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TO THE IVDICIOVS AND LEARNED PROTESTANT.
[Page]
[Page]
LEARNED MEN,

This Treatiſe vvas for you chi­efly firſt vnderta­ken. The Ground-vvorke, vvhereupon the Syſtema, or Frame thereof is built, is a mixture of Philoſophy, and Schoole-diuinity: Points, vvith [Page] reference to the more igno­rant Protestant, being (as the Schoole-Dialect is) extra ſphaeram Actiuitatis; that is, beyond the limited apprehē ­ſion of their shallovv & nar­rovv conceits. It is but ſmall (you ſee) in Quantity; but I hope, it vvill hould out in vveight. The ſubiect of it, is vnuſuall, and (to my knovv­ledge) heertofore ex profeſso, not much vvalked in, or tra­cted. It is alſo (no doubt) nauſeous, and diſpleaſing to you; ſeeing it attempteth to prooue, that your Religion is in it ſelfe a meere Non-En­tity; Its Being conſiſting in a Not-being, and Eſſence, in [Page] vvant of Eſsence. That Reli­giō of yours, I meane, vvhich at this day hath inuaded ſeue­rall parts in Europe; vvhoſe high flight is mantained only vvith the vvings of certayne Princes, & Commonvvealths povver and greatnes; vvhich violently carries (vvhere it reignes) all things before it, vvith the impetuous ſtreame of its ovvne torrent: briefly to vvhich for our not yielding obedience in our ovvne Coū ­try, ſo great & heauy mulcts and preſſures are impoſed vpō Recuſants: though euen in al Iuſtice, the paying of Nothing is a ſufficient penalty, for the not profeſſing, of vvhat is [Page] Nothing. I confeſſe it is pain­full to diſcourſe vvell of No­thing; as it is difficult to run a diuiſion of knovvledge, vpon the ground of ignorance. Neuer­theles, ſince your ovvne lear­ning vvill force you to giue aſſent to thoſe Theorems of Diuinity and Philoſophy, vpō the Arch vvherof, the vveight of the vvhole Treatiſe reſteth; I am not vvholy in deſpayre, but that at the cloſure of all, your morning & more retired thoughts (as being voyded of preiudice) may perhaps en­tertaine it vvith a more indif­ferent, and impartiall Cen­ſure. If you heere demand, hovv can this great Attempt [Page] of mine be performed, (for great in your Iudgements, it muſt yet needs be thought) in shevving, that Proteſtancy is in its ovvne Nature, a Non-Entity, & that, its All, is No­thing, as not hauing any rea­lity of Being to ſupport it to this I anſvvere, (omitting other reaſons heerafter inſi­ſted vpon) that ſince Prote­ſtancy conſiſteth only in the denyalls and Priuations of Af­firmatiue points of our Chri­ſtian, and Romane Fayth; (vvhich denyalls and Priuati­ons in their ovvne nature are Irreall, as heerafter vvill be euicted) that therefore it is vvholy diſueſted of all true [Page] Subſiſtence, or Being. For vvho obſerueth not, that Proteſtan­cy is a Religion, reſting more in denyalls of Truths, then in defence of Poſitiue, and formall Errours? The veyle vnder vvhich Proteſtācy maſ­ked it ſelfe vvhen it firſt en­tred vpon the ſtage, vvas the outvvard apparence of a gra­tefull Reformation; vvhich vvord of Reformation, is by them vſed, as in oppoſition to a precedent Corruption; from vvhich the Proteſtants pro­feſſe to reſcue and deliuer the Church of God. Which Cor­ruption (they ſay) vvas firſt brought in by the Bishop of Rome,Sy­mon de Voron in his diſ­courſe v­pon the Catalo­gue of Doctours. Epiſt. to the Rea­der. VVho ouervvhelmed [Page]the vvhole vvorld in the dreggs of Antichriſtian filthynes, abo­minable Superſtitions, & Tra­ditions &c. Thus did the firſt Proteſtants thinke good, to cloath their naked Religion in the fayre attire of a preſu­med Reformation; vvhich Re­formation conſiſteth onely in an vtter ſubuerting, and de­ſtroying of moſt of our Affir­matiue Catholike Articles of fayth; and in lieu of them in introducing the Negatiues: ſo as by this proceeding the Pro­teſtants may be ſaid (to ſpeake alluſiuely) to trench ouer, neere vpon Gods Omnipotēcy, in attempting to exerciſe the tvvo Acts of Creation & Anni­hilation, [Page] peculiar to his diuine Maieſty: for their ovvne Pro­teſtant faith (as grounded on­ly vpon Negatiues, and Pri­uations) they haue dravvne out of an Abyſſe, and Infor­mity of Nothing: and our Po­ſitiue and Affirmatiue Catho­like fayth they labour (vvhat they can) by ſuch their moli­tions, to reduce to Nothing. And although the Proteſtants doe endeauour to enamell & guilde ouer their Negatiue fayth, vvith many detorted & miſapplyed Texts of Sacred Writ, by the help of the Pri­uate reuealing Spirit (their Oe­dipus,) that ſo it may appeare glorious in an erring eye: ne­uertheles [Page] certaine it is, that after ſuch teſtimonies are tru­ly ballanced and vveighed by the Authority of the vvhole Church of God; all ſuch fa­ding ſplendour of Proteſtan­cy doth but reſemble the light of a Glovv-vvorme, vvhich, the neerer one comes to it, the leſſer it appeares, til in the end it vvholy vanisheth a­vvay. But ſeeing, a short Pre­face beſt ſorteth to a short diſcourſe, I vvill heer ſtay my Penn; remitting the learned Reader to the diligent & im­partiall peruſall of theſe enſu­ing Leaues; & aſſuring him, that it impugneth the light of Reaſon (ſince God and No­thing [Page] are incompatible) that he, vvhome the Philoſophers for his greater Perfection of Eſſence, ſtyle, Ens Entium, should be truly honoured vvith a Religion, vvhich is, a Non-Ens.
Your in Chriſt Ieſus W. B.
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CERTAINE PROLEGOMENA: Of which the first is, That in all poſi­tiue and affirmatiue points of faith, the Proteſtants doe agree with the Catholikes; the Proteſtants bor­rowing the ſaid affirmatiue points from the Church of Rome. CHAP. I.
[Page]
LEarned Reader. For the better facilitating of this my aſſumed taske and labour, & for the more eaſy playning the way to the enſu­ing diſcourſe, I am firſt heere to prefixe certayne Prolegomena (as I may call them) or Prefaces: The firſt whereof is to ſhew, that the Proteſtants in all affirmatiue arti­cles of fayth, houlden by them at [Page] this day, doe agree with the Ro­mane Catholike Church. The ſe­cond; that in ſuch points of fayth, wherein the Proteſtants do diſſent from the Romane Church; all the ſaid points ſo defended by the Pro­teſtants, are meerely Negations of the contrary affirmatiue Articles, belieued by the Catholikes. In this Chapter I will intreate of the firſt part; ſepoſing the chapter fol­lowing for the ſecond. And accor­ding to this my aſſertion, we find, that the Proteſtants do belieue af­firmatiuely with vs; that there is One God, and three Perſons; that, the ſecond Perſon was incarnated, and ſuffered death vpon the Croſſe, for the expiation of the ſins of the world; that there are two Sacraments, to wit, Baptiſme, and the Eucharist; that there are certaine Canonicall diuine writinges, commonly called the Holy [Page]Scriptures: & finally they belieue with vs Catholikes, the Apoſtles Creed. All which points (ſo needy and begging is Noueliſme in faith for its own ſupporting) the Prote­ſtants do freely acknowledge, that they borrow & receaue from our Catholike and Romane Church. For thus doth D. VVhitaker con­feſſe of this point:D. VVhitak. de Eccleſ. pag. 369. The Papists haue the Scripture and Baptiſme &c. and theſe came to vs from them. With whome agreeth heerein D. Doue, ſaying:Doue in his per­ſuaſiō to Engliſh Recuſants pag. 23.. VVee should the Creed of the Apoſtles, of Athanaſius, of Nice, of Epheſus, of Constantinople, and the ſame Bible, which we receaued from them. But Luther with full con­ſent herto more amply diſcourſeth of this point, thus acknowledging:Luth. l. contra A­nabaptist. VVe confeſse, that there is vnder the Papacy moſt of the Christian good, yea rather all the Chriſtian good, and [Page]that from thence it came to vs. Verily we confeſſe, there is in the Papacy true Scripture, true Baptiſme, the true Sa­crament of the Altar, the true keyes to the remiſsion of ſinnes, the true office of preaching, true Catechiſme &c. I ſay further, there is in the Papacy true Chriſtianity, or rather the true kernell of Christianity. Thus Lu­ther. Now from theſe liberall (yet moſt true) confeſſions of our ad­uerſaries, this ineuitable reſultan­cy riſeth, to wit; that the Prote­ſtants, though they belieue theſe former affirmatiue Articles, (and perhaps ſome few others) with the Catholikes, yet for ſuch their be­liefe of thē, they are not, nor can be truly reputed Proteſtants, but on­ly Chriſtians in generall, or rather Catholikes (& this but  [...], or at moſt but Analogically) ſince they borrow their beliefe of the [Page] ſayd affirmatiue Articles from our Catholicke Church (as is aboue confeſſed) and therfore Protestan­cy doth not reſt in the beliefe of the ſayd affirmatiue dogmaticall points. From hence then we may conclude, that the reduplicatiue for­mality, or ratio formalis, as I may ſay with the Shoolemen, of Pro­teſtancy, only conſiſteth in the de­nyall and reprouall of the particu­lar affirmatiue Articles, in which it differeth at this day from the Church of Rome, as heereafter wilbe proued; and that a Proteſtāt (quatenus a Proteſtant) is not, as he belieueth theſe former affirmatiue Articles; but as he belieueth not other affirmatiue points, belieued heertofore, & now by the Church of Rome. And according heerto, Philoſophy teacheth, that this par­ticle quatenus, or the reduplicatiue [Page]formality, euer falleth vpon the differentia, and not vpon the genus.
