATIO, QUA TRANSUBSTANTIATIONEM

CONFIRMANT.

fuarum adhuc habenta quam ex sexto Joannis colligunt, ubi Christus ait: “Ego

sum panis vivus, qui de ccelo descendiz si quis edat ex hoc pane, vivet in ætemum.

Et panis quem ego dabo, caro mea est, quam ego dabo pro mundi vita."

Sic illi ex hoc loco disputantz “Si panis quem christus dat, caro ejus sit, non

potest etiam materiatus panis esse; atque adeo sequi necesse est, ut materiatus panis

discedat, neque substantia ulla remaneat præter carnem christi solam."

flic facilis est responsio: christum hoc in loco Joannis minimc de materiato et Huju,

sacramentali pane loquutums neque de sacramentnli pereeptione (biennium enim ante 32:31:11,,

aut triennium hic sermo habitus est, quam sacramentum institutum fuit), sed de Spiri

tuali pane, (undo sæpius repetit se panem vivum esse, qui de cælo descenditjl et de

spirituali per fidem pcrceptione, qua eodem illo tempore ab omnibus qui in illum credebant,

manducabaturs quando cæna nondum facta aut sacramentum adhuc institutum fuerat

1taque dixita “Patres vestri edemnt manna. in deserto, et mortui aunt: qui autem hunc Joan. vi.

panem edit, vivet perpetuo." flic igitur joannis locus de sacramentato pane intelligi

non potest, qui neque de cælo descendits neque vitam hominibus tribuit. Neque tum

temporis poterat christus de sacramenta-li pane verba fwcere, et carnem suam appellate;

nisi forte dicant, Christum tam longo ante spatio cænam suam sacravisse.

CAPUT XI.

AUCTORES QUOS PAPIST/E AD STABILIENDUM TRANSUBSTANTIATIONIS

ERROREM DETORQUENT.

NUNC cum plene et perfecte levibus illorum et anilibus rationibus atque argutiis

responderima restat ut eodem modo sophisticis et nugatoriis auctorum allegationibus

respondeams quos ad sua commenta conlirmanda depravarunt. Tria. sunt loca praecipua,

quæ speciem magnam præ se femnt hujus erroris confirmandi: sed ea si quis studiose

excutiat, et attentius aliquanto considerety videbit nihil ea ad hujusmodi propositum

facere.

Primus locus Cypriani est, in sermone de cæna Domini. “Panis,” inquit, “quem wm m

Dominus discipulis porrigebat, non efligie sed natura mutatus, omnipotentia verbi ggggghme

factus est caro." bo

Huic sententiae papistæ mordicus inhzerent, et his verbis, “ natura mutatus,"

maxime nituntur. Nature. igitur panis, aiunt, mutatur. llæc diabolicæ sophistices gamma

non minima pars est, qua diabolus in citandis scripturis uti solets ut aliquid addat

aut rie/trahata aut sensum commutet. Sic hoc loco ea. verba a papistis prætermitti

solent, quæ universam causam planam facercnt. Illis enim hæc quæ sequuntur ad

jungi debebantz i

“Sicut in persona Christi humanitas videbaturj et latebat divinitas1 ita sacra

mento visibili inelfabiliter se divina infudit essentiaz ut esset religioni circa sacra
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menta dovotio, et ad veritatem, cujus corpus sacramenta sunt, sincerior pateret

accessus, usque ad participatiouem Spiritus, non usque ad consubstautialitatem Christi,

sod usquo ad societatem germauissimam ejus haec uuitas pervcniret.” Et ibidem: “Ex

consucto rerum efl'cctu fidei nostraa adjuta infirmitas scnsibili argumento edocta est,

visibilibus sacmmeutis inesse vita: wteruze effectum; non tam corporali quam spirituali

transitione Christo nos uniri." Et mox: “Nostra vero et ipsius coujunctio nec misoet

personas, nec unit substantias; sod afl'octus consociat, et coufmdemt voluntates.’

Hasc Cypriani verba apcrto demonstrant, quod sacramentum simul cum diviuitate

adjuncta permanent, et sacramentaliter divinitatem in panem et vinum infundi, ipsis

pane et vino etiamnum remanentibus, qucmadmodum divinitas humanitatem Christi

sibi coujunxit, et simul cum illa habitavit.

Et tamen panis non efligie ncc substautia, sed natura (quemadmodum Cyprianus

verissime dicit) mutatur. Nequo enim hoc sentiebat, uaturalem panis substantiam

protinus discessisse, sed vcrbo Dei altiorem ei vim, naturam, couditioncmque adjectam,

quaa longe longeque plurimum vim et naturam commuuis panis superaret. Mysticus

euim panis hoc demoustrat (sicuti idem Cnu'iauus ait), nos Spiritus diviui participm

ofi'ectos, arctissime Christo conjungi, et spiritualitor illius came et sanguine pasci: ita

ut hic sacrameutatus panis sit non modo corporale corporis uutrimentum, sod etiam

spiritualis pastus auimi.

Eodom modo in baptismo aqua: natura communis mutatur: ad communem enim

naturam aquaa, qua: in abluendo et cxtergendo corpore versatur, acoedit etiam, quod

sit ablutionis nostraa et expiationis per Spiritum sanctum certissimum testimonium.

Augustinus in Joan. tract. lxxx. “‘Jam vos mundi estis, propter verbum quod

loquutus sum v0bis.’ Quare non ait, Muudi estis propter baptismum quo loti estis,

sed ait, propter verbum quod loquutus sum vobis; nisi'quia, et in aqua. verbum

muudat? Detrahe verbum: quid est aqua nisi aqua? Accedit verbum ad elemeutum,

et fit sacrameutum: etiam ipsum tauquam visibile verbum.” Et mox: “Uude ista

tanta virtus aquue, ut corpus tangat, et cor abluat, nisi facieute verbo? Non quia

dicitur, sod quin. creditur. Nam et in ipso verbo aliud est sonus transiens, aliud

virtus remaneus. Hoc est verbum fidei quod prazdica-mus."

Itaquc przecipuum doctorum testimonium (quod illi firmissimum erroris sui pne

sidium existimant) facile intelligitur, qunm parum pro illis faciat. Sed ad meliorem

sentcntiae Cypriani explicationem, baud inutile fuerit locum illius, supra capite quinto

citatum, animadvertere.

CAPUT XII.

CHRYSOSTOMI SENTENTIA A PAPISTIS AD TRANSUBSTANTIATIONEM

DEPRAVATA.

CIIRYSOSTOMI sententiam adferunt, quam indissolubilom csso putant. Ille enim in

quadam de eucharistia homilia sic scribit: “Num panem, num viuum vides? num

in socossum ut reliqui cibi abeunt? absit. Non sic cogitaudum est: quemadmodum

enim si cera igui adhibita assimilatur illi, uihil suhstantizu romanet, nihil roduudat;

ita et hic puta- mysteria consumi corporis substantia."

Hie so papistze magnifies efi'erunt, et quasi Victoria parta triumphant. Ecce, in

quiuut, an non gravissimus 0t eruditissimus vir apertissimis verbis dicit, nos nequo

panem, neque vinum videro, illa. prorsum, quasi ceram igni adhibitam, ad nihilum

consumi, uuilam printer-ea suhstautiam rcmanere?

At si ea verha, quaa proxime in Chrysostomo sequuntur, recitassent (qua: astut/J

de industria pratermiserant), quodnam Chrysostomi judicium ct quis seusus Pssot,

facillime patcfieret, et in ruborem (uisi valde impudentee fuerint) conjicerentur.

Chrysostomus enim statim subjuugit: “ Propterea aooedentes, ne putetis vos

divinum corpus ox homiue accipere, sed ex ipsis semphin forcipe ignem. Rcputate

salutarem sanguinem quasi e divino et impoiluto latere efiiuere, et itn approximnntcs

labiis puris accipitc. Quocirca, fmtres, oro vos ct obsecro, ne absimus ab eoclesiis,
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neque in aliis colloquiis ocoupati simus: stemus trementes et timidi, demissis oculis,

rcnata autem animaa gementes sine vocea jubilantcs corde."

Cum igitur hæc verba contineuter ea subsequantura quæ a papistis commemorata

sunta siquidem hi concludere ex verbis ab se citatis volunt, neque panem neque

vinum in sacramento ease, mihi eodem modo concludere licebitj neque sacerdotem ibi

neque christi corpus essc.

quemadmodum enim in priori sententia chrysostomus prascipit, ut ne cogitemus

nos panem aut vinum videre, ita, in altera mandata ut ne existimemus nos Christi

corpus a sacerdotis manu capere. quocircaa si ex altera sententia (qnemadmodum

papistæ ipsi praadicant) vere colligi non potest, in sacra communione minime Christi

corpus a sacerdote nobis tribui ; fateantur etiam necesse est, neque necessario nec

vere ex prima sententia concludi, nullum ibi panem aut vinum adesse.

Atqui hæc omnia in sacrosancta cæna pariter existunt. christus ipse spiritualiter

perceptus et fideles pascens, panis et vinum id nobis demonstrantia sacramentoa et

sacerdos horum minister. ltaque chrysostomus præcise non negat panem et vinnm,

corpus Christi et sacerdotem adesseg sed figura quadam loquendia non simplici nega

tione utitur, sed comparata.

flic loquendi modus non modo a scriptura est usurpatus, sed etiam omnium scrip- Negnliones

torum et linguamm communis est. cum enim duo inter se confernntur, in præstan- £5333?“

tiori re extollenda, et humiliori deprimendaa negationibus comparatis utimura quæ sim

pliciter aliquid non negant, sed comparate. cum populus (verbi causaj1 rejecto Samuele 1 Reg. viii.

prophetaa regem expeterent, Deus Samueli dixit: “Non to, sed me rejecerunt." Hand

hic simpliciter intelligitur, Samuelem non rejectum, cujus in loco regem collocari cu

piebantg sed in negatione comparata duæ aiiirmationes intolliguntur, una rejectum esse

Samuelem, altera Denm etiam, et in primis, rejectum esse

Eodem modoa cum David in persona Christi se vermem dixerata et non hominem; Psal.xxi.

nequaquam hac negationes christum esse hominem, tollits sed ut magnitudine orationis

christum ad infimam conditionem abjiccret, significavit christum non modo ad humans:

imbecillitatis conditionem demissums sed etiam in tantam humilitatem et obscnritatem

depressnm, ut potins vermis quam homo appellandus esset.

quæ forma loquendi Paulo familiaris admodum erat “Non ego hæc eflicio," iuqnit, Rom, vii,

“sed peccatum in me habitans." Et alio 1000: “Non misit me christus ut baptizem, sed ut 1 Cor. i.

evangelizem." Atque iterum: uScrmo meus et prædicatio mea non in probabilibus humanæ 1cor. ii.

sapientise sermonibuss sed in spiritus ct potestatis demonstrationefl Et rnrsus: “ Neque lCor- Iii

qui plantat est aliquid, neque qui rigata sed qui incrcmentum dat Deus." Et porros

“ Non ego, sed Christns in me vivit." Et, “ Milli absit ut glorier, nisi in cruce Domini Qnl

nostri Jesn Christi." Tum, “Non est nobis luctatio adversus carnem et sangninem, sed ipli vl

advcrsus spiritus tenebrarnm.”

In his sententiis et permultis aliis ejus gencris, quanquam negationes insint, non

tamen cogitavit Paulus prorsus inficiari, se hoc malum patrasseo de quo loquebatur, aut

penitus asseverarea se non missum ut baptizareta (qui aliquando bnptizabat, ct ad omnia lcor-L

salutis nostræ munera obcunda missus eratj aut in verbo evangelii illustrando ingeniosis

et acutis persuasionibus non uti, (quibns certc peropportune usus est,) aut satorem et

irrigatorem nihil esse, (qui Dei creaturæ sunt, ad similitudinem ejus factae, sine quorum

opera neque sementis fit neque messis,) aut negare se vivere, (qui et vixit, et omncs Rom xv

regiones lnstravit, ad Dei gloriam amplificandamj aut plane confirms-re, se nulla alia

in re gloriari, nisi in christi cruce, (qui lætabatur cum lætantibus omnibus, et angcbatur non xi

cum anxiis,) ant omnino negare cum came ct sanguine nos decertare, qui nunquam

luctationem ct perpetuum cum mnndo, came, et diabolo bellum intermittimus. llis in

sententiis omnibus Paulus (sicuti dixi) non omnino cogitavit absoluto illa negate, quæ

sine ulla dubitatione erant verissimaz sed voluit præ majoribus illis hæc leviora mi

noris æstimanda esse, et maximam majorum rerum rationem habendam esset nempe ut

peccatum, naturæ infirmitate admissnm, originali potius peccato et naturæ corruptæ (qua:

intus inclusa delitescit) quam voluntati illius et assensioni assigneturg ct quanquam

ad omnes sacramento baptismi tingendos missus esset, præcipue tamen ad verbum Dei

prædicandum constitutus a Deo fuerat ; et quamvis argumentis usus sit prudentiae

plenisa rerum tamen felix eventus atquc exitus divina potentia ct sancti Spiritus
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efiicientia. proficiscebatur. Pari modo, quamvis sator et irrigator aliquid sunt, et mul

tum in munere suo obeundo faciunta Deus tamen praecipue amplificationem affert

vixerat quoque Paulus in hoc mundo, sed præcipua illius vita in christo fuit, quem

apud se viventem gerebat Multis in rebus gloriabaturs etiam in infmnitatibusg maxi

ma tamen ejus gloriatio in Christi cruce fuel-at. Quotidinna est nobis cum carne lucta,

sed gravissima et acerrima dimicatio est adversus hostes spirituales et subtiles spiritus

malos et diabolos.

l-lac loquendi forma etiam Petrus in prima epistola usus est, præcipiens fæmina

rum ornatum ut ne externus sit, vel crinium calamistroj vel auri adjectiones vel vestium

amictu ; sed internus cordis homo sit, cum integritate mitis ac tranquilli spiritus, quæ

res coram Deo magni pretii est

Hic non omnino compositos capillos, aurum, sumptuosas vestes vctuit, (unumquem

que enim is apparatus deceta qui est ordini suo convenientissimusgj sed superbiam ni

miamque omamentorum externorum cupiditatem detraherc cogitavita et fæminas omnes

hortari, ut mentes studeant intus omnibus virtutum luminibus illustrare, neque de ex

terno corporum apparatu et sumptuoso vestitu sollicite laborare.

Servator etiam christus istius sermonis plenus fuit. ‘ Te,” inquit, “ vobis thesaurum

in terris cumuletiszu inde admonensa ut potius mentes nostras ad durabilem et per

petuum thesaurum transferamusa quam in terrcno hoc, qui variis modis corrumpitur

et nobis cripitur, heureamus. Externa. euim hæc et mundana, pro locis, temporibus et

personisa ab hominibus possideri possunt.

Item alio loco: “Ubi deducti," inquit, “ ad reges fueritis ct principes, ne cogitetis,

quid aut quomodo respondendum sit." liac ille negatione minime voluit nos negligen

ter et inconsiderate, quicquid in mentem venerit, respondere, sed ut coelesti Patri toti

niteremur, sperantes nos sancto illius Spiritu satis idonee instruendos potiuss quam re

sponsis nostro ipsorum ingenio et studio excogitandis fidereinus.

Quid illud, “Non vos cstis qui loquimini, sed Spiritus Dei, qui in vobis loquitur ?"

An non similem omnino rationem in se habet? Spiritus enim Dei salutaria et divina

verba in ora nostra infunditp nos tamen illo suggerente atque incitante loquimur.

Deuique in his quæ sequuntur omnibus: “ Ne vobis patrem in terris quenquem

appelletisgn “Ncmo vos domini aut magistri nomine appelletgu “Ne timeatis illos

qui accidunt corpusgn “Non veni, ut pacem in terram mitteremgn “In mea potes

tate situm non est, ad dexteram vos aut lævam collocare ;” “Non adorabitis Patrem,

neque hoc in monte, neque Hierosolymis;" “ Testimonium ab hominibus non accipio ;”

“Doctrina. mea non est meagn “Non quæro gloriam meam z" in negationibus his

omnibus Servator christus non ita restricte locutus est, ut prorsus hæc omnia re.

moveret, sed ut istis alia anteponeret; ut Patrem videlicet caelestem et Dominum

terreno; timorem ejus ullius creaturæ timori; verbum ejus et evangelium universæ

mundanæ paci; et internum ac spiritualem Dei cultum, ex puro corde atque anima

profectuma extemo honoris corporibus aut locis definito, præponeremusz quemadmodum

christus Patris gloriam suæ ipsius anteposuit.

Nunc quoniam copiose negationum harum naturam et vim exposui (quw simplioes

negationes non sunt, sed comparatze), perfacile est chrysostomo responderea qui istius

modi formarum loquendi plenus fuit, et præ ceteris in hoc genere excelluit. Neque

enim in ea concione cogitavit unquam, in ecenæ dominicae administratione panem,

vinum, sacerdotem, corpus Christi adesse negate, (quod papistas etiam fateri necesse est ;)

sed propositum ejus fuerat, mentes nostras a terrenis rebus ad coelestia traducerea ut

non tam panema vinum, sacerdotem et christi corpus consideraremus, quam divinam

ejus naturam et sanctum Spiritum, nobis ad æternam salutem datum.

ltaque persæpe eodem in loco his verbis usus est, ucogitas ne cogites, ne putes, aut

existimesgn ut ne mentes et cogitationes nostras in panem, vinum, sacerdotem, corpus

Christi, defigeremus, sed longe altius ad Spiritum et divinam ejus naturam attollere

mus, sine quibus (ut de his ipse testatur) caro nihil prodestz “Spiritus (inquiens) est

qui vivificat, eam non prodest quioquam."

Et quemadmodum chrysostomus multis in locis nos hortatur, ut ne in aquam in

baptismo, sed in Spiritum sanctum in baptismo perceptum, et aqua repræsentatum

intueamurz ita in hac de cæna Domini homilia impellit nos, ut mcntcs nostras a
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rebus eorporatis et sub sensum cadentibusa ad res spirituales et minime sub aspectum

subjectass transferamus

chrysostomus in l Cor. ii. “Infidelis cum baptisrnatis lavacrum audit, simpli

citer aquam esse sibi persuadct. Ego vero non simpliciter video quod video, sed

animæ per Spiritum purgationem, nec non sepulturam, rcsurrectionem, justitiam, adop

tionem, haereditatem, regnum cælonum Spiritus societatem considero. Non enim

aspectu judico quæ videntur, sed mentis oculis." Haw loquendi forma usus est chryso

stomus, cum non solum de eucharistia, sed de baptismo quoque dicit, “nihil sensibile

traditum nobis a Christo."

Et quamquam christus semel tantum in crucem actus sit, studuit tamen Chry

sostomus, ut illud nobis propositum haberemusa nos quotidic illum videre flagris vexa

tum atque afilictum, corpus ejus in cruce dependensv hastam lateri ejus transfixam,

sanctissimum sanguinem de latere ejus in ora nostra profluentem. Quo in genere

locutionis Paulus ad Galatas scripsit, “Christum depictum et cruci afiixum in illorum 0-1. m.

conspectu."

Itaque in eadem liomilia, paulo ante hunc locum citatuma chrysostomus his verbis lcru-mater

usus est: “ Quid faciss homo? Non promisisti sacerdoti, qui dixit, ‘ Sursum mentem et mui

cordu?’ et dixistiv ‘Habemus ad Dominum r Non revereris et erubescis? Et illa ipsa

hora mendax inveniris? Papæev mensa mysteriis instructa est, et Agnus Dei pro te

immolaturz sacerdos pro te angitur, ignis spiritualis ex sacra mensa refiuit: seraphin

astant sex alis faciem tegentiav omnes ineorporeæ virtutes pro te cum sacerdote inter

eeduntg ignis spiritualis e cælo descenditg sanguis in craterama in tuam purificationem,

ex immaculato latere haustus est: ct non erubescis? revereris? et confunderis? neque

Deum tibi propitium facis? Non conscientia tua judicat te, o homo? Centum sexa

ginta octo horas habente hebdomadaa unam et solam horam sibi ipsi segregavit Deus;

et hanc in opera secularia. et in ridicula, et in conventicula insumis? Cum qua postea

fiducia ad mysteria accedes? O quam polluta conscientia!”

Hucusque Chrysostomi verba recitavi, quæ declaranta quibus rebus mentes nostræ

in hac cæna Domini attentæ esse debenta nempe ab ea rerum, quæ sub sensus cadunt,

cogitatione traductæ ad divinarum rerum et cælestium perspicientiam. Sic igitur con

cludo, satis plane et aperte responsum esse huic loco Chrysostomi, quem papistæ inex

plicabilem et indissolubilem esse putant. Atque ut haec Chrysostomi sententia melius

intelligatur, non abs re fuerit locum illius superius citatum capite quinto legem.

CAPUT XIII.

AMBROSII LOCUS EXPLICATUS, QUEM PAPISTE PRO SE ADDUCUNT.

Annwc Ambrosii locus restats quem papistæ multum pro se facere judicantg quem Arnbmllus

si diligentius et attentius paulo intueamur, animadvertemusa quantum in eo decipian- $32123

tut. Locus est in libro de iis qui initiantur mysteriisz “Quantis igitur utimur “'manm'

exemplis, ut probemus non hoc esse quod natura formavit, æd quod benedictio con

secravitg majoremque vim esse benedictionis, quam natures, quia benedictione etiam

natura ipsa mutaturl virgam tenebat Moses, projecit eam, et facta est serpensz rursus Exod. vii.

apprehendit caudam serpentis, et in virgæ naturam rcvertitur. vides igitur prophetica

gratia bis mutatam esse naturam, et serpentis et virgam Curl-chant iEgypti flumina rzxod.vii.

puro aquarum meatuz subito de fontium venis sanguis coepit erumpere. Non erat

potus in fluviis: rursus ad prophetæ preces cruor cessavit fluminum, aquarum natura

remeavit. Circumclusus undique erat populus Hebraeorum, hinc Egyptiis vallatus, lumma

inde mari claususz virgam levavit Moses, separavit se aquap et in murorum speciem

congelavit, atque inter undas via pedestris apparuit. Jordanis retrorsum conversus

contra naturam in sui fontis revertitur exordium. Nonne claret naturam vel mariti

morum fluctuum vel fiuvialis cursus esse mutatum? Sitiebat populuss tetigit Moses

petrama et aqua de petra fluxit. Numquid non præter naturam operata est gratin, ut

aquam vomeret petro, quam non habebat naturae Marath fluvius amarissimus erat1

ut sitiens populus bibere non possetz misit Moses lignum in aquam, et amaritudinem

suam aquarum natura deposuit, quam infusa subito gratia temperavit. Sub Eliszvo

los iii.

Exnd. X\'il.
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propheta uni ex filiis prophetarum excussum est ferrum de securi, et statim mersum

est: rogavit Elisaeum qui amiserat fen-um; misit etiam Eliszeus lignum in aquama et

ferrum natavit. Utique et hoe præter naturam factum esse cognoscimus: gravior est

enim ferri species quam aquarum liquor. Advertimus igitur majoris esse virtutis gra

tiam quam naturamg et adhuc tamen propbeticæ benedictionis numeramus gratiam.

Quod si tantum valuit humana benedictio, ut naturam converteret, quid dicimus de

ipsa consecratione divine, ubi verba ipsa Domini Salvatoris opemntur? Nam sacramen

tum id quod accipisa Christi sermone conficitur. quod si tantum valuit sermo Elize,

ut ignem de coelo dcponeret, non valebit Christi sermo, ut species mutet elementorum?

De totius mundi operibus legisti, quia. ‘ipse dixit, et facta sunt, ipse mandavit et creata

sunt.’ Sermo autem Christi, qui potuit ex nihilo facere quod non erat. non potest ea

quæ sunt in id mutare quod non erant? Non enim minus est, novas rebus dare,

quam mutare naturas Vera. utique caro Christi, quæ crucifixa est, quæ sepulta est;

veræ ergo carnis illius sacramentum est. lpse clamat Dominus Jesus, ‘Hoc est corpus

meum.’ Ante benedictionem verborum caelestium alia species nominatum post conse

crationem corpus Christi significatur.”

Hueusque Ambrosius, siquidem hic liber ejus sit, quod1 a gravissimis et doctissimis

viris minime existimatur. E quibus verbis papistæ colligunts in cæna Domini post verba

(qua: vocanti consecrationis neque panem remanere neque vinum; quia Ambrosius hoc

loco ait, naturam panis et vini mutari.

Atqui ut illis satisfiata qui alias contentiosi esse non desinunt, hoc in gratiam illorum

donemus, Ambrosii librum hunc esse; nihil tamen facit ad illorum sententiam promo

vendam, sed eam potius oppugnat. Neque enim ait, substantiam panis et vini discedereo

sed naturam mutari. Quod perinde est, ac si diceret : In cæna Domini minime capien

dus panis et vinum est, quemadmodum ceteri vulgares cibi et potiones capiunturs sed

ut res in altiorem longe naturam et vim mutatze, et pro sancto pastn percipiendze, ubi

spirituali, et naturam longo intervallo superante, cibo et potione complemura et ccelitus

alimur carne christi et sanguine, omnipotentia Dei, et admirabili Spiritus sancti eflici

cntia. Hmc ita. cum panis et vini substantia permanente couveuiunt, ut si e medio

tolleretur, et non consisteret, hic spiritualis pastus minime nobis per illam signifi

caretur.

ltaque in quam plurimis exemplisa ab Ambrosio pro admirabili naturarum mutatione

adductis, substantias illarum permanebant, postquam natura et vis illarum mutata esset.

Ut cum aqua Jordanis contra naturam quasi murus consisteret, aut contra decurrentis

alvei cursum ad fontem reverteretur, aquæ tamen substantia eadem remansita quæ ante

fuit. Et saxum illud, quod præter naturam aquam profuderats idem saxum remansit

quod ante fuerat Fluvius Mamth, qui virus illud amaritudinis mutavita nullam sub

stantiæ partem mutavit. Nee fer-rum, quod contra naturam in summa aqua natabat,

ullam substantiæ partem amisit. Qllocirca, quemadmodum in his naturarum conversio

nibus substantiæ nihilominus ezedem remanebant, quæ ante conversionem fuerant; eodem

modo panis et vini substantiæ in coma. Domini remancnt, et naturaliter percipiuntur, et

in ventricnlo concoquuntur, quamvis sacramentalis mutatio in christi corpus et san

guinem fiat. Atque hæc sacramentalis mutatio hunc supematuralem et spiritualem et

inexplicabilem pastum, nutrimentum, concoctionem corporis et sanguinis Domini omnibus

illis declarats qui pie et .religiose panem sacramentalem et vinum percipiunt.

Quod vero Ambrosius de substantia panis et vini permansione ad hunc modum

judicarit, ex tribus aliis eadem de re, in eodem capite comprehcnsisa exemplis satis

perspicuum est. Primum, ex his qui regenemntur, in quibus post regenerationem

prior substantia eadem manetz alterum, de incamatione Servatoris Christi, ubi nulla

omnino discessit substantia, sed æquc divinitatis ac humanitatis (quam de virgine

accepit) substantia remanetz tertium de aqua baptismi est, ubi aqua etiam aqua

esse non desinit, quanquam Spiritus sanctus in aquam se infundat, vel potius in eum

cui aqua afi'unditur.

quanquam autem Ambrosius alio in libro, qui inscribitur “ de sacramentis," dieat,

“ Panis iste panis est ante verba sacmmentorum; ubi aceesserit consecratio, de pane

[1 0111 editions, 7mm]
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fit caro Christi :" eodem tamen in libro et capite nan-at, quibus modis et rationibus

id eliiciant verba Christi: “Non sublata panis substantiaa sed adjecta pani corporis

christi gratiaj atque adeo imposito illi corporis Christi nomine."

Hujus rei quatuor ponit exemplaz primum de hominis regenerationev altemm de

aqua maris rubri stantes tertium de amara Marath aqua, quartum de ferro quod

aquæ supematavit. Quibus in exemplis perspicuum est, quamvis quædam naturæ sit

commutatio, priorem tamen substantiam perpetuo eandem permanere lta universam

causam his verbis concludit : “Si ergo tanta vis est in sermone Domini jesua ut inciperent

esse quæ non erant, quanto magis opemtorius est, ut sint quæ erant, et in aliud com

mutentur ?" Ex quibus manifestum est, quamvis hæc admirabilis sacramentalis et

spiritualis panis conversio fiat in corpus Christi, eadem tamen substantia panis maueat,

quæ fuit. '

Ad hunc modum satis responsum est tribus præcipuis patrum auctoritatibusa Cy

priani, Chrysostomi et Ambrosii, quibus papistæ præcipue abutuntur ad transubstan

tiationis errorem confirmaudum. Alias rationes et auctoritates habent1 quas eandem

ad rem afi'erunt: sed quia perexiguum et leve pondus habeut, et refutatu faciles sunt,

prætermittog neque lectorem hoc tempore perturbare volo, sed judicio ejus æstimandas

relinquere.

CAPUT XIV.

ABSURDA QUE TRANSUBSTANTIATIONEM SEQUANTUR.

nunc doctrinarum monstra et portenta recensebo, quæ hunc transubstantiationis

errorem necessario conscquuntur, quum nihil omnino hujusmodi veram et orthodoxam

fidem, verboque Dei innixam, consequatur.

Ac primum, si a papistis interi-ogetura quid fmngatur, edatur, bibaturp labiis, ore,

dentibus in hoc sacramento teratura nihil habent præter accidentiaa quod respondeant

Panem enim et vinum aiunt visibile elementum in hoc sacramento non esse, sed acci

dentia sola. Atque ita fateri coguntur, accidentia edi, bibi, teri, deglutiri, sine

ulla prorsus substantias quæ res non modo rationia verum etiam antiquorum patrum

doctrinæ repugnat

Deinde, (quod omni generi disciplinamm est contrariumo transubstantiatores hi

afiirmanta panis et vini accidentia in aere 901a, absque ulla cui nitantur substantiaj pen

dere. Quo quid absurdius dici possit?

Tertio, substantiam corporis Christi ibi reipsas corpora/w et nutumliter, sine ullis

accidentibus adesse 1taque substantiam sine accidentibus et accidentia sine substantiaa

papistæ constituunt.

Quarto, locum ubi panis et vini accidentia sunt, nullam habere ad se cxplendum

substantiam, atque adeo vacuum, a quo natura maxime abhorret, necessario confitentur.

quintoa minime verentur asseverare, ubi panis mucidus est, aut in vemies conversus,

aut ubi vinum acescit, substantiam ex accidentibus efiici.

Sexto, substantiam solis accidentibus sine ulla substantia nutriri, si quando felem,

murema canema aut aliud quodvis animal, sacramentalem panem dcvorare contingat.

Hae atque aliæ ejus generis infinitæ ineptiæ atque absurditates necessario conse

quuntur hanc transubstantiationem papisticam, quibus cquemadmodum illi ipsi confiten

tur) nunquam poterint respondere

Et admirabile certe est, quomodo inter se dissentiant, dum objecta. dissolvere

cupiunt.

Doctrina vero scriptura et antiquæ et catholicae (non istius recens corruptæ Romanae)

ecciesiw, non modo ad intelligendum aperta est, verum etiam ad objecta refutanda satis

expeditaa et ab omnibus his absurdis erroribus et ineptiis vacuas et cum verbo Dei, cum

antiqua ecclesia, cum ratione humanaa cum philosophia consentiens

Nam quod ad primum attinet, quid frangitur, quid editura quid bibitur, quid dentibus

hoc sacramento teritur, facile respondetur: Panis et vinum. lta enim Paulus: uPanis

quem frangimus."

De secundo et tertio tenendum est, neque substantiam corporis christi sine suis

accidentibus esses neque panis et vini accidentia a substantia disjuncta in sola

llsm [rm-tan.

tur lupm,

cap. 3.

non H.

l Cor. x.
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pendereg sed juxta omnem et rationem et rerum experientiams substantiam cum panis

et vinia tum corporis Christi, sua sibi accidentia retineres et accidentia quoque suis ipsorum

substantiis niti.

Ad quartum dicitur, uullum locum post consecrationem omni substantia vacuum relic

tum esse (quemadmodum papistæ somniant), sed panem et vinum sua ipsorum loca,

quemadmodum anteav explere.

ln quinto et sexto quid aliud amrmandum ests quam vermes, mucorem, acetum, cursu

quodam naturæ fquemadmodum usus communis et disciplinæ omnium recte de rebus

senticntium docenti ex substantia panis et vinis nimis diu asservataa gigni, et non ex

accidentibus solis (sicuti papistæ leviter existimaruntjg et substantiam panis et vinia non

accidentia sola, alere et sustentare corpora edentium earn?

His in responsionibus nihil absurdum aut ineptum est, nihil dictum vel contra sacram

scripturamq vcl naturalem mtionem, vel philosophize studiuma vel usum communem rel-urn,

vel aliquem ex antiquis patribus, vel primam illam et catholicam ccclesiam, sed tantum

contra impiam et irreligiosam komanæ et papisticæ ecclesiæ disciplinam. Execranda

autem hæc antichristi synagoga multa et varia in hac causa adversus Christi doctrinam,

adversus antiquam et catholicam ccclesiam, adversus sanctos patres et martyres, adversus

naturama philosophiama atque omnem denique disciplinam pronunciavit, statuit, et pro

fidei legibus decrevitq ut nos a vera fide aver-tent.

Quis enim alius hujus antichristianæ disciplinæ finis esse potesta quam subdola

quadam astutia christianos a vero christi cultu ad gravissimam et

perniciosissimam omnium idololatriams quæ unquam ante

hac excogitatæ fuerants abducerez Quod in

consequenti oratione mea planius

demonstrabo

FINIB LIBRI sncuxnn



LIBER TERTIUS.

QUEMADMODUM CHRISTUS 1N SACRAMENTO

PRZESENS SIT.

CAPUT PRIMUM.

HAG jam de transubstantiatione causa satis pertractata (qua prima pars est, in

qua papistica doctrina a catholica veritate disscntit), sequitur ut de modo præsentiæ

corporis et sanguinis christi in sacramento ejus disseramusy quæ secunda pars est, et

non minorem opinionum dissensionem quam prima continet.

Ad cujus rei planiorcm explicationem illud intelligendum est, quod christianis

omnibus satis est cognitum, christum Servatorems perfectum Deum, et in omnibus

æqualcm et coæternum Patri, nostra causa perfectum hominem effectum esse. came et

sanguine dc beata virgine snmptis, et in ceteris (peccatum tantum excipio) nostri

similema perfecta anima et perfecto corpore ad divinam naturam adjunctis. Hujus anima

vita, sensua voluntates mtione, prudential, memoriaa ceterisquc ad humanam animam

aliqua ex parte pertinentibusa prædita est. Corpus autem ex vera carne et ossibus

constabata non modo humani corporis membrorum justam conformationem et ordinem

continenss sed etiam fame, siti, laborea sudores defatigatione, frigore, calore, ceterisque

infirmitatibus et perturbationibus humanis affectuma et morte etiam ipsa, eaque in cruce

vilissima et ærumnosissima. Post mortem eodem cum corporc, tum visibili, tum con

trectabili surrexitj et in conspectum suorum venita et apostolis illud ostendita et in

primis Thomas, cui jusserat ut manus lateri admoveret, et vulnera ejus contrectaret.

Tum eodem ipso cum corpore in cælum conscendit, apostolis illud videntibuss et dum

ascenderet intuentibusg ibique ad dexteram Dei Patris sedeta ad extremum usque diem

permansurusa quo tempore ad judicium de vivis et mortuis ferendum reditlirus est.

llæc vera est et catholica fidcs, quam scriptura doceta et universa christi ecclesia

a suo jam inde ortu usque ad hæc fere tempora credidita nisi quod quadringcntis aut

quingentis ab hinc annis episcopus Romanus, cum papistarum quorundam assensn,

novam quandam et recens excogitatam fidem exstruxeratj et hoc nobis deinceps cre

dendum proposueratz nempe quod hoc idem corpus reipsa, corporate, et sensibiliter,

in hoc mundo remanserit, et sexcentis simul in locis sit, et in omnibus arculisa pixidi

bus, et panibus consecratiss inclusum delitescat.

CAPUT II.

DE DIFFERENTIA INTER vmum ET PAPISTICAM DE PRESENTIA

CHRISTI DOCTRINAM.

QUANQUAM christum ita fatemur esse in omnibus, qui in illum credunta ut came

et sanguine suo spiritualiter pascat et sustentet eos, et vitam largiatur aetemama ejus

que rei certiores illos reddat, tum promissionc verbi, tum sacramentali in cæna pane

et vino, quæ eandem ob causam ante mortem suam institueratg non parum tamen a

gravissimis papistarum erroribus disscntimus.

l. llli enim docent, Christum in pane et vino, (“id est, sub speciebus panis et

vini") esse. Nos vero (quemadmodum veritas ipsa fert) christum in illis esse docomus,

qui digne panem hunc et vinum percipiunt.

2. llli contendunts ubi quis hæc elamenta perceperits christum in 0s, fortasse etiam

in ventriculum, sed non ulteriusa ingredi. Nos vero dicimus christum in toto homine
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esse, tum in corpore, tum animo ejus, qui digne hæc clementa percipit, nedum in

ventre aut ore.

3. Illi, Christum ore percipi, et cum pane ac vino intrarez nos, mentc tantum ac

animo percipia et per fidem intrare, asseveramus.

4. Illi, Christum in sacramentali pane, etiam integrum annum asscrvato, vel quam

diu forma panis manet, reipsa inesse; sed post perceptionem sacramcnti, ubi panis ore

tcritur, aut in ventre mutatura in cælum avolare disputantz sed nos christum in

hominea digne panem pereipientca remanere dicimus, quamdiu homo membrum Christi

malneat.

5. Illi, in sacramento corporata christi membra minime locis inter se disclusa essey

sed ubicunque caput sit, ibi pedesg et ubicunque brachia fuerint, ibi tibias ; itn. ut in

singulis panis et vini frustulis integrum caputa integros pedes, camema sanguinema

cor, pulmonem, pectus, lateraj omniaque confusa atque admixta, sine ulla partium vel

distinctione vel differentia esse dicunt. o quam stolida hæc atque anilis excogitatio

est, sanctissimmn et perfectissimum christi corpus in tam perturbatum et monstro

sum corpus convertere! Et tamen nihil tam ineptum et nugatorium invenire papistæ

possunt, quod non ab omnibus, quasi certissimum Dei oraculum et expressum fidei

articuluma sine ulla dubitatione suscipi jubeant.

6. lioc præterea papistæ asserunt, canem vel catum corpus Christi edcrc, si forte

sacramentalem panem edantz nos vero dicimus, præter hominem, nullam terrenam

creaturam percipere carnem aut sanguinem ejus posse.

7. Illi dicunt, tum bonos tum malos quosque corpus Christi edcre: nos vero, utros

que sacramentalem panem et vinum pcrcipcre, sed neminem verum christi corpus et

sanguinem percipcre, nisi qui vivum corporis ejus membrum fuerit.

8. llli dicunta bonos corpus et sanguinem Christi solummodo tum percipcrc, cum

sacramentum percipiuntz nos dicimusa illos tam diu vcsci, bibere, ali Christo, quamdiu

membra corporis illius sunt.

9. llli dicunt. corpus christi in sacramento suam propriam formam et quantitatem

haberez nos dicimus, christum ibi sacramentaliter et spiritualiter adessea sine ulla vel

forma vel quantitate.

1o. llli dicunta patres et prophetas veteris testamenti nou percepisse corpus et san

guinem Christi: nos dicimus, illos corpus et sanguinem ejus percepissc, quamvis non

dum natus aut incamatus fuerit.

ll. llli dicunta corpus Christi quotidie toties eflici, quoties missatur, et ex pane ac

vino tum eflici: nos dicimusa Christi corpus semel tantum efi'cctum, idque non ex

panis et vini, sed beatæ virginis substantia.

l2. Illi dicunt, missam sacrificium esse peccata expiansy non rei oblatæ praestantius

sed ofi'erentis sacerdotis religionez nos dicimusa hanc illorum sententiam insigne meu

dacium et fædissimum errorem ad Christi gloriam evertendam esse Nostra enim

pro peccatis satisfactio neque religio neque oblatio sacerdotis est; sed unica pro uni

versi mundi peccatis hostia et satisfactio est mors Christi, et corporis ejus in cruce

oblatios quam ipsemet semel tantum in cruce, et præter ipsum nemo unquam obtulit.

lllæ itaque oblationes, quas sacrifici quotidie papisticis in missis ofl'erunt, non possunt

esse pro aliorum peccatis ministri religione satisfactio, sed vanissimum commentum et

dolus malus diaboli aunt, quo antichristus multos jam annos elusit atque occæcavit

mundum.

l3. Illi dicunt, Christum corporate multis in locis uno atque eodem tempore simul

esse, asseverantes ibi christum revera et corporate praesentema ubicunque panes con

secrati fuerintz nos dicimus1 quemadmodum sol corporate in cmlo et non alibi est,

virtute tamen atque eflicientia in terris est, cujus vi atque influxu mundana haec

gignuntura aluntur, et ad naturae perfectionem accedunt, ita Servator christus corporate

in cælo est, ad dexteram Patris sedeta quamvis Spiritu promiserit se nobis in terris

usque ad mundi interitum aifuturum. Et quotiescunque duo aut tres in nomine ejus

congregantur, in medio illorum est, cujus cælesti gratia omnes pii per illum primo

spiritualiter regenerantur, deinde augentur et crescunt ad spiritualem in Christo per

fcctionem, spiritualiter per fidem corpore et sanguine illius percipiendoa quanquam

idem in coelo corporate et longe ab oculorum nostrorum acie disclusus maneat.
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CAPUT III.

SENTENTIE mos'rma EX nom SYMBOLO CONFIRMATIO.

NUNC veto, ut ad præcipuum sententiæ nostræ caput revertamuig ne hoc novum

commentum videri posseta recens a nobis excogitatum, Christum, quod ad humanam

naturam pertineta in cælo et non in terris essc, pianum faciemus (volente Deo) non

hoc fictitium aut nuperum esse, sed veterem et antiquam semper hanc fidem ecclesiæ

catholicae fuisse, usque dum papistæ multa novassent, et recens hoc de corporata christi

naturali et in sensum cadente permansione, et in capsula aut intra panis et vini ambitum

inclusione, commentum invexissent. hoc non aliam confirmationem postulat, quam

generalem in fidei articulis omnium ohristianorum professionem, ubi de humana Christi

natura fide hoc constanter tenendum docemurz conceptum e Spiritu sancto Christum,

natum ex Maria virgine1 Pontio Pilato præside passum, in crucem actum, mortuum,

sepultum, descendisse ad inferos, tertio die resurrexisse, in cælum ascendisse ad dex

teram Patris omnipotentis sedere, inde venturum ad vivos et mortuos judicandos.

Hwc semper fuerat christianorum fides catholicaj christum (quod ad corpus et

humanam naturam pertineret) in cælo esse, et ibi permansurumi usque dum ad extre

mum judicium veniret.

Et quoniam in hac summa fidei nostræ de discessu ejus a terra et ascensu ejus

ad cælos expressa mentio facta est; siquidem fidem nostram ulla ratione attingereta

Christi corpus simul etiam in terris esse, hoc certe loco tanta necessitas illius com

memorandi objecta fuit, ut illud haud dubie silentio præteritum non fuisset. christus

en'un, si (quod ad humanam naturam spectatj tum sit hica tum hinc discesscrita et

horum utrumque fide nostra contineri debctg in publica fidei professionej ubi unius

mentio facta est, debebat etiam alterius mentio fieri, ne dum hoc profiteremur, ab illa

longe discederemuss cum tantum inter se dissentiant.

CAPUT IV.

EJUSDEM SENTENTI/E EX SCRIPTURIS CONFIRMATIO.

CUM hoc fidei capite universa scriptura ct antiqui ecclesiæ christianae patres con- loue _

sentiunt. christus enim ipse nit: ulielinquo munduma et abeo ad Patrem." Et alio xiii.

loco: “ Pauperes semper habebitis vobiscuma me autem non semper habebitis." Hujus ille igiilgim.

nos erroris :vdmonuit, his verbis: “ Veniet tcmpus, cum multi impostores in mundo futuri

sunt, et (licent, Ecce hic est Christus, et illic est Christus: sed ne credatis,” inquit

christus Et Marcus scribits “ nominum Jesum in cælum sublatum.. et ad dexteram Mani-"xvi

Patris sedcre." Paulus hortatur omnes ut cælestia quasi-ant, “ ubi Christus," inquit, “ ad 51's.";

dexteram Dei Patris sedet." lat alibi: “ Ejusmodi pontificem habcmus, qui in cælo sedet Beb- L

ad dexteram solii amplitudinis." Et, “Unica hostia pro peccatis oblatat ad dexteram

Dei perpetuo sedeta de cetero expectansy usque dum hostes ejus scabellum sub pedes

ejus subjiciantur." “Quem oportet ccelum suscipere usque ad tempus restitutionis 1m. iii.

ommum.’

CAPUT V.

EJUSDEM SENTENTLE EX ANTIQUIS PATRIBUS CONFIRMATIO.

ATQUE hæc est perpetua veterum omnium ecclesiæ scriptorum de hac re sentcntia. ' esin

Ac primo origenes in Matthæum hanc causam disputata quomodo christus peregrinus 3H5?

appellari possita qui in aliam regionem discesseriti cum nobiscum ipse sit usque ad nmi

mundi interitum, et adsit his omnibus, qui in nomine ejus congregantun Ad hunc

itaque modum loquiturz “Primum quæmmus de peregrinatiouc ipsius, maxime quia

peregrinationi ejus videtur esse contrarium, quod ipse de se discipulis suis promittit,

dicens: ‘Ubi fuerint duo vel tres congregati in nomine meo, ibi sum in medio eorum.’

Item illud: ‘ Ecce ego vobiscum sum omnibus diebusa usque ad consummationem seculi/

Et quod baptista dicit de e0, ubique cum esse demonstmns, itar ‘In medio autem vestrum
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stat, quem vos uesoitis, ipse est qui post me venit.’ Propterea. dioet‘ aliquis, Si in medio

etiam nescientium se stat; si ubicunque duo vel tres congregati fuerint in nomine ejuss

inter eos habeturg si per omnes dies vitæ discipulorum cum eis esta usque ad consum

mationcm seculi ; quomodo in ista parabola proponitur peregrinaus? Tractantes autem

assumere debemus et illud quod Paulus ait de sex ‘Ego autem absens corpore, præsens

spiritu, jam judicavi ut praaseus, congregatis vobis et meo spiritu cum virtute Domini

Jesu, eum qui talis est tradere Sathanæ in interitum camis, ut spiritus ejus salvus

sit in die Domini nostri Jesu Christi.’ Si enim virtus Jesu congregatur cum his qui

congregantur in nomine ejus, non peregrinatur a suis, sed semper præsto est eis. Quod

si semper omnibus suis est præsensg quomodo introducunt eum parabolæ ejus pere

grinantem? Vide ut possumus solvere hoc modo quod quæritur. Qui enim dicit dis

cipulis suis, ‘Ecce ego vobiscum sum, usque ad consummationem seculi ;' ct item,

tubi fuerint duo vel tres congregati in nomine meo, ibi sum in medio eorum,’ &c.; et

qui in medio etiam nescientium se consistit, unigenitus Dei est, Deus Verbum, et Sa

pientia, et Justitia, et veritas qui non wt corporeo ambitu circumclusus. Secundum

hanc divinitatis suæ naturam non peregrinatur, sed peregrinatur secundum dispensa

tionem corporis quod suscepit; secundum quod et turbatus est, et tristis factus est,

dicens, ‘Nunc anima mea turbaturzi et iteruma ‘Tristis est anima mea usque ad

mortem.’ Hzec autem dicentes non solvimus suscepti corporis hominem (cum seriptum

apud Joannem, ‘Omnis spiritus qui solvit lesum non est ex Deo,’) sed unicuique

substantiae proprietatem reservamus."

His verbis origenes aperte sententiam suam exposuit, Christi corpus nequaquam

simul nobiscum præsens et absens esse. Id enim esset ex uno corpore duas naturas

eflieere, et corpus christi dividerea cum fieri non posseta ut una eademque natura simul

nobiscum sit, et longe a nobis absit. Docet itaque Origenes, ut praesentia ejus de divina

natur-aa absentis autem de humana intelligatun

In hanc quoque sententiam Augustinus in epistola ad Dardanum: “ Noli itaque dubi

tare, ibi esse nunc hominem christum Jesum, unde venturus est; mcmoriterquc recole

et fideliter tene christianum confessionem, quoniam resurrexit a. mortuis, ascendit in

eælumi sedet ad dexteram Patris, nec aliunde quam inde venturus est ad vivos mor

tuosque judicandos. Et sic venturus est (illa angelica voce testante) quemadmodum ire

visus est in coalum, id est, in eadem carnis forma atque substantias cui profecto im

mortalitatem dedit, naturam non abstulit Secundum hanc fomiam putandus non est

ubique difl‘usus. cavendum est euim, ne ita divinitatem astruamus hominisj ut veritatem

corporis auferamus.”

Haec Augustini verba aperto suntz et statim adjicitz “ Dominus Jesus est ubique

per id quod Deus est; in cælo autem per id quod homo.” Et tandem sic concluditz

“Dominum iesum christum ubique præsentem esse non dubites, tanquam Deum, et

in eodem templo Dei esse tanquam inhabitantem Deum, et in loco aliquo cæli propter

veri corporis modum."

Et mrsus Augustinus in Joannem. “Dominus (inquit) Jesus sursum est, sed

etiam hic est veritas Dominus. Corpus enim Domini in quo resurrexita in uno loco esse

oporteta veritas ejus ubique diffuse. est."

Et alio ejusdem libri loco, in his Christi verbis explicandis, sPauperes semper habe

bitis vobiscuma me autem non semper habebitis,’ christum aita “de corporis sui præsentia

hæc locutum. Nam secundum majestatem suam (inquit Augustinusjs secundum pro

videntiam, secundum inefi'abilem et invisibilem gratiama impletur quod ab eo dictum

est, ‘Ecce ego vobiscum sum usque ad consummationem seculi :’ secundum carnem vcro

(quam verbum assumpsit), secundum id quod de virgine natus est, secundum id quod

a Judzeis compræhensus est, quod ligno crucifixusa quod de cruce dcpositusa quod linteis

involutusa quod in sepulchro condituss quod in resurrectione manifestatus, non semper

habebitis me vobiscum. quare cum conversatus est secundum corporis præsentiam

quadraginta diebus cum discipulis suis, et eis deduoentibus, videndo ac sequendol

ascendit in ccelum1 et non est hic, (ibi enim sedat ad dexteram Dei Patris,) et est hic,

non enim recessit præsentia maiestatis Aliter secundum præsentiam majestatis semper

habemus Christum; secundum præsentiam camis recte dictum est discipulis, ‘ Me autem

[I llicitl ed. 1553.]
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non semper habebitisf llabuit enim illum ecclesia, secundum præsentiam carnis, paucis

diebusz modo fidc tenet, oculis non videt. Ergo si ita dictum est, ‘ Me autem non semper

habebitis,’ quaestioa sicut arbitrari jam nulla Pst, quæ duobus modis soluta est.” hucusque

Augustinus.

In alio autem libroa qui Augustino inscribitur, hæc verba insuutz “Dei Filium gym

secundum substantiam divinitatis suæ invisibilcm, iucorporcum, immortalem et incir

cumscriptum, nos credere et confiteri oportetz juxta humanitatem vero visibilem,

corporeum, loealcma atque omnia membra humana veraciter habeutcm, credere con

venit et confiteri."

Augustinus de Verbis Domini, Sermoue 53. “ In cælis christus erat et persecutori

dicebats ‘Quid me persequeris ii Ubi Dominus expressit sic, et hic se esse in nohis.

Sic totus crescits quia quemadmodum ille in nobis hica sic et nos ibi in illo sumns.”

Idem in Joan. tract. 50. “Quomodo tenebo absentem? Quomodo in coelum manum

mittams ut ibi sedentem teneamz Fidem mitte, et teuuisti: parentes tui tenuerunt

came; tu tene corde, quoniam christus absens etiam præsens est. Nisi præsens esset, a

nobis teneri non possetz sed quoniam verum est quod nit, ‘Ecce ego vobiscum sum,’

&c. et abiit et hic est, et rediit et nos deseruit. Corpus suum intulit cualo, majes

tatem non abstulit mundo." Et mox: “ ‘Mc autem non semper habebitisf Quid est

enim ‘nou semper T Si bonus es, si ad corpus Christi pertines (quod significat Petrus),

habes christum et in præsentit et in futuroz in presenti per fidem, in præsenti per

signum, in præsenti per baptismi sacramentum, in præsenti per altaris cibum et potum."

Idem in Joan. tract. llli super illis verbis, ‘Relinquo mundum,’ &c. “Reliquit

mundum corporali discessioneg perrexit ad Patrem bominis ascensioneg nec mundum

deseruit præsentiæ gubernatione."

Idem de Symbolo ad Catechumenos, Lib. ii. “ Quis est iste sponsus absens et præ

sens? Quis est iste sponsus præsens et latensg quem sponsa ecclesia fide tantum

concipit, et sine ullo amplexu membra ejus quotidie parit ?" Et mox: ulpsa est virtus

omnipotentiæ tuæa ut plus possis in ipsis fidelibus, quando absens ab eis in homine

illo suscepto sentirisz ceterum præsentia tuæ majestatis de cordibus fidelium tuorum

nunquam discedis." Et mox: uAccepit Petrus ut moreretur pro absente, quem de

sperando negaverat przesentem."

Ex his Augustini dictis pcrspicuum est, hanc catholicæ fidei professionem esse,

christum juxta corpoream hominis naturam in ccelo esse, et minime nobiscum in terris

praesentem esse. Haze enim est propria veri corporis naturaa ut unius loci spatio con

tineatur, non autem vel ubique sita vel multis simul locis difi'undatur. quanquam

autem Christi corpus post resurrectionem immortale factum sit, hæc tamen corporis

natura minime ablata est: tum enim (sicuti Augustinus ait) verum corpus non esset.

Viam præterea et rationema qua christus hie nobiscum præsens in terrisa et absens

sit, Augustinus demonstratz ait enim illum divina naturaa majcstate, providentia et

gratia præsentem esse; humana natura et corporea absentem ad hoc mundo, ct præ

sentem in coelo esse.

Cyrillus in evangelium Joannis cum hac Augustini sententia couvenit, ita loquens :

“Etsi Christus corporis sui præsentiam hinc subduxit, majestate tamen divinitatis Cyrillua in
. . . . . . . . . 1oannem.

semper adest, sicut 1pse a discipulis abiturus polhceturr ‘Ecce ego vobiscum sum omnibus pia vi. mp.

a
diebus usque ad consummationem seculi'."

Rursus alio loco sic scribit:

“Credere oportet fideless quamvis a nobis corpore absita virtute tamen sua omnia Lib-iX-wv

et nos gubernaria adesseque semper ipsum omnibus qui cum diligunt. Propterca .

dicebatz ‘Amen amen dico vobis. ubicunque sunt duo vel tres congregati in nomine

meo, ibi sum in medio eorum.’ Nam quemadmodum, quando ut homo in terra con

versabatur, tunc etiam cælos implebata et angelorum consortia. non relinquebat; codem

nunc modo, quum sit in cælis cum carnea terram tamen replet, et cum eis est qui

cum diligunt. Observandum autem est, quia quamvis secundum carnem solummodo

abiturus erat (adest enim semper virtute Deitatis, ut diximusla modico tamen tempore

cum discipulis se futurum dicebat." Hare Cyrillus.

Eodem modo Ambrosius aita “Christum nec supra terram, nec in terra quærendum gamma:

esse. sed in cmlo, ubi sedet ad dexteram Patris." cap.l4.

u
[CRANMEm]
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f; l orius Quid Gregorius? annon eodem spiritu ductusa conspirasse videbatur cum ceteris,

1“ om- . . . . , n . c . n .

Paschalh quum ita scnblt? “ Clinstus,’ mqult, “non est hic per præsentiam carms, qui tamen

nusquam deest per præsentiam majestatis." beda in homilia Paschali quadam super illis

verbis, clilcce ego vobiscum sum :' “Ipse Deus et homo assumptus est humanitate,

quam de terra susoeperatg manet cum sanctis in terra divinitates qua terram pariter

implet et caelum.” Idem super illis verbis, ‘Modicum jam, et non videbitis me :' “ Ac

si aperte diceretz Propterea me suscitatum a mortuis modico tempore videbitis quia

non semper in terra corporaliter mansums, sed per humilitatem quam assumpsi jam

sum ascensurus in cmlum.” Idem in homilia. in vigilia pentccostesz “Ille post resur

rectionem ascendens in coelum, eos corporaliter deseruit, quibus tamen divinæ prsesentia

majestatis nunquam defuitz ideo recte de hoc paracleto subjunxita ‘Ut manent vobiscum

in aaternum'."

quas hic subtilitates (qusaso) papistæ reperire poterunt ad hunc perniciosum errorem

defeudendum, christum in humana natura corporate in consecratis pane et vino inesse,

cum universa Christi catholica et antiqua ecclesia longe diversum senseritv et antiqui

patres longe diversum scripserintz

omnes enim afiirmarunt et crediderunt christum unam tantum personam, duas

naturas et substantias habere, divinam et humanam. Aiunt præterea christum hinc

in coelum abiisse, atque etiam nobiscum in terris esse, sed non humanitus, quemad

modum papistæ contendunt. Nam quod ad eam naturam spectata in cmlo esse dicunt ;

hic tamen atque illic et ubique divinitus esse. quamvis enim divina illius natura

infinitaa immensa, interminata sit, nullis locoruma regionum, aut temporum finibus

circumscriptap sed ubique sit, et universa compleat; ea est tamen naturæ suæ humanae

conditioa ut mensuraa spatio, loco, tempore termineturz ita ut cum hic in terris

versaretur, in caelo non fuerit; et nunc, cum in cælum ascenderita quod ad eam na

turam spectat, terram reliquerit, et in ccelo tantum existat

CAPUT VI.

UNUM CORPUS EODEM TEMPORE DIVERSIS IN LOCIS ESSE NON

POTEST.

QQML Ems autem naturæa quæ locorum spatio definitura hoc proprium est, ut diversis

in locis uno atque eodem tempore esse non possit. Atque hæc antique: ecclesiæ

cntholicæ fides fuit, quemadmodum non modo ex superius citatis auctoribusa verum

etiam ex sequentibus facile liquebit.

Aug.“ Augustinus, probaturus necessario corpus quodam loco continerip “Spatia,” inquitv

epistola lvii. ulocorum tolle corporibusa nusquam eruntz et quia nusquam erunt, nec erunt."

cyrilLLlie Et Cyrillus, veri corporis proprium naturam considemns, dixit: “Si divina natum

Trin. i.ii. . . . . . .
corpus esseta et in loco omnino et in magnitudine et quantitate esset, nec effugeret

circumscriptionem."

Quod si divina natura corpus esseta necessario circumscribereturz multo magis

humana natura cliristi circumscribetura ct certis locorum finibus terminabitun

mgymusde Didymus in libro de Spiritu sanctoa Spiritum sanctum probat esse Deum, quia

smit-institi lv in locis simul existitz d d ' tur 11 m test. “I s ' lt
aliquam mu IS . l . quo ca- ere m crea am nu a po pse pm us

sanctus," inquita “sl unus de creatuns essetl mltcm circumscriptam haberet substan

tiam, sicut universa quæ facta sunt. Nam etsi non circumscribantur loco et finibus

invisibiles creaturae, tamen proprietate substantiae finiuntur. Spiritus autem sanctus

cum in pluribus sit, non habet substantiam circumscriptam."

nonem Idem etiam afiirmat Basilius. “Angelus,” inquita “qui astitit Comelio, non erat

sim-imum in eodem loco etiam apud Philippumz neque qui ab altari zachariam alloqucbatur,

cap-u eodem tempore etiam in coelo proprium sedem ac stationem implebat. At vero Spiritus

simul in Abacuc, et in Daniele in babylonia operas-i creditus est, et in cataracts. cum

Hieremia esse dictus est, et cum Ezechiele in chobanu Quo argumento probat Spi

ritum sanctum esse Deum.

quamobrem papistæ (qui corpus Christi uno atque eodem tempore infinitis pene

locis constituunt) corpus illius Deum faciunta atque adeo duas in christo naturas con
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fundunta humanse illud naturæ tribuentesa quod est divinæ propriumz qua re nihil

pemiciosius aut nefarium magis esse potcst.

Contra. quos Pulgentiusp de duarum in Christo naturarum distinctione loquens, sic rulgemimm

disputat : lifi‘fi‘ggm,

“Christus unus idemque homo localis ex homine, qui est Deus immensus ex falfa-m

Patre, unus idemque secundum humanam substantiam absens coelo, cum esset in terra,

et derelinquens terram cum asccndisset in cælumg secundum divinam vero immensum

que substantiam nec cælum dimittens, cum de cælo descendita nec terram deserensa

cum ad cælum ascendit. Qnod ipsius Domini certissimo potest cognosei sermone, qui

ut localem ostenderet humanitatem suam, dicit discipulis suis: iAscendo ad Patrcm Joan. xvi.

meum, et Patrem vestrumg Deum meum. et Deum vestrum.’ De Lazaro quoque cum

dixisseta ‘Lamrus mortuus est,’ adjunxit, dioens: ‘Et gaudeo propter vos, ut credatis, Joan. xi.

quoniam non eram ibi.’ 1mmensitatem vero suæ divinitatis ostendens discipulis dicitz

‘Ecce ego vobiscum sum omnibus diebus usque ad consummationem scculif Quomodo Matt.xxviii.

autem ascendit in coelumy nisi quia localis et verus est homo? Aut quomodo adest

fidelibus suis, nisi quia idem immensus et verus est Deus in

Et Lib. iii. “ Idem atqne inseparabilis christus secundum solam carnem de sepul

chro surrexitz secundum totum hominem quem accepita terram localiter deserenss ad

cælum ascendit, et in dextris Dei sedet: secundnm enndem totum hominem venturus

est ad judicandum vivos et mortuos.”

Ex his Fulgentii verbis apertissime cernitura christum nisi divinitus nobiscum in

terris esse non posse, humanitus autem in caelo tautum esse, et a nobis absentem

esse.

Quod si istis aliquid clarius et luculeutius dici possit, a Vigilio episcopo et mar- vigilius

tyre hæc clarius dicuntur. Etenim adversus Eutyehen hæreticum (qni Christi huma- mihim

nitatem sustulita et solum Deum, non etiam hominema fuisse sensit) disputans, in illius

errore confutando probat christi duas naturasa humanum et divinama unius personæ

conjunctione contineri, his verbis:

“ Dixit Christus discipulis snisa ‘ Si diligeretis me, gauderetis, quia vado ad Patrem : Joan, xiv,

quia Pater major me est.’ Et iteruma ‘ Expedit vobis ut ego eam. Si enim ego non Joan. m.

abiero, Paracletns ad vos non veniet.’ Et certe verbum Dei, Virtus Dei, Sapientin. Dei,

semper ad Patrem et in Patre fnit, etiam quando in nobis nobiscum fuit. Neque

enim cum terrena misericorditer incoluits de cælesti habitatione recessitz cum Patre

enim ubique est totus pari divinitate, quem nullus continet locus. Plena sunt quippe

omnia Filio, nec est aliquis locus divinitatis ejus prsesentia vacuus Unde ergo et

quo se iturum dicitg aut quomodo se ad Patrem perrectumm adserat, a quo sine

dubio nunquam recessit? Sed hoc erat ire ad Patrem et recedere a nobis, auferre de

hoc mundo naturam, quam susceperat ex nobis. Vides ergo eidem naturae proprium

fuisse, ut auferretur et abiret a nobis, quæ in fine temporum reddenda est nobis, se

cundum attestantium vocem angelorumz ‘ flic Jesus qui receptus est a vobis, sic venietj Act. 1.

quemadmodum vidistis eum euntem in ccelum.’ Nam vide miraculumz vide utriusque

proprietatis mysterium. Dei Filius secundum humanitatem suam recessit a nobisg se- nos 251.

cundum divinitatem suam ait nobisa ‘ Ecce ego vobiscum sum omnibus diebus usque Mm. ult

ad consummationem seculi '."

Hucusque Vigilius: et paulo post concludit hoc modo. “ Et nobiscum est, et non

est nobiscum: quia quos reliquit, et a quibus discessit humanitate sua, non reliquit

nec descruit divinitate sua. Per formam enim servi, quam abstulit a nobis in ccelnm,

absens est a nobis: per formam Dei, quæ non recedit a nobis, in terris præsens est

nobis; tamen et præsens et absens ipse unus idemque est nobis." Hoe modo Vigih'nm

audistis loquentem, Christum, quod ad corporis sui præsentiam et humanam naturam

attinet, discessisse a nobis, sublatum a nobis, in cælum ascendisse, non esse nobiscum,

reliquisse nos, deseruisse nos; divinitus autem nobiscum perpetuo esses atque adeo no

biscum esse, et non nobiscum; nobiscum divinitusa humanitus autem non nobiscum.

Quod ipsum alio etiam loco planissime Vigilius declarat his vcrbisz comm

“ Si verbi et carnis una natura est, quomodo cum verbum ubique sit, non ubique filamen

inveniatur et caro? namque quando in terra fuit, non erat utique in cæloz et nunc

quia in coelo est, non est utique in terra. Et in tantum non est, ut secundum ipsam

'4—2
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christum spectcmus venturum de emlo, quem secundum Verbum nobiscum esse cre

dimus in tcrra. igitur secundum vos, aut verbum cum carne sua loco coutinctur,

aut caro cum verbo ubique est, quoniam una natura contrarium quid et diversum non

recipit in se ipsa. Diversum est autem et longe dissimilea circnmscribi loco, et ubique

esse. Et quia. verbum ubique est, caro autem ejus ubique non est, apparet unum

cundemque christum utriusque esse naturaes et esse quidem ubique secundum natu

ram divinitatis suae, et loco contineri secundum naturam humanitatis sum: creatum

esse, et initium non haberez morti subjacere, et mori non posse: quod unum illi est

ex natura Verbi, qua Deus est, aliud ex natura caruisa quia idem Deus homo est.

Igitur unus Dei Filius, idemque hominis factus filius, habet initium ex natura carnis

sues, et non habet initium ex natura divinitatis sues: creatus est per naturam carnis

suze, et non est creatus per naturam divinitatis suæz circumscribitur loco per naturam

camis suze, et loco non capitur per naturam divinitatis sum: minor est etiam angelis

per naturam carnis suae, et æqualis est Patri secundum naturam divinitatis sum:

mortuus est natura carnis suæa et non est mortuus natura divinitatis suæ. Haec est

fides ct confessio catliolica. quam apostoli tradiderunta martyres roboraverunt, et fideles

nunc usquc custodiunt."

Haac Vigilius, qui prædictorum scriptorum auctoritatem et sententiam sequutus,

ex apostoloruma martyrum, omniumque ea ætate christianorum fide et catholica con

fessione coufirmat, Christum liumanitusa cum in terris vclsaretur, in cælo non fuisse;

et uuuc, cum in cælo sit, in terris non esse Nulla. enim creaturæ cujusque natura

contineri simul loco in cælo potesty et in terris eodem tempore csse. Quoniam autem

christus nobiscum in terris est, atque etiam locum in caelo terminatum habeta ex eo

eflicit, christum duas in se naturas haberea liumanam qua discessit a nobis et in

cælum asceudit, et divinam qua nobiscum in terris degitz itaque minime eandem

esse naturama quæ abiit a nobisa et quæ hic permaneta aut quæ loco definita conscendit

iu cæluma et quæ nobiscum in terris commoratur.

Quocirca. papistæa qui recentem nuper fidei articulum confinxerunt, (Christi vide

licet naturale corpus revera et naturaliter tum hic in terris nobiscum versari, tum in

coelo ad dexteram Patris sedcrejj duas gravissimas in haereses prolabunturz

Unam, quod duas natures, divinitatem et humanitatema confundunt ; illud huma

nitati tribuentes, quod divinitatis solius est proprium, ut in coelo et terra multisque

in locis simul sit.

Alteram, quod corpus seu humanam naturam ejus in duas partes dividunta et ex

una natura duas finguut; unam in cælo aspectabilemg traetabilem, omues artus, partesy

et universam formam veri et perfecti hominis (ut natura postulat) complexam; alteram,

quam ferunt hic in terris sub omni pane et vino consecrato occultari, nulla mem

brorum forma aut ordine aut distinctione præditam. Quaa cum pugnantia atque ad

versa sibi inter se siuts una natura (sicuti sanctissimus martyr Vigilius docet) contineri

non possunt.