I will exemplify this point in other innouations of doctrine. Io­uinian taught (as S. Hiero­me lib. 1. & 2. con­tra Iouin. Hierome &de hae­reſib. cap. 82. S. Auguſtine do witneſſe,) That virginity was not to be preferred be­fore wedlocke; that, fasting was not meritorious; that, a man once ha­uing true fayth could not ſinne (all good Proteſtancy at this day. Io­uinian in all other affirmatiue points agreed with the then Church of Rome, but diſſented from it onely in theſe Negatiues. Now Iouinianiſ­me truly reſteth only in the defen­ce of theſe its Negatiue Poſitions, and not as it agreeth with the then Church of Rome, in other affir­matiue points. And his followers were called Iouiniani, only by rea­ſon of their defence of the ſaid Ne­gations, and not otherwiſe. Againe [Page] Manichaeus did only deny freewill in man (asLib. de hoereſ. cap. 46. S. Auguſtine recordeth) and cōparted with the then known Church of Chriſt in all other affir­matiue points; and accordingly his Sect was called Manichiſme, not in that it agreed with the then Ca­tholike Church in other affirma­tiue poſitions taught by the ſayd Church; but only by reaſon the authour thereof denyed the afore­ſayd Affirmatiue Article of freewill. In like ſort Browniſme reſteth on­ly in the denyall of ſuch points, wherein the Browniſts diſſent frō the Proteſtants, and not in their conformity with the Proteſtants, or Catholickes in any affirmatiue points. Now to apply this to our preſent purpoſe; the obiectum adae­quatum (to ſpeake in the Philoſo­phers idiome) of Protestancy, is only the denial of ſuch affirmatiue Catho­like [Page] points, wherin Protestācy diffe­reth at this day frō the Church of Rome; & not in its beliefe of thoſe few affirmatiue Articles, wherein the Proteſtants as yet agree with the ſayd Church. According heer­to, it did fall out, that in the firſt infancy of the late appearing faith of Proteſtants, the firſt ſtampers thereof at their publike meeting volūtarily, for their better diſtin­guiſhing of themſelues from the Catholikes, impoſed to themſel­ues the name of Proteſtants, and to their fayth the title of Proteſtancy: implying, by that word, that they proteſted themſelues abſolutely to deny ſuch & ſuch affirmatiue points of fayth, which the Church of Rome at that tyme (& euer afore) maintaines and affirmes. For if we reſpect thoſe few doctrines, wher­in they did agree with the Church [Page] of Rome, the Proteſtants had no reaſon to vſe any ſuch terme of di­ſtinguishment, ſeeing both ſides did belieue the ſame Articles. Therefore of neceſſity the word Protestancy (as ſeruing for a chara­cter, or ſignature of its ſeparation from our Catholike fayth) is to be reſtrayned to ſuch points, wherin the Proteſtants by their denyall of them, then diſſented from the Church of Rome. But by this we may ſee, how loath is Nouelliſme in doctrine to impath it ſelfe in the beaten tract of Reuerend Antiqui­ty, or to runne in the accuſtomed known channel, wherin the ſtream of Chriſtian Religiō in former ty­mes had its courſe. And thus far of this point; the concluſion be­ing, that Protestancy (as Protestan­cy) only conſiſteth in denyall of ſuch af­firmatiue points, which the Church of[Page]Rome affirmes to be true; & not in be­lieuing with the ſayd Church certayne chiefe points of Christianity aboue ex­preſſed.


THE II. PROLEGOMENON. In ſuch points of fayth, wherein Prote­ſtancy diſſenteth from the Romane Church, al the ſaid points are meer­ly Negations to the contrary af­firmatiue Articles, belieued by the Church of Rome. CHAP. II.
MY ſecond Prolegomenon is, to demonſtrate, by gradation, how the Proteſtāts, as aboue is in­timated, haue reformed (or if you will, refined) their Religion in ſe­uerall points of Fayth; and this only by pure Negatiues to the Ca­tholikes contrary Affirmatiue Aſ­ſertions of them.
[Page]
Thus did the Proteſtants refor­me our ſuppoſed errors, with their owne true and reall errors; ſo theLuc. 18. Phariſy reproued the Publicans ſinne, with farre greater ſinne. But to diſſect the particulers, Luther (the Prodromus of theſe calamitous tymes) was firſt an acknowledged Catholike Prieſt, as himſelfeSo witneſ­ſeth Sley­dan in li, 16. fol. 232. writeth. This man firſt begun his Reformation with a mincing heſita­tion & trepidatiō of iudgment, & buſied himſelf only with the denial of Pardons; but by litle & little ta­king greater courage, he next pro­ceedeth to the denyall ofLuther in captiuit. Babilon. tom. 2. fol. 63. Papall Iuriſdiction, and Luth. de votis Monasti [...]is in tom. 2. Wittem­berg. Monaſticall ſtate & profeſsiō. And being once fleshed in his profeſſion, he (daily more & more ſharpining his cenſuring raſour) cut of at one blow,Luth. tom. 2. fol. 63. foure Sacraments. He finally concluded with the denyall of theLuth. de abrogā ­da miſsa priuata. in tom. 2. fol. 244. Maſſe & [Page] Priesthood, of ſeueral parts ofLuth praefat. in epist. Ia­cob. & vi­de Bulling vpon the Apoca­lips en­gliſhed, cap. 1. Ca­nonicall Scripture, Luth. de ſeruo arbitrio in tom. 2. fol. 424. of freewill, & of Iustification of workes. Thus far proceeded Luther. And that the denyall of theſe former points did not happen at one time but by de­grees, appeareth in that the further he proceeded in this his denyal of Catholicke Articles, the more he reputed himſelfe reformed; and in his later writinges he intreateth pardon of his reader for his preſu­med defect in his former writings, he thus excuſing himſelfe. The tom. 1. Wittēb. in praefat. & tom. 2. fol. 63. Reader may find how many, and how great things, I humbly granted to the Pope in my former writings, which in my later, & theſe times I hold for grea­test blaſphemy and abomination: ther­fore, pious Reader, thou must pardon me this errour. O ſee, how pride of iud­gement (the Hypoſtaſis of hereſy) masketh it ſelfe vnder the bor­rowed [Page] veile of religious zeale.
From Luthers loines immediat­ly deſcended Zuinglius, Bullinger, Bucer, and ſome others. But theſe vngrateful and diſobedient Impes did not reſt ſatisfied with their Fa­thers reformation, but retayning it for good, as far as it went, procee­ded much further in their Negatiōs of the Articles of the Roman Re­ligion: ſince they denyed the Reall Zuin­glius tom. 2. fol. 375. & 416. Preſence, denyed Zuing. tom. 2. fol. 378. Purgatory, and praying for the dead, denyed Vide Luth. in ep. ad Georgiū Spalati­num. praying to Saints, denyed See Whitgifts defence in the e­xamina­tion of places. fol. penul. the vſe of Images, & finally denyed Lib. intituled agaynſt Symboliſ. part. 1. c. 2. Sect. 30 croſsing of ones ſelfe. Thus farre theſe men made their progreſſe in their Ne­gatiue Religion; who conſpired with their Father (through their deſire euer of further reformation) by excepting in their later wri­tings againſt their former, as not beingSee Zuingl. to. 2. fol. 202. & vide Bucer. Script. An­glicana pag. 680. Negatiue inough: and yet [Page] we are taught by the abortiue A­poſtle, (1. Cor 5.) that, modicum fermentum totam maſsā corrupit. Bu [...] to proceed higher; for as yet the Scene of a Negatiue Reformatio lea­ueth not the Stage. Frō theſe for­mer men, did ſpring Caluin, Beza, the Puritans of England, Scotland, & Geneua; which men, as being pre­ſumed to be wholy ſpiritualized, and as it were obſeſt with the ho­ly Ghost (ſuch is the pride of No­ueliſme) made a farre more refyned and ſublimated Reformation (and all by Negatiues) then their Pre­deceſſours had done. For almoſt all the other Affirmatiue Catholi­ke Articles paſſed vnder the fyle of their diſlike. And therewith they wholy denied the ſaid articles▪ The chiefe articles denied by theſe Enthyſiaſts (to omit diuers of them for breuity) are theſe following,D. Wil­let, in his ſpeciall booke entituled: Lymbo­mastix, & moſt Pu­ritanes. [Page] Chriſts deſcending into hell: the Head­ſhip of the Church to reſide in one alone: Deny­ed by Be­za, Caluin Knox, in whole Treatiſes. vniuerſality of grace, Vide the Sur­uey of the Booke of common Prayer. the power of prieſt-hood to remit ſinnes, denied by Caluin as appea­reth by Schluſſēb. in Theo­log. Cal­uiniſt. lib. 1. fol. 60. and by D Willet in Sy­nopſis. pag. 432. Bap­tiſme by lay perſons in tyme of neceſ­ſity, Con [...]l in his e­xamen pag 63. 64. Ceremonies, and Vide Whitgifts defence, pag. 259. Church apparell &c. But the denyall of Be­za ſhall ſerue as a Chorus, to the former particuler denyalls; who ta­king (as it ſhould ſeeme) a wanton complacency, in repeating the word, I deny, thus writeth.See Du­raeus in cō ­fut. reſpōſ. VVhitaker. ad decem rationes. Camp. rat. 10. I deny that God can make Christs body to be preſent in the Euchariſt, I deny ſea­uen Sacnaments, I deny grace to be gi­uen by Sacraments, I deny freewill in man, I deny good workes, I deny praier for the dead, I deny Christ to be borne of a Virgin, I deny that he deſcended into hell, I deny the Communion of Saints, I deny the forgiueneſſe of ſins. Thus Beza. To whoſe denyalls, I will make bold to add one more: [Page] to wit: I deny, that Beza, houlding theſe Negations, can be ſaued. And thus theſe former Men, who as afore did Luther, Zuinglius, and Bu­cer, much vaunt of their proficiē ­cy in this their negatiue control­ling of the Romane Church: for Caluin being expoſtulated by ſome how endles he and his ſect were in going out from their former pro­ceedings, thus ſalueth the point:Caluin. lib. de ſcā ­dal. extant in Tractat. Theolog. They do, as if a man ſhould accuſe vs, that at the firſt breaking of day, we ſee not yet the Sunne, ſhining at noone day.
But what? Is not Protestancy come yet to its  [...], and perfecti­on of its negatiue Reformation by all the former Proteſtants? No veri­ly. For the Proteſtants Reformatiō, in regard it is neuer at an end, is like herein to Eternity, which is e­uer ſpending it ſelfe, and yet ne­uer [Page] leſſens. For in this next place ſtep in the Browniſts, and the An­ti-trinitarians, both of them chal­lenging to themſelues a new Refor­mation, euen in the Negatiue part. Thus do the Brownists, for exāple, deny theBar­rowes booke in his diſ­courſe a­gaynſt V­niuerſi­ties. Lords prayer, andSee Halls A­pology, ſect 30. agaynſt the Brow­niſts. Ba­ptiſme of Infants, which they ſay, is the markeIn Hals deſcript. to the Se­parat. be­fore the Epiſtle dedicato­ry. of the Beaſt. They alſo deny ourHall vbi ſupra. materiall Churches, &Bar­rows vbi ſupra. Vniuerſities.
To conclude with the Anti-tri­nitarians, they yet vrging a fur­ther Negatiue Reformation, do heer­vpon deny the bleſſed Trinity, and diuinity of Christ; condemning the Catholike Article of the Trinity for the most notable relique, or brand of all Romiſh corruption: for thus M. Hooker writeth hereof:M. Hooker in his Ec­cleſiaſti­call poli­cy lib. 4. pag. 18 [...]. The A­rians in the reformed Churches of Po­land, thinke the very beliefe of the Trinity, to be a part of Antichristian[Page]corruption &c. Hitherto of the Pro­teſtants Reformations of the Catho­like and Romane fayth, and all this by meere Negatiues: I meane Negatiues to the Affirmatiue cōtra­ry Articles taught by the Church of Rome; from whence we may well inferre, that the fayth of a Proteſtant in regard of ſuch his Ne­gatiue Religion, is a meere waſt, & deuaſtation of all true fayth, and that his beliefe conſiſteth only in not belieuing.