CAPUT VII.

RESPONDETUR PAPISTIS VERBA CHRISTI, HOC EST CORPUS MEUM,

PRO SE OBJICIENTIBUS.

JAM vero, cum non modo scriptures auctoritas et veterum patrum sentcntiæ aperte

et plane deceanta christum Servatorem nostrum humanitus in cælum asceudisse, et in

terris non esse, atque hæc vcra et catholica fuerit ab ascensu christi fides; considerandum

nobis est diligenti attentionca quibus rationibus inducti papistæ novam sibi doctrinam

gignebantl et quas scripturas ad opinionis suæ defensionem adducuut. Quid illos com

moverit nescio, nisi forte quod poeta dixit, “Mala. mens, malus animus ;" aut etiam sedis

komanæ (quam illi sanctissimam judicant) quædam jamdiu insita depravatioe quæ ex

aliis omnibus maxime est christo infesta, atque adeo dignissima quæ antichristi sedes

appelletun E scriptura nihil praeterquam unum, et illud male iutellectum, afi'erunt:

quod (ut pro illis facere possit) ita contorqucnti ut a ceteris omnibus scripturis ad idem

pertinentibus planissime discropet.
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“Christus acceptum panem (inquiunt) benedixit et fregit, et dedit discipulisa dicensz 3551133;

IIoc est corpus meum." Haze verba assidue repetunt atque inculcant, ul-loc est corpus mum

meum." Hzec sacra illorum ancllora est, qua tum realem (sicut ipsi loquuntur) et natu

ralcm Christi præsentiam in sacramentos tum fictitiam suam transubstantiationem, pro- Mani/tn.

pugnant. llæc verba Christi (aiunt) certissima et planissima sunt: quoniam igitur ipse m mv

dixit, “Hoe est corpus meum," necessario concluditura hoc quod sacriiici manibus conti

netur esse corpus Christi: quæ cum ita sint, panis esse non potest. ltaque efliciunt,

Christi corpus ibi re ipsa præsens esse, panem autem non adesse.

Sed quoniam universa illorum coniimiatio his Christi verbis nititurs “Hoe est corpus

meurn,” verus et germanus horum verborum sensus exquircndus est. Sed quid (inquiunt)

indagatione hic ulla aut inquisitione opus est? Quid his verbis magis apertum aut per

spicuum esse potest, ulioc est corpus meum ?"

Negari sane non potest, hæc verba apertissime dici, sed sensum illorum non ita planum meomm

esse his qui accurate considerant contextus illius circumstantias, manifestum est. Nam

cum Christus panem discipulis suis dederata et dixerat, “Hoc est corpus meum," nemo

est qui mediocrem rerum intelligcntiam et cognitionem habcat, quin ex verborum ipsorum

serie intelligat, christum hæc de pane loquutum, atque illum corpus suum vocavissez

quemadmodum permulti ex antiquis patribus freclamantibus ei rei papistis) afiirmant

Quocirca alium subesse verbis sensum necesse est, quam præ se ferunt1 et aliquam occul- christi

tari figuram, quæ in verba ipsa leviter intuentibus non apparet. Nam si hæc propria hfi‘gfiruii.

loquendi forma esset, ct non figurams necessario relinqueretur panem esse Christi corpus,

et Christi corpus esse panem: a qua re christianæ aures longissime abhorrent. In his

igitur verbis aliud quærendum est, quam verba ipm præ se ferunt.

Hilarius do Trin. Lib. iv. “ lntclligentia dictorum cx causis est assumenda dicendi;

quia non scrmoni res, sed rei est sermo subjectus." Et Lib. ix. “Dictorum intelligentia.

aut ex prae-positis aut ex sequentibus est cxpectanda."

CAPUT VIII.

CHRISTUS PANEM CORPUS SUUM ET vmum SANGUINEM

SUUM VOCAVIT.

ET quanquam verus horum verborum sensus, ubi de transubstantiatione agebatura

satis explicatus sit; ut res tamen planior atque evidentior fiat, et nulla diflicultas aut

ambiguitas remaneat, plenius hic (quoniam ita se occasio ofi'ert) eandem rem tractabimus.

Series autem ipsa et contextus orationis satis planum facieta hæc verba Christi, “ Hoc est

corpus mourn,” et, ullic est sanguis meus," figurata esse. Et quanquam ex ipso evangelio

satis liquet, et satis multum probatum sit in eo loco, in quo de transubstantiatione

agebatura christum hæc verbay “Hoc est corpus meum," de pane, eta “ Hic est sanguis

meus," de vino loquutum; ne tamen papistæ cavillentur, nostra hæc commenta esse, domi

nostræ orta, et non ex antiquorum fontibus haustas veterum sententias ponemus in

medium, et hanc veram atque antiquam catholicæ ecclesiæ fidem esse demonstrabimusz

cum neque scholastici neque papistæ auctorem vel unum quidem ex antiquis habeant,

quem adversus ista proferre possint. Ac primum Clemens in Paedago. Lib. i. cap. 6. qemmqmu

“Dominus dixit: ccomedite carnes meas et bibite sanguinem meum ;' cvidenter fidei et $Sfihb'll'

promissionis quod est esculentum et poculentum dicens allegorice, per quæ ecclesia

tanquam homo ex multis constans membris irrigatur et augetur."

Justinus in Apolo. II. “Hoc alimentum apud nos eucharistia dicitur, cujus participem Juslinus.

esse nemini licet, nisi qui crediderit vera esse, quæ a nobis docentura et lavacro regene

rationis in remissionem peccatorum lotus fuerit, et ad eum modum quem christus tradidit

vitam instituerit. Non enim ut communem panems aut communem potum, hæc acci

pimus; sed quemadmodum Jesus Christus Servator nostera per verbum Dei factus caroa

et carnem et sanguinem nostræ salutis causa habuitv sic etiam cibum illum, postquam

pcr precationem verbi illius fuerit benedictusa ex quo sanguis et carnes nostræ per muta

tionem nutriuntura edocti sumus esse carnem et sanguinem illius Jesu, qui pro nobis

fuit incamatus. Apostoli enim in commentariis ab eis factis (qua; dicuntur evangelia)

sic tradidernnt præcepisse illis Jesum: cum accepisset panems gratias agentcm dixisso,
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clioc facite in mei commemorationem,’ ‘Hoc est corpus meum,’ ‘Hic est sanguis meus,’

et solis ipsis impartisse."

Deinde Irenaaus in quarto adversus valentinianos libro, cap. 32, ait: “Christus suis

discipulis dans consilium, primitias Deo efferre de suis creaturis (non quasi iudigenti,

sed ut ipsi nec infructuosi nec ingrati sint), eum qui ex crcatura panis est accepit, et

gratias egit dicensz ‘ lioc est corpus meum.’ lit calicem similiter, qui est ex ea creatum

quæ est secundum nos, suum sanguinem confessus est, ct novi testamenti novam docuit

oblationem.” Et cap. 34: “Panis in quo gratiæ actæ sunt, qui est a terra, pcrcipiens

vocationem Dei, jam non communis panis est, sed eucharistiaa ex duabus rebus con

staus, terrena et coalesti.” Atque etiam eodem in libro ad hunc modumz “ christuss

hujus conditionis quæ est secundum nos accipiens panem, suum corpus confitebatur;

et temperamentum calicisa suum sanguinem confirmavit.u

In quinto autem sic scribitz “De calicea qui est sanguis ejusa homo nutritur, et

de pane, qui est corpus ejus, augetur." Et ibidcm: “ quando mixtus calix et fractus

panis percipit verbum Dei, fit eucharistia corporis et sanguinis Christi, ex quibus

augetur et consistit carnis nostræ substantiam

llæc 1renæi verba apertissima sunta christum verum et materiatum paucm, Dei

creaturama et eundem cum nostro vulgari ac communi pane, accepisse, ct corpus suum

appellassea cum diceret, ulioc est corpus meumzn similiter etiam vinum, quo corpora

nostra aluntur ac recreantur, sanguinem suum vocavisse.

Quid Tertillliauus? annon in libro adversus Judzeos scribit, “ christum panem voca

visse corpus suum ?" Et adversus Marcionem, hæc eadem verba sæpius repetit.

Quaare posteaa cap. xi.

cyprianus autem in primo epistolarum libro hoc idem nfi'ert: “Dominus corpus

4suum panem vocata de multorum granorum adunatione congestumz et sanguinem suum

vinum appellat, de botris atque acinis plurimis expressum, atque in vinum coactum.”

lit in secundo libro hæc aitz “Snnguis Christi non aqua est utiquea sed vinum."

Rursus in eadem epistola ait, “Vinum fuisse, quod sanguinem suum christus dixit;

et quod de creatura vitis novum vinum cum christo in regno Patris non bibemus, si in

sacrificio Dei Patris et Christi vinum non ofi'erimus." Et in eadem epistola scribit:

“Corpus Domini non potest esse forma solo, aut aqua solaa nisi utrumque adunatum

fuerit et copulatum, et panis unius compage solidatum."

Huic cousentit lipiplianiusa dicensz “Christus de eo quod rotundæ est figuraz, et

insensibile quantum ad potentiam1 voluit per gratiam diceres ‘ lioc est corpus'."

Hieronymus item, scribens ad Hedibiam, hæc habet verba: “Nos audiamus, panem,

quem fregit Dominus, deditque discipulis suis, esse corpus Domini Salvatoris, ipso dicente

ad eos, ‘Accipite et comedite; hoc est corpus meum :' et calicem illum esse de quo itcm

loquutus est, ‘Bibite ex hoc omnes : hic est sanguis meus novi testamentis qui pro multis

efi'undctur,’ &c. iste est calix de quo in propheta legimus, tcalicem salutaris accipiam ;'

et alibi, ‘ calix tuus inebrians quam præclarus est '."

Augustinus item dicit, quod “ etsi licet Dominum Jesum christum prædicare per

linguam, per epistolam, et per sacramentum corporis et sanguinis ejus, tamen nec

linguams nec membranas, nec atramentums nec signiiicantes sonos lingua editos, nec

signa literarum conscripta pelliculis, corpus Christi et sanguinem dicimus, sed illud

tantuma quod cx fructibus terræ acceptuma et prece mystica consecratuma rite sumimus

ad salutem spiritualem, in memoriam pro nobis dominicae passionis." Idem alio loco

dicit: “Doininus Jesus corpus dixit escam, sanguinem potum."

cyrillusa Lib. xii. cap. 58. “ Fractum panem distribuebat, dicens: ‘Hoc est corpus

meum ."

His sufi'ragatur Cyrillus, sic scribens: “Christos discipulis fragmenta panis dedit,

dioens:v ‘Accipitc et manducatez hoc est corpus meum'."

Similiter Theodoretus ait: “In ipsa mysteriorum traditione christus corpus panem

vocavits et sanguinem poculum mixtum."

liabanusa Lib. i. cap. 31. “Quin. panis corporalis cor confirmat, ideo ille corpus cliristi

congruenter nuncupatur. Vinum autema quia sanguinem operatur in carnc, ideo ad

sanguinem christi refertur."

Ex his et permultis aliis clarissimorum patrum testimoniis facile intelligitur, christum
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Servatorem, cum panem dedisset discipulisa dicensa “Accipite et edite; hoc est corpus

-meum ;" et cum poculum porrexisset, jubens ut inter se dividereut, et ex eo omnes

biberent, illud sanguinis nomine appellansa panem materiatum corpus suum. et vinum

ex uvis expressum sanguinem suum nominassez panem videlicet illum, qui terrena apud

nos creatum est, qui ex terra funditur, ex multis tritici granis conficitura in farinam

molitura aqua: admixtus pinsitur, et panis eflicitur, sensus et rationis est expers, et qui

corpora nostra alit ct sustentat, illum (inquam) panem christus corpus suum appellavit

his verbisz “Hoe est corpus meum." Et illud vinum quod ex multis acinis eollectum,

et ex uvis expressum, liquorem habet corpora nostra rigantem et nutrientem, Christus

sanguinem suum appellavit.

Haac vera est Christi doctrina, tum sacræ scripturæ. tum antiquorum patrum (partim

graecoruma partim Latinorum) auctoritate confirmatas christum videlicet cum panem

et vinum distribuisset discipulis, et hæc verba dixisset, “Hoc est corpus meum," et “Hie

est sanguis meus," panem et vinum permausisse, et corporis ac sanguinis nomine appel

lata esse.

Nunc vero auctoritatem aliquam afferant papistae, vel ex scripturis, vel ex sanctis

patribuss ad opinionis suæ defensionem corroborandamz neque ceteros cogant hæc

suarum opinionum commenta sequi, hoc tantum nomine quia sic ipsi dicunt, et nihil

præterea solidum aut firmum præter suam ipsorum assertionem afi'erunt. falis enim

fides verbo Dei tantuma non humano, adhibenda est.

Quotquot ex illis ego legi (\Vintonienscm solum excipio), dicunt Christum, cum

diceret, “ Hoe est corpus meum," et “ IIic est sanguis meus," neque panem corpus, neque

vinum sanguinem suum appellasse: et in his tamen explicandis hzerent, et magna opi

nionum dissensione sunt, quod incertæ illorum doctrinæ certum est testimonium

Quidam enim ex illis dicunt, in pronomine demonstrativo ‘hoc' Christum intel

lexisse, non panem aut vinum, sed corpus et sanguinem suum.

Alii autem sentiunt in pronomine ‘hoc' christum neque panem aut vinum, neque

corpus aut sanguinem intellexisse, sed indefinitum aliquid et incertuma quod illi indi

viduum vagum, aut individuum in genere nominantg aliquid mathematicum arbitror,

aut aliud quid, quod ne illi quidem ipsi comprehendere animo et intelligentia pos

sunt. '

Sed conferant se in unum omnes papistæa et ostendant (si possunt) vel scripturæ

vel alicujus Grzeci aut Latini scriptoris auctoritatea qui quidem antiquus et probatus est,

christum neque panem, neque vinum, sed individuum aliquod vagum, corpus suum

appellasse; et ego, quod ad me attinet, illis cedams et fatebor illos vera sentire.

Quod si nihil antiquum habent, quod pro se afl-eranta sed ipsi sibi ipsis suæ fidei

et doctrinæ auctores sunt, æquum et par est, ut veritati scripturamm et patrum sen

tentiis confirmatae cedants et fateantur, Christum panem materiatum corpus suum

appcllasse, et vinum ex uvis confectum sanguinem suum nominasse.

CAPUT IX.

PANEM ESSE CORPUS CHRISTI, ET VINUM SANGUINEM, summum EDERE

CHRISTI CORPUS, ET BIBERE ILLIUS SANGUINEM, SUNT roma/e L0_

QUENDI FIGURATIE.

Hrs ita constitutisa necessario eflicitur, hanc loquendi formam esse figuratam. Si

enim proprie et simpliciter loquamur, minime verum est, panem esse Christi corpus,

et vinum sanguinem. Christi enim corpus anima, vita, sensu et ratione est præditumg

at panis animaea vitae, sensus, mtionis est expcrs.

Eodem modo, si proprie loquamur, verum non est, nos Christi corpus cdere et

sanguinem ejus bibere. Edere enim et bibere (si proprie significant) est lingua, den

tibus, labiis arriperea mandere, comminuere, deglutire; quod Christi carni et sanguini

facere, horroris plenum est.

llæ igitur forms? dicendi, Christi corpus edere, et sanguinem ejus biberes et panem

corpus, et vinum sanguinem ejus dicere, figuratæ dicendi formae sunt; altcra a propria

corporearum rerum significatione ad spiritualem intelligcntiam traductay in altera

tou l5.
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signis rerum signiiicatarum nomine appellatis. Quod genus nec novum nec infrequens

esse soleta sed commune, et sermone quotidiano passim usurpatum. -

CAPUT X.

QUOD EDERE CORPUS CHRISTI ET BIBERE mmos SANGUINEM

FIGURAT/E SUNT LOCUTIONES, COMPROBATIO.

ATQUE ut ne hoc nobis vitii assignetur, nostra hæc commenta essea nosque (ut

papistæ solent) ista sine aliorum auctoritate afiingere, ad hæc probanda cum scrip

turæ auctoritatem tum veterum sententias ascribemus.

Primum, ubi Servator christus apud Joannem dixita se panem vitæ esse; qui ex

eo panc cderita non moriturum, sed vitam sempitemam acturumg et panem quem ille

daturus cssct, carnem esse suam; itaque quicunque carnem ejus ederit et sanguinem

ejus bibcrit, vitam ætemam habiturumg qui autem carnem ejus non ederit, nec san

guinem ejus biberit, vitam aetemam non hubiturumz ubi christus haec et permulta

alia de carnis et sanguinis sui manducatione et potatioue disputasset, tum Judaei, tum

permulti alii ex discipulis ejus ofi'endcbantur, et dixerant, Dura. hæc oratio est; quis

enim dare nobis carnem suam edcndam poteriti Tum christus murmurautes illos

intclligens, quoniam aliam carnis manducationem animo complecti nou poterant, quam

quæ in mandendo cibo et deglutiendo fit, ut animos illorum a tam crassa et camnli

cogitatione abduceret, et ad veram manducationis intelligentiam transferrets “ Quid (in

quit) si vidcretis Filium hominis ascendeutema ubi fuit priusi Spiritus est qui vivi

ficat, caro nihil prodest. Haac quæ loquor spiritus et vita sunt."

liane orationem Servator christus habuit ad mentes illorum a terra ad coelum, a

rebus cameis ad spirituales excitandas, ut nullo modo cogitarent se dentibus illum

præsentem in terris percepturos. Caro enim ejus (ut ipse ait) ita percepta nihil prod

esset. Et ne cogitarenta quod hoc modo illum cderent, corpus suum ab illis in

ccelum se sublaturum dixit, atque ibi fide et non dentibusv spiritu non came, illum

ad dexteram Patris sedentem ederent. Quocirca. dixit, “Verba- quæ ego loquor spiritus

et vita sunt." Quasi diæretz llæc quæ apud vos dissemi, minime ita accipienda

sunt1 quasi me dentibus crasse et carnalitcr arriperetisg sed ut spiritu, mente, fide

carnem absentem, et in cælo versantem, perciperetis: quemadmodum Abrahamus

reliquique patres illuma multos antequam incamatus esset aunosa comedebant. Sic

enim Paulus ait, eundem illos spiritualem cibum, quem nos, edissea et eundem spiri

tualem potuma id est, Cliristum, hausisse. llli enim spiritualiter et fide Christi cor

pore et sanguine sustentabantun et æterna per illum (autequam nasceretur) vita

fruebantur, quemadmodum et nos nunc fruimur, qui post ejus ascensum nati sumus.

itaque satiss ut arbitrora christo et Paulo explicantibus, intelligitur carnis et san

guinis christi esum et potum non ita crasse accipi debere, ut rem præsentem ore,

dentibus gutture hauriemusa sed vitali cordis et mentis fide rem absentem perci

piamus et concoquamusa vel in cælo post ascensum versantcm, vel nondum in terris

cditam.

Origenos, hanc car-nis et sanguinis perceptionem non simpliciter sed figurate capi

eudam demonstransa in hæc verba Christi, ‘Nisi ederitis carnem mcam, et sangui

nem meum biberitis, non habebitis vitam in vobis,’ sic scribit: “Nisi manducavcritis

carnem mcain, et biberitis meum sanguinem, non habebitis vitam in vobis. Agno

scite quia figuræ sunta quæ in divinis voluminibus scriptæ sunt et ideo tanquam

spirituales, et non tanquam carnales, examinate et intelligite quæ dicuntun Si enim

quasi camales ista suscipitis, lædunt vos et non alunt. Est enim et in evaugeliis

litera quæ occidit. Non solum in vetcri testamento ocoidens litera deprehenditur: est

et in novo testamento litera quæ oocidat cum, qui non spiritualifler, quæ dicuntur,

advertit. Si enim secundum literam sequaris hoc ipsum quod dictum est, ‘Nisi man

ducaveritis carnem meam, et biberitis meum sanguinem,’ occidet hæc litera."

Quis apertius demonstrare potest, hæc verba a communi et propria significatione

removenda esse debere, quam origenes hoc loco facit?

Annon hoc idem quoque Chrysostomus? “Si carnuliter verba christi quis acce
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perit, nihil sane lucraretur. Quid igitur? Caro non prodest quicquamg Non de ipsa

came dicit, (absit!) sed de iis qui camaliter accipiunt quæ dicuntur. Quid autem

est carnaliter intelligeref Simpliciter ut res dicuntury neque aliud quippiam excogi

tare. Non enim ita judicanda sunt quæ videntur, sed mysteria omnia interioribus

oculis considerandas hoc est, spiritualiter."

Haze verba plane indicanta Christi verba nequaquam crasse et proprie sumenda,

sed spiritualiter et figumte.

Omnium vero clarissime Augustinus in libro de Doctrina Christiana, quo loco Chris~ figgzurftéggk

tianos instruita quemadmodum ditiicillima scripturæ loca intelligenda sunt. “Raris- Jib-iii
sime (inquit) et difficillime inveniri potest ambiguitas in propriis verbis (quantum ad I -

libros divinarum scripturamm spectat), quam non aut circumstantia ipsa sermonis (qua.

cognoscitur scriptorum intentio), aut interpretum collatio, aut præcedentis linguæ solvat

inspectio.” Cap. 5. “Sed verborum translatorum ambiguitates (de quibus deinceps loquen

dum est) non mediocrem curam industriamque deciderant Nam in principio cavendum

est, ne figuratam loquutionem ad literam accipiam Et ad hoc etiam pertinet quod idem Aug.

ait apostolusz tLitera occidity Spiritus autem vivificat.’ Cum enim figurate dictum sic ibidem

accipiturj tanquam proprie dictum sit, camaliter sapitur. Neque ulla mors animæ

congruentius appellatum quam cum id etiam, quod in ea bestiis antecellit (1100 est

intelligentia), carni subjicitur sequendo literam. Qui enim sequitur literam, translata

verba sicut propria tenet," &c. Et mox: “Ea demum est miserabilis animæ servitus,

sigma. pro rebus uccipere, ct supra crcaturam corpoream oeulum mentis ad haurien

dum ætemum lumen levare non posse." Cap. 1o. “ Neque contra, propriam quasi figu

ratam velis accipere. Demonstrandus est igitur (inquit Augustinus) modus inveniendæ

locutionis, propriane an figurata sit." Cap. 15. “Servabitur autem in loquutionibus

figuratis regula hujusmodia ut tamdiu versetur diligenti consideratione quod legitur,

donec ad regnum caritatis intcrpretatio perducatun Si autem hoc jam proprie sonat,

nulla putetur figurata loquntio.” Cap. 16. “Si præceptiva loquutio est, aut flagitium aut, con m

facinus vetanss aut utilitatem aut beneficentiam jubens, non est figurata. Si autem

flagitium aut facinus videtur jubere, aut utilitatem aut beueficentiam vetarea figurata

est. tMisi manducaveritis (inquit) carnem Filii hominis et sanguinem biberitis, non habe

bitis vitam in vobis,‘ facinus vel flagitium videtur jubere. Figura. est ergo, præci

piens passioni Domini esse communicandum, suaviter atque utiliter recondendum iu

memorias quod pro nobis caro ejus crucifixa et vulnerata sit."

Haac ejus est, in eo quem citavi libroa breviter commemorata sententia.

Hanc eandem babet in libro de cateehizandis Rudibus, et contra Adversarium Legis

et Prophetaruma et pcrmultis aliis in locis, quos brevitatis causa præterea Nam si

omnia afl'emm, quæ ex Augustino aliisque dici in hanc sententiam possent, lectorem

multitudine rerum facile opprimercm.

Aug. de catechizandis Rudibus, cap. 26. “De sacramento quod accepity cum ei hecate

bene commendatum fuerita signacula quidem rerum divinarum esse visibilias sed res iiiiiiiiiiii

ipsas invisibiles in eis honoraria nec sic habendam esse speciem illam benedictione sauc- cap-m

tificatam, quemadmodum habetur in usu quolibet. Diccndum etiam quid significet, et

sermo ille quem audivit, quid in illo condatur, cujus illa res similitudinem gerit.

Deinde monendus est fcatecliizandusl1 ut si quid in scripturis audiat quod camaliter

sonat, etiam si non intelligit, credat tamen spirituale aliquid significari, quod ad sanc

tos mores futuramque vitam pertineat. Hoc autem breviter discet, ut quicquid audi

erit ex libris canonicis quod ad dilectionem zeternitatis, et veritatisy et sanctitatisa et

ad dilectionem proximi referre non possit, figurate dictum vel gestum esse credat, atque

ita conetur intelligerea ut ad illam geminam refcrat dilectionem." ldem contra Adver

sarium Legis et Prophetarumj Lib. ii. cap. 9. “Mediatorem Dci et hominum, hominem comm M.

christum Jesum, carnem suam nobis manducandam, bibendumque sanguinem dantem, £12331? a

fideli corde atque ore suscipimusa quamvis borribilius videatur humanam carnem man- gai-fb- ut

ducare quam perimerej ct humanum sanguinem potare quam fundere. Atqui in omni

bus sanctis scripturiss secundum sanæ fidei regulam, figurate dictum vel factum si quid

exponitur, de quibuslibet rebus vel verbis, quæ sacris paginis continentur, cxpositio illa

ducatur, non aspernanter sed sapienter audiamus.”

Justinus in secunda Apologia ad Gentes: “ Dcinde profertur illi qui fratribus praeeratv
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panis et poculum aqua et vino mixtum ; quæ cum is acceperitj laudem et gloriam ei,

qui Pater est omnium, per nomen Filii et Spiritus sancti destinat, et gratiarum actionemy

quod ab illo dignus his sit habitus, prolixe facit Quibus rite peractis precibus cum

gratiarum actione, populus omnis qui adest bencdicit, dicens, Amen. Illud autem

amen Hebraica lingua significata fiat. Cum autem is qui præest gratias egerit, et

totus populus benedixerita hi qui apud nos vocantur diaconi distribuunt unicuique

praesentiuma ut participent de pane, in quo gratiae actæ sunt, et de vino et aquaa et

his qui non sunt præsentes deferunt. Atque hoc alimentum vocatur apud nos eucha

ristia," &c. ut supra, cap. viii.

Bonaventura, Lib. iv. Di. 9. “ Manducatio primo et proprie in corporalibus inve

nitur, et ab illis ad spiritualia est translata. Et ideo si volumus accipere rectam

illam manducationem spiritualem, necesse habemus a propria acceptione vocabuli nos

transferre."

ltaque omnibus his, qui nihil animo præjudicatum habent, hæc satis esse possunt

ad probandnm, Christi corporis et sanguinis manducationem et potationem minime

simpliciter et communiter accipiendam, ut craSSe significet nos ore et dentibus ea

percipere, sed figurate potius et spiritualiter intelligi deberea quod scilicet altius in

animis nostris defigendum sit, et fruetuosc cordibus nostris credendum, illius carnem

pro nobis in crucem actam, et sanguinem ejus pro nostri redemptione profusum. Atquo

hæc nostra in illum fides est carne illius vesci, et sanguinem ejus bibere, quamvis

nobiscum præsens non sit, sed in cælum ascenderit. quemadmodum majores nostri

ante Christi adventum similiter carnem ejus ederunt et sanguinem biberunt, quamvis

tam longe ab illis abfuerit, ut nondum christus natus, nondum carne nostra quasi

vestitus fuerit.

CAPUT XI.

HOC EST CORPUS MEUM, ET me EST SANGUIS MEUS, FIGURATAS

memini FORMAS ESSE COMPROBATIO.

Hm est quoque consentiens et vera sanctorum patrum sententia, Christum, cum

panem corpus suum, et vinum sanguinem suum nominasset, nequaquam proprie lo

qnutum: sed quemadmodum sacramenta omnia figuræ aliarum rerum sunt, nomina

tamen earum rerum habenta quarum significantia sunt; sic Christus pretiosissimi

corporis et sanguinis sui sacramentum instituens, figurate loquutus est, et panem

corporis nomine appellavita quod corpus ejus significaret, et vinum sanguineni, quia

sanguinem ejus repræsentaret.

Tertullianus adversus Marcionem scribens ait, “ christum non reprobavisse panem,

quo ipsum corpus suum repraesentat." Atque iterum in Lib. iv. sic scribit: “Jesus

acceptum panema et distributum discipuliss corpus suum illum fecit, ‘Hoc est corpus

meum,’ dicendo, id est, (inquit Tertuliianus) figura corporis mei. Atque hac de causa

(inquit Tertullianus) christus panem vocavit corpus suum, et vinum sanguinem, quia

in veteri testamento panis et vinum corporis et sanguinis ejus iiguræ fuemnt."

Cyprianus quoque sanctissimus martyr in hac causa sic loquiturz “Videnius in

aqua populum intelligi, in vino ostendi sanguinem Christi: quando autem in calico

vino aqua. miscetur, christo populus adunaturj et credentium plebs ei in quem credidit

eopulatur et jungitur.”

Qua similitudine Cyprianus usus, minime cogitavit sanguinem christi vinum esse,

aut aquam populumz sed quemadmodum aqua significat et repræsentat populuma sic

vinum significat et repræsentat Christi sanguinem ; et aquæ cum vino conjunctio

significat Christianorum cum Christo ipso conjunctioncm.

Atque alio loco eadem de re scribens, in hac est scntentiaz “Dedit Dominus in

mensas in qua ultimum cum apostolis participnvit convivium, propriis manibus panem

et vinuma in cruce vero manibus militum corpus tradidit vulnerandum, ut in apostolis

secretius impressa sincera veritas et vera sinceritas exponeret gentibuso quomodo

vinum et panis caro esset et sanguis, et quibus rationibus causæ efi'ectibus convenircnt,



111.] DE PRJESENTIA CHRISTI IN SACRAMENTO. 59

et diversa nomina vel species ad unam reducerentur essentiama et significantia et sig

nificata eisdem vocabulis censerentur."

nic Cypriani auctoritate certissimum est, quamobrem et qua ratione panis christi

caro1 et vinum Christi sanguis appelleturg quia significantia et repræsentantia rerum

significatarum nominibus appellantur.

ltaque chrysostomus nit: “ Ista. mensa agnoscitur altaris Dei cousecratio ; et ch s-iq

quia. istam mensam præparavita ut quotidie in similitudinem corporis et sanguinis cliristi liilipanem et vinum secundum ordinem Melchisedek nobis ostenderet in sacramenton

Hieronymus similiter in evangelium Matthæi scribit: “Postquam typicum pascha Hieron.in_

fuerat impletum, et agni carnes cum apostolis comederat, assumit panem qui confortat 33%.???"

cor hominis, et ad verum paschæ transgreditur sacramentum ; ut quomodo in præfigu

ratione ejus Melchisedek summi Dci sacerdos fecerata ipse quoque veritatem sui corporis

repræsentaretfi

Ambrosius item (siquidem Ambrosii liber sit, qui “De his qui mysteriis initiantur" impressa
inscribitur) ad hunc modum scribit: “Ante benedictionem verborum caelestium alia gnygxizgiil

species nominaturg post consecrationem corpus Christi significatnr. Ipse dicit san- iilzgrgaiiligr’

guinem suum. Ante consecrationem aliud diciturj post consecrationem sanguis nun- ' i

cupntur.”

Et in libro de Sacramentis (si Ambrosius auctor sit) sic scribit: “In similitudinem Ambros. de

quidem accipis sacramentuma sed veræ naturæ gratiam virtutemque consequeris. Et infima

tu, quia accipis panern, diving: ejus substantiæ in illo participaris alimento.” 1

Et libro iv. hæc dicitz “Sicut in baptismo mortis similitudinem sumpsisti, ita Lib. iv. mp.

etiam in eucharistia similitudinem pretiosi sanguinis bibis; ut nullus horror cruoris '

sit, et pretium tamen operetur redemptionis.” Rursus in eodem libro sic scribitz

“ Dicit sacerdos, Fae nobis hanc oblationem ascriptam, rationabilem, acceptabilems quod gib- iv- cav
est figura. corporis et sanguinis nostri Domini Jesu Christi." i

Idem interpretans epistolam Pauli ad corinthios aita quod “in edendo et potando mathia

panem et vinuma carnem et sanguinem (quaa pro nobis oblata sunt) significamus. Et i .

testamentum (inquit) vetus sanguine constitutum est, quia bcneficii divini sanguis

testis est: in cujus typum nos calicem mysticum sanguinis ad tuitionem corporis et 'Ob' 199

animæ nostræ percipimus.”

Ex his Chrysostomi, Hieronymi, et Ambrosii locis perspicuum est, in sacramentali

pane et vino non esse revera et corporate veram et naturalem substantiam carnis et

sanguinis Christi, sed panem et vinum, similitudines, mysteriaa reprzesentationes, sacra

mentars figurass et signa corporis et sanguinis ejus, atque adeo nomine veri corporis et

sanguis ejus appellari.

Planius adhuc et plenius his omnibus Augustinus, idque potissimum in epistola ad Aug-fl“!

Bonifacium, ubi ait: “ Sæpe ita loquimur ut pascha appropinquante dicamusj crastinam 23$?»

vel perendinam esse Domini passionem, cum ille ante tam multos annos passus sit1

nec omnino nisi semel illa passio facta sit. Nempe ipso die dominico dicimus, Hodie

Dominus resurrexit, cum ex quo resurrexit, tot anni transierunt. Cur nemo tam ineptus

est, ut nos ita loquentes arguat esse mcntitos, nisi quia istos dies secundum illorum,

quibus hæc gesta sunt, similitudinem nuncupamus, ut dicatur ipse dies, qui non est

ipse, sed revolutione temporis similis ejusa et dicatur illo die fieri propter sacramenti

celebrationem, quod non illo die, sed jam olim factum est? Nonne semel immolatus

est christus in seipso? et tamen in sacramento non solum per omnes pasehæ solenni

tatess sed omni die populis immolaturz nec utique mentitura qui intei-rogatusa eum

responderit immolari. Si enim sacramenta quandam similitudinem earum rerum, quarum

sacramenta sunt, non haberent, omnino sacramenta non essent. Ex hac autem simili- 'Ob. r127.

tudine plerumque etiam ipsarum rerum nomina accipiunt. Sicut ergo secundum quendam

modum sacramentum corporis Christi corpus Christi est, sacramentum sanguinis cliristi

sanguis christi est: ita et sacramentum fidei fides est. Nihil est autem aliud crederea

quam fidem lmbere. Ac per hoc cum respondetur parvulus credere1 qui fidei nondum

habet efi'ectnm, respondetur fidem haberc propter fidei sacrnmentum, et convertere se

ad Deum propter conversionis sacramentums quia et ipsa responsio ad celebrationem

pertinet sacramenti. Sicut de ipso baptismo apostolusa ‘Consepulti,’ inquit, ‘sumus

Christo per baptismum in mortem.’ Non ait, sepulturam significamus, sed prorsus
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ait, ‘Consepulti sumus.’ Sacramentum ergo tantæ rei non nisi ejusdem rei vocabulo

nuncupavit."

Hucusque Augustinus erudito cuidam episcopo Bonifacio respondens, quærenti quo

modo parentes et amici pro infante in baptismo respondeant, et in illius persona dicant

se credere et ad Deum converti, cum infans neque agat neque cogitet tale aliquid.

Cui ita ab Augustino responsum est: Quoniam baptismus sacramentum professionis

nostræ fidei est, et nostræ ad Deum convcrsionis, par est ita pro infantibus ad id ac

cedentibus respondere, quemadmodum tanto sacramento conveniens est, etiam si revera

pueri harum rerum notitiam non habeant.

Et in rcsponsis nostris minime, quasi vani aut mendacesa reprehendeudi sumus,

cum in sermone pene quotidiano sacramentis et figuris rerum significatarum nomina

tribuamus, quamvis eadem revera non sint. Ita singulos Parasceves dies (annis ver

santibus) diem passionis Christi, et pascha diem resurrectionis vocamusz et singulis

diebus dicimus Christum Ofl'erri: ct sacramentum corporis corpus ejus vocamus, et

sacramentum sanguinis sanguinem appellamusz et baptismum nostrum Paulus sepul

turam cum christo nominat; cum tamen revera christus semel tantum passus sit, semel

resurrexit, semel tantum oblatus sit: et baptismus sepultura non sit: nec sacramentum

corporis corpus ejus sit ; nec sacramentum sanguinis sanguis ejus sit ; sed sic appellentur,

quia figurae sacramenta et repræsentationes rerum sint, quas significant, quarumque

nominibus notantur.

Sic Augustinus in hac epistola clarissime rem explicat.

De hac etiam forma loqucndi, ubi signa rerum significatarum nominibus appel

lantur, copiose Augustinus in quæstionibus in Leviticum, et contra Adimantum, de

Augsu f clarans quomodo sanguis in scriptura anima nominetur. “Solet (inquit) res quæ

_| _ q . . . . . . . . . . .

32,707,“ srgmficata ejus rel nomine quam smificat nuncupan, sicut scriptum est: ‘Septem spicæ

fari septem anni snnt.’ Non dicit, septem annos significant. Et cseptem boves septem

anni sunt': et multa hujusmodi. Hinc est quod dictum est: ‘Petra erat Christus.’

Non enim dixit, petra significat Christum, sed tanquam hoc csset: quod utique per

substantiam non hoc erat, sed per significationem. Sic ct sanguis, quoniam propter

vitalem quandam corpulentiam animam significat, in sacramentis anima dictus est."

('nntra His affinia. sunt, quæ contra Adimantum scribens dicitc “Sic est sanguis anima,

miremur quomodo petra erat Christus. Nec tamen apostolus ait, petra significabat Christum,

sed nit, ‘Petra erat Christus.’ Et paulo ante hoc dictum, ‘Sanguis est anima,’ possum

ionem interpretari in signo esse positum. Non enim Dominus dubitavit diccre, ‘Hoc est cor

pus meum,’ cum signum daret corporis sui.”

Hic Augustinus multas loquutiones figuratas repetens, cum una res alterius rei

nomine vocataa non eadem substantìa, sed significatione sit; nt sanguis est animaj

septem vaccæ sunt septem anni, septem spicæ sunt septem anni, pctra erat Christus;

Mm. xxvi. in his loquendi generibus ea rcpetit, quæ Christus ultima in coena fecit, ‘Hoc est

corpus meum.’ Ex qua Augustiui sententia evidenter colligitur, Christum haec verba

figurate loquutum, minime sentientem, panem corpus esse suum substantia, sed sig

nificationc.

«mm ltaque Augustinus contra Maximinum. “In sacramentis (ait) minime consideran

Aug. contra . . . . . . - . . . .

Maxirninum, dum, quid sint, sed quid significant. Signa emm rerum sunt, ahud exrstentla, ahud

Lib. m. cap. . . . ,, - - - - - .

22. srgmficantla. Atque hæc potrssrmurn de hoc sacramento loqu1tur. “Coslestrs (inquit)

panis, qui Christi caro est, suo modo vocatur corpus Christi, cum revera sit sacra

m [MSW mentum corporis Christi; vocaturque ipsa immolatio camis, quae sacerdotis manibus

Ii: fit, christi passim mors, crucifixio, non rei veritate, sed significante mysterio." Gloss,

ibidem. “ cælestis panis, id est, cæleste sacramentuma quod vere repræsentat Christi
mu camcm, dicitur corpus Christi, sed improprio: unde dicitur suo modo, scd non rei

veritate, sed significante mysterio. Ut sit sensus, vocatur Christi corpus, id est sig

nificatur."

August. in Psal. iii. “Dominus Judam adhibuit in convivium, in quo corporis et

sanguinis sui figuram discipulis commendavit et tradidit.” Idem contra Faustum,

Lib. xx. cap. 21. “Nostri sacrificii caro et sanguis ante adventum christi per victi

mas similitudinum promittebatur, in passione Christi per ipsam veritatem reddebatura

post ascensum Christi per sacramentum memoria: cclebratur.”
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Quid utilius aubem, nut quid jucundius c§e potcst, quam dialogos Theodoreti in jrheqdoregus

hanc sententiam scribentis legere, ubi fuse et copioso disputata nomina rerum in m umam

scripturis mutari rebus ipsis in sua substantia permanentibusi verbi gratin, probat

Christi carnem interdum velum vel tegumentuma interdum vestema interdum stolam;

et sanguinem uvæ Christi vocari sanguincm.

Tum panis ac vini, et camis ac sanguinis Christi, sic mutari nominaa ut interdum

corpus suum granum aut panems interdum contra panem vocet corpus suum; pari

lnodo, sanguinem suum interdum vinum vocet, interdum contra vinum sanguinem

appellet.

Atque ut ista melius intelliganturj haud abs re fuerit ea hic ponerc, quae de hac

causa clarissimus vir in dialogis suis conscripserat. Personæ sunta Orthodoxus, recta

sentiens de religione Christi, et socius ejus Eranistes, veræ fidei minus intelligens.

- orthodoxus sic socium appellatz “Nostin' quod panem Deus proprium corpus Dialog. 1.

suum vocavit ?" liuna “Novi."

orum “Atque alias rursum carnem suam frumentum appellavit ?"

ilium “Novi et hoc. Audivi enim illum dicentemz ‘Venit hora ut glorificetur

Filius hominis.’ lits ‘Nisi granum frumenti dejcctum in terram mortuum fuerita Joan. xii.

ipsum solum manet: si vero mortuum fucrit, multum profert fructum."'

ori-rm “In ipsa nimirum mysteriorum traditione corpus panem vocavit, et san- non ut

guinem poculum mixtum."

Emu. “ Sic sane nominavit." Luc'm"

omm “Sed et secundum naturam corpus, corpus utique suum et sanguis

vocari potucrit?"

ilium “Confessum est.”

ORTH. “Imo vero ipse Servator noster commutavit nomina, et corpori quidem

symboli nomen dedit, symbolo vero corporis nomen. Ad eundem item modum, cum Joan.“

seipsum vitem esse dixisset, sanguinem ipsum symbolum appellavit.”

larum “ Id quidem vere dixisti; vellem autem causam discere mutationis nominum."

omm “Manifestus est scopus iis, qui sunt initiati sacrisc voluit enim eos qui

divina mysteria percipiunt, ne ad eorum, quæ videntur, naturam attendant, sed per

nominum mutationem credant illi, quæ ex gratia facta est, transmutationi. Qui1mn.xii._

enim naturalc corpus suum frumentum et panem vocavit, atque item seipsum vitem iioliiiiiilh

nominavit, idem ipse etiam quæ videntur symbola corporis et sanguinis sui appella- .Ob‘m'

tione honoravitp non equidem naturam ipsam transmutansa sed adjiciens gratiam

nature."

limum “Sane mystico dicta sunt mystica, et clare sunt manifestata, quæ non

sunt omnibus nota."

ORTH. “ quandoquidem igitur profitetur et stolam et vestem a patriarcha do- Gen. xlix.

minicum vocari corpus, nosque in sermonem de divinis mysteriis ingressi sumus, dic

revera, cujusnam symbolum ac typum esse putas sanctissimam illam escam? ipsiusne

divinitatis Christi Domini, an vero corporis et sanguinis ipsius ?"

limum “Sane eorum quorum appellationes receperant."

omm “ corporis et dicis i"

limum “Sic dico."

oni-m “Vere dixisti. Etenim Dominus sumpto symbolo non ait, lioc est divi

nitas mea, seda ‘Hoc est corpus mcum.’ Ac rursum, illic est sanguis meus;’ et 1oln.vl.

alias, ‘ Panis autem quem ego daboa caro mea est, quam ego dabo pro mundi vita.’ "

ERAN. “Vern. equidem hæc omniaz divina enim verba sunt."

On'rn. “Porro si sunt veras corpus utique habebat Dominus."

ilium “Et ego incorporeum illum esse dico."

eum “Sed fateris illum habuisse corpus."

Omnia. hæc in primo dialogo Thcodorctus scribit.

In secundo in eandem sententiam multa scribit, et quædam etiam planius, adversus Dinlog.2.

eos haereticos, qui humanam Christi naturam, posteaquam semel in cælum amen

dissets in divinam naturam esse mutatum prazdicabant, contra quos sic illc:

omm “Corruptionem ergo, interitum et mortem, accidentia et non substantias

nominare convenitz eveniunt enim et rccedunt."
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Act. xvii.

Act. xv.

Act. i.

Matt. xxiv.

ERAN. “ Convcnit.”

ORTH. “Ergo etiam hominum corpora surgentia quidem a corruptione et interitu

et mortalitate liberantura sed tamen proprium naturam non arnittunt.”

limum “Verum.”

omm “Igitur corpus Domini, cum surrexit quidem a corruptione et interitu

alienum, et impatibile, et immortale, et divina gloria glorificatum, et a eælestibus

adoratur potcstatibus, corpus tamen est, et habet quam prius habuit circumscrip

tionem.”

linum “In his videris dicere verisimilia et rationi consentanea. Sed postquam

in cælos assumptus est, non existimo te dicturuma eum non fuisse conversum in na

turam divinitatis."

omm “Ego quidem non dixerim, humanis rationibus persuasus, nec sum usque

adeo audax et temerarius, ut dicam aliquid, quod sacra scriptura silentio præteriitz

sed tamen audivi divum Paulum clamantem, tStatuit Deus diem, in quo judicaturus

est terrarum orbem in justitia, in viro quem przefiniit, fidem præbens omnibus, sus

citans e mortuis ipsum.’ Didici etiam a sanctis angelis, quod tveniet eo modoa quo

viderunt ipsum discipuli euntem in ccelum.’ Viderunt autem naturam circumscriptam,

non eam quæ circumscribi non potest. Audivi autem etiam Dominum dicentem:

‘ videbitis Filium hominis venientem in nubibus cmli.’ Scio vere esse circumscriptum,

quod videtur ab hominibus: videri enim non potest natura, quæ non potest circum

scribi. Dominum quoque dicentem audivi: ‘Videbitis Filium hominis venientem in nu

bibus cælif Porro autem et sedere in throno gloriae, et statuere quidem agnos a

dextris, hædos vero a sinistrisa id quod circumscriptum est significat."

hactenus Theodoreti verba reeensui. Et paulo post Erauistes sic loquiturz

ERAN. “ oportet omnem movere lapidema (ut est in proverbio,) ut verum inve

niatura sed vel maxime cum divina decreta proponuntur."

omm “Dic ergo mystica symbols, quæ Deo a Dei sacerdotibus ofl'eruntur: quo

rumnam dicis esse symbola ?”

larum “Corporis et sanguinis Domini.”

omm u corporis quod vere est, vel vere non est ?"

larum “Quod vere est."

ORTH. uoptimeg oportet enim imaginis esse exemplar archetypum. Etenim pic

tores imitantur naturam, et eorum quæ videntur depingunt imagines."

liuna “Verum.”

ORTH. “Si ergo divina mysteria corpus quod vere est repraesentant, ergo corpus

etiam nunc Domini quoque corpus est, non in naturam divinitatis mutatums sed im

pletum divina gloria."

larum “Opportune accidits ut verba faceres de divinis mysteriis. Jam vel ex eo

ipso tibi ostendam, corpus Domini in aliam mutari naturam. Responde ergo ad mea

interrogata."

ORTH. “ Respondebo.”

larum “Quid appellas donuma quod ofl‘ertur ante invocationem sacerdotis ?"

omm “Non oportet aperte dicere: est enim verisimile adesse aliquos mysteriis

non initiatos.”

linum “Respondeatur aanigmatioe."

omm “Id quod fit ex hujusmodi seminibus nutrimentum."

linum “ Aliud autem signum quomodo nominamus ?”

omm “Commune etiam hoc nomen, quod potus speciem significat."

illum “Post sanctificationem autem quomodo ea appellas ?"

omm “ Corpus Christi, et sanguinem Christi.”

limum “ lit credis te fieri partieipem christi corporis et sanguinis ?"

omm “Ita credo.”

Ems. uSicut ergo symbola Domini corporis et sanguinis alia quidem sunt ante

invocationem sacerdotisa sed post invocationem mutantur et alia fiunt: ita etiam cor

pus Domini post assumptionem mutatur in divinam substantiamfi

ORTH. “Qua: ipse texuistij retibus captus es. Neque enim signa mystics post

sanctificationem recedunt a sua naturaz manent enim in priori substantia‘ et figura



111.] DE PRJESENTIA CHRISTI IN SACRAMENTO. 63

et formaa et videri et tangi possunt, sicut et prius: intelliguntur autem ea esse quæ

facta sunta et creduntur et adorantura ut quæ illa sint quai creduntur. Confer ergo

imaginem cum exemplar-i, et videbis similitudinem. oportet enim figuram esse veritati

similem. lllud enim corpus habet priorem quidem formam, et figurama et circum

scriptioncm, et (ut semel dicam) corporis substantiam. lmmortale autem post resur

rectionem factum est, et potentius quam ut ulla in ipsum cadat corruptio et interitus,

sessioneque a dextra dignatum est, et ab omni creatnra adoratura ut quod appellatur

corpus naturæ Domini."

illum “Atqui symbolum mysticum priorem mutat appellationcma neque enim

amplius nominatur quod prius vocabatun sed corpus appcllatun oportet ergo etiam

veritatem Deum, et non corpus, vocari.u

ORTH. “ Ignarus mihi esse videris; non enim corpus solum, sed etiam panis vitæ

nominaturz ita Dominus ipse appellavit. Porro autem ipsum corpus divinum corpus

nominamusa et vivificum, et dominicurn, doccntes non esse commune alicujus hominis,

sed Domini nostri Jesu Christi, qui est Deus ct homo. Jesus enim Christus heri et

hodie, ille ipse et in ætemumll

Hzec emditissimus ille et sanctissimus episcopus Theodoretus, quem nonnulli e pa

pistiss intelligentes tam manifeste contra se facere, gravi oratione lacessunta et Nesto

riano illum infici errore dicunt.

Hie papistæ antiquam illam et inveteratam in re manifesta calumniandi consuetu

dinem suam declaranta et malunt potius cum impudentia mentiri, quam veritati cederea

et errorem suum agnoscere. Et quanquam illius adversarii ejusmodi de illo (etiam

num vivente) rumorem divulgarunta ante mille tamen et centum annos ab hac infamia

per universum Chalcedonense concilium liberatus est. Quem Leo primus epistola 61.

carissimum fratrem appellat

Atque etiam in libro quem adversus hæreses conscripsita nominatim Nestorium

condemnat. Tum dialogorum libros tres præcipue adversus Nestorium scripsit: neque

hac labe infamiæ hos mille annos a quoquam est aspersusg sed semper eruditus vir,

gravis auctor, et sanctus episcopus est habitusa usque dum hoc temporep ubi papistæ

nihil habent quo se defendant, incipiunt lacessendo illo sese excusare.

Plæc ego pro Theodoreto dixi, quem talem virum judico, ut cupiam omnes sæpe

et deliberate, et diligenti animi attentionea hæc quæ citavi legere. Continent enim

brevem et perspicuam christiani hominis institutionem in ea causaa quam nunc trac

tandam suscepimus

Quinque enim res sunt, quæ diligenter in eo loco evolveudo consideranda nobis suntz quinqpevm

Primuma christum Servatorem in extrema cmna, cum panem et vinum apostolis mam

dedisset dicensa ‘HOc est corpus meum,’ et, ‘Hic est sanguis meus,’ panem ipsum et new!“

vinum ipsum nominibus corporis et sanguinis sui vocasses ita ut nomina panis et vini

fquæ mysteria, sacramentaa figuraa, signa et symbola Christi carnis et sanguinis fue

rant) commutarita et rerum significatarum ac repræseutatarum nominibus notavit, atque

adeo panem carnis et vinum sanguinis nomine appellarit.

Deinde, quanquam panis et vini nomina post sanctificationem mutabantura res ta

men eædem immutatæ manent, quæ ante sanctificationem fuerant ,- eandemque naturam,

substantiam, formam, figuram panis et vinum retinent.

Tertio, cum substantia panis et vinum non mutatura docet cur mutantur nominaa

et panis corpus, vinum autem sanguis dicitur. causam hujus hanc Theodoretus ofi'ert:

nequaquam nobis tantam panis et vini rationem habendam (quaa occulis atque ore

accipimus), quantam Christi ipsiuso in quem corde credimusa quem fide gustamus, cujus

carne et sanguine credimus nos illius benignitate ali et sustentari.

Haec repetenda nobis, atque altius in animis nostris defigenda sunt, ut corda a

pane et vino ad christum in cælis sedentem transferamusz hoc ut diligenter et assi

due fieret, post consecrationem non jam panis et vinum, sed corpus et sanguis Christi

appellantur.

Quarto, quemadmodum in ipso christi corpores ita in his quoque sacramentis fit.

Corpus enim Christi ante et post resurrectionem una atque eadem naturaa substantiaa

magnitudine, forma et figura est; non tamen (quasi commune aliquod et vulgareicor

pus) simpliciter corpus appcllatura sed propter exaltationis dignitatem cum adjectione.
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l Reg.

i Keg.

Matt. xi".

Marc. xl.et

xiv.
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Jon.

Jon.

Man.
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vii.

xvi.

vi.

xv.
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Act. i

Mail.

Joan.

iii.

iii.

cmleste, divinum, immortale et Domini corpus appellatum Ita. panis ante et post

consecrationem idem manet nature, substantia, magnitudines formaa et figura; neque

tamen communis panis appellationem habet1 sed propter dignitatem ejus ad quod as

sumitur, cum adjectione cælestis panis, panis vitaa, panis eucl1aristiæ.

Quinto, neminem sibi tantum arrogare atque assumere deberea ut aliquid pro certo

in religione afl'mnet, cujus rei nulla in sacris scripturis mentio fiat. Atque hoc ad

convincendos et condemnandos papistas apertissime dicitur, qui quotidie novas religi

onis leges et sanciunt et abrogunt, nullis scripturamm testimoniis fretis imo vero contra

scripturas hoc apertissime facientes Et tamen in pericula Geennze et perpetui ineendii

conjecturos se minitantur, qui hæc commenta non fuerit universa fidei et inteuigentia

complexus ltaque ad sequentcs errores credendos fasciculis et incendio homines im

puleruntz

Primnm, post verba consecrationis neque panem neque vinum remanere, sed Christi

carnem et sanguinem ex his efiici.

Deinde, Christi corpus reipsa corporate, substantiate, sensibiliter et naturaliter in

pane et vino essc.

Tertio, impios veram Christi carnem et sanguinem edere ac bibere.

Quarto, sacerdotes christum quotidie offerentesy ex ipso novum sacrificium expia

torium efliccrc.

Sed nt brevior hac in causa sim, cum quæ dicta sunt satis plana sint, (has for

mas loquendi, edere christum et bibere sanguinem ejus, ct, ‘Hoc est corpus meum,’ et,

‘Hic est sanguis meus,’ figuratas esse,) vel citandi amplius Theodoreti, vel aliorum anti

quorum commemorandorum, finem faciam.

CAPUT XII.

FIGURATAS LOQUENDI FORMAS NEQUE NOVAS NEQUE ADMIRABILES

VIDERI DEBERE.

NEQUE mirandum est christum eo tempore, cum sacramentum hoc institueret,

figumte fuisse loquutuma cum sacramentorum natura sit figuras continere. Et quan

quam plena ubique figurarum scriptura sit, tum earum quæ a'xry'pa'ra tum quæ 'rpowo‘

appellantura nullibi tamen refertior est quam ubi de sacramentis tractat. Cum area,

quæ divinam majestatem repræsentarata in lsraelitarum castra venisset, Palestini dixe

mut, Deum in castra venisset et Deus ipse per prophetam Nathanum memorat so, ex

quo tempore 1sraelitas ex )Egypto eduxisset, nequaquam in zedibus, sed in tentoriis

et tabernaculis habitasse. Minime autem existimandum est, Deum ipsum ita devectum

et transportatnm esseg sed quia arca (qua: Dei figura erat) ita de loco in locum de

ferebatur, de seipso loquebatura quod de arca intelligebatur. Christus ipse figuris,

similitudinibus, parabolis persæpe utebatur; et agrum mundum, inimicum diabolum,

semen verbum Dei, joannem Eliam, se vitem, apostolos palmites, se panem vitæ esse

dixit. Atque etiam abundantius istorum usu delectatust quasi ad communem homi

num intclligentiam satis pertinerenta his præterea vocibus est ususz “ Pater meus agricola

est," “ventilabrum in manu ejus est," “expurgabit aream suam," “triticum in horreum

suum congregabit, paleam autem in ignem inextinguibilern conjiciet." “Cibum habeo

edendnm, quem vos ignoratiszu “ ne aecuretis cibum qui perit, sed qui ad sempi

temam vitam durat :" “ ego sum pastor bonus :" “ Filius hominis oves ad dexteram suam

coilocabit, et hædos ad sinistram." “ Ego sum ostium." “Unus ex vobis diabolus est."

“ Quicunque facit quod Pater meus vult, hic frater et soror et mater est 2" atque illa

etiam quæ matri et Joanni dixit, “Ecce filium tuumz ecce matrem tuam.u

Haze atque alia ejus generis permulta christus in parabolisa translationibus et

figuris loquutus est. At ubi de sacramentis verba fecit, frequentius illis usus est.

Ubi enim de baptismo disputaverat, dixit nos baptizari Spiritu sancto deberez et

spiritualem ibi baptismum intellexerat lta Joannes baptista de Christo: “ Hic, inquita

baptizabit vos Spiritu sancto et igni." lit christus “ vel vos denuo nasci deberen dixit,

“vel videre regnum cæleste non posse."
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Atqne iterumz “Qui eam aquama quam ego dabo, biberit, haud unquam itemm Joan. iv.

sitiet: sed aqua, quam ego dabos fiet illi fons manans in vitam sempiternam."

Paulus in baptismo vestiri nos christo nit, et cum Christo sepeliri. In his locis Ronni-L

baptismus, ablutioa nova et igne et Spiritu sancto generatioa aqua in homine emanans 6‘1"“

et profluens in vitam sempiternam, Christi indumentum et consepultum, non potest

de ulla naturali aquaa ablutione, ortu, indumento et sepultura intelligi, sed per meta

phoram et translationem a spectabilibus rebusa in res sub aspectum non cadentesv spi

ritualiter ct figurate intelligenda sunt.

Ad hunc modum nostræ redemptionis mysterium, et passio iu cruce Servatoris

Christi, tum in novo tum veteri testamento multis figuratis loquendi formis exponitur.

ut agnus paschalis integer et purus christum significat', agnini sanguinis effusio “nu,

sanguinis christi efi'usionem significat: filiorum Israel ab interitu corporis per ag- lunam

ninum sanguinem liberatio salutem nostram et ætemæ mortis per christi sanguinem

depulsionem significatz ut quemadmodum omnipotens Egyptum peragrans omnes

Egyptiorum primogenitos singulis in ædibus intei-fecita neque vivum ex illis ullum re

liquita ædes vero filiorum Israel (ubi ostia agnino sanguine aspersa viderat) transicns,

neminem ex illis attigit1 sed sparsi agnini cruoris causa servavitg ita in postremo

mundi judicio nemo salvus prætcrmittetug nisi qui purissimi atque integerrimi agni

Jesu Christi sanguine imbutus fuerit.

Et quemadmodum agnini sanguinis efi‘usio signum et figura sanguinis christi pro CCF-qapo.

nobis profundendi fuerat, omniaque sacramenta et fignræ veteris testamenti cessabant, mm

et finem in Christo habebant; ne nos ingrati homines tanti et tam late patentis bene

ficii immemorcs essemuss ideo christus in extrema cmna, ubi ex hoc mundo discessurus

valedixit apostolis novum declaravit testamentum, ubi nobis peccatorum remissionem

et sempiternæ vitæ hæreditatcm legavit, illudque postridie sanguine et morte sua

confirmavit

Atque nc oblivione obrueretur hoc beneficiuma sed nostris firmius animis hærerety

non solenncm et annuam aliquam memoriama cujusmodi agni paschalis epulæ fuerant,

instruxit, sed quotidianum ejus, in pane et vino ad hoc consecrato, monumentum tra

didity atque hoc elogium adjecit, “Hoc est corpus meum ;" uflic calix est sanguis meusa Mm xm.

qui ad peccatorum vestrorum remissionem funditur ; hoc ad mei recordatiouem facite." Mm‘m'

His ille (ut melius animis nostris tam insigne beneficium commcndaret), cum testa

mentum faceret1 et jam ex hoc mundo in cælum proficisceretur, nos admonuita ut

quandocunque in coma illa panem et vinum percipercmuss quantum esset christi be

neficium (qui se ad mortem pro nobis ofi'erebat) cogitaremus. Itaque Paulus, “Quoti- 1 Cami,

escunque," inquit, “ex hoc pane ederitisa aut ex hoc poculo biberitis, mortem Domini

annuntiabitis, donec veniat.u

Et quoniam hic sacer panis fractusj et vinum divisum, passi pro nobis christi

mortem repræsentat cquemadmodum agni paschalis occisio eandem futuram repræsenta

bat), idcirco Servator christus eandem loquendi formam de pane et vino adhibuit, qua

Deus ante de agno paschali usus est.

quemadmodum enim in veteri testamento Dcus dixit, ulioc pascha Domini est," ita End, m,

in novo testamento dixit Christus, gifice est corpus meum :" “Hic est sanguis mans."

Sed ut in antiquo mysterio et sacramento agnus pascha Domini non fuerat, sed figura um XML

quæ pascha Domini repræsentavit ; ita in novo testamento panis et vinum non sunt

ipsum Christi corpus et sanguis, sed figuræ sunta quæ piis participibus sacramentzn

signa, et repræsentationes sunt veri corporis et sanguinis cjus: et fidem instruunt, ut

quemadmodum panis et vinum mortalem hanc et caducam vitam sustcntant, ita vera

Christi caro et sanguis spiritualitcr illos pascit, et vitam sempitemam donat.

Cur autem novum aut peregrinum putaret quisa figuras hoc loco admittere-q cum quibustmpis

tota ejus noctis collocutio figuris abundet, quemadmodum papistæ fatenturg Apostoli aurium

enim figurate loquebantura christum rogantes1 ubinam paschate vesci vcllet. christus metam

etiam eadem est figura ususa diccns: “ Magno teneor desiderio hujus paschatis vobis- 5333;}

cum edendi." Imo vero neque ipsimet papistæ proprie dici putabunt haec, edere cor

pus Christi et sanguinem cjus biberea ut sic ca, quemadmodum ceteros cibos, edant

et bibant. _

Quid hæc verba Christi, “ lioc poculum cst novum testamentum in meo sanguine T’

vis

[cmumam]
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Annon duas figuras continent? unam in hoc verbo, “poculo,” qnod non poculuma sed

rem quæ continetur significat; alteram in “testamento,” quia neque poculuma neque

vinum poculo infnsnm, Christi testamentum est, sed signum et figura vinum est, quo

nobis testamentum ejus sanguine confirmatum repræsentatun

Quod si papistæ (ut solent) contendant, pocnlo nec poculum ipsum nec vinum

poculo contentum intelligi, sed sanguinem Christi in pocnlo, adhuc tamen figuram in

illis verbis inesse fateantur necesse est. Christi enim sanguis (si proprie loqui volnmns)

novnm testamentum non est, sed id quod novum testamentum confirmavit. Sed hac

nova et inaudita explicatione papistæ longe peregriniorem et mirabiliorem dicendi for

mam invehunt, quam ulla figura sit. Hnnc enim sensum afi'erunt, ‘Hic sanguis est

novum testamentum in meo sanguine ;’ quæ sententia ita absurda ct inepta est, ut ea

cujusmodi sit, facile cuivis appareat.

CAPUT XIII.

RESPONDE'I‘UR ARGUMENTIS ET TESTIMONIIS, qua PAPISTJE PRO SE

ADDUCUNT.

NUNC cum satis aperte probatum est, Christnm vocasse panem corpus snnm, et

vinum sanguinem, et has dicendi formas figuratas essea christum humanitus et eor

poris sui præsentia cum universa carne et sanguine in cælum abiisse, neqne in terris

versaria substantiam panis et vini manere et in sacramento percipia et quanquam ma

neant, nomina tamen nova haberea et panem Christi corpus, vinum sanguinem vocarig

et mutatorum nominum hanc causam essej ut mentes nostræ a rebus aspectabilibus

sublatæ ad res cælestes et in fidem cadentes protinus ferrenturz

His rebus bene et diligenter pertractatis, omnes papistarum anctoritates, et argu

menta omnia, quæ illi ad propositum suum undique corrogarnnt, facillime non modo

clevantnr, sed etiam solvuntur.

CAPUT XIV.

BREVIS AD OMNIA PAPISTARUM ARGUMENTA RESPONSIO.

Srvn enim auctor quicunque ab eis citatus dicat, nos Christi carnem edere et

sanguinem ejus biberea aut panem et vinum converti in substantiam carnis ejus et

sanguinis aut nos in illius carnem converti, aut in cama- Domini vernm corpus et

sanguinem ejus nos perciperea aut in pane et vino id nos perciperea quod in cruce

pendebata aut christum carnem suam nobiscum reliqnisse, ant Christum in nobis et nos

in illo, aut illum totum hic et totum in cos-lo, aut idem in poculo esse, quod ex

latere ejus deflnxerat, ant idem ore percipi, quod fide cneditnr, aut panem et vinum

post consecrationem esse corpus et sanguinem Christi, aut nos corpore et sanguine

christi nutriria aut Christum hinc discessisse, et hic quoque esse, aut christum in

ultima cæna seipsum in manibus suis gestasse; minime ista accipi debent quasi sim

pliciter et proprie dicta, quemadmodum popularis intclligentia primo aspectu exponit.

Ita. enim neque carnem christi edimus, neque saguinem bibimns, nec panis et

vinum in carnem et sanguinem ejus convertuntura nec nos in illum commntnmur, nec

panis et vinum post consecrationem caro ejus aut sanguis efiicitur, neqne ita caro et

sanguis ejus hic integra sunt1 aut dentibus nostris internntnr, neque ita. Christns ma

nibus suis ferebatur.

Sed hæ atque aliæ ejus generis sententiæ fquæ christum in terris esse ostendunta

et a christianis in cibo et potione percipi) vel de divina. ejus natura intelligendæ sunt

(qua ubique est), vel figurate aut spiritualiter accipiendæ sunt. Figurate enim in pane

et vino est, spiritualiter in his qui panem et vinum digne percipinnt; sed reipsa, et

corpore ac carne tenuss in coelo tantum est, unde ad judicium de vivis et mortuis

ferendum venturus est.
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hæc brevis responsio, si apte et loco suo aocommodetur, satis esse poterit ad ea

omniaa quæ papistæ pro se adducunt, dissolvenda. Atque ut hoc magis pateat ad

hujusmodi loca, quæ papistæ pro se inducunt, et arbitrantur pro se maxime facerea

hoc responsum adhibebo, ut ex certa ad quædam loca responsione facilior aditus pateat

ad reliqua solvcnda.

Clementem inducunt, cujus verba (sicuti illi praedicant) hæc sunt: “Tribus gra- Responaio
. . . . . . enquæ

dibus commissa sunt sacramenta divinorum secretorum, id est, presbytcroa diacono et citanmrex

ministro, qui cum timore et tremore clericorum reliquias corporis dominici debent cus- Epnniigie'

todire fragmentorums ne putredo in sacrario inveniatur; ut cum negligcnter agitur,

portioni corporis Domini gravis inferatur injuria." Et continuo hæc subjungitz “Tanta.

in altari certe holocausta ofi'erantur, quanta populo sufficere debeant. Quod si reman

serint, in crastinum non reserventur, sed cum timore et tremore clericorum et dili

gentia consumantur. Qui autem residua corporis Domini, quæ in sacrario relicta sunta

consumunt, non statim ad accipiendos communes cibos conveniant, ne putent sanctæ

portioni miscere cibum, qui per aqualiculos digestus in secessum diffunditun Si ergo

mane dominica portio editor, usque ad sextam jejunent ministri, qui eam consump

serint: et si tertia vel quarta hora acceperints jejunent usque ad vesperam.”

Hucusque Clemens, siquidem hæc clementis epistola esseta quemadmodum revera Mu.An.

non est; sed ad fictitios errores stabiliendos permulta aliorum nominibus ficta et .

supposititia proferuntz sed cujuscunque tandem hæc epistola sit, si accuratius exqui

ratur, magis contra papistas, quam pro illis, facere videbitun Nam ex eadem epistola Triacontra

tria sunt, quæ papistarum errores evidcnter tollunt. @5333“

l. Primum est, panem in sacramento vocari corpus Christi, et confracti panis partes

vocari corporis dominici portionesz quæ nisi figurate intelligi non possunt.

2. Alterum est, panem conscrvari et suspendi non dcbere, quemadmodum ubique

papistæ faciunt.