Now that the Iudicious Reader may more fully and intenſly ob­ſerue, how many Articles of our Catholike Religion the Proteſtāt denyeth, I will heere amaſſe the chiefeſt of them together, though moſt of them haue beene aboue expreſſed, that ſo the Reader may haue a full Synopſis or ſight of them all at once. The Proteſtant then [Page] denyeth the Reall preſence, the bleſſed Sacrifice of the Maſſe, the viſibility of the Church, the Churches freedome from errour, the ſucceſsion of Paſtors, vniuerſality of grace, freewill, praier to Saints, Purgatory, prayer for the dead, Pilgrimages, diuers parts of Canonicall Scripture, Papall Iuriſdi­ction of Biſhops, power of Prieſt-hood to remit ſinnes, Monasticall life, vowed chastity, ſingle life of priests, preſ­cript fasting-dayes, the Grace and Ne­ceſsity of Baptiſme, fiue Sacraments, Christs deſcending into Hell, beſides ſome others. So wholly negatiue are the Proteſtants in all the Articles controuerted at this day, between them and the Church of Rome. Neither can our Aduerſaries re­ply, that they hould diuers Affir­matiue points, ventilated at this day betweene vs and them, we re­tayning the Negatiues; as for exā ­ple: [Page] Parity of Miniſters, Mariage of Priests, and other Votaries, Reproba­tion, Chriſts only Mediatorſhip by way of interceſsion, Christs ſuffering in ſoule &c. To this I anſwere, that theſe poynts are Affirmatiue in words, but meerly negatiue in ſenſe, (like ſome drugs, which are plea­ſant in the taſt, but dangerous in the operation) ſince they are nega­tiues, to the Monarchy of the Churches gouernment, to vowed chaſtity, to V­niuerſality of Grace, to the interceſsi­on of Saints, and to the all-ſufficiency of Christs corporall death: all which our Catholike points are Affirma­tiue. Such is the ſubtility of Inno­uatiō in doctrine, as to inueſt their Negatiue Tenets in Affirmatiue Ti­tles, that thereby they may ſeeme more ſpecious & regardable. And thus farre concerning the foreſaid Prolegomena.


That the Protestants haue often cor­rected and reformed their Tranſla­tions of the Bible, and the Liturgy or Common-booke of prayer, in fa­uour of their Negatiue Religion; euery later excepting agaynſt the former, as corrupt and impure. CHAP. III.
[Page]
I Will ſubnect to the former Prolegomena, this paſſage follo­wing; which is to ſhew, that after our Proteſtants had newly moul­ded their Religion by their pure-impure negatiues; then inſtantly their next labour was to make new Tranſlations of the Holy Scrip­ture, and to reforme their publike Liturgy, or booke of Common prayer, according to their afore choſen negatiue Religion. And as [Page] the Proteſtants at ſeuerall times more & more reformed their Re­ligion by increaſe of Negatiues; ſo they alſo at the ſaid ſeuerall tymes made new Tranſlations of the Bible, and ſet forth new bookes of Common-Prayer, euer ſor­table to their laſt negatiue Reforma­tion. Thus we ſee, how this cenſu­ring and reforming humour is the very eye, comportment, and car­riage of Protestancy. From which courſe of theirs the iudicious Rea­der may obſerue the prepoſterous method taken by the Proteſtants heerein. For whereas themſelues do teach, that fayth and Religion is to be extracted out of the true & infallible ſenſe of the Scripture (& conſequently that their iudge­ments in the Scripture) ought to be knowne, & to precede in tyme before faith, yet with thē the faith [Page] was firſt eſtabliſhed, and then the Scripture was after by their Trāſla­tions, ſquared to their fayth. Thus with them it fell out, that the Scri­pture was true in ſuch, and ſuch a poynt, becauſe it confirmed by their tranſlation, their new aſſu­med negatiue fayth; and not that their fayth was true, becauſe it was conſonant to the Scripture, before it was ſo tranſlated by them: ſo making their fayth the ſquare of the Scripture, and not the Scrip­ture the ſquare of their fayth. But to come firſt to the ſeuerall Tran­ſlations of Scripture, the later euer condemning the former, as not ſufficiently tranſlated in full de­fence of their negatiue Poſitions. And firſt Luther trāſlated the Scri­pture preſently after his open re­uolt and Apoſtaſy. This transla­tion was as the firſt much admired [Page] (ſo blazing ſtarres at their firſt ap­pearance, are much gazed vpon) yet becauſe it warranted many af­firmatiue Articles of our Catholike fayth, neuer denyed by Luther, therefore Zwinglius doth in great acerbity of words traduce him for ſuch his Translation, thus inuei­ghing againſt him:Zwin­gl. tom. 2. ad Luther. lib. de Sa­cram. pag. 412. 413. Thou, Lu­ther, dost corrupt the word of God, thou art ſeene to be a manifest corrup­ter and peruerter of the holy Scriptu­res. Now by reaſon of Luthers pre­ſumed falſe Translation, a new Translation was after ſet forth by the Deuines of Baſill; which trās­lation was neuertheles wholly cō ­demned by Caluin & Beza (as not fauouring inough their negatiue Fayth) for thus Beza writeth ther­of:Beza in reſp. ad defenſ. & reſponſ. Castal. The Baſill Tranſlation is in many places wicked, and altogeather different from the mynd of the Holy [Page]Ghost. Heerupon a third tranſla­tion of the Scripture was made by Caluin and Beza, wholy preſumed to be according to the holy Ghoſt; yet it is found ſo defectiue & im­pure, that Molinaeus (a learned Pro­tant) putteth vpon it this Theta, or marke of cōdemnation:Molin. in ſua Trā ­slat. No­ui Teſtam. Part. 12. fol, 110. Cal­uin in his Harmony maketh the text of the Goſpell to leape vp and downe; he vſeth violence to the letter of the Goſ­pell; and beſides, he addeth to the text. The ſame Proteſtant thus alſo a­uerreth of Beza; Ibid. part. 20. 30. 40. &c. Beza actually changeth the Text. And thereupon inſtāceth in diuers of Beza his cor­ruptions. But Caſtalio (the remar­keable Proteſtant) is not afrayd to reprehend Beza his Translation in this full manner:In de­fenſ. Trā ­slat pag. 170. To note the errours of that  [...]ranſlation, would re­quire a great volume. Finally Casta­lio himſelf compoſed a translatiō, [Page] yet ſo defectiue and impure, that Beza (by way of recrimination) condemneth it (to vſe Beza his owne words)Beza in Teſtam in praefat. & in Annot. in Math 3. in 1. Cor. 1. &c. as Sacrilegious, wic­ked, and Ethnicall. And thus much for ſome taſt and delibation of our forayne Proteſtants Translations of the Scripture; ech later transla­tion accuſing the former for im­perfect and impure, as not being Negatiue inough in behalf of their Negatiue Religion: ſo certayne it is that the very pulſe, life, and energy of Protestancy are meere Negations.
But before we end this poynt, we will caſt our eye vpon our Engliſh Translations of the Bible, and ſee what entertaynement they find at the hands of other more refor­med and Negatiue Proteſtants: for though diuers English translatiōs haue beene made of the Bible (the later euer condēning the former, [Page] for not being reformed or negatiue inough; yet the Puritans (whoſe grace chiefly reſteth in diſgracing their Predeceſſours, and who are moſt deuoted to this negatiue faith) condemne all the ſayd translati­ons, as falſe and impure. For Car­leile (the Puritan) thus cenſureth them:Car­leile, that Chriſt deſcēded. not into Hell pag. 116. 117. 118. & ſequent. The Engliſh Tranſlations haue depraued the ſenſe, obſcured the Truth, and deceaued the ignorant; & in many places, they do detort the Scri­pture from it right ſenſe And other Engliſh Puritanes do vomit out their iudgement of the Engliſh translation in theſe wordes:Abrid g [...]ment of the booke giuen to his Maie­ſty, by the Miniſters of Lin­colne Dioceſse. A Tranſlation, that taketh away from the Text, that addeth to the text, and that ſometymes to the changing and obſcuring of the meaning of the Holy Ghoſt. And heerupon they ſollici­ted the late King for a new tran­on, which was granted to them, [Page] and after publiſhed by authority. But how can we reſt aſſured, that they wil vnchangeably ſatisfy thē ­ſelues with this laſt translation, & will not in tyme be as earneſt for another? Now, let vs deſcend to their often alteration of their pu­blike Prayer-booke, made by the aduice of Crammer, Peter Martyr, and Bucer; and as the Statute ſaythIn the ſtatuts of 2. 3 E­dward 6. cap. 1. made by the ayde of the holy Ghost. This prayer-booke retayned di­uers Affirmatiue points of the Ro­mane and Catholike Religion: for itAll theſe (with di­uers o­ther Ca­tholike points) are expre­ſly ſet downe in the boo­ke of cō ­mon-prayer, printed in folio by Edward Whit-Church, cum priui­legio ad imprimen­dum ſo­lum anno 1549. admitted Baptiſme by lay Per­ſons in tyme of neceſsity, as alſo, grace giuen in that Sacrament; in like ſort it retayned abſolution of the ſicke pe­nitent, giuen by the Prieſt, in theſe wordes: By authority committed to me, I abſolue thee of all thy ſinnes: & accordingly it retayned ſpeciall cō ­feſsion of the ſicke penitent. It further [Page] allowed the anointing of the ſicke Penitent; It maintained the conſe­cration of the water of Baptiſme with the ſigne of the Croſse. It alſo retay­ned the vſage of Chriſme, and of the childs annointing, and of Exor­ciſme. Briefly (to omit many o­ther dogmaticall and Affirmatiue points of the Romane fayth and Religion) it maintayned prayer for the dead, and interceſsion, and offering of prayers by the Angells.