3. Tertium est, ministros solos non debere sacramentum perciperea (ut papistæ solent

facere,) atque illud populo nundinari, sed communicari sacram cænam cum populo

oportere.

Atque hic circumspecte providendum est, ut nc temere aut irreligiose ad mensam

dominicam accedamus, quemadmodum ad quotidianas cpulas, sed magno cum timore

et tremorea ne ad epulas tam sacrosanctas indigno accedamus, ubi non solum repræ

sentatur nobis, verum etiam spiritualiter exhibctur, Christus.

itaque (sicuti par et conveniens oflicio nostro est) accedere cum omni reverentias

fide, amore, et caritatea timore et tremore debcmus.

Atque hic lgnatium et lrenæum praetereo, qui pro papistarum sententia nihil aai ntium

faciunta sed in sacræ synaxem laudatione versantura et in assidua omnium exhorta- iilpiupesiiiilitnd

tione, ut pie et frequenter eam percipiant. Nemo autem pro dignitate prædicare aut

extollere potest tantam rem et tam utilem, si pie et ad auctoris Christi mentem ea “HEM

utamur.

Dionysius etiam, cujus auctoritatem papistæ usurpant, ct illum prædicant mirabili galilæa-m

laude hoc sacramentum cfl'erre, (quemadmodum certe negari non potesta sacramentum giium-cas

excellentis cujusdam dignitatis et perfectionis essea cum nobis perfectam et spiritualem .

conjunctioncm cum Christo, perpetuum pastum, nutritionem, consolationem et spiri

tualem in illo vitam repræsentetaj nunquam dicebat carnem et sanguinem christi in

pane et vino reipsa, corporate, sensibiliters naturaliter esse (sicut papistæ vehementer

contendere solent); sed panem et vinum signas arrhaboncs et symbola vocaty et fidelibus

qui pie et religiose percipiunts ostendit illos christum spiritualiter perciperea et spiri

tualiter illius carnem edere, et sanguinem bibere. Quanquam autem panis et vinum

figuræa signa et symbola sunt carnis et sanguinis Christi (quemadmodum illa Diony

sius, tum ante, tum post consecrationem appellat), Grwca tamen in eundem scholia

dicunt res ipsas in cælestibus locis esse.

Atque ut Dionysius nihil pro papistarum opinione facits quod ad Christi realem

et corporalem præsentiam attinet, ita permultis aliis in rebus illorum sententiis adver- ms comm

satur, idque potissimum in his tribusa transubstantiationea sacramenti repositionea et 33$“?

perceptione sacramenti a ministro solo. Dmnyms'

Tertullianum præterea citant, et illum constanter affirmare dicunta nos in sacra

‘7 o
-)—~
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‘M Tmul- mento corpus et sanguinem christi edere et bibene. -Quibus hoc libenter damus, car
lanum de

llimlrirlmione nem nostram pane vesci et vinum bibere, quæ corporis et sanguinis nomine appellanturs

air-191:)?- quia (ut Tertullianus ait) corpus et sanguinem ejus repraesentant, quamvis reipsa corpus

et sanguis ejus non sunt. Damus etiam, mentes nostras per fidem verum corpus ejus

manducarea et sanguinem ejus bibere, sed id spiritualiten atque inde haul-ire vitam

æternam. Sed negamus prorsus ad hunc spiritualem pastum realem aut corporalem

præsentiam aliqua ex parte requiri.

inhumanum ltaque nihil adversus eatholicæ doctrinæ veritatem disserit Tertullianus, sed aper

fefmllimm- tissime multa in nostram sententiam loquitur, et potissimum trio. Primum ait, christum

vacare panem corpus suumz deindea christum sic eum vocasse, quod corpus ejus repræ

scntaretz tum, quod hæc verba Christi, “Hoe cst corpus meum," hunc habent sensum,

H820 est figura corporis mei. ‘

falfum origenem etiam pro se inducunts quia videri volunt multos ex antiquis scrip

“°"‘~'“- toribus erroris sui patronos ha‘oere; cum tamen nemo manifestius illis adversctur.

Quamvis enim seribat (sicuti illi ipsi afi'erunt), quod quæ prius in ænigmate designa

bantura nunc in specie et veritate compleanturg et in hujus rei confirmatiouem tria

adferat exemplas primum de petra unde emanavit aquas alterum de mari et nube,

tertium de manna (quod in veteri testamento significabat christum venturum, qui

jam in hunc mundum revera venit, et quasi facie ad faciem et sensibiliter nobis ma

nifestatus et exhibitus est, tum in verbo tum in sacramento regenerationis, tum sacra

grilgh. mento panis et vini); nequaquam tamen sentiebat_0rigenes, christum corpore tenus

vel in verboa vel in aqua baptismla vel in pane et vino consecratis messe, vel nos car

naliter ct corporaliter regenerari et renasci, aut carnem et sanguinem christi percipere

Nostra. enim in christo regeneratio spiritualis est, et pastus noster spiritualis quoque

est, quæ res non realem aut corporalem Christi præsentiam requirit, sed spiritualem

solam, cum gratia et efiicientia operante.

Hanc autem esse ipsam Origenis sententiam (Christi carnem et sanguinem spiri

tualem esse pastum, neque carnis et sanguinis ejus perceptionem ad literam, sed spiri

Orin“?! tualiter intelligendam esse), satis patet ex septima in Leviticum homilia ejus, ubi aperte
m Levm _ . . . . . . . . .

Hom-vii- ostendit hæc verba figurate mtelhgendm et cum (inqult) qui secundum hteram lntelhglt,

occidit hæc liters.

Cypfisnus: In hac quoque sententia Cyprianus est, quem adversarii veritatis de vera praesentia

L1b.ii. ml. . . . . .a. ep corporis et sangumis christi pro se afi'erunt.

planus cyprianus enim de crassa et camali oris perceptione non loquitur, sed de interna

0.191.

et pura cordis atque animi perceptione : quæ tota in hoc est sitaj ut firma fide teneamus1

Christi carnem pro nobis in cruce dilaniatama et sanguinem ejus pro nostra redemptione

fusum, eandemque carnem nunc ad dexteram Patris sedel'e, et perpetuas ibi pro nobis pre

cationes adhibere. Et hoc beneficium in animis nostris insitum impressumque habere,

' et universam salutis et ætemitatis fiduciam in illo collocare, et nos ipsos ad colendum

ct serviendum illi totos tradere omne vitæ nostræ tempusa haec est vera, sincera et

spiritualis carnis et sanguinis ejus perceptio.

lllud autem Christi sacrificium in cruce ea est oblatio, quæ (ut Cyprianus ait)

fimih antequam fieret, vino Noe, pane et vino Melchisodeci, et multisl aliis figuris, quæ

' Cyprianus ibi commemorat, sigmficabatur.

Nuns autem, cum Christus advenerit, et hoc sacrificium complevits hoc idem nobis

figur-atura significatur, et repræseutatur eo pane et vino, quæ fideles quotidie in sacra

mento pereipiuntz ubi quemadmodum ore camaliter panem et vinum capiunt, ita fido

spiritualiter veram carnem et sanguinem Christi percipiunt. Ex quo liquet, Cyprianum

constanter hanc doctrinam affirmarey quam nos quoque verissimam esse profitemur.

quatuor Contra. papistas autem aperte docet, sacram communionem ab omnibus sub utraque

iii-“ii? ogy-et specie sumi dcberez christum panem corpus suum voeasse et vinum sanguinemz nul

y'mmm' lam esse transubstantiationema sed panem ibi manere ad Christi corpus repræsentan

dum, et vinum ad Christi sanguinem pari modo repræsentandumz atque eos qui viva

Christi membra non sunt, panem quidem et vinum percipere, illisque alia sed veram

carnem et sanguinem Christi minime percipere Atque hæc Cypriani sententia est.

At Hilarius illis unus ex omnibus esse videtur, qui auctoritate sua illorum seu

tentiam propugnare possit. Atque haec verba ejus afi'erunt:
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“ Si vere verbum caro factum est, et nos vere verbum carnem factum cibo dominico Ad hilarium

de Tnn. Lib.

sumimuss quomodo non naturaliter in nobis manere existimandus est? qui et naturam viii.

carnis nostræ jam inseparabilem sibi homo natus assnmpsit, et naturam carnis suæ

ad naturam æternitatis sub sacramento nobis communicandæ carnis admiscuit. lta

enim omnes unum sumus, quia et in christo Pater est, et Christus in nobis est. Quis

quis ergo naturaliter Patrem in christo negabit, neget prius naturaliter vel se in Christo,

vel christum sibi inesse. Quin in christo Pater, et christus in nobis, unum in his

esse nos faciunt. Si vere igitur carnem corporis nostri christus assumpsit, et vere

homo ille. qui ex Maria natus fuit, christus est, nosque vere sub mysterio carnem

corporis sui sumimus, et per hoc unum erimusa (qnia Pater in eo est, et ille in nobis,)

quomodo voluntatis unitas asseritur, cum naturalis per sacramentum proprietas perfectæ

sacramentum sit unitatis?”

hoc modo papistaa, et veritatis divinæ hostes, vel consulto auctoritatem Hilarii

depravant illius verbis ad suum propositum flectendis, vel vero non intelligunt, quid

gravissimus scriptor in hac causa senserit.

Quamvis enim dicat, Christum naturaliter in nobis esse, dicit etiam nos naturaliter

in christo esse. IIzec ille cum dixerata nequaquam de naturali et corporali præsentia

substantiæ corporis christi aut nostri corporis cogitavit. Sicut enim ad eum modum

corpora nostra in illius corpore non sunt, ita neque illius corpus eo modo in corporibus

nostris inest. At ille senserat Christum, incamatione sua mortali nostra natura ves

titum, divinæ illam naturæ adunasse, itaque nos naturaliter in illo esse.

Et sacramenta baptismi et cænæ (si recte illis utamur) certiores nos sine ulla dubi

tatione reddnnt, nos divinæ ejus naturæ esse participesa immortalitate nobis et ætemi

tate per illum donata, et eo modo christus naturaliter in nobis est. Atque ita unum

cum Christo sumus, et christus nobiscum, nonlmodo mente ac voluntate, sed etiam

naturali proprietate.

Sic igitur adversus Arium concludit Hilarius, christum cum Patrc unum, non

modo proposito ac voluntate, sed etiam natura.

quemadmodum autem hæc junctio unitatis intcr christum et nos in baptismo spi

ritualis est, nec realem aut corporalem præsentiam requirit; ita nostra cum christo com

munio in cæna spiritualis est, nec realem aut corporalem præsentiam desiderat.

quocirca hoc loco de utroque sacramento Hilarius loqueriss nullam adhibuit difi'e

rentiam inter communionem nostram cum christo in baptismo, et communionem nostram

cum illo in cæna. Addit etiam, quod ut Christus in nobis est, sic nos in illo ; quod

papistæ corporaliter et realiter intelligere non peanut, nisi contendere velint omnia

nostra corpora in Christi corpore corporaliter esse inclusa. Atque hæc ad recte in

telligendum Hilariuln sint satis.

ldem Hilarius de Trin. Lib. viii.

erat, quæro utrum per fidem hei unum erat? utique per fidem. Et interrogo, utrum

fides una anne altera sit? una certc. Si ergo per fidem, id est, per nnius fidei natu

mm, utique unum omnes erantz quomodo non naturalem in his intelligis unitatcmy

qui per naturam unius fidei unum sunt? Omnes enim renati erant ad innocentiam,

ad immortalitatems &0. Sin vero regenerati in unius vitæ atque ætemitatis naturam

sunt (per quod anima eorum et cor unum est), cessat in his assensus unitasa qui unum

sunt in ejusdem regeneratioue n. turzes &c. nocet apostolus ex natura sacramentorum

esse hanc fidelium Dei unitatems ad Galathas scribens: cquotquot enim in christo

baptizati estis christum induistis,’ km Quod unum snnt in tanta gentium, conditio

num, gentium diversitate, nunquid ex asscnsu voluntatis est, aut ex sacramenti unitate,

quia his et baptisma sit unum, et unum christum induti omnes sunt? Quid ergo

hic animorum concordia facits cum per id unum sint, quod nno Christo per naturam

unius baptismi induanturf &c. ltaquc qui per rem eandem unum sunt, natura

etiam unum sunt, non tantum voluntatc, 8m.

crodituri sint, unum sint, et sicut ipse in Patre est, et Pater in eo est, ita omnes in

his unum sint, 8:0. Primum precatio est, ut omnes unum sint, tum deinde unitatis

profectus exemplo unitatis ostenditur, cum ait: ‘Sicut tua Pater, in me, et ego in te,

ut et ipsi unum sint in nobiszl ut sicut Pater in Filio et Filius in Patre est, ita per

hujus unitatis formam in Patrc et Filio unum omnes essent, 81c. Per id ergo mundus

“Quorum anima una et cor unum omnium Act. iv.

Dominus Patrem orata ut qui in se Joan. xvii.
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creditums est Filium a Patre missum esse, quod omnes qui credituri in eum sunt,

unum in Patre et Filio erunt; et quomodo erunt, mox docemurz ‘ Et ego honorem quem

dedisti mihi dedi eis.’ lit nunc interrogo, utrum id ipsum sit honor quod voluntas

(cum voluntas motus mentis sit), an vero honor naturae, aut species, aut dignitas?

Honorem ergo acceptum a Patre Filius omnibus qui in se credituri sunt dedit, non

utique voluntatem, ac Et cum per honorem datum Filio, et a Filio præstitum cre

dentibuso omnes unum sunt; quaero, quomodo Filius diversi honoris a Patre sit?

Cum credentcs omnes honor Filii ad unitatem patemi honoris assumat, 8w. Fidem

teneo, atque causam unitatis accipiog sed nondum apprehendo rationema quomodo

datus honor unum omnes esse perficiat. Sed llominusa nihil conscientiæ fidelium

incertum relinquens, ipsum illum naturalis etiicientiæ docuit efi'eetum, dieens: ‘Ut

sint unum, sicut et nos nnum sumus: ego in his, et tu in me, ut sint perfecti in

unum.’ nos nunc qui intcr Patrem et Filium voluntatis ingcrunt unitatem, in

terrogo, utrumne per naturæ veritatem hodie Christus in nobis sit, an per concordiam

voluntatisi

“De naturali in nobis christi veritate ipse aitz ‘Caro mea vere est esca, ct sanguis

meus vere est potus. Qui edit carnem meam, et bibit sanguinem meum, in me ma

net, et ego in eo.’ De veritate carnis et sanguinis non relictus est ambigcndi locus:

nunc enim et ipsius Domini professione ct fide nostra vere caro est, et vere sanguis

est. Et hæc accepta atque hausta id efiiciunt, ut et nos in Christo, et christus in

nobis sit." Et mox: “Est ergo in nobis ipse per camern, et sumus in eo, dum secum

hoe, quod nos sumus, in Deo est. Quod autem in eo per communicationcm sacramenti

camis et sanguinis simus, ipse testatur diccnsz ‘Et hic mundus jam me non videts

vos autem me videbitisz quoniam ego vivo, et vos vivetis, quoniam ego in Patre meo,

et vos in me, et ego in vobis.‘ Si voluntatis tantum unitatem intelligi vellet, cur

gradum quendam atque ordinem consummandæ unitatis exposuit, nisi ut cum ille in

Patre per naturam divinitatis esset, nos contra in eo per corporalem ejus nativita

tema et ille rursum in nobis per sacramentorum inesse mysterium crederetur, ac sic

perfecta per mediatorem unitas doceretur? cum nobis in se manentibus ipse maneret

in Patre, et in Patre manens ipse maneret in nobis, et ita ad unitatem Patris profi

eeremus, cum qui in eo naturaliter secundum nativitatem inest, nos quoque in eo nap

turaliter inesscmus, ipso in nobis naturaliter permanente. Quod autem in nobis natu

ralis hæc unitas sit, ipse ita testatus est, ‘Qui edit carnem meam et bibit sanguinem

mourn, in me manets et ego in eo.’ Non enim quis in eo erit, nisi in quo ipse fuel-it;

ejus tantum in se assumptam habens carnems qui suam sumpserit. Perfectæ autem

hujus unitatis sacramentum superius jam docuemt, dicens: ‘Sicut me misit vivens Pater,

et ego vivo per Patrem, et qui manducat meam carnem, et ipse vivet per me.’

Vivet ergo per Pattern, et quomodo per Patrem vivit, eodem modo nos per carnem

ejus vivemus. omnis enim comparatio ad intelligentiæ formam praasumitur, ut id

de quo agitur secundum propositum exemplum assequamur. Haze vero vitæ nostræ

causa wt, quod in nobis carnalibus manentem per carnem Christum habemuss victuris

nobis per eum, ea conditione qua vivet ille per Patrem. Si ergo nos naturaliter

secundum carnem per eum vivimusa id wt, naturam carnis suæ adepti, quomodo non

naturalitcr secundum Spiritum in se Patrem habeat, cum vivat ipse per Patrem ?" lit

mox: “Haec autem idcirco a nobis commemorata sunt, quia voluntatis tantum inter

Patrem et Filium unitatem hæretici mentientes, unitatis nostræ ad Deurn utebantur

exemplo, tanquam nobis ad Filium, et per Filium ad Patrem, obsequio tantum ac volun

tate religionis unitis, nulla per sacramentum carnis et sanguinis naturalis communionis

proprietas indulgeretur, cum et per honorem nobis datum Dei Filii, et per manentem

in nobis carnaliter Filium, et in eo nobis corporaliter et inseparabiliter unitis, mysterium

verse ac naturalis unitatis sit prædicandumu

Idem lib. eodem: “ clLloc est opus Dei, ut credatis ei quem misit ipse.’ Sacramen

tum et concorporationis et divinitatis suæ Dominus exponits fidei quoque nostræ et

spei doctrinam locutus est, ut escam non pereuntem, sed permanentem in vitam æter

nam operernur, ut hanc ætcrnitatis escam dari nobis a Filio hominis meminissemus, ut

Filium hominis signatum a Deo Patre seiremus, ut hoc esse opus Dei nosceremus,

credere in eum quem misisset Et quis est quem Pater misit? lvempep quem signa
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vit Deus. Et quis est quem signavit Deus? Filius utique hominis, escam scilicet præ

bens vitæ æternæ. Qui tandem sunt quibus præbct earn? Illi namque qui opera

buntur escam non intereuntem. Atque ita, quæ operatio escæ est, eadem operatio Dei

est, in eum scilicet credidissse quem misit."

Idem Lib. ix. “ ‘ Videte ne quis vos decipiat per philosophiam, &c. et non secun

dum elesum christums quia in ipso inhabitat omnis plenitudo divinitatis corporaliterg

et estis in illo completi,’ 8w. Exposita itaque habitantis corporaliter divinitatis in eo

plenitudines sacramentum assumptionis nostræ continuo subjecit, dicens: ‘Et estis in eo

repleti.’ Ut enim in eo divinitatis est plenitudo, ita in eo .et nos sumus repleti.

Neque sane aita Estis repleti, sed, In eo estis repleti ; quia per fidei spem in vitam

æternam regeuerati et regenerandi omnes nunc in Christi corpore manent, replendis

postea ipsis, non jam in e0, sed in ipsis, secundum tempus illud de quo apostolus aitz

‘ Qui transfigurabit corpus humilitatis nostraea conforme corpori claritatis suae,’ &c.

Demonstrato autem et naturæ suæ et assumptionis nostræ sacramento, cum in co

plenitudine divinitatis manente nos in e0, per id quod homo natus est, replenmur, re

liquam dispensationem humanæ salutis exequitur, dicens: ‘In quo et circumcisi estis

circumcisione non manu facta in despoliatione corporis camis, sed in circumcisione

Christi, consepulti ei in baptismate, in quo et consurrexistis per fidern opera

tionis Dei, qui excitavit cum a mortuis,’ &c. Regeneratio baptismi resurrectionis

est virtus, &c. In eo enim resurgimus per ejus Dei fidem, qui eum suscitavit a

mortuis."

Idem Lib. ii. “Virgo, partus, et corpus, postque crux, mors, inferi, salus nostra

est. humani enim generis causa Dei Filius natus ex virgine est Spiritu sancto, ipso

sibi in hac operatione famulante, et sua videlicet Dei inumbrante virtute, corporis

sibi initia consevit, et exordia camis instituit; ut homo factus ex virgine naturam in

se carnis accipereta perque hujus admixtionis societatem sanctificatum in 00 universi

generis humani corpus existeretg ut quemadmodum omnes in se, per id quod corpo

reum se esse voluit, conderentur, ita. rursum in omnes ipsc, per id quod ejus est in

visibilea referretur." Et mox: “Non ille eguit homo efiici, per quem homo factus est;

sed nos eguimus ut Deus caro fieret, et habitaret in nobisa id est, assumptione carnis

unius membra universæ carnis incoleret. Humilitas ejus nostra nobilitas est, contu

melia. ejus honor noster est: quod ille est Deus in carne consistens, hoc nos vicissim

in Deum ex came renovat.u

llæc etiam responsio rectissime adhiberi potest ad ea quæ ex cyrillo proferuntur,

quem aiunt ut Hilarium esse loquutum, christum in nobis naturaliter esse Adver

Phil. iii.

sus hæreticum cyrillus inquitz “Non negamusa recta nos fide caritateque sincera Ad Cyrillum

nem cum illo essea id profecto pernegamus, idque a divinis scripturis omnino alienum

dicimus. Quis enim dubitavit, Christum etiam sic vitem esse, nos vero palmitesj qui

vitam inde nobis acquirimusi Audi Paulum dicentemz ‘Quia. omncs unum corpus

sumus in Christo: quia etsi multi sumusj unum tamen in eo sumusz omnes enim

uno pane participamusf An fortassis putat ignotam nobis mysticæ benedictionis virtu

tem esse? quae cum in nobis fiat, nonne corporaliter quoque facit, communicatione carnis

Christi, christum in nobis habitare? Cur enim membra fidelium membra christi aunt?

. . . . . . . . . . . i .Ll
christo spmtuahter conjungig sed nullam nobis conjunctlonrs rationem secundum car

b
cap. 13.

‘Nescitis (inquit) quia membra vestra membra sunt Christi? Membra igitur christi locum

meretricis faciam membra? absit.’

et bibit sanguinem meum, in me maneta et ego in eo’.”

Salvator etiamz ‘Qui manducat carnem meam, aita 10m vi,

quanquam his verbis cyrillus dicat christum in nobis corporaliter habitarea mys- rimis/ga
o.

ticam benedictionem percipientibus, non tamen dicit, christum in pane corporaliter

habitare, neque illum in nobis corporaliter habitare eo tantum temporea quo sacra

mentum percipimus, neque illum in nobis habitare, et non nos in illo; sed perinde

ait, nos in illo, ac illum in nobis habitare llæc habitatio neque corpore neque loco

definita aut terminata est, sed cælestisj spiritualisa et naturæ vim longe superansg quo

fit, ut quamdiu in illo babitamusa et ille in nobis, vitam habeamus per illum æter

nam.

quia per illum vitam habemus quemadmodum enim palmites vitam hauriunt et

nutrimentum e vite ipsa ex qua oriunturj sic nos per illum naturalem corporis sui

ltaque cyrillus eodem in loco dicit, christum vitem essea et nos palmites, Joan-xv.
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proprietatemj hoc est, vitam et immortalitatema quo fit ut, membra illius cum simus,

vivamus et spiritualitcr nutriamur.

Hoc modo verbo icorporaliterl usus est Cyrillus, cum christum corporaliter in

nobis habitare dixerat. Hoc modo etiam verbo tnaturaliteri Hilarius est usus, cum

christum in nobis naturalitcr inesse scribcbat. Et quemadmodum Paulus ipse, cum

omnem abundantiam divinitatis corporaliter in christo habitare dixcrat, non senserat

divinam naturam esse corpus, atque adeo illam in Christo corporaliter habitares sed

divinam naturam in Christo non tcnuiterj levitera atque adumbrata csse, sed solide, sub

stantialiter, et perfectea (ut Christus non modo homo mortalis ad oppetendam pro nobis

mortema sed etiam Deus ad redimendam universam Adami progeniems fuerit ;) sic Cyril

lus, cum christum in nobis corporaliter inesse dicebata lioc voluit, nos illum habere

non leviter, inanitcrs aut supervzwanee, sed insignitea substantialiter, eflicienter, ita ut

per illum rcdemptionc et aetemitate potiamur.

neque haec mei est ingenii excogitatioz a cyrillo hoc didici; his enim ille verbis

utiturz “Parvula. benedictio totum hominem in seipsum attrnhit, ct sua gratia replet,

et lioc modo in nobis christus manet, et nos in Christo."

Quod autem ad corporalem oris perceptionem et ventris concoctionem pertinet,

Cyrillus certe nunquam cogitaverat, eo modo christum in nobis manere Ait enim:

uSacramentum nostrum hominis manducationem non asserit, mentes credentium ad

crassus cogitationes irreligioso introtrudens, et humanis cogitationibus subjiccre enitens

eaa quæ sola et pura et inexquisita fide capiuntur."

“Sed quemadmodum (inquit) si quis liquefactæ ceræ aliam ceram infuderit, alte

ram cum altera per totum commisceatz necesse est, si quis carnem et sanguinem Domini

recipit, cum ipso ita conjungatur, ut Christus in ipsoa et ipse in christo uniatur."

Cum pateat igitur quæ fuerit Cyrilli mens, constata nequaquam crasse et imper-ite

debere nos de christo ore pcrcipiendo cogitare, sed hoc esse firmiter tenendum, fide

illum accipi et tenerig qua perceptione fit, ut quanquam corpore absens sit, et in vita

ac gloria sempiterna cum Patrc sit, nos tamen illius naturæ participes simus, et im

mortali ac nunquam interitura vita et gloria cum illo fruamur.

Atque isto modo nobis Cyrilli atque Hilarii sententia exposita sit.

Nunc autem Basilium, gregorios Nazianzenum et Nyssenum, dimittamus, quod

parum admodum de hac causa loquuntur, tum quod ea quæ superius et saepius a

nobis commemorata sunta satis idoneam intelligentiam illorum dabunt. lllud enim

observandum in primis est, figuram ejus nomen sibi sumeres cujus figura est, atque

quod de re ipsa diciturs illud ad figuram accommodari solerc.

Spiritualem illi per fidem corporis Christi manducationem scriptis suis prodiderunL

camalem autem comestionem, et eam quæ ore et dentibus fit masticationema non

item.

Ad Eusebium quoque Emissenum facilis responsio est. Neque enim de ulla reali

aut corporali panis et vini conversione in corpus et sanguinem Domini verba facit1

neque de ulla corporali aut reali ejusdem perceptionea sed de sacramentali conversione

et spirituali perceptionc dissemit, quomodo etiam in baptismoa quemadmodum in cæna

est, ut idem eodem in loco aperte commemorat. Hoc autem non camaliter et cor

poraliten sed fide et spiritualiter fit. Sed ad hujus auctoris explicationem, ubi dc

transubstantiatione agebatur, multo plum.

Nunc ad Ambrosium veniamus, qui semper in illorum ore est: “ Panis istc panis

est ante verba sacramentorumg ubi accesserit consecratioa de pane fit caro Christi."

Ut isti loco rcspondeamus, primo intelligendum est, quid sit consecratio.

consecratio est cujusvis rei a profano et mundano usu ad spiritualcm et divinum

traductio.

Cum igitur usitata et communis aqua ab omni alio usu detmhitur, atque ad

usum baptismi in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti confertura tum aqua rite

consecrata dicitur, et sancto usui dicata.

Pari modos ubi panis ct vinum a communi vitæ usu segrcgantur, atque ad sanctae

communionis usum transferuntun ea panis et vini portio, quanquam communem cum

ceteris substantiam liabeata a quibus soparatura nunc tamen consecratus et sanctus

panis et vinum dicitur.

  



111.] DE PRESENTIA CHRISTI IN SACRAMENTO. 73

Non quod panis et vinum ullam in se sanctitatem habeants sed quia in sacrum

usum transferuntur, et sanctae res atque divinas repræsentant. ltaque Dionysius panem Em. Hiemr.

hunc sanctum panem nominata et poculum hoc sanctum poculum appellata statim ut cap-1

ad sacræ communionis usum mensæ admoventur.

Præcipue autem tum sancta et consecrata appellari possunta ubi Christi verbis eum

ad usum separantur, quæ christus ea de causa protulit, “Hoe est corpus meum," de MatLxxvL

pane loquens, et de vino, “Hie est sanguis meus." EEK“:

Unde plerique auctoresa antequam hæc verba fiant, panem et vinum pro usitatis et

communibus pane et vino accipiuntg postquam autem hic sermo de illis est habitus, tum

panem et vinum consecrata esse judicant.

Neque hic ita crassus quisquam esse (lebet, ut ullius sanctitatis aut divinitatis

participia esse panem et vinum putct, aut posse corpus et sanguinem christi esse; sed

repræsentare verum corpus et sanguinem Christi, ct verum animorum atque vitalem

pastums quo per illum abnndamus. neque corporis et sanguinis nominibus ita appel

lantur, quemadmodum signs, figuraea symbols, cjus rei nominibus vocantura quam

significant.

Sicut autem in illis Ambrosii verbis (qusa adversarii citant) dicitur, ante consecra- Ambroslus
. . w . . . .. . . . , de iis m

tionem esse panem, post consecrationem vero corpus Christ] ; ita allls m locis explicatlus mysteriis

posuita quæ sensit, his verbis usus: “Ante benedictionem verborum cælestium alia igii-mliliflur'

species nominatim post consecrationem corpus Christi significatunn Similiter: “Ante for-rial.

consecrationem aliud dicitur, post consecrationem sanguis nuncupatur.” Rursus ait: opem

“Cum de sacramentis tractaremv dixi vobis, quod ante verba Christi quod ofi'ertur b'v'mp'i'

panis dicatnr; ubi Christi verba dcprompta fuorint, jam non panis dicitura sed corpus

sppellatur.”

Ex his efiicitur, panem quidem nomine corporis christi vocari post consecrationem,

et quanquam panis substantia eadem permaneat, ejus rei nomine, quam reprazsentat,

illustratur: quemadmodum copiose a nobis antea (ubi de transubstuntiatione egimus)

explicatum est, atque ibi potissimum ubi Thcodoreti verba posuimus.

Et sicut panis corporis est cibusa et corpore editura sic (inquit Ambrosius) corpus ne Salem,

Christi spiritus est cibus, et spiritu editur, ad quod præsentia Christi corporea non Llbivlcmml

est opus.

Nunc chrysostomum excutiamus, qui leviter illius sententiam pertractanti speciem Ad chrysos
præ se fert propugnandi hujus erroris papisticiz sed quibus chrysostomus familiariter mmum'

est cognitusa nempe quod allusionibus, tropis, schematibus et figuris abundeta hi facile

intelligent, quam longe chrysostomus ab hujus scntentiæ defensione absit. H00 melius

patebit, si duo ea loca diligenti inquisitionc scrutemur, quæ papistæ pro se potissimum

nllegant, e quibus unus est in semione de Eucharistin. in Encaeniis, alter vero de Pro

ditione Judas. -

At nemo sane apertius contra illos loqui potest, quam chrysostomus in priori loco

scripsit. quocirca mirari jure possumus, cur illum pro se citarent, nisi si ita suis ipso

rum erroribus occæcati siuta ut neque videre neque dijudicare possint, quid pro illis et

quid contra illos faciat. Haac enim in eo loco verba ejus sunt:

“ Ad hæc mysteria accedentesa ne putetis quod accipiatis divinum corpus ex homine.” In sen de

Hzec Chrysostomus. timam

Si igitur corpus Christi a nullius hominis manibus accipimus, necessario efiicitur,

corpus Christi nec realitera nec corporaliter, nec naturaliter in sacramento essc, neque

nobis a ministro porrigi, atque adeo papistas insignes mendaciorum architectos essea qui

fingunt contraria. r

Sed hic locus chrysostomi fusius tractatur, ubi de transubstantiatione antea men

tionem fecimus.

Nunc igitur ad secundum locum respoudebimusr quem ex chrysostomo citant in hæc ne Mine“

' verba: “ Nunc ille præsto est christusv qui illam omavit mensam, ipse istam quoque J“ '

consecrat. Non enim homo est, qui proposita de consecratione mensae Domini corpus

Christi facit et sanguinema sed ille qui crucifixus pro nobis est, Christus. Sacerdotis ore

verba proferuntur, et Dei virtute consecrantur et gratias “ lioc est," ait, “corpus meum.”

nec verbo proposita consecrantur. Et sicut illa vox quæ dicit, “Croscite et multipli- am i,

camini et replete terrain,” semel quidem dicta est, sed omni tempore sentit efl'cctum ad
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generationems operante nature; ita. et vox illa Christi, “ Hoc est corpus meum," semel

quidem dicta est, sed per omncs mensas ecclesiæj usque ad hodiemam diem, et usque ad

ejus adventuma præstat sacrificio firmitatem."

Haec papistæ ex Chrysostomo, quæ quanquam illorum sententiam magnopere ad

juvare videntura si plenius tamen et diligentius inspiciantura et cum universa illius

sententia (qua; multis et dispersis in locis patet) conferantur, clare liquebit, illum

nihil minus cogitasse, quam Christi corpus naturaliter et corporaliter in pane et vino

praesto essc; sed ea. ratione in caelo solum essea animosque nostros fide in cælum

migrare, atque illic tam salutari cibo pascia quanquam sacramentaliter in pane et vino

quasi in signo et figura sit, sicuti etiam in aqua baptismi est. In his autem qui

rite panem et vinum percipiunt, multo plenius fructuosiusque inest, quam si corpora

liter adesseta quod nihil prodesset. Spiritualiter enim et divinitus inest, et vitæ arter

nitatem illis largitur.

Et quemadmodum in primo mundi ortu omnes res a D00 creatæ vitæ participes

Dei verbo efl’ectze sunty (ubi enim aliquid verbo Deus fieri mandasset, illud statim,

ut par fuit, efi'ectum eratj et post rerum omnium ortum hæc verba fecit, “ Crescite et

multiplica ," atque horum vi verborum omnia ex eo tempore et producta in lucem

et aucta suntz ita postquam christus semel dixisseta “Edite, hoc est corpus meum,"

“Bibite, hic est sanguis meus," “Hoe facite ad recordationem mei ;" horum verborum

vi, et non humana aliqua potentiam factum est, ut panis et vinum consecrentura eam

que sibi naturam adsciscant, ut quisquis illa viva fide percipiata spiritualiter alatur et

sustentetura Christo ad dextram Patris considente in cos1o. Atque hic Chrysostomi

animus in hac causa est.

Quoties enim inculcata nos christum etiam in baptismo percipereg et ubi de per

ceptione ejus in sacra eæna loquutus est, continuo etiam de perceptione ejus in bap

tismo mentionem facits sine ulla differentiæ aut varietatis adjectione, quomodo in ccenay

et quomodo in baptismo christus sit.

ldemque multis in locis habet, nos in cælum ascenderea et christum ibi seden

tem edere.

Ubi autem chrysostomus et ceteri scriptores de admirabili Dei in sacramentis

suis eflicientia (omnes hominum sensuss rationcmy ingenium superante) loquuntur, non

de aliqua efl'ectione Dei in aqua, pane, et vino sentiunt, sed de inexplicabili Dei

efi'ectione in percipientium cordibus, qua tacite, spiritualiter, intrinsccus transformato

renovata pascit, consolatur, nutrit illos per Spiritum sanctum ea carne et sanguine,

quæ in cælo solum permaneta quo et nos spiritu et fide conscendimus.

Hzec ad Chrysostomum satisa cum plura hac de re scripserimusp ubi Chrysostomi

sententiam de transubstantiatione tractabamus.

llabent adhuc Theophilum Alexandrinumz ex eo hæc verba pro se eitantz “ cchristus

gratias agensa fregit,’ quod et nos facimus, orationes superaddentesz ‘et dedit eis Idioens,

Sumite, hoc est corpus meumf hoc scilicet quod nunc do, et quod nunc sumitis.

Non autem panis figura tantum corporis Christi est, sed in proprium christi corpus

transmutatun Nam Dominus ait: tPanis quem ego dabo caro mea est.’ Sed tamen

caro christi non videtur propter nostram infinnitatem. Panis et vinum de nostra

consuetudine est; si vero carnem et sanguinem cemeremus, sumere non sustineremusz

propter hoc Dominus nostræ infinnitati condescendensq species panis et vini couservat,

sed panem et vinum in veritatem convertit carnis et sanguinis."

Haec papistæ ex Theophilo in evangelium Marci adducunt. Unde facile intelligiturp

vel quam negligentes papistæ sint in exquirendis et eruendis veterum scriptorum sen

tentiis, quas ad opinionis suæ confirmationem afferunt, aut quam dolosi et falsarii sint,

qui prudentes et scientes uno eodemque in loco duas ingentes fraudes commenti sunt.

Una. est, ut majorem auctoritatem his verbis afferreut (quemadmodum falsi phar

macopolæa quid pro quo vendentes), auctoris nomen adulterant, et Theophylacti Bul- e

gariensis recentioris scriptoris verba THEOPHILO ALEXANDRINO, antiquo sane et pervetusto

scriptoria ascribunt. Sed hæc communis et pervagata illorum fraus est, ut antiquitatis

personam illorum somniis et anilibus ineptiis imponant.

Altera est, auctoris verba et sensum depmvant, et doctrinæ veritatem ab illo posi

tam corrumpunt. Ubi enim Theophylactus (veterum ecclesiasticorum scriptorum in
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hoc disciplinam sequutus) omnipotentem Deum ait, “ iniirmitatis nostræ ratione habitaa

speciem panis et vini reservasse, et ea tamen in Bu'vapw, id est, virtutem corporis et

sanguinis Christi convertisse;" illi citant illum formas et figuras exteriores panis et

vini reservasse, et convertisse in “veritatem” carnis et sanguinis sui: ita species in

figuras, et virtutem in veritatema transmutantes, ut ex virtute camis et sanguinis

veritatem camis et sanguinis efiicizmt. Atque hoc modo corruperunt et dcpravarunt

auctoris tum nomen tum verba, et veritatem in perspicuum et apertam falsitatcm

converterunt.

Sed ut Theophylacti sensus plane ante oculos constituaturz quemadmodum candens Mnr.An.

et concalefactum ferrum ferrum esse non desinit, vim tamen ignis in se continet; et m 1

quemadmodum caro christi hanc camis substantiam non deserits et vitam etiam (ut

caro Dei) tribuit ; ita sacramentalis panis et vinum, quod ante fueranta etiamnum sunt,

his tamen qui ea dig-ne percipiunta non in corporalem praasentiarn, sed in vim carnis

et sanguinis christi convertuntur.

Quanquam autem Theophylactus de vera corporis et sanguinis Christi perceptione,

et non solum de figuris illoruma loquutus est, et de conversione quoque panis et vini

in corpus et sanguinem Christi verba. fecita minime tamen de crassaa camali, corporali

et sub sensum cadente conversione, nec de hujusmodi carnis mauducatione disseruit,

(ita. enim non modo ventriculus horrerct1 et cor contremisceret ad ejusmodi epuluma

verum etiam inutile nobis et supervacuum esset ;) sed de spirituali et cælesti percep

tione christi et sacramentali panis conversione loquebatura panem non modo figuram,

verum etiam corpus christi vocans. Ex quo datur intelligia non modo nos in sacra

mento corporaliter panem edere (qui sacramentum et figura corporis Christi est), sed

spiritualiter etiam verum corpus et sanguinem ejus percipcre. Atque hæc The0phy

laeti sententia vera, pin, et consolationis plena est.

Post hæc omnia ab adversariis Hieronymus in epistolam ad Titum profertur, ubi Ad Hipwny

hæc scribit: millantum interest inter propositionis panes et corpus Christi, quantum gifiiium

inter umbram et corpora, inter imaginem et veritatema inter exemplaria futurorum, et mum.

ea. ipsa quæ per exemplaria præfigurabanturf

Hzec Hieronymi verba. recte intcllecta nihil afi'crunt, in quo se papistæ venditare

possint. llle enim panes propositionis voluit obscuram quandam umbram christi

venturi fuisse, sed sacramentum corporis Christi evidens testimonium esse, Christum

jam advenissea promissa fecisse, et quanquam corpore in cælum migmvit, spirituali

tamen corporis et sanguinis sui pastu nos alere.

Haec eadem responderi possunt, si quis ex Augustine, Sedulio, Leone, Fulgentio, A
u stinusl

Cassiodoro, Gregorio et ceteris, quod papisticum videatur, de Christi in Sacramento fflm

manducatione objiciat. imi-iiim

Neque enim plane, neque ad simplicem verborum sensum ista capienda sunt, sed meson“

figumte et spiritualitera sicuti abunde antea comprobatum est, et in quarto etiam libro

plenius tractabitur.

Sed dum ceteros transimus, cavendum est nobisa ne Joannes Damascenus dimit- Ad omm

tatur, quem fortissimum et acerrimum propugnatorem naturalis et corporalis præsentiæ 3‘22321"

adversarii inducunt, quemque solum universam causam defendere posse judicant. New

Sed neque auctoritas Damasceni tanta est, ut ea nos opprimere debeata neque

dicta tam perspicuaa ut de illo se potissimum jactare possint. Rccens enim scriptor

est præ illis, quos pro nostra parte adduximus. Et multis in locis ab antiquorum

scriptorum auctoritate dissentita si hæc sit illius mens, quam papistze ei attribuuntz

ut cum ait, panem et vinum figuras non esse, quæ antiqui scriptores figuras appeL

lant; et panem ac vinum minime consumia nec ex alvo ejici, contra. quam origenes

et Augustinus aflirmant; vel quod exemplaria corporis Christi post consecrationem non

appellentur, in quo manifeste contradicit liturgiæ illi quæ Basilio ascribitur.

Quid, quod adversus ætatis suæ principesa qui imperatorium tum tenebant gra

dum, acerrimus episcopi Romani defensor fuerata et ad scriptis propngandam de si

mulacrorum cultu nefandam impietatem et idololatriam deliciæ illius et quasi

dextra fuerat? quo minus mirum est, si justo et divino judicio dexteram amiserita

quicquid de ea restituta alii fabulentur. Quicquid autem, et quale id cunque sit,

quod aliis in locis scribat, hoc certe loco, quem adversarii afi'erunt, pie et erudite scri
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bit, etiamsi papistæ vel ignorantia quadam non recte illius dicta accipiant, vel consulto

contra illius sententiam alienum in sensum dcpravent.

Summa ejus doctrinæ haec est. quemadmodum christus Deus et homo duas in se

habet naturasa ita duplicem nativitatem habuit; unam aetemama alteram tempori sub

jcctam. Sic et nos, quasi singuli duo homines esscmus, vel potius duos in nobis homines

contineremus, (novum et veterems spiritualem et earnalcmyj duplicem quoque ortum

habemus, unum camalcm ex parente nostro Adamo, (per quem ad nos, quasi hæreditario

jute, maledictio et sempiterna condemnatio veniunt,) alterum spiritualem ex coelesti

Adamo, Christo nempe, per quem cælestis benedictionis et ætemæ atque immortalis

gloriæ hæreditatem adimus.

Quoniam autem hic Adamus spiritualis est, necesse est non modo ortum nostrum,

verum etiam pastum quoque spiritualem csse. Ac ortus quidem is in baptismoa pastus

vero in ccena, quasi oculis subjicitur. quia enim nostrorum oculorum acies ad spiritualis

aquæ aspectums qua abluimur, valde hebcscit, et tanta est spiritualis quoque pastus

subtilitas, ut fugiat aciem; ideo ad hanc nostram imbccillitatem juvandam (ut clarius

pura integraque fide ista cernamus), Servator ista signis perspicuis et sub sensum

cadentibus, et ad quotidianum usum cultumquc vitæ pertinentibus, ante oculos nostros

collocavit.

Cum autem consuescant homincs, ubi se abluunt, aquam adhibercy ideo hic sive

spiritualis ortus, sive ablutio in illius sanguine, nobis in baptismo per aquam proponitur.

Spiritualis item pastus noster per panem et vinum ob oculos nobis poniturj quia in

assiduum et quotidianum victus subsidium veniunt, ut quemadmodum illa corpus, sic

Christi caro et sanguis animum, pascant.

Hac de causa panis et vinum exemplaria carnis et sanguinis Christi dicuntur, atque

etiam caro et sanguis christi appellantun ut nos admoneant et ad cogitationem beneficii

Christi excitent, et evidenti ratione concludant, sic nos ad aetemam vitam christi carne

et sanguine spiritualiter sustentari, quemadmodum pane et vino corpus nostrum alitur

et recreatun

Atque ut omnipotens Deus magnitudine verbi, sancto Spiritu, ct immensa potentia

omnes res creatus initio produxit, et ex eo tempore perpetuo conservavitg ita eodem ille

verbo et eadem potentia hunc spiritualem in nobis ortum continenter efiicit, et spiritu

alem similiter pastum adhibet, quæ omnia a Deo solo etliciuntura et a. nobis fide sola

percipiuntur et tenentur.

Itemque ut panis et vinum facultate naturæ in humanum corpus mutantur, corpus

tamen idem est quod ante fuit, et non mutaturg ita quanquam panis et vinum sacræ

mentaliter in Christi corpus et sanguinem convertantura corpus tamen Christi, mutationis

omnis expersa eodem loco quo antea continetur1 et cæli certo spatio dcfinitur.

Neque vero panis et vinum sic in Christi corpus mutantura ut in unam naturam cum

eo convenient; sed naturam sejunctam et diversam habent, sic ut neque panis in se corpus

christi sit, nec vinum sanguis, sed his qui digne ea percipiunt caro et sanguis christi

fiunt, hoc est, a rebus naturalibus et usitatis ad res naturae dignitatem longe superantes

extolluntur. Sacramentatus enim panis et vinum non nuda sunt atque inania signa, sed

ita actuosa et efiicacia, ut quicunquc digne perceperit, spiritualiter Christi carnem et

sanguinem percipiat, atque adeo vitam nactus sit ætemam.

Quicunque igitur ad hanc mensam accedit, par atque æquum est, ut omni cum animi

subjectione, timore, rcverentia, integritate vitæ venint, quasi non modo panem et vinuma

verum etiam Servatorem Christum, Deum atque hominem, et omnia ejus beneficin, ad

magnam lenitionem et rccreationem tum animi tum corporisa percepturus.

Hoc fuit Damnsceni de hac causa judicium.

Qui igitur ex illo colligunt, vet naturalem corporis Christi in sacramentis panis et

vini prazsentiam, vel externi et aspectabilis sacramenti venerationem, vel substantiæ panis

et vini post consecrationem discessum1 et substantiæ solius corporis Christi permansionema

vel namascennm non intelligunt, vel obstinata quadam contumacia intelligere nolunt,

quod mihi sane verisimilius videtur propter ejusmodi conclusiunculas, quas iniqui homines

ex illius dictis colligunt et decerpunt.

Quamvis enim dicata christum spiritualem pastum essep intelligendum est tamen,

quemadmodum in baptismo Spiritus sanctus in aqua non est, sed in illo qui non simulate
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baptizaturs ita noluisse Damascenum, christum esse in pane, sed in eo qui digna percipit

panem.

Et quanquam panem Christi corpus et vinum sanguinem vocetp non sensit tamen

panem per ses aut vinum nondum pereeptum1 carnem et sanguinem ejus esse, sed his qui

non ficta fide digne panem et vinum percipiunt, vocari a Damasceno ea corpus et san

guinem Christi, quod ejusmodi homines efi'icientia Spiritus sancti ita conjunguntur, et

spiritualiter cum Christi came et sanguine et divina quoque ejus natura cohærescuntp ut

illis ad aeternitatem ct immortalitatem pascantur.

Neque vero Damascenus sacramentum_ venerandam aut adorandum dicita (sicut mfg,"

papistæ loquuntur, quæ res aperta idololatria est,) sed christum Deum et hominem ' '

veuerandum prædicatg neque tamen illum in pane et vino colendum, sed ad dexteram

Patris sedentem, et Spiritu in nobis existentem.

Neque ille dicit, nec panem nec vinum permanerea nec ullam aliam substantiam præter

substantiam corporis et sanguinis Christi; sed aperte fntetur, quemadmodum candens

carbo non solum lignum est, sed ignis et lignum simul junctaa sic panis eucharistiae non

solum panis est, sed panis divinæ naturæ junctus. Qui vero contendunt nullam sub- alimentum

stantiam permanere1 nisi substantiam corporis et sanguinis Chribti, non modo negant

panis et vini, sed etiam divinæ naturae et animæ humanæ Christi, præsentiam. Si enim

caro et sanguiss anima, et divina natura Christi, quatuor substantiae sunta et in sacra

mento duæ tantum ex illis (caro ct sanguis) insunt, ubi tandem erit anima et divina

ejus natum? Ita. fit, ut Jesum dividants et humanam naturam a divina segregentz de

quibus Joannes dicit ad hunc modum, “Quicunque dividit Jcsum, non ex neo est, sed11oan.iv.

antichristus est."

Neque vero hoc solum faciunta sed christum a membris suis omnibus in sacramento

discludunt, ita ut nullum ibi prorsus corpus humanum relinquant. Recte enim Damas- In ]ibr._de

cenus distinctionem membrorum ita ad naturam humani corporis asserit pertinerea ut ‘é‘éifl‘t‘i'f‘

uhi nulla. ejusmodi distinctio sit, ibi perfectum corpus esse non possit. volunmuwm

At papistæ docent, nullam hujusmodi membrorum in sacramento distinctionem esset

vel enim caput, oculos, 0s, auresa brachiaaq manusa tibias, pedefl, plane in sacramento

esse negantg vel totum caputa totum oculosa totum aures, osa brachiaj manus, tibiasp

pedesa esse dieuntg atque adeo ex Christi corpore nullum plane corpus faciunt.

Jam vero cum papistarum errores tum de transubstantiationey tum de reali,

corporali, et naturali præsentia Christi in sacramentoa satis (ut arbitror)

confutati sint, (qua: duo ex præcipuis erant, quæ nobis in hoc

opere proposuimusgb tempus esse videtura ut de tertio

errore papistaruma qui de vera manduca

tione et potatione est corporis et

sanguinis Christi, verba

faciamus
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LIBER QUARTUS.

DE PERCEPTIONE CORPORIS ET SANGUINIS

CHRISTI IN SACRAMENTO.

CAPUT PRIMUM.

Cmssus hic papistarum et absurdus error est, quem habent de carne et sanguine

Chrigti ore percipiendo.

Aiunt enim eos, qui panem et vinum percipiunt, veram carnem et sanguinem Christi

ore percipere, quantumvis sceleratam vitam atque impuram degant. At christus ipse

longe aliud docuita nos nequaquam ore carnaliterj sed fide spiritualiter, carnem suam

manducare. Ait enim : “ nec etiam atque etiam aflirmo vobis, Qui credit in me, vitam

æternam habet. Ego sum panis vitæi Patres vestri vescebantur manna in dcserto, et

mortui sunt: hic est panis qui descendit de cæloz qui ex hoc pane ederit, non morietur.

Ego sum panis vivus, qui de ccelo descendit si quis hunc panem ederits vivet ad

ætemitatem. Panis autem quem ego dabo, caro mea est, quam daturus sum pro

mundi vita."

Haec certissima est et constantissima Servatoris Christi doctrine, omnes, quicunque

illum edunt, vitam ætemam habituros. His statim adjungiturz “Hoc etiam atque etiam

afiirmo vobis, Nisi cderitis carnem Filii hominis, et sanguinem ejus biberitis, non habebitis

vitam in vobis. Qui meam carnem edit, habet vitam æternam z et ego exsuscitabo illum

in supremo die. Caro mea revera est cibus, et sanguis meus vere est potus. Qui edit

meam carnem et bibit meum sanguinems in me manet, et ego in illo. quemadmodum

misit me vivens Pater, et ego vivo propter Patrem; qui edit me, vivet etiam ille propter

me. Hic est panisa qui de coelo desoendit: non quemadmodum ederant patres vestri

manna, et mortui sunt. Qui manducat hunc panema vivet in ætemumfi

Plæc Servator Christus tum eludæos tum discipulos suos in Capernaum docuit, per

ccptionem corporis et sanguinis sui non esse perceptioni mannæ similem. Boni enim et

mali manna vescebanturg qui autem carnem ejus et sanguinem percipita vitam æternam

habet. quemadmodum enim Pater in illo habitat, et ille in Patre, atque adeo vivit

propter Patrem ; sic qui carnem et sanguinem ejus percipit, in christo habitat, et Christus

in illo, et per christum vitam æternam habet.

Aliisne testibus hac in causa opus est? cum christus ipse tam aperte testificetur,

quicunque ederit ejus carnem aut biberit ejus sanguinem, habiturum vitam wternam,

et veram perceptionem carnis et sanguinis ejus esse fidem in Christum, et omuem, qui

fidem suam in illum collocarita habiturum vitam æternam. Ex quo necessario eflicitur,

impios (cum membra diaboli sint) nec carnem ejus manducare, nec sanguinem ejus

biberez nisi forte papistæ dicturi sint, illos vitam ætemam habere.

Sed quemadmodum diabolus impiorum hominum pastus est, quos in omni scelerum

genere alit et fovet ad supplicium aeternums ita christus verus est omnium illorum

pastus, qui corporis sui membra aunt: illos alit, sustentata educat, atque ad vitam

aetemam pascit.

Aug. in Joan. Homil. xxvi. super hunc locum, ‘ Patres vestri manducaverunt manna

in desertos et mortui sunt :’ “ Quantum," inquit, “ pertinet ad mortem istam visibilem

et corporalema nunquid nos non morimur, qui manducamus panem de cælo descenden

tem ?" lit mox: “Quantum autem pertinet ad illam mortem de qua terret Domiuus,

quia mortui sunt patres istoruma manducavit manna et Moses, manducavit et Aaron,

manducavit manna et Pliineesa manducaverunt ibi multis qui Domino placueruut, ct



LIB. IV.] DE VERA CORPORIS ET SANGUINIS PERCEPTIONE. 79

mortui non sunt. Qua-re? quia visibilem cibum spiritualiter inteilexerunt, spiritualiter

esurierunt, spiritualiter gustaverunt, ut spiritualiter satiarentun Nam et nos hodie

accepimus visibilem cibum; sed aliud est sacramentum1 aliud virtus sacramenti. Quam

multi de altari accipiunt et moriuntur, et accipiendo moriunturl Undo dicit Apostolusz

‘Judicium sibi manducat et bibit.’ Nonno buccella dominica venenum fuit Judae? Et 1 con xi

tamen accepita et cum accepit, in eum inimicus intravitj non quia malum accepitp sed Joan. xiii.

quia bonum malus male accepit. Videte ergo, fratresa panem cælestern spiritualiter

manducatefl Et mox: “ Patres vestri manna manducaverunta et mortui sunt, non quia.

malum erat manna, sed quia male manducaruntz hic est panis qui de cælo descenditg

hunc panem significavit manna, hunc panem significavit altare Dei. Sacramenta illa

fuerunt, in signis diversa sunt, sed in re quæ significatur paria suut," 8:0.

Et mox: “ Ut si quis manducavcrit ex ipso, non moriatur in ætemumz sed quod

pertinet ad virtutem sacramentij non quod pertinet ad visibile sacramentum. Qui man

ducat intusa non foris, qui manducat in corde, non qui premit dente."

CAPUT II.

QUIDNAM sr'r CARNEM cums'n COMEDERE SANGUINEMQUE EJUS BIBERE.

quisque bonus ac fidelis christianus apud se sentit, quomodo edat Christi carnem,

et sanguinem ejus bibats ipsoque nutriatur. universam enim spem ac fiduciam re

demptionis et salutis suæ collocat in unico illo sacrificio, quod christus in cruce fecerat,

corpore illius transfixoa et sanguine pro nobis fuso, ad remissionem peccatorum. Hoc '01). sa

tantum et tam] memorabile beneficium Christi fidelis quisque diligenter animo pertractatg

mandit, ac ruminat, et cordis quasi ventriculo digerit, spiritualiter in se universum

christum recipiensj ac se rursum christo totum tradens.

Atque haec est camis et sanguinis Christi manducatio et potatio. Quod hominem

in se sentires est corporis et sanguinis Christi nutritionem scntirez quod nemo malus

aut membrum diaboli facere poterit.

CAPUT III.

cnmsrus NON DENTIBUS san FIDE EDITUR.

QUEMADMODUM Christus spiritualis cibus est, sic spirituali parte nostri spiritualiter '01,, m

editur et digeritur, et spiritualem atque aetemam vitam subministratg non autem ore,

linguav gula, ventrea vel editur, vel deglutitur, vel digeritur.

ltaque cyprianus aitz “ liane Dei gratiam recolens qui de sacro calice bibit, amplius cyprianus

sitit, et ad Deum vivum erigens desideriuma ita singulari fame illo uno appetitu tenetura bbggxlii

ut deinceps fellea peccatorum horreat pocula, et omnis sapor delectamentorum carnalium

fit ei quasi rancidum radensque palatum, acutæ mordacitatis acetum. Ad hwc, inter

sacra mysteria ad gratiarum actiones convertitur, et inclinato capitea munditia cordis

adepta, se iutelligens consummatum, restitutus peccator sanctificatam Dco animam,

quasi depositum custodituma fideliter reddit, et deinceps cum Paulo gloriatur et lætatur

dicens: ‘ Vivo jam non ego, vivit vero in me Christus.’ H220 in Christi commemoratione

retractantur a fidelibus: et defæcatis animis carnis ejus ednlium non est horrori, sed

honoria potuque sancti et sanctificantis sanguinis spiritus delectatur. Haze quoties nonum

agimus, non dentes ad mordendum acuimus, sed fide sincera panem sanctum frangi

mus et partimur." hæc Cyprianus.

His similia Augustinusz “Noli putare fauces, sed cor." Et alio in loco (quem- A“ d

admodum de eo commemoratur) sic scribit: aut quid paras dentes et ventrem? crede, :Liilsggm.

et manducasti.” Sed de hac re satis multa dicta sunt, ubi confirmabatur has de 2%,,“

carne et sanguine Christi edendo et bibendo voces figuratas esse.

Aug. in Joan. Tract. xxvi “Credere in eum. hoc est manducare panem vivum. Augmh

qui credit in eum, manducata invisibiliter saginatur, quia et invisibiliter renascitur.

Infans intus est, novus intus est; ubi novellatur, ibi satiatur." Idem Psal. xxi. in

expositione primas “Sacramenta corporis et sanguinis mei reddam coram timentibus

eum. Edent pauperes et saturabuntur, edent humiles et contemptores seculia et imi
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tabnntur. lta enim nec copiam hujus seculi eoncupiscenty nec timebant inopiam.

Et laudabunt Dominum, qui rcquirunt eum: nam laus Domini est eructatio saturi

tatis illius vivunt corda eorum in seculum secnli, nam cibus ille cordis est.”

Clemens Alexandrinus in Pædagogo. Lib. ii. cap. 2. ulioc est bibere Jesu sangui

nem, esse participem incorruptionis Domini."

De Consecra. Dist. 2. uutrum Quin Christum fas vorari dentibus non est,” ac

CAPUT IV.

BONOS TANTUM CHRISTUM EDERE.

ATQUE ut ad propositum nostrum revertamura tantum vera et xitalia Christi mem

bra carnem et sanguinem ejus edere et bibere, ex permultis antiquorum locis, minime

adhuc citatis, comprobabo. origenes aperte de ea re scribit hoc modoz “Vex-bum

factum est cal-o, verusque cibus, quem qui comederit, omnino vivet in æternum ; quem

nullus malus potest edere. Etenim si fieri possit, ut qui malus adhuc perseveret,

edat verbum factum carnem, quum sit Verbum et panis vivus, nequaquam scriptum

fnisset, ‘Quisquis ederit panem hnnc, vivet in aetemnm’.” Hmc ita perspicua sunty ut

longioris explicationis non egeant. ltaque quomodo cum hoc conveniat Cyprianus,

videamus

Is in sermone de Comm. Domini (qui illi ascribitur) sic ait: “Dixerat sane hujus

traditionis magister, quod nisi manducaremus et biberemus ejus sanguinem, non

haberemus vitam in nobis; spirituali nos instruens documentoa et aperiens ad rem

adeo abditam inteilectum, ut sciremus quod mansio nostra in ipso sit manducatioy

et potus quasi quædam incorporatio, subjectis obsequiisq voluntatibus junctiss affectibus

unitis. Esus igitur carnis hujus quædam aviditas est, et quoddam desiderium ma

nendi in ipso, per quod sic imprimimus et eliquamus in nos dulcedinem caritatis ut

ham-eat.” v

hæc Cyprianus de esu et potu corporis et sanguinis Domini. Et paulo post aitz

“Nullus huic agno communicat, quem Israelitici nominis generositas non commendat."

Athanasius autem de camis et sanguinis Christi pcrceptione refert, “ideo christum

ascensus sui in cælum meminissea ut illos a corporali cogitatione avelleretg et post

hac discanta carnem dictam cibum cælestcnn superne venientema et spiritualem alimo

niam, quam ipse det. Nam ‘qua: locutus sum vobisa inquita spiritus sunt et vita.’

Quod idem est perinde ac dicata Quod quidem ostenditur, occiditur, pro mundi

dabitur alimonia, ut spiritualiter in unoquoque distribuatun ac fiat omnibus conser

vatorium in resurrectionem vitæ aetemamu

Hie Athanasius causam ostendito cur christus suæ in caelum ascensionis mentionem

fecerits cum de esu et potu carnis et sanguinis sui loqueretur. causa autem hæc

fuit, ut auditores de nulla camali Christi perceptione ore adhibenda cogitareuts (cum

quod ad corporis præsentiam pertinereta ab illis tollendus et in caelum subvehendus

esset,) sed intelligerent illum spiritualem cibum esse, spiritualiter percipiendum, et

hoc pastu vitam aetemam nobis donandam, quod nullis nisi vitalibus membris suis

facit x

De hac perceptione similiter Basilius: “Edimus (inquit) Christi camem, et bibi

mus ipsius sanguinem, per incamationem participes fientes et sensibilis vitzr, verbi et

sapientiæ. Carnem enim et sanguinem totam suam mysticam conversationem in carne

nominata et doctrinam ex activa et naturali ac theologica constantem indicavitj per

quam nutritur anima, et interim ad veritatis speculationem præparaturfl

Hic nos docet liasiliuso quomodo carnem et sanguinem Christi percipiamusa quod

ad vera et fidelia. Christi membra pertinet.

Hieronymus autem hæc habetz “Omnes voluptatis magis amatores quam Dei

non comedunt carnem Jesu, neque bibunt sanguinem ejus, de quo ipse loquiturz ‘Qui

comedit carnem meam et bibit mcum sanguinem, habet vitam aeternam'.”

Atque alio loco Hieronymus: ul-lzeretici non comedunt nec bibunt corpus et san

guinem Domini.”
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Addit prætereaz ullæretici non comedunt carnem Jesu, cujus caro cibus creden- fames

tium est.” "iv-“ii

ltaque Hieronymus cum superioribus in hoc consentita liæreticos ceterosque, qui

camis suæ libidines sequuntur, carnem et sanguinem christi non percipereg christus

cnim ait, “Qui edit meam carnem et bibit meum sanguinem, vitam æternam liabet."

Ambrosius autem “Jcsum ait esse panem qui est esca sanctorum, quem qui ac- milliaria-de

cipit non moritur peccatoris morte, quia panis hie remissio peccatorum est." Et alibi

quodam in libro, qui illi ascribitur, sic loquitur: ulste panis vivus qui descendit de mihi

caelo, vitæ æternæ substantiam subministrat. Et quicumque hunc panem manduca- ggygrggiinil

verit, non morietur in aeternum, et corpus est Christi." In alio autem libro (qui gymna

sub nomine illius prodit) his verbis usus est: “ Manna qui manducavitj mortuus est: qui gestis gib

manducaverit hoc corpus, fict ei remissio peccatoruma et non morietur in ætemumfltqb-iila-i

Et alio loco: “Quotiescunque bibis, remissionem accipis peccatorum/1 Lib-“‘“P-a'

Hes Ambrosii sententiæ ita perspicuæ suntp ut repetitionis tantum, non etiam ex

plicationis, egeant.

Augustinus permultis in locis hanc dubitationem exp1icuit. Itaque quodam in Aug.“

. . . . . . - Sente n
loco s10 alt: “ qui discordat a Chnsto, nec panem ejus manducat nec sanguinem mpl'd’e.

bibit, etiamsi tantæ rei sacramentum ad judicium suæ præsumptionis quotidie indif- $3M”

ferenter accipiat.” toum

Sed planissime Augustinus in libro de civitate Dei hac de re sententiam suam 3201?;- “i
pronuntiavit: ubi adversus duo haereticorum genera disputatj quorum hi omnibus clPiu-. I

baptismo lotis, et sacramento corporis et sanguinis Christi pestisa vitam æternam pro

mittebant, qualescunque tandem fides aut mores eorum essent, quia christus dixit: Joan.vi.

“Hic est panis qui de cælo descendit. Si quis ex ipso manducaverits non morietur.

Ego sum panis vivus, qui de ccelo descendi. Si quis manducaverit ex hoc panea vivet

in ætemum.n Ex hoc Christi dicto colligchants omnes hujus sacramenti participes

ab æterna morte liberandos, et tandem ad aetemam vitam perducendos.

Alii vero dicebants quod hæretici et schismaticia etsi sacramentum corporis christi

comederents verum tamen corpus Christi percipere non posscnt, quia membra corporis

ejus non sunt. ideoque non omnibus, baptismo et sacramento corporis christi initiatis,

vitam æternam pollicebantura sed illis qui fidem veram præ se ferrent, etsi mores impii

essent: aliinnabant enim tales, non tantum in sacramentoj sed etiam reipsa corpus

christi manducarej quia membra sint corporis Christi.

At Augustinus utrosque confutans ait, neque haereticosa neque eos quorum vita

a fidei professione dissideat, aut veram habere fidem, (qua; per caritatem eflicax est,

et malum non operatur,) aut in membris christi consendos esset non enim possunt

simul esse et membra christi et membra diaboli. “Qui ergo est," inquit, “in corporis

Christi imitate, id est, in christianorum compage membrorum, (cujus corporis sacra- mum.

mentum fideles communicantes de altari sumere eonsueveruntg ipse vere dicendus est

manducare corpus christi et bibere sanguinem Christi. Ac per hoc hæretici et schis

matici, ab hujus unitate corporis separati, possunt idem percipere sacramentum, sed

non sibi utile, imo vero etiam noxium.” Et mox: “Recte intelligunts non dicendum

eum manducare corpus Christi, qui in corpore non est Christi." Et mox: uivec isti

ergo dicendi sunt manducare corpus Christi, quoniam nec in membris computandi

sunt Christi. Ut enim alia taceam, non possunt simul esse et membra Christi ct

membra meretricis. Denique ipse dicens, ‘ Qui manducat carnem meam et bibit meum

sanguinem, in me manet et ego in eo,’ ostendit quid sit, non sacramento tenus, sed

revera corpus Christi manducares et ejus sanguinem bibere; hoc est enim in christo

manere, ut in illo maneat et Christus. Sic enim hoc dixit, tanquam dicereta Qui non

in me manet, et in quo ego non maueo, non se dicat aut existimet manducare corpus

meum, aut bibere sanguinem meum."

His verbis Augustinus apertissime asseverata illos qui vitam impiam et seeleratam

degunta quanquam Christi corpus edere videantur, quia sacramentum corporis ejus

percipiunta revera tamen neque membra corporis sui esse, neque corpore illius vesci.

In Evangelium autem Joannis hæc scribitz “ Qui non manducat ejus carnem,nec bibit ejus sanguinem, non habet in se vitam. Et qui manducat ejus camem, et

[cmmmm] ita
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bibit ejus sanguinems habet vitam æteruam. Ad utrumque autem respondit, quod

dixit ætemam. Non ita est in hac esca, quam sustentandæ hujus corporis vitæ causa

sumimus: nam qui eam non sumpserita non vivet, nec tamen qui eam sumpserits vivet.