But this Liturgy, or Booke of common Prayer, was houlden du­ring the reigne of Queene Eliza­beth ouer Papiſticall, as ech man knowes. And therupon the ſayd Praier-booke was reformed in her tyme, and made more Negatiue, by culling out of it the former Af­firmatiue Catholike points; yet this was not done in ſo full a man­ner, as it gaue contentment; for [Page] Maiſter Parker thus complayneth thereof:againſt Symboli­zing part 2. cap. 5. ſect. 2. pag. 4. The day-starre was no [...] riſen ſo high, in their dayes, when ye [...] Queene Elizabeth reformed the defects of King Edwards Communion book [...] &c. Ibid. ſect. 17. pag. 39. yet ſo altered as when it was propoſed to be confirmed, to the Parla­ment, it was refuſed. To whoſe iud­gement Cartwright (the Puritan) thus ſubſcribeth:Car­twright in his 2. Reply, part. 1. pag. 41. the Church of England changed the Booke of common Prayer, twice or thrice, after it had receaued the knowledge of the Goſpell. And yet the laſt change made is ſo imperfect in the iudgement of the Puritanes, as that they (wiſhing a new Common prayer booke to be compoſed) thus cenſure of the former:In Whitgifts defence. pag. 474. The forme of the commu­nion booke is taken from the Church of Antichrist, as the reading of the Epiſtles and Ghoſpells &c. the most of the prayers, the manner of mini­ſtring[Page]Sacraments &c. of Confirmation &c. Neyther are our Puritanes leſſe forbearing to charge the Cō ­munion booke (as being in their iudgement ouer Affirmatiue) for thus ſome of them do write:In the booke in­tituled: The petitiō of twenty two Prea­chers in London. Many things in the Communion booke are repugnāt to the word of God. And agayne: In the Communion booke there be things, of which there is no ſenſe, there is contradiction in it, euen of neceſſary and eſſentiall points of Re­ligion. And vpon this their dislike the Puritans at thePag. 58 Conference at Hampton Court, motioned, that they might not be forced to ſub­ſcribe to the Communion Booke.
In this laſt place let vs examine a litle the Liturgy of the Browniſts. This their forme of Prayer is ſo Negatiue, as that reiecting all o­ther matters, it chiefly conſiſteth, of an extemporall conceaued Prayer, [Page]ſinging a Pſalme, and a Sermon. And yet the ſinging of a Pſalme was in doubt once to be taken away by ſome of the Browniſts, as being but a humane Inuention; and thereupon ſome of them do ſtyle, ſinging of Pſalmes in the Church, In the bobke called, the new age of old names cap. 2 [...]. p. 122 howling of wolues, croking of Rauens &c. By all this we may ſee, how variable and inconſtant the Proteſtants haue diſcouered themſelues to be in admitting of the Booke of com­mon Prayer: which point D. Doue (an eminent Proteſtant) as ma­king a recapitulation of ſeuerall formes of their Communion boo­ke, thus writeth:Per­ſuaſions to En­gliſh Re­cuſants pag. 31. Concerning the Booke of Common Prayer, when the Maſſe was firſt put downe, King Hen­ry had his English Liturgy, and that was iudged abſolute, and without ex­ception: but whē King Edward came to the Crowne, that was condemned,[Page]and another in the place, which Peter Martyr, and Bucer did approoue, as very conſonant to Gods word. VVhen Queene Elizabeth began her Raigne, the former was iudged to be full of imperfections, and a new deui­ſed, and allowed by conſent of the Clergy, But about the middle of her raigne, we grew weary of that Booke, and great meanes haue been made to a­bandone that, and establiſh another. VVhich although it was not obtayned, yet we do at the least at euery change of Prince, change our booke of Com­mon Prayers: we be ſo wanton, that we know not, what we would haue. Thus plainely and fully D. Doue of this point. And thus much to ſhew, how the Proteſtants and their deſcendants haue made ſeue­rall Translations of their Bible, and compoſed diuers formes of Liturgy, or Common-prayer; e­uery [Page] later Translatiō of the Scri­pture, and euery later forme o [...] Common-prayer, being more Ne­gatiue then the former. From all which we may moſt certainly con­clude (and ſo extract Truth out of falſhood) that as yet the Pro­teſtants haue neuer enioyed a ſin­cere Translation of the Scriptu­res, or an Orthodoxall Liturgy, or forme of Common-prayer.


That Proteſtancy is a Non-Entity, proued from the Principles of Schoole Diuinity, and Philoſophy. CHAP. IIII.
NOW after we haue mani­feſted the former poynts, which are but certaine graduall ſteps to the mayne queſtion heer to be intreated of; it followeth, [Page] that by the applying the ſayd points to certayne acknowledged and receaued Theorems, and Prin­ciples of Schoole diuinity, we are to euict the certainty of our aſſu­med Theſis, or Poſition; to wit, that Protestācy is a meer Non-entity.
Wherefore for the better illu­ſtration of this ſubiect, we are to call to mynd, that the Schoole­men do teach, thatS. Tho­mas part. 1. qu. 16. Omnis res est vera, ſecundum quod habet propriam formam ſuae naturae. And againeS. Tho­mas vbi ſupra. Vnumquodque ſicut cuſtodit ſuum eſſe, ita custodit ſuam veritatem. Euery thing as it keepeth its eſſence or being, ſo it keepeth its truth. And yet more.S. Tho­mas vbi ſupra. vi­de Durād. lib. 1. di­ſtinct. 20. q. 6. and Viguerius de anima cap. 2. ſect. 2. & A­ristot. in Metaphyſ. 9. Verum non potest apprehendi, niſi apprehēdatur ſub ratione entis. Truth cannot be apprehended, but as it is ap­prehended, as a thing hauing a reall being. And hence it is, that they conclude: Res quaelibet vera est ab­ſolutè.[Page]Euery thing, in that it is a thing, is true. And agayne in more expreſſe tearmes: Fundamentum veritatis est entitas rerum. The foun­dation of truth is the Entity, or being of things. With whome aſſenteth S. Auſtin, thus teachingAug. in Soliloq. l. 2. cap. 8. verum eſt, id quod eſt. From all which their laſt inference is, that: Ens, & Ve­rum conuertuntur. Euery thing that is, is true; and euery truth hath a reall Entity. Now the maine ſource, frō whence all theſe ſcholaſticall ſen­tences receaue their ſpring, is, be­cauſe euery Entity, or being, is frō God,Geneſ. 1. who wholy made all things; and that all Truth proceeded like­wiſe from God, who isIohn. 14. truth it ſelfe.
But now touching that, which is not, but only is a priuation, or denyall of that, which is; the Schoolmen further teach;S. Tho­mas part. 1. q. 17. In­tellectus[Page]decipitur nō circa quid eſt, ſed circa quid non est. The vnderſtāding is deceaued, not about that, which real­ly is, but about that, which is not. And further:S. Tho­mas vbi ſupra. falſum est id, quod non est apprehendere, vt eſſe; & quod est non eſse. That is falſe, which is not to be apprehended, as it is a thing, but as it is not. And from hence they conclude, that of ſuch defects and priuations, as lying, falſhood &c. there is no efficient, but a deficient cauſe: and that all ſuch proceede only from the Diuell,Iohn. 8. the father thereof. And according heereto, your owne Peter Martyr thus tru­ly diſcourſeth:Peter Martyr in Commō places in Engliſh. part. 1. c. 17. pag. 184. An euill thing hath no efficient but a deficient cauſe; if any will ſearch out this efficient cauſe, it is euen like, as if he would ſee dark­nes with his eyes, or comprehend ſi­lence with his eares; which being Pri­uations, it is no need they ſhould haue[Page]efficient cauſes. Thus farre Peter Martyr; which ſaying is ſortable to the iudgment ofAuſtin de ciuit. Dei lib. 12. cap 7. S. Auſtin himſelfe: ſo vndenyable a truth it is, that what is in it ſelfe Nothing, cannot proceed from God, who is but One, yet All things; moſt ſimple, yet contayneth in himſelfe, eminenter, the perfection of All things. And thus it is certaine, that he cannot make nothing, who yet of nothing made all things, ſince to make that, which is not, is not ſo much to make, as rather a not-ma­king; to the performance whereof Impotency, not Power is required. Now from theſe former doctrinal ſpeculations in Schoole diuinity (acknowledged for true, euen by al learned Men, eyther Catholike or Proteſtant) it is vnauoydably euicted, that all truth, which is (as is aboue demonſtrated) euer ap­prehended, [Page] ſubratione entis, is poſi­tiue; & therefore in reality of ſenſe, euermore affirmatiue: as on the cō ­trary ſide, that errour, or falſhood, (which is no other thing, then a denyall of ſome truth) is vpon the ſame ground (and by force, and law of Contrarieties) alwayes Negatiue.
But to preuent the willfull or ignorant miſtaking of our A duer­ſaries (for ſome men are of that liuor, and harſh moroſity, as that they euen meditate how to con­tradict) my meaning heere is not that euery verball Affirmatiue Propoſition doth containe in it ſelfe a truth of reall Entity; for it is wil­lingly acknowledged, that Mans brayne doth often fabricate many Chimera's, and aëry Imaginations, which are depriued of all reality of true exiſtence, or entity to ſup­port [Page] them. But this I maintaine (which is ſufficiēt to my deſigned end) that whatſoeuer is true, hath entity, and is in this reſpect euer Affirmatiue; & whatſoeuer is falſe, is but a denyall of a truth, & ther­fore (as hauing no reall Being) is euermore negatiue. And though it is in mans power, through a vo­luntary frame, and contexture of wordes, that falſhood may be maſ­ked vnder affirmatiue tearmes, and truth vnder negations; yet if we looke into the reality of ſenſe and true vnderſtanding, the truth is e­uer Affirmatiue, and the falſhood negatiue. To exemplify this; to ſay, God is not cruell, or, Man is not blynd: theſe Propoſitions, though they be in tearmes negatiue, yet they are in ſenſe affirmatiue; onely as denying the negation of Mercy in God, and of blyndnes in man: ſo [Page] on the contrary part, to ſay in af­firmatiue tearmes, God is cruell, & man is blynd: though theſe ſayings be deliuered in ſhew of affirmatiue termes; yet if we do vnueyle them they are found to be in ſenſe and vnderſtanding meerely negatiue; ſince cruelty is excluſiue to Mercy, and blyndnes to ſight: and it is as much as to ſay in negatiue wordes, God is not mercyfull, or, man cannot ſee. Thus far of theſe ſpeculations. Now I draw from al theſe former grounds this vnauoydable Con­cluſion; to wit, that Proteſtancy (as it is Proteſtancy) I meane as it con­ſiſteth meerely of negatiue Propo­ſitions and Tenets (and to conſiſt only of ſuch, it is aboue demon­ſtrated) hath no true reality, or ſubſiſtency in it ſelfe, but is a meere vaporous, intentionall, & Imaginary Conceite, and conſe­quently [Page] in it ſelfe falſe. For if things be only true, as they haue a reall being, and therin affirmatiue; and falſe, if they want ſuch a being and therin negatiue (as the former Axiomes of ſchoole diuinity doe moſt euidently teach: (how then can Proteſtancy, which conſiſts only in denyals and negations, which haue no being, be reall, or true? For what reality of being is there, in a not-being of Purgatory, or in not praying to Saints, & ſo of the reſt? and if there be no reality in theſe (as infallibly there is not) how then can Proteſtancy haue any Reality in ſelfe? And if it haue no reality in it ſelf, how then can it be really in the ſoule of man? For certaine it is, that what wanteth a ſubſistency in it ſelfe, muſt neceſſa­rily want an existency in any other thing. Now I will conclude this [Page] Chapter, in aſſuring the Reader, that I reſt halfe amazed, to ſee mē (preſumed to be of Iudgement) thus to ſuffer themſelues to be be­fooled by others (and this to the irreconciliable and interminable ouerthrow of their ſoules) by en­tertaining certaine aëry & empty Poſitions in lieu of fayth, obtru­ded vpon them, which in a finall and euen libration are found to be meerely a deſtruction, and ani­hilation of all faith:Galat. cap. 3. O inſenſa­ti Galatae, quis vos faſcinauit!


The Non-entity of Protestancy, by by reaſon of its negations, proued from the like ſuppoſed example of a Philoſopher, denying most prin­ciples of Philoſophy. CHAP. V.
[Page]
SVch is the nature of preiudice of iudgement, as that it is bet­ter able to ſee its owne defects in a third point, wherein by reſem­blance it may glaſſe it ſelfe, then in that, to which it is ſo much de­uoted; like as the weakenes of our eyes can better endure the ſight of the ſun-beames reflected by the water, then in the body of the ſun it ſelfe. He that will not acknow­ledge the irreality, and Non-entity of the fayth of the Proteſtant, by [Page] his denying almoſt of all poſitiue Articles of Chriſtian Religion de­fended at this day by the Church of Rome; let that man (if he be a ſcholler) ſeriouſly peruſe ouer this enſuing Chapter, which treateth by ſuppoſall of a Philoſopher, who ſhould deny moſt parts of Philo­ſophy, acknowledged and taught for true, by the famous Philoſo­phers of all times. I haue made choyce purpoſely to inſiſt in Na­turall Philoſophy; ſince nature is the ſubordinate Inſtrumēt of God, firſt created by himſelfe; or rather nature is Gods great hand, wherwith he ſternes & gouernes this whole Frame and Vniuerſe; euery Cauſe in nature, being as it were a finger of this Hand; and euery Effect of the cauſe, a print of the ſaid Finger. Now then let vs, as they ſay, ex hy­potheſi, imagine a mā, who would [Page] vſurpe to himſelfe the title of a naturall Philoſopher, by only de­nying moſt of the poſitiue, and Af­firmatiue Axiomes and principles in naturall Philoſophy, ſome few of the chiefeſt excepted, taught by Aristotle, and all other learned Philoſophers; and then let vs con­clude, in the cloſure of all, what a ſtrange Philoſopher would this man be: and whether his Philo­ſophy could truly deſerue the na­me of Philoſophy, or rather that it wold proue to be a meere denyall and waſt of all true Philoſophy. Let this mā, then I ſay, agree with Aristotle, that naturall Philoſo­phy intreateth of a corporeall ſub­stance, animate or inanimate, with all his naturall cauſes, effects, and accidences: to wit, as it is ſubiect to mutation and change. Let him alſo grant, that there are Foure [Page] chiefe parts of this naturall Phi­loſophy: of which the firſt part concerneth the generall and com­mon Principles of natural things. The ſecond intreateth of the world, of the Elements, of their firſt and ſecondary qualities, of the cōpoſition of the bodies, through the mixture of the Elements and first qualities. The third part diſ­courſeth chiefly of Meteors. The fourth and laſt part diſputeth de Anima, of the ſoule, and of its ſe­uerall kinds or degrees, and facul­ties. Let vs ſuppoſe, I ſay, this man to agree with Aristotle, and al other chiefe Philoſophers in theſe and perhaps in ſome other few Affirmatiue head Theorems, and principles of natural Philoſophy, as the Proteſtant doth agree with the Church of Rome in ſome mai­ne Affirmatiue Articles of Chriſtiā [Page] Fayth. Yet withall, let vs ſuppoſe this new Philoſopher do deny moſt of other ſubordinate Poſitions, which Aristotle holdeth affirma­tiuely in all the ſayd foure parts of naturall Philoſophy: as for exam­ple, touching the firſt part of this Philoſophy, we will ſuppoſe, that he maintaines, that Materia, forma, & Priuatio, are not principia rerū na­turalium; that there is no Materia prima of the which a naturall bo­dy is firſt generated, and into which it is laſtly corrupted: and that this Materia prima is onely a Philoſophicall conceite, and fi­ction. That there is not any Mo­tus in that ſenſe, as it is commonly defined by the Naturall Philoſo­pher; to wit, to be, Actus entis, quod est in potentia, quatenus eſt mobile. An Act of a thing, which is in potentia, as it is moueable. That, admitting [Page] there were any ſuch motus, yet that the diuiſion of motus, is not per­fect, to wit, that there ſhould be ſix kinds of motion: viz. Gene­ration, Corruption, Augmentation, Diminution, Alteration, and Lation.
Let him alſo maintaine, that Locus Phyſicus, is not the vltima ſuperficies concaua corporis continentis immobilis primò, but that it ought to haue ſome other definition gi­uen to it. Finally (to omit infi­nite other Affirmatiue Propoſiti­ons in the firſt part of Naturall Philoſophy) that Tempus Phyſi­cum, is not, Numerus menſurans mo­tum rerum mutabilium, ſecundū prius & posterius: that is; that tyme is not a ſpace, which is meaſured by the mo­tion of the Heauens, & the Sunne, but that this definition is moſt falſe, and to be exploded.
Now in like manner to come [Page] to the ſecond part aboue ſpecified of naturall Philoſophy. Let vs further imagine, that this all-denying Philoſopher maintaynes, that the motion of the heauens is not preciſely Circular, and Vniforme. That, the particular motion of the ſpheres proceed neither, ab intel­ligentijs, nor ab interna forma of the heauens. That, nihil eſt extra vlti­mum Caelum. That, it cannot be proued, that a ſtarre is denſior para ſui Orbis; the more thick, or groſs part of its Orbe. That there are not any Excentrikes, or Epicycles in the Orbs of the Planets. That one and the ſame ſtarre cannot haue two different motions at the ſame tyme, though theſe ſeuerall Motions be ſuppoſed to be made vpon different Poles. That the ſphere of the fixed Stars, or the Sunne doe not moue at all, but in lieu hereof, the [Page] Earth moueth, according to Co­pernicus; and that not the Earth, but the Sun (according alſo to his opinion) is the Center of the world. That the ſtarres do not borrow their light and ſplendour original­ly from the Sun, by meanes of their opacity, & thicknes of their ſubſtance, receauing into it the beames of the Sunne. That the foure Elements are not the Princi­ples or ſecondary matter of all naturall bodyes. That the forme of all the Elements is not ſpherical. That there is no ſuch Symboliſme in the qualities of the Elements, as Ariſtotle teacheth to be. That the Elements do not conſiſt onely ex partibus Homogeneis, but alſo ex par­tibus Heterogeneis. That the elemēt of fyre is not placed aboue the higheſt region of the Aire. That there are not three Regions of the [Page] Aire, or if there be, that the midle region is not cold, per antiperiſtaſi [...]. That there is no tranſmutatiō o [...] the elements of one into another.
To come to the third par [...] of naturall Philoſophy. As firſt let him maintayne, that there are not fiue diſtinct ſpecies of con­pounded, or mixt bodies, to wit, Meteors, Mineralls, Plants, Liuing Creatures, and Man; but that there are, eyther more, o [...] fewer. Tha [...] a Vapour, is not the matter of wa­try Meteors, and an Exhalation o [...] fiery Meteors. That Snow is no [...] euer ingendred in the loweſt regiō of the Aire, and Hayle in the midle Region only. That the cauſe of Thunder, and raine following it, is not an exhalation ſet on fire, be­ing encompaſſed within a watery clowd. That the Moone by caſting its beames vpon the Sea, and with [Page] its heat dilating and ſpreading the exhalations, mixt with the Sea­water, is not the cauſe of the flow­  [...]ng, and ebbing of the Sea.
To deſcend to the laſt part of naturall Philoſophy, which chie­fly treateth of the Soule: And firſt let him iuſtify (among other things) that the Soule (heere we  [...]peak aſwel de anima vegetatiua ſen­  [...]tiua, as, de anima rationali) is not  [...], that is, the Act, Eſſence,  [...]r forme, by force wherof its naturall  [...]ody is moued, and performeth its ope­  [...]ations. That man hath not one  [...]nly ſoule, but three different ſou­  [...]es; to wit, the Vegetatiue, the Sen­  [...]tiue, and the Rationall ſoule. That  [...]pecies ſer ſibilis is not euer required  [...]hat by the help thereof, the ex­  [...]ernall and internall ſenſe ſhould  [...]erforme their operations. That  [...]he Eye (of whoſe artificiall na­turall [Page] fabrick or compacture I will ſpeake nothing) ſeeth not, ei­ther, extramittendo, or intromitten­do, but by ſome other vnknowne way, ordayned by God. That in mans body the Diaphrama, or ſep­tum tranſuerſum, ſerues not as a partition-wall to diuide the Concu­piſcible faculty, from the Iraſcible. That, that Principle in Anatomy is to be denyed, which teacheth, that the veines proceed from the liuer and giue nouriſhment, the Arteries from the hart and giue life; the Sy­news from the brayne, and giue mo­tion and ſenſe. That in the Soule of man, there are not two principall faculties (to wit, the vnderstanding and the will) but that the operati­on of both theſe are performed by one only faculty: that the Anima ſpirits are not firſt elaborated and wrought in that connexion of the [Page] ſinewes, towards the Cerebellum, which is called, Rete mirabile. That the diuiſion of Intellectus agens, & patiens, is not to be admitted for good. That anima ſeparata cannot exerciſe its operations, but during the time it is organized with the body. Finally (to omit infinite o­ther Affirmatiue points maintay­ned by Ariſtole, and all other lear­ned Philoſophers) that there are not thoſe ſeuerall Naturall habits in the ſoule of man, which all Phi­loſophers aſcribe to it; to wit, Sin­dereſis, dictamen Rationis, & Conſci­entia; ſo as Syndereſis ſhould in e­uery Sillogiſmo practico, as it is cal­led, ponere maiorem, dictamen ratio­nis, minorem; and Conſcientia out of the two former, elicere Concluſionē. Now to draw towards an end of this paſſage: if we ſuppoſe a man, as afore we intreated, to retaine [Page] ſome few points or Principles in Philoſophy with Aristotle, and o­ther great Philoſophers; but in moſt of the branches deſcending from theſe Principles wholy to diſ­ſent frō them, by maintaining euer the Negatiue part in thoſe Conclu­ſions (as heere this Philoſopher doth) what ſhould we conceaue of ſuch a Philoſopher? and how poore, barren and naked a Philo­ſophy would this be? or can we truly iuſtify, that this Philoſophy (as wholy reſting in the denyals & Negations of almoſt all affirmatiue points, taught by Ariſtotle and others) hath any reality of Being in it ſelfe? No: for though this Philoſophy intreateth Negatiuely of things, which are in rerum na­tura; yet it ſelfe (for want of a real being) is not in rerum natura. And yet ſuch is the ſtate of the Prote­ſtants [Page] herein, both being caſt in one mould. Therefore to parallell them both togeather, I heer ſay, that the Philoſopher heer ſuppo­ſed, reiects moſt of the affirmatiue points of Philoſophy: The Prote­ſtant denyes moſt of the Affirma­tiue Articles of Chriſtian Fayth, The Philoſopher by this his de­nyall contemnes the authority of all chiefe Philoſophers, liuing within the compaſſe of theſe laſt two thouſand yeares: The Prote­stant by his like denyalls, betram­ples the authority of al Orthodo­xall Fathers, for theſe laſt ſixteen hundred yeares. The Philoſopher needeth not any pregnancy of iudgement as long as his Philoſo­phy reſteth only in denyalls: The Proteſtant neither needeth any ſu­pernaturall light, which is requi­red to true Faith to inſiſt in his ne­gations. [Page] To conclude, the Philo­ſopher by theſe his Negatiues intro­duceth a waſt, and deſtruction of all true and ſolide Philoſophy: The Proteſtant begetteth by his Negations a deuaſtation, ruine, & vtter extinguiſhment of al reall & poſitiue Articles of Chriſtiā faith and Religion.