Fieri enim potesta ut senioa ut morbo, vel aliquo casus plurimi et qui eam sumpserinta

moriantur. In hoc vero cibo et potu, id est, corpore et sanguine Domini, non ita est:

nam et qui eam non sumita non habet vitam, et qui eam sumit, habet vitam, et hanc

utique zetcrnam." Et IIIOX: “Hune itaque cibum et potum societatem vult intelligi

corporis et membrorum suoruma quod est sancta ecclesia in prædestinatisa et vocatis,

et justificatiss et glorificatisy sanctis et fidelibus ejus." Et mox: “Hujns rei sacra

mentuma id est, unitatis corporis et sanguinis Christi, alicubi quotidies alicubi certis

intervallis dieruma in dominica mensa præparatun et de mensa dominica sumitur,

quibusdam ad vitam, quibusdam ad exitium. Res vero ipsa, cujus et sacramentum

est, omni homini ad vitam, nulli ad exitium, quicunque ejus particeps fuerit.” Deinde

his ista. subjungit: “ Hoc est manducare illam escam, et illum bibere potums in Christo

manerea et illum manentem in se habere.” Ac per hoc, “qui non manet iu Christo,

et in quo non manet Christus, proculdubio nec mandncat spiritualiter carnem ejus,

nec bibit ejus sanguinemy licet carnaliter et visibiliter premat dentibus sacramentum

corporis et sanguinis Christi, sed magis tantæ rei sacramentum ad judicium sibi

manducatfy

llæc Augustini verba diligenter ponderanda suntz panem et vinum ceterosque

cibos et potiones, quibus corpus sustentatur, ab hominibus posse percipis nihilominus

morituris ; verum autem corpus et sanguinem christi neminem posse percipere, nisi

qui sempitemam vitam habeatz atque adeo impios illa percipere non posse; ex eo

enim futurum, ut vitam ætemam haberent.

Haw ille xxvi. homilia in Joannem. In homilia autem sequenti hæc habetz “ H0

dierna. die sermo est de corpore Domini, quod dicebat se dare manducandum propter

æternam vitam. Exposuit autem modum attributionis hujus et doni sui, quomodo

daret carnem suam manducarea dicensx ‘Qui manducat carnem meam et bibit sanguinem

meuma in me manet et ego in illo.’ Signum quia manducavit et bibit hoc est, si manet

et manetur1 si habitat et inhabitat, si hæret ut non deseratun Hoc ergo nos docuit

et admonuit mysticis verbis, ut simus in ejus corpores sub ipso capite, in membris

ejus, edentes carnem ejns, non relinquentes unitatem ejus."

Et in libro de Dnctrina Christiana. tertio scribit, quod umanducare carnem Christi

et bibcre ejus sanguinem est figura, præcipiens passioni Domini esse communicandum,

atque utiliter recondendum in memoria, quod pro nobis caro ejus crucifixa et vulnerata

sit."

In alio autem sermone de verbis Apostoli, quæ sit corporis et sanguinis Christi

perceptio, docet his verbis: “ Illud manducare refici est, sed sic reficeris, ut non deficiat

unde reficeris. Illud bibere quid est, nisi vivere? Manduca vitam, bibe vitam, habebis

vitam, et integra est vita. Tunc autem hoc erit, id esta vita unicuique erit corpus et

sanguis Christi, si quod in sacramento visibile sumitur, in ipsa veritate spiritualiter

manducetur, spiritualiter bibatur."

Ex his omnibus Augustini sententiis intelligitur, omnes tum bonos tum malos posse

ore visibiliter et sensibiliter corporis et sanguinis Christi sacramentum ederea ipsum

autem corpus et sanguinem nisi spiritualiter percipi non posse, idque a spiritualibus

christi membrisa qui in christo habitant, et christum in se habitantem habent, per

quem reficiuntur, et sempiterna vita fruuntur.

Qua de causa Augustinus ait, quod “cum ceteri apostoli manducabant panem

Dominum, Judas panem Domini, non panem Dominum, comedebat. Ceteri itaque

apostoli cum sacramentali pane christum etiam ipsum edcranta quem Judas non edemt.”

Permulta sunt ejusmodi apud Augustinum, quæ ego fastidii vitandi gratia hoc tem

pore prwtermitto, et ad Cyrillum me confero.

Augustinus in Psal. xxi. in expositione 2. ‘Vota mea reddam coram timentibus

eum.l “ Qua: sunt vota sua? Sacrificium quod obtulit Deo. Nostis quale sacrificìum?

Norunt fideles vota quæ reddit coram timentibus eum. Nam sequitur: ‘ Edent pau

peres et saturabunturf Beati paupere-ss quia ideo edunt, ut saturentun Edunt enim
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pauperes; qui autem divites sunta non satiantur, quia non esuriunt. Comedent pau

peresz inde erat piscator ille Petrus, inde erat alius piscator joannes et jacobus frater

ipsiusa iude erat etiam publicanus Matthæus de pauperibus. Ipsi erant qui come

derunt et saturati sunts talia passia qualia manducaveruut. cænam suam dedita pas

sionem suam dedit. llle saturatur qui imitatur. lmitati sunt pauperes, ipsi enim sic

passi sunta ut Christi vestigia sequerentur," &c. Et mox: uSacrificium pacisa sacrificium

caritatis, sacrificium corporis sui norunt fideles ; disputari inde modo non potest. ‘ vota

mea reddam coram timentibus eum.’ Edant publicamj edant piscatoresa manducentq

imitentur Dominum, patiantur, saturentur."

Idem de verbis Domini, sermone liii. “Quicunque in corpore ejus et membrorum

ejus esse voluerita non miretur quia odit eum mundus corporis autem ejus sacra

mentum multi accipiunta sed non omnes qui accipiunt sacramentuma habituri sunt

apud eum etiam locum promissum membris ejus. Pene quidem sacramentum omnes

corpus ejus dicunta quia omnes in pascuis ejus simul pascuntg sed venturus est qui

dividat, et alios ponat ad dexterama alios ad sinistram."

Beda in Homilia. quadam Paschaliz “Adel-it nobis christus in fractione panis,

cum sacraments. corporis ejusa videlicet panis et vini, casta et simplici conscientia

sumlmus."

Cyrillus in Evangelium joannis hæc habctz “Major-es qui manna comedebanta sob-"219;

naturas tamen conccsseruntg non enim vivificabats sed famem solummodo corporalem signgieiiiilm

rcmovebats sed qui panem vitæ suscipiunta immortalitatem consequentura et omnia Biiii’uiilb'

interitus mala efl'ugient, cum Christo ætemaliter viventesfl Et alio loco aitz “Quia est 15.

verbum humanitati conjunctum totam in seipsum ita reduxit, ut indigentia vitæ possit m im

vivificare, sic interitum a natura humana expulita et mortem quæ peccato plurimum

poterat, destruxit. quare qui carnem Christi manducat, vitam habet ætemamf

Et alio loco paucis in hunc modum concludit: uquando carnem Christi comedi- In Joan.

mus, tunc vitam habemus in nobis. Quod si solo tactu suo corrupta redintegrautura malim

quomodo nou vivemuss qui carnem illam et gustamus et manducamusgn Et præterea

dicitz “ quemadmodum si quis liquefactæ ceræ aliam ceram infuderita altemm cum ca.11.
altera per totum commisceat necesse est: siquis carnem et sanguinem Domini recipit, io 'M'

cum ipso ita conjungatura ut christus in ipsos et ipse in christo inveniatunu

Hic Cyrillus carnis christi dignitatems inseparabilitor divinitati adjunctam, vim

hanc et naturam habere dicit, ut vitam æternam afferat ; et quamcunque vel mortis

occasionema vel vitæ æternæ impedimentum reperit, illud protinus tollita atque ex his

expellit, qui hunc vel cibum capiunta vel medicinam pcrcipiunt. ceteræ medicines

cum admoventura interdum sananta interdum non sananth Haze medicina autem ejus

modi vim habet, ut omnem vel putrescentem vel emortuam carnem exedat, omnia

vulnera ulceraque, quibus admovetura ad perfectam sanitatem integritatemque de

ducat.

Haac camis et sanguinis christi cum divinitate ejus conjuncti dignitas est et

excellentia, qua papistae, infensissimi hostes Christi, illum spolianta cum afiirmant

illum hominem carnem ejus percipere. et ejusmodi medicamento uti, qui æger adhuc

infirmitate valetudinis languct, neque quicquam inde ad sanitatem adipiscendam

juvatur.

CAPUT V.

AD corroborandam autem Cyrilli sententiam, libenter a papistis quæreremq utrum amp pecca

r m cem

nulla. peccator paenitentia ductusa et sacramentum percipiens, Christi corpus in se fills? ris

mmse

habeata necne? Elms
Si negant, satis danta maloss etiamsi sacramentum corporis Christi percipianta verum Ub'gh'

ejus corpus minime tamen percipere. Sin afiirmantp libenter illos etiam rogarem, utrum

Christi Spiritum in se habeant necne? Hoc si neganta Christi corpus a Spiritu,

humanitatem a divinitate ejus, sepamnt, et quasi antichristi ipsi, christum dividentes,

a scriptura condemnantur.

Sin aifirmaverint, impium in se Spiritum Christi haberca etiam hic scriptura illos

condemnat, his verbis : “ Qui non habet Spiritum Dei, hic non est cjus." In quo autem Rom. viii.

aes-z
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Christns est, vivit propter justificationemz “Quod si spiritus ejus, qui exsuscitavit Jesum

ex mortuis, habitat in vobis, qui exsuscitavit Jesum ex mortuis, vita aiiiciet mortalia

corpora vestraa propter illius Spiritum in vobis inhabitantem.

lta undique scriptura verbi divini adversarios condemnat.

l-læc autem papistarum impietas monstrosa est, dicere christi carnema sanguinem,

animams Spiritum et Deitatem, in homine esse sub peccatum subjectoa et membrum

jam diaboli efl'ecto.

Admirabiles sunt hi præstigiatores et cxorcista, qui, verbulis quibusdam adhibitis,

Deum faciunt et diabolum simul eodem in homine habitares et templum simul Dci ac

diaboli esse. 1taque videtur illos sic occæcatos essea ut lucem a tenebrisa Belial a Christo,

mensam Domini a mensa diabolorum, nequeant discemere. Sic ergo a nobis hoc

tempore papistarum immanis atque intolcrabilis error refutatur, qui eos, qui membra

diaboli sunts edere verum corpus Christi, ct ejus sanguinem bibere aflirmant, longe con

tra sententiam et auctoritatem Christi, cujus hæc verba aunt: “Qui edit meam carnem

et bibit meum sanguinem, vitam æternam habet."

CAPUT VI.

RESPONDETUR QUIBUSDAM PAPISTARUM OBJECTIONIBUS.

NE autem videantur papistæ tam misero in loco esse, ut nihil habeant, quod pro

se afl'crre qucant, Paulum in undecimo ad corinthios citantz ait enim, “ Qui bibit et

edit indigne, judicium sibi edit ct bibit, non dijudicans corpus Domini."

Paulus autem hoc loco de panis et vini perceptiones et non de perccptione corporis

et sanguinis Domini, loquitur, sicuti satis constat singulis verba Pauli recte conside

rantibus. llæc enim Paulusz “Exquirat seipsum homo, atque adeo de pane illo edat,

et de poculo bibat. Qui enim edit et bibit indigne, judicium sibi edit et bibit, non

dijudicans corpus Domini." .

Paulus hoc loco hanc habet sententiama quoniam in coena Domini panis et vinum

verum corpus et sanguinem christi Servatoris repraesentant, quemadmodum ille ipse

instituit et decrevita ideo quamvis in cælo ad dexteram Patris Christus consideata ad

hæc tamen mysteria panis et vini tanta fide, reverentia, puritate, timorc, accedere de

bemuss ac si Christum ipsum sensibus nostris objectum recipercmus. Ita. cnim Christus

fidelibus in cæna adest magnitudine Spiritus et gratiae suae, et fructuosius ab illis perci

pitur, quam si corporalitcr illum praesentem perciperent. Qui igitur digne ad cænam

hanc accedunta post diligentem ac debitam sui ipsorum inquisitionem, debent accurate

considerarea quis hanc cænam instituita quem cibum et potionem pcrcepturi sint, et

quemandmodum seipsos gerere in hoc munere debeant. Qui cænam instituit, Christus

ipse est; cibus autem et potio (quibus convivas suos digne et accommodate accedentes

pascit) caro et sanguis ejus sunt. Accedentes autem hoc diligenti et attenta animi

consideratione tenere debenta quod corpus ejus pro illis cruci aflixum, et sanguis pro

illorum redemptione profusus sit. ltaque ad has sublimes et cælestes epulas summissis

et religiosis animis ita accedere debent, ac si christus ipse in illis propositus esset Qui

aliter huc accedunt, indigne huc accedunt, nec corpus et sanguinem Christi, sed suam

ipsorum condemnationem, percipiunt; quia non satis ofiiciose ac convenienter intuentur

in verum Christi corpus et sanguinem (qua: nobis spiritualiter ad cibum ofi'eruntur),

sed, despecta Christi coena, quasi ad communem et vulgarem pastum accedunt, nulla

corporis Christi (qui spiritualis hujus mensae cibus est) ratione habita

CAPUT VII.

RESPONDETUR SCRIPTORIBUS ILLIS QUOS PAPISTAEI PRO SE miram

NEQUE vero hic transeundi hi loci sunt, quos ex antiquis scriptoribus papistæ pro

se inducunta qui primo aspectu videntur pro illis facerel qui malos corpus et sanguinem

Domini percipere dicunt. Quod si diligenter hi loci perpendantura inveniemus ne unum

quidem ex illis hunc errorem ulla ex parte defendere
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Primus locus ex Augustino contra Cresconium grammaticum est: verba hæc suntz alii-cogltata

“ quamvis ipse Dominus dicata ‘Nisi quis manducaverit carnem meam et biberit sangui- {2f- ii-“P-'

nem meum, non habebit in se vitam ;' tamen nonne apostolus doceta hoc perniciosum

male utentibus fieri? Ait enima ‘Quicunque manducaverit panem et biberit sanguinem

Domini indigne, reus erit corporis et sanguinis Domini ’.”

Ex quibus Augustinus eflicere videtur, tum bonos tum malos corpus et sanguinem

Christi perciperea quamvis mali nullum inde beneficium, sed incommodum habeant.

Sed paulo altius in hunc locum intueamura et videbimus eum non de perceptione

corporis Christi, sed sacramenti ejus verba fecisse. Hoc enim Augustini propositum xiv-ean

est, bona. nihil prodesse male utcntibus, et quædam per se et quibusdam bona, aliis . '

bona non esse Lumen integris oculis bonum est, laborantes autem oculos læditz

cibus aliis salubris, aliis noxius habeturz eadem medicina alios sanos, alios languentes

efiicit. Eadem arma aliis usui, aliis impedimento sunt: et eadem vestis satis laxa uni,

et nimis astricta alteri. Denique, post multa exempla productaa Augustinus eadem

demonstrat in sacramentis baptismi et corporis Domini vera ease, quæ illis tamen prod

esse ait, qui ea digne percipiunt.

Pauli verbn, quæ Augustinus citata de sacramentali pane et poculo, non autem de

corpore et sanguine Domini, mentionem faciunt. Hic tamen Augustinus panem et

poculum corpus et sanguinem Domini vocata non quod illa sint, sed quod illa signifi- C0nt_m_

centz quemadmodum alio in loco contra Maximinum disputat. “In sacramentis," in- fignifka

quit, “non quid sint, sed quid ostendant semper attenditura quoniam signa sunt rerum 22

aliud existentia, et aliud significantia.”

ltaque quemadmodum in baptismoa qui ficte accedunta et qui sincere, ambo sacra

mentali aqua abluuntura sed ambo Spiritu sancto non tinguntur, nec christo vestiuntur;

sic in cæna Domini ambo sacramentalem panem et scypbum percipiunt1 sed ambo

Christo non vescuntur, nec carne et sanguine ejus pascuntur, sed hi soli, qui digne

sacramentumxpercipiunt Atque hoc responsum alio etiam loco adversus Donatistas DeBaptismo,

satisfacere potest, ubi “ Judam," ait, “ corpus et sanguinem Domini percepisse." Qnenl- fiiilkfiiiitiiiai

admodum enim Augustinus eo in loco de sacramento baptismi loquitura ita etiam niinia

de sacramento corporis et sanguinis Domini verba facitz quod tamen corpus et sangui- 215'

nem ejus vocat, quia nobis verum corpus, carnem, et sanguinem christi repræsentat.

CAPUT VIII.

navim ILLARUM RERUM NOMINIBUS APPELLANTUR QUAS SIGNIFICANT.

FIGURA (quemadmodum superius multis a me explicatum est) nomen ejus rei habet

quam significat. Sic hominis, leonis, avis, arbor-is, stirpis simulacrums homo, leo,

avis, arbor, stirps, nominatur. Ita. dici solitum est, “Diva. Maria \Valsinghamica,"

“Guipsiaca,” “Maria. gratiae," “Maria. miserationis," “ divus Petrus Mediolanensis,"

“divus Joannes Ambianus," atque hujus generis nonnullag quibus tamen res ipsas non

intelleximus, sed simulacra ipsa nominibus rerum quas repræsentabant appellabnmus.

ltemquo sermone omnium usitatum hoc et contritum est, “Magnus Christophorus

lilboracensis1 Lincolniensis,” “ beata virgo ridet," “ agitat in cunis infanteman “pere

grinando visamus Petrum Romw, Jacobum compostellægu et sexcenta alia sunt

hujusmodi, quæ non de rebus ipsisa sed de simulacris rerum intelligi solent.

Qua: res Chrysostomum etiam adduxit, ut diceret nos christum oculis intueri,

tangere tractare et palpare manibusa in came ejus dentes nostros defigere, eam de

gnstare, intereree comedere, concoquere, sanguine ejus linguas nostras colorare atque

inficerea eum haurire atque ebibere.

Haac verba et his similia nonnulla (quze ex chrysostomo citavi) minime de vera

carne et sanguine Christi Servatoris intelligenda sunt, quæ re vera neque in tactum

neque in aspectum nostrum cadunt, sed ea quæ erga panem et vinum gerunturz

figurate erga carnem et sanguinem christi geri dicuntur, quia vera signaa figurae, mo

numenta a christo instituta sunt, ad carnem ejus et sanguinem nobis repræsentandurm

quemadmodum autem corporis oculisa manibus, et ore panem et vinum (qua: signa

et sacramenta corporis et sanguinis Christi sunt) corporaliter videmns, tmctamus,
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gustamus, percipimus; ita spiritualibus oculis, manibus, ore, spiritualitcr veram ejus

carnem et sanguinem vidomus, tractamusa gustamusa et percipimus.

Sic Eusebius Emissenus: “Cum reverendum altare cibis spiritualibus satiaudus

ascendis, sacrum Dei tui corpus et sanguinem fide respioe, honore mirarc, mente

continge, cordis manu suscipe, et maximo haustu interioris hominis assume. Haecque

spiritualia nullam Christi ipsius corporalem præsentiam requirunta perpetuo ad dexteram

Dei Patris in ccelo considentis."

Et quemadmodum haecj quæ dicimus, verissima sunt, ita plenam et justam continent

ad ea omnia responsionom, quæ cum ulla probabilitatc papistæ pro se afferre queaut.

CAPUT IX.

m: VENERATIONE SACRAMENTI.

JAM vero necessarium in primis est, aliquid de veneratione Christi explicate, nc

qui sacramentum percipiunt, loco Christi sacramentum ipsum venerentur. quemad

modum enim humanitas ejus cum divinitate conjuncta, et ad dexteram Patris in

cælum sublataa ab omnibus creaturis cmlestibus, terrenis, ct subterraneis veueranda

est; ita si pro christo signa et sacramenta cultu ac veneratione prosequamura iu max

imam et tcterrimam idololatriam incurrimus, et horribilissimum ac nefandissimum coram

Deo scelus admittimus.

Antichristi hi tamen, infensissimi et callidissimi Christi hostes, magna ingeniomm

subtilitate et scholasticis commcntisa quibus abundant, multos simplices ac modestos

deceperunt, ct ad tam immanem idololatriam abduxerunt, ut res sub aspectum cadcntes,

atque ipsorum manibus formatasa adorareutj et creaturas pro creatore et opifice hoc

optimo Maximo colerent.

Quid enim alioqui transversos illos in insaniam agebata ut ab altaribus ad altaria,

et ab uno sacrifico ad nlium, dum elevabatur hostia, currerentj et fixis, intentis, atque

hiantibus quasi oculis lustrarenta quod sacerdotis manibus elevabatura nisi ut quod

oculis atque aspectu capiebant, illud omni mente atque animo colerent? Quid sacerdotes

ipsos commovit, ut sacramentum tam alte supra caput tollerent? aut quid plebem

coucitavita ut levauti sacerdoti acclamarcuta “Tollc altius, tolle altiui?” Aut quid illos

promovit qui longius ab elevante sacrifico distabanta ut eos qui propius adstabaut se

inclinare rogarent, ne‘crecti aspectum impedirentf Aut quid sibi volunt has vulgi

voccs, Hodie Scrvatorcm aut creatorem meum vidi? auts Quo die Servatorem meum

non videroa quicto et scdato animo esse non possum? Cur tum sacerdos tum plebs

ipsa tam reverenter genu terram tangcrent, pectora duris et frequentibus ictibus pul

sarent? quæ horum omnium causaa nisi quod aspectabile illud, quod oculis intuebantura

adorarent, et pro Dco etiam haberenti Si enim christum solummodo spiritu vene

rabantur, ad dexteram Patris in caelo scdentem, quid opus esset seipsos suis sedibus

movere? quid oculos in rem visam defigcre, perinde ac apostoli fecerants cum christum

in cælum subvcctum intuerontur? Si nihil aspectabile venerantura cur ad aspicieudum

surgunt? Simplex sine dubio populus, quod videbat, colebata et in eo venemtionis ac

cultus sui summam collocavit.

Neque me lateta quod tegere hoc et dissimulare papistæ vellents dicentesa se hoc

quod oculis complectuntur sacramentum non venerari, sed illud quod fide credunt

reipsa et corporaliter sacramento inesse. Cur ergo de loco in locum vagantur ad ea

ipsa tam avide oculis liauriendaa quæ nullo religiosa cultu et honore proscquuntur?

certe hoc suo exemplo ignaris hominibus atque imperitis magnam occasionem præbent

earum rerum colendarum, quas sub aspectum subjectas habent. Cur non quiete se

suis sedibus continent, et populum ad hanc moderationem revocantg et Deum (sicuti

dcbent) spiritu et veritate colunt; potius quam ita cursitcnt ad ea videnda, quæ illi

ipsi fatentur nulla veneratioue colenda csso?

Atque dum hoc absurdlun devitant, quod de veueratione objicitur, in aliud mque

vanum incidunts ut nihil omnino colant. lllud enim se venerari dicunt, quod reipsa

et corporalitcn non aspectabilitcr, sub specie panis et vini subjiciturg quod sane (uti
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ante docuimus) nihil est. ltaque imperitis et crassis hominibus occasionem affcrunt

panis et vini adorandi, cum illi ipsi nihil ibi prorsus adorent.

Sed papistze, ut ad suum ipsorum lucrum populum etiamnum in idololatria contineantv

quendam locum Augustini in Psalmos citamt, ubi scribitur: “Nemo carnem Christi

manducat, nisi prius adoraverit. Et non solum non peccamus adorandop sed peccamus

non adorando."

Ac sane verum est, quod eo in loco Augustinus habet. Qnotus enim quisque est,

qui christum profitetur, et spiritualiter illius carne et sanguine pascitura quin illum

ad dexteram Dei Patris sedentem omni religionis veneratioue afficiat, illique toto (ut

diciturj pectore laudationes et gratiarum actiones pro immensa ejus et clementissima

redemptione attribuat?

Et ut negari non potest, verissimum esse quod ex Augustino depromitur, sic contra

falsissimum est, quod illorum verborum auctoritatea de panis et vini aut alicujus aspectabilis

rei in sacramento veneratione, probare contendunt. Tantum enim Augustini sententia

ab ejusmodi cogitatione abfuit, ut prorsus vetet carnem christi etu sanguinem solum

adoram, nisi quatenus divinitate ejus colligautur et connectuntur. Quanto igitur minus

vel sentire vel approbarc potuita ullum paui aut vino, aut alicui externo et aspectabili

sacmmento, cultum adhiberi? quæ umbræ duntaxata figuraea et repræsentationes veræ

camis et sanguinis christi sunt. ‘

Ac verebatur sane Augustinus, ne vero Christi corpore adorando otfenderernusg

ideoque præcipitS ut dum illum veneramura nequaquam defixis animis in came ejus

(quae sola nihil juvat) hæreamusa sed animos nostros a carne in spiritum tollamus,

qui vitam et salutem tribuit. Et tamen audeut papistæi quibus possunt astutiiss eo

nos inducerea ut eas res religiosissime colamusa quæ corporis Christi signa et sacra

menta suut.

Sed quid non audent impudentes papistæ pro se afl'erre, cum non erubeseant his

Augustiui verbis venerationem sacramenti stabilircz ubi de sacramenti adoratione nullum

omnino verbum facita de christi autem adoratione expresse loquitur.

quanquam autem dicat, christum carnem suam nobis edendam dedisse, nequaquamtamen id voluit Christi carnem vel corporaliter hic adessea vel corporaliter edi, sed ' .

spiritualiter tantum. Haw ex scquentibus eodem in loco verbis planissime colliguntura

ubi Augustinus, in persona quasi Christi loquensa sic aitz

“Spiritus est qui vivificats caro autem non prodest. verba quæ loquutus sum

vobis, spiritus sunt et vitac spiritualiter intelligite quod loquutus sum. Non hoc cor

pus quod videtisa manducaturi estisa et bibituri illum sanguinem, quem fusuri sunt

qui me crucifigent: sacramentum aliquod vobis commendavi ; spiritualiter intellectum

vivificabit vos. Et si necesse est illud visibiliter celebrari, oportet tamen invisibiliter

intelligi."

llæc atque illa superius commemorata planissimc indicant Augustinum senm'sse,

Christum nulla alia ratione edia nisi spiritualia quæ corporalem præsentiam nulla ex

parte requirit; neque illum cogitassea ullam vel sub aspectum cadentium sacramento

rum, vel alterius cujusquam corporalis rei sub illis contentaa, veneratiouem profiteri.

Sine ulla cnim dubitatione verum est, nihil revera aut corporaliter pa-no aut vino con

tentum venerandum essea quamvis papistæ ferantp christum in quovis pane consecrato

esse

Horum nos olim Christus admonuit, falsos ejusmodi christianos et doctores ven- onus .

turos, et illos vitari præcipitz “ Si quis," inquit, “vobis dicat, Ecce hic est christuss autecce illic, nolite credere: surgent enim falsi christi et falsi prophetæa multaque signa Luc'xm'

et portenta edenta ita ut (si fieri posset) in errorem etiam ducuntur electi. Cavete,

hæc prædixi vobis."

lta amantissimus Pastor et Scrvator animarum nostrarum christus horum pericu

lorum et discriminum imminentium admonuit et prae-cepits ut ab istiusmodi doctoribus

caveremusa qui suaderent panem veneratione prosequendum, flexis genibus colendum,

crebris pectorum ictibus adoranduma humi reptandoa supplicationibus solenuibus sec

tando, manus expausas erigendo, munera ofierendo, cereos accendendo, in cistula aut

capsula includendo, omni honore et cultu prosequendos majorem venerationem quam

Deo ipsi exhibendo, banc idololatriæ suæ excusationem afferendo, “Ecce hic est chris
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tus.m Sed Servator christus illos falsos prophetae vocat, dioens: “Cuete, prædico

vobis." Ne fidem illis adhibeatis. “Si vobis dixerint, christus foris estf aut in

solitudine esta ne exeatisc sin in locis inclusis atque abditis dicant essea ne credatis."

enim x.

PAPIST/E HIS ERRORIBUS DECEPERUNT POPULUM.

quon si quaerasa quinam hi falsi prophetæ et seductores sint, facilis est et expedita

responsioz antichristi Romani et illorum sectarii, qui 0mnis errorisa ignorantim, cæci

tatis, superstitionis, hypocriscos et idololatriæ extiterunt auctores

lnnocentlm lnnocentius tertius, unus omnium perniciosissimusa qui hanc sacerrimam sedem

tertium . . . . . . . . .

occuparunty hostiam instituit diligenter sub Berna et clavis custodia asservarL

mum. Honorius autem tertius non solum idem confirmamt, sed præcepemt ctiam, ut

Honorilu

tertius sacrifici diligenter singulis quibusque temporibus docerents uta sublata in altum hostias

populus reverenter et demisse se flecteret, neque tum solum, sed etiam cum sacerdos

sacramentum ægrotis defert. Hmc illa episcoporum Romanorum decreta et statuta

sunta quibus simulatione sanctitatis plebem in omnem errorem et idololatriam abdu

cerent, non illos per panem ad Christum, sed a Christo ad panem transferentes.

CAPUT XI.

EXHORTATIO AD vmum CHRISTI IN SACRAMENTO VENERATIONEM.

omm-s itaque admonco, qui Christum amant, et qui sincera fide illi nituntura ut

avertant animos ab hac cogitatione de corporata Christi in pane praesentiaa sed sub

latis in cælum animis illum ad dexteram Patris sedentem colantz christum in seipsis

adorent, (cujus templa sunt, in quibus habitat et vivit spiritualitero et a cultu Christi

in pane quam longissime absint Neque enim spiritualiter in pane (quemadmodum

in homine) nec corporaliter in pane (quemadmodum in coelo) est, sed sacramentaliter

soluma quemadmodum rcs in figura esse dicitura per quam significatur.

Satis itaque hoc loco tertius ex prsecipuis papistarum erroribus de cæna Domini

convictus et damnatus est, quo docent, impios veram carnem

et sanguinem christi percipere.

mam quum FINIS



LIBER animus

DE OBLATIONE ET SACRIFICIO SERVATORIS

CHRISTI.

CAPUT PRIMUM.

GRAVISSIMA contumelia et injuria quæ inferri christo potcst, et per omne regnum

papisticum latissime pateti ea ests quod sacerdotes missam hostiam propitiantem esse

asseveranti ad remittenda non modo peccata suaq verum etiam alioruma tum viventiums

tum mortuorum, quibus illam voluerint applicare. lta simulatione pietatis papistici

sacerdotes hoc sibi sumpserunta ut Christi successores essent, et ejusmodi sacrificium

facerent, quale nullum unquam a quoquama præterquam a christo ipso, factum est, idque

eo solum temporea cum morte sua pcenas peccatorum nostrorum in cruce lueret.

CAPUT II.

DIFFERENTIA INTER SACRIFICIUM CHRISTI ET SACRIFICIA

SACERDOTUM VETERIS LEGIS.

PAI’LUS ad Hebraeos testatura quanquam sacerdotes veteris legis sæpe ofl'erebant, Heb.ix.

(ad minimum autem semel quotannisj “Clu'istum tamen non sæpe seipsum obtulisseg

alioqui sæpius mortem obiisset. Nunc autem semel seipsum obtulit, It hac hostia pec

cata nostra deleretz et quemadmodum hominibus constitutum est, ut semel morianturs

ita christus semel oblatus est, ut multorum peccata tollcret.”

Accedunt eodcm, quæ sequuntur in Paulo, sacrificia veteris legis, quanquam con- Heb-X

tiuenter offerebantura “ nunquam potuisse vel peccata tollerea vel homines perfectos red

dere. Si enim semel pacare conscientias hominum potuissenta peccatis tollendis, haud

itemm ea sacrificia facienda fuisses christum autem unico hoc sacrificio sanctificatos,

perfectns, perpetuo effecissea peccatis nostris ex animo delendis, et perpetua quasi obli

vione obruendis. Ubi enim peccatorum remissio esta ibi nullum pro peccatis sacrificium

reliquum esfi."

Atque alio loco dc veteri testamento aitv uabrogatum illud et delctum fuissea quod Heb. vii.

imbecillum atque inutile esset, (nihil enim ad perfectionem deduxeratol et plures illius

legis sacerdotes fuissea quia diutius in vita manere non poteranta atque adeo ab uno ad

alium deferebatur sacerdotiumz christum autem, quia ad æternitatem in vita maneret,

transitionis omnis vacuum sacerdotium habere. ltaque prorsus servare poterit eos, qui

per illum ad Deum accedunta sempitemam vitam agens, ut pro nobis intercedat. Par

enim est ejusmodi nobis sacerdotem essea qui sanctusa simplex, incorruptus, a peccatoribus

scjunctusa altior cælis esset ; cui minime necesse esset quotidie (quemadmodum summis

sacerdotibus) prius pro suis, deinde pro peccatis populia victimas ofi'erre ; hoc enim semel

fecerat seipso ofl'erendo." IIac in epistola Paulus plene et plane descripsit nobis diife

rentiam inter sacerdotium et sacerdotes veteris testamentia et longe præstantissimum atque

excellentissimum christi sacerdotium, et perfectissimum illud et summe necessarium

sacrificium et beneficiuma quod nobis inde dimanat.

Neque enim christus sanguinem vituloruma ovium, aut hircorum obtulita (qucmad
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modum veteris testamenti sacerdotes facere consueverunt,) sed sanguinem suum in cruce

ofi'erebat: neque in sacrarium aliquod ingressus est hominum opera fabricaturn, (sicuti

Aharon fecerat,) sed in cælum ascendita ubi ætcmus Pater habitat, et apud illum con

tinuatam precationem pro peccatis totius mundi adhibeta corpus suum pro nobis laniatum,

et sanguinem quem infinita bonitate sua pro nobis in cruce profuditp ante oculos Patris

constituens.

Atque hoc sacrificium eam vim habeta ut minime necesse sit illud quasi solenne quot

annis renovate, quemadmodum antistites veteris testamenti faciebantz quorum sacri

ficia, etiam sæpius factaa nullius momenti aut utilitatis erants (quia, tum sacerdotes ipsi

qui offerebanta peccatores fuerant, tum sanguinem animantium rationis expertium, et non

suum oiferebant ;) cum Christi sacrificium semel factum ad omnem æternitatem valeat.

CAPUT III.

DUO esse GENERA SACRIFICIORUM.

ATQUE ut omnes melius hoc sacrificium Christi intelligantj quo summum christia

norum beneficium continetura pemecessarium est sacrificiorum distinctionem et varictatem

exponere. i -

Sacrificiorum duo sunt genera ; unum, quod expians vel propitians dicitura hoc est,

quod Dei iram et offensionem placata veniam ac remissionem omnium peccatorum impe

trat, et ab ætema condemnatione nobis debita liberat.

Quanquam autem in veteri testamento quædam sacrificia hoc nomine uotabantura

unum tamen revera hujusmodi sacrificium est, quo peccata nostra relaxantura et miseri

cordia ac benevolentia hei impetraturg eaque mors Domini nostri Jesu Christi est, qua

exceptas nullum unquam sacrificium expians fuit.