That the Heathen Philoſopher conſpi­reth with the Protestant in the de­nyall of most, if not all of ſuch points of Religion, wherin the Pro­testant by his like denyall of them differeth from the Catholike. CHAP. VI.
IT will not be heer, I hope, im­pertinent, to ſhew in this pla­ce, how the Heathen Philoſopher cō ­parteth [Page] in the moſt points (for I will not ſay in all) with the Proteſtāts, in which points the Proteſtants do differ by their negatiue Fayth, from the Catholike fayth. From which, being once declared, it will appeare, that if he Heathen Phi­loſopher hath no true and poſitiue Fayth of Chriſtian Religion, who penetrateth no further, then into the Nature impreſſed in thinges, which nature is the very Art, or Organ of God; then may it be de­ſeruedly called in queſtion, whe­ther the Proteſtant Fayth hath a­any reality, or formed being in it ſelfe? And thus may falſhood be controwled by the patrons of fal­ſhood. And to exemplify this aſſumed taske, in moſt of the chie­feſt Articles of the Proteſtant Ne­gatiue Fayth: The Proteſtant ac­knowledgeth not any true real Sa­crifice [Page] to be in theſe dayes; the Heathē Philoſpher agrees with him therein. The Protestant acknow­ledgeth not Freewill in man; the Heathen teacheth the ſame, by maintaining of his Stoicall fatum, or deſtiny. The Protestant denyeth Lymbus Patrum, Purgatory, and In­uocation of Saints; The Heathen be­ing demaunded of theſe points, would anſwere, they are but meer dreames or fictions. The Protestāt denyeth all merit of workes, or Iuſti­fication by workes, much more E­uangelicall Counſells; The Heathen (as not knowing what theſe things meane) diſclaymes from the ſame. The Protestant taketh away Vni­uerſality of grace, purchaſed by our Sauiours paſſion; The Heathen doth the like, ſince he is ignorant what Grace is, and reiecteth our Sauiours paſſion. The Proteſtant [Page] teacheth the Impoſsibility of keeping the Commaundements; the Heathen not acknowledging the ſayd Com­mandements, but guided only by the ſtreame of Nature, without Grace, muſt therefore of neceſſity deny the poſſibility of obſeruing them. The Protestant maintaineth, that Christ from his Natiuity was, as man, not free from all ignorance; and full of all knowledge; the Heathen as not belieuing in Chriſt, muſt needs iuſtify the ſame. The Proteſtant denyeth all reuerence, and bowing to the name of IESVS; the Heathen doth the ſame. The Proteſtant de­nyeth, that the Sacraments do con­ferre Grace; the Heathen acknow­ledgeth no Sacraments, and ther­fore no grace to be deriued to man, by his participating of them. To conclude, the Proteſtant denyeth all Monachiſme, Vowes, the neceſsity of [Page]Baptiſme, and diuers other Affirma­tiue Poſitions, aboue recited, and taught by the Catholike Church; Will the Heathen Philoſopher, think you, acknowledge as true, any of the ſayd Catholike points? Thus we ſee, that where the ratio forma­lis of Protestancy, conſiſteth in ab­ſolutely denying the Affirmatiue poſitions of the Catholikes; this vnbelieuing Naturalist, or Heathen Philoſopher, by his like denyall of the ſaid points entreth into a moſt ſtraite league, and intercourſe of Friendſhip with the Proteſtant therein. And from this great con­formity of negatiue Fayth between the Heathen and the Proteſtant, it ryſeth, that diuers Proteſtants do wholy gentilize heerein, granting Saluation, and eternall happines to Heathens, dying Heathens. Thus for example, we find no leſſe an [Page] obſcure Proteſtant, then Swinglius to write in this ſort;Zwing. in l epiſt. Swingl. & Oecolamp. lib. 1. pag. 39. Ethnicus ſi piam mentem domi fouerit, Chriſtia­nus eſt, etiamſi Chriſtum ignoret. And thereupon Swinglius concludeth particulerly, thatSwing. tom. 2. fol. 118. & 559. Hercules, The­ſeus, Socrates, Ariſtides, &c. are now in heauen. A poynt ſo confeſſed by Swinglius, that Echarius, a lear­ned Proteſtant, thus acknowled­geth of Swinglius; quod In his Faſ [...]iculus Cōtrouerſ. printed Lipſiae. an. 1009. cap. 19. p. 427. Socrates, Aristides, Numa, Camillus, Hercu­les, Scipiones, Catones, & alij Genti­les comparticipes ſint vitae eternae ſcri­bit quidem Swinglius, ad Regem Gal­liae, quem defendunt Tigurim, Bullin­gerus, Gualterus, Hardenburgius &c. That theſe named Proteſtants, I meane, IGual­terus in his Apolog. p o Swi [...]g. fol. 27. praefix. 1. tom oper. Swingl. Gualterus, Bul­ling. in cō ­feſ. Eccleſ. Tigurin. & Bul­lin. in his preface of allowāce to Swingl. his expo­ſition fidei ad Regem fol. 559. Bullinger, Simle­rus in vita Bullingeri. Simlerus, the Tigurine Deuines did defend with Swinglius, the ſalua­uation of the Heathens, dying Hea­thens, appeareth further beſides, [Page] from the teſtimony of the forſaid Echarius, euen from the references heer ſet downe.
Now, where the Proteſtant, to vindicate his profeſſion from re­proach and contumely, may re­ply, in anſwere heerto; that ſeeing moſt of the poynts aboue rehear­ſed do preſuppoſe beliefe in Chriſt, in which beliefe the Protestāt doth differ from the Heathē Philoſopher, the Heathen not belieuing in him: it therefore muſt of neceſſity fol­low, that the Heathen Philoſopher, as not belieuing in Christ, muſt therefore not belieue the former Articles, which depend of the be­lieuing in Chriſt▪ I vrge, this anſ­were is impertinent, for I doe not heer inſiſt in the reaſon, why the Heathen Philoſopher houldeth the negatiue part in the former points: but I inſiſt onely in auerring that [Page] the Proteſtant doth agree with the Heathen Philoſopher in the denyall of the ſayd points, affirmed by the Catholike. Neither auaileth it any thing to ſay, that thogh the Prote­ſtant houldeth the negatiue part in the former concluſions; yet that he belieueth with the Catholike in Christ; that he houldeth with him, there is Grace, that ther are Sa­cramēts, that there is Scripture &c. though in the māner, or ſome o­ther circumſtance accompanying them, he differeth frō the Catho­like. This ſolueth not the doubt. Firſt, becauſe we obſerue that Sw­inglius, & thoſe other Proteſtants aboue cited, do not exact any arti­culate beliefe in Chriſt at all, as ne­ceſſary to ſaluation; ſince we ſee, they are not afrayd to indenize Heathēs for good Christians. Secōd­ly in that I reſtraine this my Aſſer­tion [Page] of cōparing the Heathen Philoſopher with the Proteſtant only in thoſe poynts, wherein the Prote­stant differeth from the Catholike: But in the former poynts, it is cer­tayne, that the Heathen agreeth with the Protestant, and the Prote­ſtant as maintayning the Negatiue, differeth from the Catholike defē ­ding in them the Affirmatiue. A­gaine, where the Proteſtant agreeth with the Catholike, for example; that Christ is the Sauior of the world, that there is Scripture, Grace, Sacra­ments, Baptiſme, Eucharist, &c. theſe Articles in general the Pro­teſtant houldeth not, as he is a Proteſtāt, but only as he is a Chri­stian (as in the front of this Trea­tiſe is manifeſted.) For quatenus he is a Proteſtant; that is, quatenus he is a man differing from the Catholike, he euer houldeth the Negatiue. [Page] And euen where he houldeth the Affirmatiue foundation in ſome of the ſayd points; as that Christ is the Sa­uiour of the world, that there is Di­uine Scripture, Grace, Sacraments, Baptiſme, Eucharist &c. theſe he ta­keth not from himſelfe, but bor­roweth them from the Catholike Church. This is euidēt, for at the tyme of Luthers firſt reuolt (who was the firſt Proteſtant in theſe dayes, as his owneCon­rad. Sl [...]eſ. in Theol. Caluin. l. 2. fol 17. ſaith: It is im [...]udency to ſay, tha [...] any lear­ned men in Ger­many be­fore Lu­ther, did hould the doctrine of the Goſpel. See Lu­ther of this point in loc. cōm. claſſ. 4. p. 51. brethren do teach) from whence did Luther learne, that Chriſt was the Saui­our of the world, that there is di­uine Scripture, Grace, Sacramēts, or from whence receaued he his Ordination, if not from the Ca­tholike Church?
The confeſſed Inuiſibility of the Proteſtāt Church, not only at the firſt riſing of Luther, but alſo for many ages before (proued in this [Page] Treatiſe) doth conuince the truth of this point. And therefore D. Field had iuſt reaſon to ſay,D. Field in his Trea­tiſe of the Church lib. 3. c. pag. 72. In the known Church of the world, wher­in our Anceſtors liued and dyed, Lu­ther and the reſt were baptized, recea­ued their Ordinance and power of Mi­nistry. If now any other ſhould at laſt expoſtulate and ſay, that the Protestant is wronged by compa­ring him to the Heathen Philoſo­phers, ſeeing many of thoſe Phi­lophers were Idolaters; to this I reply, and ſay, that the compa­riſon heer made, is not with ſuch wicked Philoſophers, but only with thoſe moſt learned Philoſophers, who acknowledged a Deity, and neuer taught, nor formally pra­ctiſed Idolatry: and ſuch were Plato, Xenophon, Ariſtotle, Seneca, and many others. Againe the cō ­formity in faith heere made is not [Page] touching thoſe points, which the Philoſophers affirmatiuely belie­ued or practiſed; but only in ſuch negatiue Poſitions, which are alſo de­nyed by the Proteſtant. And with this I will heere reſt, concluding nothing of my ſelfe; but will re­ferre it to the cenſure of the moſt iudicious Reader: whether this great affinity, and brotherly aſſo­ciation between the learned Hea­then Philoſopher, and the ſymboli­zing Protestant in their both pro­miſcuouſly denying ſuch Articles, as are affimed by the Catholiks, do carry any blemiſh to the Prote­ſtants Goſpell, or no? or whether if the Heathen haue no reall Fayth in the ſayd negatiue points, it fol­loweth not, that the Protestant (as a Protestant) can haue in like ſort no reall fayth in his belieuing the ſame Negatiue points? But by this [Page] we may diſcerne, that the cloudes of partiality and contradiction be­ing once gathered about the mās iudgment, doth make him thinke others to ſeeme leſſe, and to erre, when indeed they doe not.


That Protestancy is but a Nullity of fayth, and conſequently, with refe­rence to fayth, a Non-entity; pro­ued from the definition of faith, and other Conditions neceſſarily anne­xed to Fayth. CHAP. VII.
EVery definition of a thing is the Touchſtone, wherewith we try, what other things can tru­ly come within the Orb or cōpaſſe of the thing defined, & what not. I will exemplify this in the defini­tion of fayth, deliuered by the A­poſtle, [Page] and ſo ſee, if the Fayth of a Proteſtant can be called fayth; or rather in reſpect of Faith, a Nō ­entity, & abſence of fayth.
We finde that the Apoſtle defi­neth Fayth in theſe wordes:Heb. 11. Fi­des est ſperandarum ſubstantia rerum, argumentum non apparentium. That is: fayth is the ſubſtance of thinges to be hoped for, the argument of thinges not appearinge. This definition ſheweth (by the iudgement of all learned men) that Fayth is a ſu­pernaturall vertue; and the obie­ctum thereof is that, which throgh its owne abſtruſnes and ſublimity cannot be apprehended or concea­ued by force of mans owne wit, it tranſcending all naturall reaſon. To exemplify this in the ſupreme Articles of the moſt bleſſed Trini­ty, and the Incarnation (the two Cardinall-myſteries of Chriſtian [Page] fayth) Fayth teacheth vs, that in the Trinity, there is one peculiar Nature, in three different Perſons. Now mans naturall vnderſtāding cannot apprehend, how this In­diuiduality of Nature can be in three Perſons, without diſtraction or multiplication of the nature; & the rather ſeeing euery one of theſe Perſons is identifyed really & formally with this Nature; the ſtrickeſt vnion, that can be con­ceaued. In like ſort touching the Incarnation (by meanes whereof the Creatour of all fleſh, ſuffered in fleſh) mans reaſon cannot lay any true leuell to conceaue, how one Hypostaſis, or perſon cā be in two natures; or how this Hypoſtaſis or per­ſon is identifyed, & made the ſame really with the diuine nature, and yet is vnited moſt inwardly with the humane nature. Thus in regard [Page] of the difficulty of belieuing Ar­ticles of fayth, the concluſion a­mong all the Schoole Deuines (re­ſulting out of the former definitiō of fayth) is, thatS. Tho­mas part. 2 2. q. 1. quae fidei ſunt, non poſsunt, eſſe ſcita: ſo certayne it is, that betweene mans Capacity, and the Nature of ſupernaturall Fayth, the proportion lyes onely in diſproportion; and that in mat­ters of fayth, euen reaſon dictates to vs, to belieue againſt Reaſon. Now to apply this; if Proteſtancy be a ſupernaturall fayth (or els it is no true-ſauing fayth) then the Obiect of this Proteſtanticall fayth, is of that difficult nature, as Man through the force of natural reaſon cānot giue any aſſent ther­to without the ſpecial concurren­cy of Gods Grace.
But heer now I demaund; that ſeeing the Obiect of Protestancy (as [Page] Protestancy) is meere negations, and denials of things to be (as aboue is proued) what ſupernaturality, as I may terme it, or force of Gods ſpe­ciall concurrency is required, that man ſhould giue his aſſent to be­lieue, that ſuch, or ſuch a thing is not? as for example; that there is no Purgatory, no place but Heauen for children dying vnbaptized, no pray­ing to Saints, no inherent Iustice, and ſo of the reſt denyed by them? I heer ſay, that mans naturall rea­ſon euen of it ſelfe (without any o­ther externall help) is propenſe & inclining to giue aſſent to theſe & all other negations, except the af­firmatiues to theſe negations, can be conuinced for true, eyther by di­uine or humane proofes and au­thorityes: ſo litle is any ſuperna­turall aſſiſtance needfull heerto.
If then the obiect of Proteſtancy [Page] by reaſon of its Negations, be moſt eaſy to be belieued, and that the beliefe of it doth not ſurmoūt the force of mans naturall reaſon, but rather moſt ſorting and agreable thereto; then if the Apoſtles defi­nition of Fayth be true, (as I truſt no Proteſtant is of that ſupercili­ous and froward diſpoſition, as to deny) it followeth, that Protestancy is not the Obiect of Supernaturall Fayth: but, in reſpect of true & infuſed ſayth, is a Non-entity, and bare Intentionality
But to proceed further: The Schoole-menS. Tho. part. 2 q. 5 teach, that true, and Supernaturall Fayth hath a neceſſary reference to two things: the firſt is called, prima veritas reuelans, which is God: who reuealeth all truths & points of fayth. This firſt is ſtyled by the diuines, Obiectum formale fidei. The [Page] ſecond thing required to Fayth, (eſpecially after the Church of Chriſt was once eſtabliſhed) is the Authority of the Church; and this is called Amuſsis, regula, or the Pro­pounder. This propoundeth to her children to be belieued, all thoſe things, which God reuealed to the Church to be belieued. Now let vs examine, whether theſe two points ſo neceſſary to true fayth, doe ac­cord to the fayth of Proteſtancy, or not. And firſt, touching Prima veritas reuelans, which is God; I heere ſay, that no reuelation of God, touching the beliefe of things meerely Negatiue, as the points of Proteſtancy are, as afore I intimated, is neceſſary; for who will ſay, that we cannot belieue, that there are not many worlds, without the ſpeciall reuelation thereof by God? Seeing we per­ceaue, [Page] that children, Heathēs and Infidels who (while they con­tinue in that their ſtate) are not capable of Gods ſupernaturall re­uelations, do not belieue, that there are many worlds? By the ſa­me reaſon then I ſay, that no re­uelatiō of God is neceſſary to giue aſſent of iudgement, that there is no Purgatory, no place in Hell for Children vnbaptized, no inherent Iuſtice, no praying to Saints, and ſo of the reſt of the Proteſtants Negatiues.
Now, as touching the ſecond poynt, which is the Authority of the Church, propounding to her Children the things by God reuea­led; we know, that in this our age Luther was the firſt, who de­nyed many Articles of Catholike Religion: heer now agayne I ex­poſtulate, what Church did pro­pound [Page] to Luther, that theſe points were to be denyed, and that the Articles of true Faith conſiſted in ſuch denyall of them? It cannot be ſayd, the Catholike Church pro­poūded them to him to be denyed; becauſe the Catholike Church did then, and at all tymes belieue the Affirmatiues to them, as true: as that there is a Purgatory, that we may pray to Saints &c. And to ſay, that the Proteſtant Church did propound to Luther the denyall of the ſayd poynts, is moſt abſurd. Seeing at Luthers firſt burſting out, and his firſt denying of the ſayd poynts, there was no Proteſtant, but himſelfe; and therefore no Proteſtant Church then, was but in being. The verity of which point (beſides that it is heerafter prooued frō the acknowledged in­uiſibility of the Proteſtāt Church in [Page] thoſe dayes) is euicted euen from the ingenuous Cōfeſſions of lear­ned Proteſtants: for thus doth Be­nedictus Morgenſternenſis, a Prote­ſtant, conteſt of this point, ſaying:Tra­ctat. de Ec­cleſ p. 145. It is ridiculous to ſay, that any be­fore Luther, hath the purity of the Goſpell. And vpon this ground it is, that Bucer ſtyleth Luther, In lib. Apolog. of the Church, part. 4. c. 4. the first Apoſtle to vs of the reformed doctrine. Marke you not, how our Aduerſaries do ſubtily make the tytles, of the Goſpell, of the A­postle, of the reformed doctrine &c. to ſerue as certayne veyles or cur­tains, to hide their bad cauſe frō the eyes of the ignorant? Thus far to demonſtrate both from the de­finition of Fayth ſet downe by S. Paul, and from points neceſſarily concurring for the cauſing of true fayth, that Protestancy in regard of its want of true ſupernaturall [Page] fayth, is but an abſolute Nullit [...] of fayth.


That Protestancy cannot be defined and that therefore it is a Non-en­tity. CHAP. VIII.
EVery thing, that hath a reall Exiſtence or Being, may haue its nature explicated by the defini­tion of it; ſo as euery true & reall thing is capable of being defyned. This definition conſiſteth of two parts: to wit, of Genus and Diffe­rentia (as Logick teacheth.) the Ge­nus doth comprehend the Eſſence of the thing defined, the differentia or ſome other Proprieties in lieu thereof, doth more particulerly conſtitute the thing defyned, and diſtinguiſheth it from all o­ther [Page] things: for example: A man is defined to be, Animal ratio­nale; A liuing Creature, enioying Reaſon. Heere the word Animal, demonſtrates the Eſſence of Man. Rationale doth conſtitute man in definition, and maketh him to differ from all other ſublunary Creatures. Now then if Protestan­cy, or a Proteſtant cannot be defy­ned, for want of Genus, and diffe­rentia; then wanteth it a true Eſ­ſence, and is but an Intentionall no­tion of the mynd.