Hic honor, hæc gloria summi nostri Pontificis est, quod unica sui oblatione pro pec

catis omnium Patri satisfecita illorum culpas przestitita et universum genus humanum illi

reconciliavit. Qui autem illi hunc honorem eripiunta et sibi ipsis assumunta ipsissimi

antichristi sunt, et impurissimis ac superbiæ plenissimis contumeliis heum Patrem et

Filium ejus hominum Jesuln christum lacessunt.

Alterum genus sacrificii est, quod nos Deo minime reconciliat, sed ab his fit qui per

christum reconcilianturj ad nostram in hcum pictatcm testificandama et gratos nos

atque obedientes heo præstandos Haze autem sacrificia laudis et gratiarum actiones

vocantur.

Ac primum quidem sacriiicii genus christus pro nobis heo obtulita altemm autem

nos heo per christum ofi'erimus.

Per primum sacrificium christus nos heo Patri obtulita per alterum autem nos ipsos

omniaque nostra christo et Patri ofi'erimus.

Hocque sacrificium generaliter universam obedientiam nostram continet, quæ versatur

in legibus et præceptis hei servandis. Hoc de sacrificio David his verbis usus est,

“ Sacrificium heo cor contritum :” et h. Petrus omnes christianos esse ait “sacerdotium

sanctum ad sacrificia spiritualia faciendaa accepta heo per Jesum Christum." Et D.

Paulus: “ Nos (inquit) semper ofl'erimus Deo sacrificium laudis per Jesum Christum."

. CAPUT IV.

SACRIFICIUM cnms'rr PLENIUS EXPONITUR.

Nvuc autema ut de sacrificio et sacerdotio christi plenius atque uberius pertractemusj

intelligendum esta ejusmodi pontificem christum esse, ut semel seipsum otferendo satis

valuerit ad omnia peccata suo sanguine abluenda. Ita. perfectus sacerdos fuit, ut una

oblatione sui infinituln peccatorum acervum cxpurgarit atque expiarita facilemque

nobis et parabilem peccatoribus medicinam reliquita ut omnibus mortalibus (qui se in

dignos hoc beneficia nolunt reddere) sacrificium hoc perpetuo sufliceret. neque vero in

se recepit illorum tantum peccataa qui multos ante annos ex hac vita excesserunta sed

illorum quoquea qui usque ad reditum ejus certam et confirmatam fidem evangelio illius
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habituri essent. ltaque nunc nullum alium nec sacerdotem nec sacrificium ad peccata

nostra tollenda expectare oportets nisi eum solum, et hoc eximium sacrificium ab illo

factum. Et quemadmodum semel moriens pro omnibus immolatus est, ita, quantum in

se fuita peccata omnium in se rccepit. lta fit ut nunc nullae pro peccatis hostiæ reliqnæ Heb. ix. elx.

fianta sed severum extremo in die judicium restet. Tunc autem in conspectum omnium

itemm reditums est, non quasi nocens aliquis ad perferendum suppliciuma aut ut victima

pro peccatis nostris immoletur (quemadmodum ante immolatus est), sed cum gloria Matt.xxv.

magna venturus est, omnis peccati vacansj ad magnam lætitiam et consolationem illoruma

qui illius morte ablnti et expiati aunt, et in pia ac integra vivendi ratione versantuig

atque ad magnum terrorem et cruciatum illorum, qui in impia et scelerata vita

permanent.

liac igitur ratione nos scriptura docets christuma si sæpius hostiam se pro peccatis neb.ix.

immolasseta sæpius fuisse moriturum, cum nulla pro peccatis hostia possit esse præter

illius mortcm. Nunc autem nulla est alia pro peccatis hostia, cum per illum peccata

remittantura et conscientiæ placentun

CAPUT V.

DE SACRIFICIIS VETERIS LEGIS.

quacnam in veteri testamento certa quædam sacrificia fuel-ant, quæ sacrificia pro pec

cato nominabantur, non tamen ejus generis fuemnt, ut peccata coram Deo tollerent; sed Heb-x

cæremoniæ quædam erant ad hoc institutaea ut umbræ quædam et figuræ essent ad

excellens Christi sacrificium præmonstrandumq quod verum et perfectum pro totius

mundi peccatis sacrificium futurum erat. Hoe nomine igitur sacrificia lpropitiatoria

et sacrificia pro peccatis dicebantnr, non quod revera peccata nostra delerents sed quia

imagines, umbra-a figurae erant1 quibus pii de vero Chritsi futuro sacrificio admone

rentur, quod peccatum et sempiternam damnationem funditus tolleret.

clarissime autem in epistola ad nebræos Paulus exposuitj non potuisse illa sacri

ficia, quæ a sacerdotibus veteris legis fiebants veniam peccatorum vel impetrare vel

promereri. Fieri non potest (inquit) ut peccata nostra sanguine taurorum vel hir- neb.x.

corum tollantur.

quanqnam igitur pii omnes his sacrificiis a Deo præscriptis ntebantura non tamen

ita magno æstimanda illa putabant, nt inde remissionem coram Deo se consequi posse

putarentg sed partim pro figuris et signis a Deo institutis capiebanta (quibus certiores

illos reddidits se illud Semen esse missurum, quod verum pro peccatis sacrificium

futurum promisit, atque adeo velle se eos, qui hujus promissi fiducia niterentur,

recipere, et propter futurum sacrificium illis peccata condonaresj partim vero pro caste

moniis habebanta quibus hi qui adversus legem Mosis aliquid admiserantj et ex cætu

lsraelitico ejecti emnt, in gregem illorum iterum recipiebantura et absoluti esse nun

tiabantur.

llisque iisdem dc causis in ecclesia Christi sacramentis per illum institutis utimnr.

Et hæc extcma e populo dominico cjectio et revocatio secundum legem et hominum

judicium facta fuitz vera autem cum D00 reconciliatio et peccatorum remissio nec

veteris testamenti patribus conferebantura nec nobis confertura nisi per Christi sacri

ficium in monte calvariae factum. Ac veteris sane legis sacrificia ita præsagia quæ

dam et notæ istius sacrificii venturi fueranta quemadmodum sacramenta nostra ejusdem

sacrificii præteriti figurae et testimonia existunt

CAPUT VI.

MISSAM NON ESSE SACRIFICIUM PROPITIATORIUM.

Ex his datur intelligi, sacrificium sacerdotis in missaa vel muneris sui viventibus

et mortuis pro libidine sua supplicationemj neque sibi ipsi neque aliis promereri aut

nancisci peccatorum remissionem posse ; sed hanc doctrinam papisticam doctrinæ christi
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repugnantem, et sacrificio Christi injuriosam esse Si enim sola mors Christi oblatio,

sacrificiums et pretium remissionis peccatorum nostrorum est, tum munus hoc et ad

ministratio sacerdotis idem efbcere et præstare non potest. ltaque insignis est et

horribilis contumelia, vel hoc oflicium et munus sacerdoti tribuere, quod ad solum

christum pertinent, vel existimare ecclesiam tali egere sacrificio ; quasi si quis diceret,

Christi sacrificium ad nostrorum peccatorum remissionem satis non esse, vel Christi

sacrificium ex oblatione sacerdotis pendere.

Scd hi saccrdotes, qui sese successores Christi esse prædicant et illum sacrificarc,

tetri et odiosi hostes religionis sunt. Nemo enim Christum, præter christum ipsum,

sacrificio obtulit. Qua. de causa Paulus ait, “Christi sacerdotium ab illo ad alterum

transire non posse." Quid enim sacrificiis aliis opus esta si quidem Christi sacrificium

perfectum et seipso contentum sit? Et quemadmodum a Paulo dictum est, Si sacri

ficia et munus Aharonicum, ceterorumque illius ætatis sacerdotum, nullius rei eguissent,

sed consummata fuissenta non ita admodum Christi sacrificio fuisset opus, (temerarium

euim atque inane fuisset ei rei aliquid adjicere, quæ res per seipsam integra et per

fecta est ;) ita si christi sacrificium plenum atque omnibus numeris perfectum sit, quid

opus est illis quotidianis ct repetitis sacrificiis? Papistici igitur hi sacerdotes (qui

Christi corpus quotidie sacriiicandum sibi sumunt) vel Christi sacrificium inchoatum,

leve, ct irritum pene faciunt suis addendis, vel sua ipsorum vanaa temeraria, et super

vacanea judicant, Christi sacrificio sua adjungcntes, cum illud per se perfectum et seipso

contentum sit.

Admirabile est autem videre, quos dolos et quas astutias antichristi papistici ex

cogitant ad impios suos errores simulatione pietatis tegendos. Et quemadmodum

catenæ partes aliæ aliis nexæ sunts ita vitia et errores quodam quasi vinculo jungun

tur, ut unus altemm post sc semper trahut. Id quod etiam hoc loco fit.

CAPUT VII.

CAVILLATIONIS PAPISTICIE CONFUTATIO.

PAPm'm-z ad seipsos excusandos lioc afl'erunt, se nullum neque novum sacrificium

instituere, neque aliud quam Christus ipse fecit facere1 (neque enim tam cæcos esse,

quin videreut se tum aliud sacrificium sacrilicio Christi adders, atque adeo sacrificium

Christi imperfectum facere ;) sed hoc idem sacrificium, quod christus ipse fecerat, con

tendunt se pro peccatis facerc.

Atque hic præcipites in gravissimum et pemiciosissimum omnium errorem ruunt.

Si enim idcm sacrificium pro peccatis quotidie faciunt, quod antea christus ipse fece

rat, atque ea mors ejus fuerat et pretiosissimi sanguinis ejus pro peccatorum nostro

rum rcdemptione profusio; necessario eflicitur, illos quotidie trucidare Christum, et

ejus sanguinem efl'undere, atque adeo Judaeis et Pharisæis ipsis deteriores esse, qui

semel tantum illum neci addixerunta et sanguinem atque vitam ejus exhauserunt.

CAPUT VIII.

VERUM OMNIUM CHRISTIANORUM SACRIFICIUM.

DEUS omnipotenso Pater omnis lucis et veritatisa omnes errorum tenebras et igno

rantiæ caliginem, ct harum rerum auctores et principesa vel ex ecclesia sua expellat

atque ejiciat; vel corda illorum ad se convertat, et lumen fidei omnibus tribuata ut

fiduciam certam de remissione peccatorum habeant, et ab aeterna morte et horrendis

cruciatibus infemi liberentura pcr singulare unius mortis ct sanguinis Christi meritum;

ct ut sua. quisque fide ad se hoc beneficium applicctj neque illud arbitrio ac meritis

papistarum sacerdotum accipiat.

Si (qnod nomine profitemur) revera christiani sumus, nulli hunc ascribere hono

rem, sed soli christo assignare debemus. ltaque universam tam immensi bcneficii

laudem illi tribuamusg ad illum quasi ad perfugium et portum omnium ærumnarum
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nostrarum fugiamusz illi adhaerescamus, illi innitamun illi nos totos tradamusa et

quia seipsum morti nostra causa objecit, ut hostia. Deo Patri pro nobis csset, nos

metipsos rursum illi dedamus, et victimam illi ofi'eramus, non hircorum, tauroruma

aut aliorum animantium rationis expertiumy fquemadmodum ante Christi tempora

fieri est solitumo sed hostiam ratione præditam (hoe est, nosipsos), non corporibus Rom. xii.

nostris mactandisa sed etferatis et immanibus animi perturbationibus domandiss et

morte atiiciendisa quæ imperium in nobis et dominatum crudelissimum, nisi coerceren

tur, exercercnt.

quamdiu legis auctoritas viguits permisit Dcus muta et rationis expertia sibi

ofl'erri: nunc autem spiritualcs cum simus, brutorum animantium loco spiritualia a

nobis requirits nempe ut intolerabilem superbiam, immanem iram, insatiabilem pe

cuniæ cupiditatemo turpe lucrums sordidam et inquinatam carnis libidinema exitiale

odiuma vulpinas fraudesi lupina spoliaa et omnes alios animi impetus et commotiones,

Spiritui repugnantess jugulemus. Quicunque Christi sunt, hi cruci et neci dare, 0.11.

Christi causap hæc omnia dcbent, quemadmodum christus illorum causa seipsum morti

addixit.

Haze sacrificia christianorum sunts bæ hostiæ et victimæ gratæ Christo. lit quem

admodum christus seipsum pro nobis obtulit, ita nos vicissim debemus nos ipsos

christo ofi'errc. ita fiet ut non tantum nomine christiani simus, sed quod verbis et

vultu profitemura hoc reipsa et vita profitehimur, et omnes animi motus ad illius nor

mam dirigemus. lta fiet, ut foris et intus omnino illius simus, et ab omni hypocri

seos simulatione vacui et liberati erimus. quod si hoc modo affectibus nostris in

crucem agendis, et nobismetipsis totis illi tradendis, afferre nos Deo recusaverimusa

ingrati prorsus et inhumani erimus, superstitiosi hypocritaes vel potius brutæ pecudes,

aut brutis ipsis deteriores, digni qui ab omni beneficia oblationis Christi excludamur.

CAPUT IX.

MISSA PAPISTICA EST DETESTANDA IDOLOLATRIA, ET EX OMNI

cultum/monuit C(ETU PRORSUS EJICIENDA.

quon si oblationcm sacerdotis loco oblationis christi ponamus, et perceptionem

sacramenti corporis et sanguiniss quemadmodum ille ipse instituita repudiemusa et re

missionem peccatorum c sacrificio sacerdotis petamus, indeque relaxationem aliquam

cruciatuuma qui in purgatorio sunta vcnemur; non solum injuriam christo facimus,

sed etiam horribile idololatriæ scelus admittimus. Haze enim doctrina falsa est, impu

denter ab impiis papistisa superstitiosis monachis et fraterculis conficta, qui quaestus

gratia depravarunt et corruperunt sanctissimam coenam Domini, et in manifestum idolola

triam traduxerunt. Qua de causa hi omnes debent omnibus opibus ac viribus elabo

rarea ut ejusmodi in Dei Filium contumelia profligetun

Et quoniam in ejusmodi missis aperta impietas et idololatria est, in quibus sacerdos

solus sacrificium propitians ofi'ert, illudque viventibus et mortuis pro sua libidine

accommodat, omnes ejusmodi missæ papisticæ radicitus Christianorum cætibus evel

lendæ atque ejiciendæ sunt, et verus cænæ usus restituendusa ut congregatus in unam

frequentiam populus pro se quisque sacramentum percipiat, et testificetur hoc facto,

se membrum corporis christi case, et camis ac sanguinis ejus perccptione spiritualiter

sustentari.

CAPUT X.

QUISQUE PRO SE SACRAMENTUM PERCIPERE omniain ET NON UNUS

PRO ALIO.

SACRAMENTA a christo nequaquam ad hoc instituta sunt, ut unus pro alio, aut

sacerdos pro omni populoa sacramenta perciperet, sed ut pro se quisque hoc facereta

et fidem suam ac sempiternum salutem confirmaret et stabiliret. Et quemadmodum-~

si unus pro alio salutari baptismi fonte tingatura nihil illi hic baptismus prodesse
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poterit, sic nemo sacram coenam pro alio percipere debet. Si enim esurie quis aut

siti afliciatur, cupiditas ejus nullo modo vel extinguitur vel levatura si quis pro illo

cibum aut potionem caperetg aut si qua illuvie sordescata non multum juvaturs si quis

pro illo mundeturz ita nihil valere homini potest, pro quo ab aliis vel baptismus vel

cæna percipitur. Quocirca Petrus dicebat : uPnaptizetur quisque in nomine Christi." Et

Servator christus multitudini inquit, “ capite1 editez" adjecit praetereaa “Bibite ex hoc

omnes." Qui igitur spiritualiter renasci in christo vulta baptizari illum pro se oportetz

et qui per se vivere in christo voluerit, per se carnem ejus et sanguinem percipere

debet.

Atque ut paucis absolvamus, qui ad christi regnum ipse pervenire cogitata debet

et ipse ad sacramenta ejus acocdere, ipse mandata ejus servare, ipse omniaa quæ ad

christiani hominis munus et vocationem pertinent, facerez ne si haec omnia aliis pro

se agenda. relinqueta aliis etiam hæreditatem regni cælestis pro se adeundam dimittat.

CAPUT XI.

QUE SIT INTER SACERDOTEM RELIQUUMQUE POPULUM DIFFERENTIA.

CHRIB'I‘US nullam hujusmodi differentiam inter samrdotem et populum docuit, ut

sacerdos pro populo sacrificium de christo facereta solus cænam pro aliis perciperct,

eamque pro libidine suaj quibus et quomodo velleta distribueret. Sed hæc vera est

inter illos difi'erentia, quod sacerdos publicus ecclesiæ administer sit, et comam hoc

mini ceteris distribuat, illi autem de sacerdotis manu accipiant cæna autem ipsa a

christo institutaj et toti ecclesiæ concessa fuit, non ut a ministro et sacerdote pro

aliis ofl'emtur et percipiatur, sed ut per sacerdotem omnibus justa ratione peteutibus

tribuatur.

quemadmodum in aula regia ceterorumque principum virorum aedibus ministri

mensas instruunta ceteri autem peræque epulanturg sic sacerdotes et ministri cænam

Domini pal-ant, evangelium legunt, verba Christi recitzmt, sed universus populus illis

respondeta Amen. Omnes memoriam mortis Christi celebrant, omnes Deo gratias

agunt, omnes ad pænitentiam et mutationem vitæ feruntura omnes se quasi sacrificium

Deo ofl'erunt, omnes illum pro neo et Servatore habcnt. omnes illum spiritualiter

epulantur, cujus rei certissimum argumentump perceptionem panis et vini in cwna,

faciunt.

Atque hæc res auctoritatem et dignitatem sacerdotiis reliquorumque ecclesiæ minis

trorum non detrahita sed auget potius atque amplificat. Si enim benevolentia et

honore prosequendi sunta qui praatores, judices, quaastores, et rerum externarum ad

ministri regii sunts quanto majore cultu ac veneratione prosequendi sunt, qui verbi et

sacramentorum christi administri suntj et ad excludendos atque admittendos homines

evangelii administratione claves sibi regni cælestis concreditas et commissas habenti

CAPUT XII.

PAPISTIS ET EORUM OBJECTIONIBUS RESPONDETUR.

Qnouuuu igitur satis (ut spero) expositum vobis est, quidnam sacrificium propi

tiens sit, (ut qui ullam notionem christi habent, intelligentiam ex eo et consolationem

capiantaj et gravem immanitatem atque idololatriam missæ papisticæ declamvimus, in

qua sacerdotes sibi sumpserunt oflicium Christi, ut sacrificium propitians pro peccatis

populi facerentg pernecessarium judicoa ut papistarum subtilitatibus et inanitati so

phisticæ respondeam, quibus et eruditos et simplices quoque, sed non satis circum

i spectos, deceperunt.

Locus Pauli ad Hebrasos, quem pro se citant, adversari illis maxime videtur. Ubi

,enim Paulus unumquemque pontificem ait a D00 constitutums ad dona et sacrificia

Deo pro peccatis ofl'erenda, de veteris testamenti, et non de novi, sacerdotibus loquiturz
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qui (sicuti ipse commemorat) vitulos et hircos ofi'erebant, non tamen ejusmodi fueranta

ut illorum oblationibus et sacrificiis populi peccata tollercnt, sed umbræ et figuræ

christi fueranty qui solus agnus Dci est, mundi peccata tollens ltaque papistici

sacerdotesa qui hunc textum sibi applicant, longe contra Pauli sententiam faciunta ad

gravissimam injuriam et offensionem Christi, per quem solum Paulus ait hostiam et

sacrificium pro peccatis totius mundi expletum et absolutum fuisse.

Atque autem ille locus Malachiæ prophetæ adversari illorum sententiæ videtura Mil-i

ubique ofi'erendum nec purum sacrificium et oblationem. Propheta enim hoc loco

nullum verbum de missa aut sacrificio propitianteq a sacerdotibus ofi'erendo, fecerata sed

de oblatione fidelium omnium fubicunque terrarum fuerint) meminit, qui Deo puris

cordibus atque animis sacrificia laudis et gratiarum actionis ofl'erunt; vocationem

gentium praedicens1 et Dei misericordiam in omnes dilatandam monstrans, et illum

declarans futurum Deum non Judaaorum modo, sed omnium nationum ab ortu ad

occasum usquea qui sincera fide illum invocanta et nomen ejus gloria afliciunt.

CAPUT XIII.

RESPONDETUR PATRUM QUORUNDAM AUCTORITATIBUS.

ADVERsARH Christi magnum numerum locorum ex antiquis scriptoribus conge

runt, qui (ut ipsi feruut) missam vel sacram cænam sacrificium vocant. Scd illis

omnibus una responsio satis esse potest, quod non ita. sacrificium vocenta ut peccata

tollat, quæ sola morte Christi delentur; sed quia institutum a christo fuerat, ut

nos in memoriam sacrificii ab illo in cruce facti revocet. Atque hac de causa sacri- Augufiiad

m lum.

ficii nomine notatura quemadmodum Augustinus in epistola ad Bonifacium (a, me E: de Fide ad

. . - - - - . Petrum Diac.

superius citata) et m libro de Fide ad Petrum diaconum (antea quoque a me mducto) ge civitate

ei, Lib. xx.

indicat In libro autem de civitate Dei hæc verba habetz “Sacrificium visibile in- capi

visibilis sacrificii sacramentuma id est, sacrum signum est.”

Idem in Psal. xxi. in praefatione expositionis secundæz “Passio Domini (sicut In Psal.xxi.

scimus) semel facta est; semel enim christus mortuus est. justus pro injustis. Etii. LEW”

scimuss et certum habemusa et fide immobili retinemus, quia ‘ christus resurgcns a mor

tuis jam non moritura et mors ei ultra non dominabiturf verba ista apostoli suntz

tamen ne obliviscamur quod factum est semel, in memoria nostra semel omni anno

sit. Quoties pascha celcbratura numquid toties christus moritur? Sed tum annivcr

saria recordatio quasi repræsentat quod olim factum estj et sic nos facit moneri, tan

quam videamus in cruce pendentem Dominum."

Lombardus autem (e cujus scriptis, tanquam ex equo Trojano, omnis scholasti- Lomb.Lib.

corum turba profiuxit) vere hac in causa judicasse videtur. Dicit enim: “ Illud quod "'Dimn‘u'

ofl'ertur et consecratur a sacerdote. vocatur sacrificium et oblatio, quia memoria est et

repræsentatio veri sacrificii et sanctæ immolationis factæ in ara crucis.”

lit chrysostomus postquam christum sacerdotem nostrum dixisset hostiam nos sumac.“

mundantem obtulisse, nuncque nos eandem ofl'erre; ne quis hoc sermonis genere falle- xviii Hom'

mtur, sensum suum planius exponit, dicens: uPloc autem quod facimuss in comme

morationcm quidem fit ejus quod factum est. ‘Hoc enim facite,’ inquita ‘in meam com

memorationemfn Et cum chrysostomus fusius exposuisscta quod sacerdotes in veteri

lege semper novas offerebant hostias, easque per singulos dies mutabantl quodque a

christianis hoc non fit (qui unum semper sacrificium ofi'erunt) ; ne quis ex his verbis

ofi'endiculi occasionem acciperet, continuo seipsum quasi corrigit, dicens: “Magis

autem recordationem sacrificii operamurgn quasi diceret, quanquam quadam loquendi

formula dicere possemus, nos christum quotidie sacrificare, revera tamen (si proprie

loqui volumus) nullum sacrificium facimus, sed monumentum quoddam et recordati

onem illius sacrificii celebramusa quod ille solus, et præter illum nemo, fecerat Ne

que vero hunc honorem christus ulli creaturæ attribuita ut quisquam illum sacrifi

caret; neque sanctissimæ cænæ sacramentum instituita ut vel populus itemm christum

sacrificaret, vel sacerdotes illum pro populo ofl'errent: sod sanctissima ejus cæna ad

hoc instituta est. ut quisque eam percipiens mortis christi memoriam repeteret, et
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fiduciam sui in illum excitaret, et beneficiorum Christi recordatione se ipse solaretura

atque adeo magnis et frequentibus Deo gratiis agendis seipsum totum illi addiceret.

Itaique hæc Christi institutio persequenda nobis est, ut sacramentum sacerdos

populo administret, et illi ad consolationem suam eo utantur. Haw cænæ celebratio

et perceptio minime a nobis vel cflicitur vel putatur csse hostia pro peccatorum

remissione propitians.

CAPUT XIV.

POPULUS isque AC SACERDOS SACRIFICAT.

HUMILIS et seria pænitentis et fracti cordis confessio, beneficiorum Christi agnitios

perpetua illi et debita gratiarum actio, fiducia et solatium in christo susceptums de

missa atque abjecta sui ipsius prostratio, et obedientia ad illius voluntatem et præcepta

servanda1 a quocunque tandem christiano et pio proficiscatura sacrificium laudis ct

prædicationis est, non minus Deo gratum quam sacrificium sacerdotis omnipotens

enim et justus Dcus, sine iniqua personarum approbationea sacerdotis et popnli, regis

et subjectis heri et servi, viri et fæminag minoris et majoris natu, Angli, ciallis Scotij

Grazci et Latini, Judaei aut alterius gentis barbarm, sacrificia atque hostias ex æquo

respicit, idque pro fiducia et obedientia animis quam quisque in illum habet, per

Josu Christi Servatoris nostri propitians sacrificium

CAPUT XV.

PAPISTICA MlSSA NEQUE SACRIFICIUM PROPITIANS EST NEQUE

GRATIARUM ACTIONIS.

Mlssaa sicuti a sacerdote celebrari soleta neque sacrificium propitians est, neque

laudis aut gratiarum actionis, neque nec accepta aut probatag sed horribilis et detes

tabilis res, de qua Servatoris illud verissime dici poteriti “Quod cclsum est coram

hominibuss id abominandum est coram Deo."

Qui igitur hoc ex antiquis scriptoribus colligunt, missam sacrificium pro peccatis

esse, et a sacerdete quibus ipsc velit accommodari et applicari posse, intolerabiiem

injuriam sanctis patribus afi'erunt, et falso ac maligne illos calumniantur.

CAPUT XVI.

PAPISTICJE MISSE IN PRIMITIVA ECCLESIA NULL/E FUERUNT.

PORTENTOSA hæc monstra in prima et veteri ecclesia nulla fuerant, nec in una

ecclesia multæ tum quotidie missæ fuerant; sed certis quibusdam diebus mensa Domini

proposita est, quam frequentans populus sacram synaxin percipiebat. Nullze tamen

privatæ missæ et quotidianæ fuerant, nbi sacramentum sacerdos solus percipiebatg

quemadmodum etiam ad hodiernum usque diem in Grmcorum ecclesiis observatur, ut

una tantum uno die missa celebretur.

Sancti patres autem tam impios et diros abusus cænæ dominicæ suis temporibus

non tolerassent.

Privatarum missarum origo nuper in ecclesia germinavit, partim rudium atque

imperitorum monachorum et fraterculorum ignorantia ac superstitione, (qui cum igno

rarent quid sacrificium esset, missam, ut sacrificium propitians esset, et peccata ac

pcenas peccatis debitas relaxareta efiinxeruntai præcipue autem quazstu, quem sacerdotes

vendendis missis invenerantg ex quo tanta vis missarum in ecclesiam invecta est, ut

quotidie iniinitæ pene dicerentur, et nullus sacerdos de alterius sacerdotis manu sacra-

mentum perciperet, neglccto interim saluberrimo et sanctissime concilio Nicene (ubi

statuebatur, quo loco sacerdotesa et quo diaconi in synaxi collocarentur), et apostolorum

etiam canonibusa ubi prsecipitura ut in synaxi celebranda sacerdotes omnes ad eam

percipiendam convenient, vel anathema sint. Adeo a veteribus improbatum est, ut

sacramentum quis solus percipiat.

Cum igitur sancti patres comam Domini sacrificium appellabantv sacrificium laudis ct
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gratiarum actionis esse intelligebantg qua ratione non minus populus quam sacerdos

sacrificium faciebatz vel etiam monumentum quoddam veri et propitiantis sacrificii

christi esse volueruntg sed longissime ab eo aberantq ut id pro peccatis sacrificium

facerento et viventibus ac mortuis, sacerdotis arbitrioa applicabile putarent.

Sacerdos verba Christi et sacramenta omnibus administrare tum bonis tum malis

poteritg sed beneficium Christi ulli applicare provcctæ ætatis ct sapientiae non poterit,

sed pii omnes sibi ipsis sua ipsorum fide hoc applicant. Quivis enim rationis judicio

praaditus, aut vera ct vitali fide, (quaa per caritatem efficiens est,) Christi beneficium

assequitur, aut impietate et simulata fide illud abjicit.

Atque hæc scripturamm doctrina impia papistarum inventaa extremis hisce tem

poribus ab illis excogitata, prorsus dmmnat, qui purgatorium ad animas post mortem

excamiticandas commiuiscebantura et missarum oblationes per sacerdotes habitas ad

omnes hos cruciatus minuendos et tollendos aflinxerunt, aliaque hujus generis lethalia

venena rudi et imperitæ multitudini pro veris et salutaribus medicinis vendiderunt.

CAPUT XVII.

CAUSE ET RATIONES QUIBUS PAPISTICIE MISS/E IN ECCLESIAM DEI

8E INSINUARUNT.

CUM natura humana semper ad idololatriam inclinata fuerita et papistæ omnibus

opibus et viribus elaboraruut, ut non modo ad suam utilitatem missam defenderent,

verum etiam omni laudatione eveherentg et populus superstitioso quodam animi ardore

in missam, quasi in omnium malorum præsens remediuma ferreturg et magna pars

principum fpapisticæ doctrinæ auctoritate occtecataa quietis amansa seripturæ non

intelligeus, et papisticorum sacerdotum populique superstitiosi offensionem declinans)

antichristo Romano subjecta fueritg minime admirandum est, rerum statu hoc loco

posito, si magni abusus in ecclesia non modo adoleverint, verum etiam ad immensi

tatem quandam excreverint.l inani superstitione et idololatria pro sanctitate et pietate

habitaa et multis odiosis in ecclesiam sine auctoritate christi inductis.

Nam purgatorium, oblationem et sacrificium Christi per sacerdotem solum factum, mum,“

definitam ejusdem pro arbitrio sacerdotis applicationema non modo ad quoscunque vel familiarum

superstites vel vita defunctos, verum etiam ad abusus permultos, ad quosdam e pur

gatorio liberandos, quosdam ex inferno eripiendos (nisi certa et constituta Dei sen

tentia supplicio perpetuo addicti essent), ad cælum vel serenum vel pluvium effici

endum, ad pestes et alias ægrotationes ab hominibus et feris depellendas, ad sanctitate

et salute afiiciendos illosa qui Hierosolymam, qui Romam, qui Compostellam et cetera.

loca. superstitionis causa adeunta ad tempestates et tonitrua propulsanda, ad pericula

et discrimina maris imminentiaa ad pecudum contagia, ad animi angores, ad omnia

aiilictionum et perturbationum genera minuendaa invexerunt.

Missam denique ipsam longe supra mortem Christi extollunt, multa nobis per illam

pollicentesy quæ morte christi nobis non promittebantun Hujus generis haec exempla

suntz quo quis die missam audit, victus et pastus satis eo die suppeditabitura nullis

necessariis rebus egebits nullam itineris moram aut impedimentum accipiet, oculorum

aciem non amitteta repentina morte non occumbetj nullo senio missæ tempore con

ficietura nulli mali spiritus illi infesti esse possunta quantumvis sceleratus fnerit,

quamdiu in sacramentum oculos defixos habuerit. Has deliras atque impias supersti

tiones papistæ callidissimo artificio recens excogitarunt, quæ primæ ac fiorenti ecclesiæ

nunquam cognitæ fueraut.

CAPUT XVIII.

quar srr moms ECCLESIA SEQUENDA.

Anvmzsus evangelii professores pleno ore exclamant et vociferantury illos ab ecclesia

dissentireg cupientes omni studio, ut ecclesiæ suæ exemplum sequantur. Quod illi

lubenter (scio) facerent, si papistæ primam et apostolicum ecclesiam sequerentur, quæ

purissima atque incorruptissima omnium fuit. Sed papistæ ab usu et exemplo primæ

ecclesiæ longissime desciverunty et nova commenta architectati sunt: et cum ipsi primam

o
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ecclæiam ducem sequi nolint, alios tamen vellent suam ecclesiam sequi, inventa sua

constitutionibus apostolorum longe præferentes.

Nunc autem Deo Patri gratiae nobis etiam atque etiam agenda; sunt, quod ea sacræ

cænæ mtiov quæ hoc in regno christianis omnibus proposita est, cum institutione Christi,

cum Pauli, et primæ ac apostolicæ ecclesiæ auctoritatea cum recta fiducia de sacrificio

Christi, in cruce pro redemptione nostra factoy cum vera doctrina salutiso justificationis,

et remissionis omnium peccatorum nostrorum, per unicum illud sacrificium exhibitae,

consentiat.

OPERIS CONCLUSIO.

p Qun) restat aliud, nisi ut omnes hæc æquis animis accipiant, ea omni studio com

plectanturs mæstis animis pristinam ignorantiam defleant, scelerum ac malefactorum

suorum pcenitentia ducanturj ad meliorem vitæ modum se convertant, sese totos D00

tradunta omne vitæ tempus in obedientia et custodia mandatorum ejus transmittant,

et sanctissimam caenam, quam Dominus et Scrvator christus apparavity frequentcntf

Qua. in cænas quemadmodum corpore verum panem ct vinum percipimusa ita spiritu

vero corpore et sanguine Servatoris et Redemptoris nostri Jesu Christi alimura memoria

mortis ejus colenda, gratiis de beneficentia tam illustri agendis, nullo pro peccatis

sacrificio a sacerdotibus requircndo, fiducia in solo christi sacrificio collocanda. christus

enim non modo summus Pontifex, verum etiam Agnus Dei ad peccata mundi

tollendaa ante mundum conditum præparatuss seipsum semel obtulit, ut per

petuum esset apud Patrem sacrificium ad odorem suavitatisa atque

mundi universi redemptionem per illud exsolveret. Hic ante nos

cælos penetravita ad dexteram Patris patronus, dcfensor, et

intercessor pro nobis sedctz ibi loca et sedes pro om

nibus vitalibus corporis sui membris przeparavita

ut in gloria Patris cælestis ad omnem ævi

aeternitatem regnent. Cui cum Patre

et Spiritu sancto sit omnis

honos, gloriaa laudatio, ad

omnem scculorum

infinitabem.

Amen.
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