To defyne a Proteſtant in theſe wordes; (thereby to ſet the beſt glaſſe vpon their Religion) A Pro­testant is a Christian, who belieueth the Articles of Fayth, according to the true ſenſe of the Scripture. This indeed is a ſpecious definition, ſer­uing only to lay ſome fayre colors vpon the rugged grayne of Prote­ſtancy, [Page] and but to caſt duſt in the eyes of the ignorant. But withall this definition is moſt falſe for ſeue­ral reaſons. Firſt becauſe though a Proteſtant be a Christian, yet quate­nus he is a Proteſtant, the word Chri­stian is not genus to him, as aboue is ſaid: for the word quatenus (imply­ing a reduplicatiue formality) hath reference not to the Genus in a defi­nition, but only to the differentia, as aboue is noted. For the word Protestant, (as is formerly decla­red) is a word only of distinction, thereby to make him differ from the Catholike: but in the word Christian, they both accord and agree. Agayne, euery different Sect or Hereſy will mantaine with as great venditation & confidēcy, as the Protestant doth, that its Reli­gion or Hereſy is agreable to the true ſenſe of the Scripture: & will [Page] vye with the Proteſtant, text for text of Scripture (by detortiō of it) for the ſupporting of its hereſy; as we find by the exāple of the Ariās, Eutichians, Pelagians, & the reſt, who euer fraught their peſtiferous writings with an aboūdāce of ſcri­pturall authorities. And the like courſe doe our later Heretikes alſo take, to wit, the Browniſts, the Family of loue, and the Anti-trinitarians: ſo true is that ſentence of old Vincen­ſius Lyrinenſis: Con­tra haereſ. Si quis interrogat quem piam Haereticorum, vnde pro­bas, vnde doces hoc? ſtatim ille: Scri­ptum est enim. Thus we ſee, that thoſe wordes, to wit: who belieueth the Articles of fayth, according to the true ſenſe of the Scripture, ſup­plying the place of differentia in the former definition, may be ap­plyed to all ſects indifferently (if their owne Interpretation of Scri­pture [Page] may take place) aſwell as to the Proteſtant. And therefore as being of too great an extent, it doth not diſtinguiſh a Proteſtant from any other Sectary: & yet the nature of a true definition requi­reth, that the definition, and the thing defined ſhould be of an e­qual expanſion and largenes; that is, that the definition and the thing defined ſhould conuertibly be af­firmed, the one of the other. La­ſtly I ſay, that this former definiti­on of a Proteſtant, or Proteſtancy, is but a meer Paralogiſme or Sophiſ­me, called Petitio Principij, being but a poore and needy begging of the thing, as proued, which ſtill remaynes in controuerſy. For I e­ternally deny, that Protestancy is according to the true ſenſe of Scri­pture. And this denyall our lear­ned Catholike deuines haue ſuffi­ciently [Page] iuſtifyed and made good in their writings, againſt the Pro­teſtant.
Now then, this former defini­tion being deſeruedly exploded; the neareſt definition, or rather deſ­cription is to pencill it out in theſe wordes: Protestancy is a Religion, which conſiſteth in the denyall of the Reall preſence; denyall of the Sacrifice of the Maſſe, denyall of freewill, de­nyall of Purgatory, and ſo in the de­niall of the many other Articles, iointly denyed by the Proteſtants. But here againe this definition is moſt defe­ctiue: for heer alſo the differentia conſtitutiua, which ſhould conſti­tute Protestancy, and withall diſtin­guiſh it from other Religions, is wanting: firſt becauſe Negations, and ſuch is the differentia heer ſup­poſed, cannot cōſtitute any thing: for only Entia (and Entia, bare ne­gations [Page] are not (giue a conſtituti­on and being to Entia. Agayne, the preſumed differentia in this defini­tion (to wit, the denyall of the Real preſence, denyall of freewil &c.) ſtret­cheth it ſelfe by way of application to other Religions, aſwell as to Protestancy; for the Turkes, the Ie­wes, and the Heathens deny theſe former points with as ſtrōg a bent of contradiction, as the Protestant doth: and ſo accordingly conſpire vnanimouſly with the Proteſtant in ſuch denyals. Thus then we ſee, that this Imaginary differentia, in this ſecond definition, is ouer ge­nerall, and of too great a latitude, and doth not diſtinguiſh the Pro­teſtant from Turkes, Iewes, and Heathens.
Well then to contract this point, ſeeing euery thing, that hath any reality of being, can haue its na­ture [Page] and Eſſence truly diſſected by definition, or deſcription; And ſeeing Proteſtancy cannot be defi­ned (for how can that be called a formed and poſitiue fayth, which in it ſelfe is meer priuatiue) then followeth it, that it cannot be knowne, what Proteſtancy in it ſelf truly is: and if Proteſtancy cannot be knowne what it is, then is it to be reputed a Non-entity. Yet to cloſe vp this Chapter, and in ſome ſort to be officious, & ſeruiceable to our Aduerſaries, my definition of Protestancy ſhall for the tyme be this: to wit, a Religion, which in­corporates in it ſelfe the Negatiue do­ctrines of the Ancient stigmaticall He­retikes, as heerafter will be demō ­ſtrated; or, if you will: A Religion, whoſe definition conſisteth, in that it cannot be defined. And thus Prote­ſtancy only is, in that it is not.
That Proteſtancy conſisteth of doctri­nes meerely contradictory in them­ſelues: and that therefore Prote­stancy is a Non-entity. CHAP. IX.
[Page]
PHiloſophy inſtructeth vs, that what truly implyeth in it ſelf an abſolute contradiction, the ſame hath no Entity or being. The rea­ſon whereof is this: what imply­eth a Contradiction, ſuppoſeth a Being, and a Not-being of a thing, and all at one and the ſame tyme: from whence then this abſurdity would follow; to wit that if ſuch a thing could be, then could a thing be, whoſe being ſhould conſiſt in a Not-being: and conſequently ſhould be an Irreality and nothing. An vnwarrantable errour, ſince [Page] God, to whome it is more eaſy to doe then not to doe, cannot effect or make any ſuch thing; for euery thing that is, ought in ſome ſort to beare a likenes to him, from whome it proceedeth. But that which hath no Being, and in it ſelfe is nothing, cannot beare any reſem­blance to him, who giueth life, & Being to euery thing;Act. 17. In ipſo viuimus, mouemur, & ſumus.
This Philoſophicall Axiome extendeth it ſelfe not only to the exiſtence, or want of exiſtence in things corporeall or material, but alſo to the Being, or not-being in things ſpeculatiue & immateriall; I meane in doctrines, and other ſu [...]h Theories of the vnderſtāding. Since then it wil eaſily be proued, that Protestancy in many poynts is compounded of ſeuerall contra­dictory, and oppoſite doctrines [Page] & Tenets; & ſuch, that though all may be falſe, & conſequently haue no reall Being, yet that of neceſſi­ty the one part muſt want all rea­lity of being for its owne ſuppor­ting; then vnauoydably it may be concluded, that Protestancy (as cō ­ſiſting of ſuch irreconciliable do­ctrines) wanteth all reality, is in it ſelfe, and is but a Non-entity.
I will exemplify this in a poynt or two, wherein the Proteſtants a­gree only in diſagreeing. The firſt ſhalbe touching the Nature of the Sacraments. All, or moſt of the Proteſtants do conſpiringly deny our Catholike doctrine therein, in teaching, that they cōferre grace; but after their vnanimous denyall thereof, then they preſently by imbracing of contrary doctrines, diſſent amongſt themſelues (like lines, which once meeting in one [Page] common Center, inſtantly breake of, and runne ſeuerall wayes:) for  [...]winglius teacheth, that the Sacra­ments in generall, are bare and na­ked externall ſignes; and is therefore condemned byLib. de Caena Do. & lib. 4. Inſtit. cap. 15. ſect. 1. Caluin: but Cal­uin by aſcribing more to the Sa­craments, then to externall ſignes, is (by way of retaliation) condem­ned byEpist. ad quandā Germania ciuitatem. fol. 196. Swinglius.
In like ſort, The Proteſtants do diſauow all iustification by wor­kes, yet moſt of them hould, that good workes ought neceſſarily to accompany a iustifying fayth. But to croſſe this, Luther (after he once became ſetled in the lees of ſen­ſuality) thus writeth:So ſaith Lu­ther vpon the Ga­lat. En­gliſhed in cap. 1. It is im­piety to affirme, that fayth, except it be adorned with Charity, iuſtifyeth not. Yea further he ſayth,Luther tom 1. pro. poſ. 3. fides niſi ſit ſine &c. except fayth be with­out good workes, it iustifyeth not &c. [Page] O the calamity of theſe Canicula [...] and vnlucky dayes, in which eue [...] doctrinally, and religiouſly (as may ſay) is exiled all practiſe o [...] Religion, and good workes. A­gaine touching the Real preſence in the Euchariſt; all the Sacramen­taries diſclayme from our doctrine therein: neuertheles diuers emi­nent Proteſtants, aslib. 5. Eccleſ. Polic. ſect. 67. M. Hoo­ker, Contra Duraeum pag. 168. D. VVhitakers, andCaluin lib. 4. In­ctit cap. 17 ſect. 7. Cal­uin himſelfe do teach, the Man­ducation of Chriſts true and Reall body in the Eucharist by the mouth of fayth. Yet is this doctrine who▪ by diſallowed byIn his Epiſtles annexed to his Commō places, engliſhed epist. 25.? Peter Martyr, though Peter Martyr be therefore reciprocally controuled by Bucer in his Scrip. Anglic. pag. 548. as inclining (to vſe his owne wordes) too much to Popery. It is in like ſort condemned for the moſt part, by ourIn their Chriſtiā letter to M. Hooker. Engliſh Puritanes. Now [Page] to turne our Pen a litle backe v­  [...]on theſe three former points: in  [...]he firſt we find theſe two contra­  [...]ictory poſitions: The Sacraments  [...]re only bare externall ſignes: And,  [...]he Sacraments are more then exter­nall ſignes. In the ſecond: Good wor­kes are neceſſary to accompany fayth: And, Good workes are not neceſſary to accompany faith. In the third: the true and reall body of Chriſt is taken in the Euchariſt, with the mouth of fayth: And, the true and reall body of Christ is not taken in the Eucharist with the mouth of fayth. Now what more true Contradiction can there be in Poſitions & Tenets of fayth then theſe are? ſeeing (as the Na­ture of Contradictions require) they all haue a true reference ad Idem. From whence it then fol­loweth, that the one ſide at leaſt, if not both, in theſe former con­tradictions [Page] hath no reality or tru [...] ſubſiſtence of Being. And heere­upon then I conclude, that ſince all theſe former alledged men are accepted by the Church of En­gland, as good Proteſtants; and all their meere contrary doctrines in the former poynts are taught for good Proteſtancy; that there­fore Proteſtancy as conſiſting of ſuch contradictory doctrines (whoſe nature requires a Not-be ng of one poynt) is no reall, and truly ſubſi­ſting fayth, but a meere Chymera, and Non-entity.
The points of Proteſtancy, tou­ching which the Profeſſours of Proteſtancy, and eſpecially the Caluiniſts amongſt themſelues, do ſo diametrically differ, are (amōg others) theſe following: VVhether God doth decree and will ſinne, or but only permit ſinne? VVhether the Ci­uill[Page]Magistrate may be head of the Church? whether (as aboue is inti­mated) the body of Christ be truly and ſubſtantially preſent to the mouth of fayth, or, but Sacramentally only preſent? whether in caſe of Adultery, the innocent party may marry againe! whether the ſigne of the Croſse in Bap­tiſme, and the vſe of the Surpliſſe be lawfull? whether Bishops be Anti­christian, or lawfull? whether Christ ſuffered in ſoule the paines of Hell? beſides many others. The diffe­rent Tenets in all which doctrines are ſo repugnant and contradictory one to another (& yet all is good Proteſtancy as before is ſayd, and all the maintainers of the contrary doctrines reputed for zealous Pro­teſtants, and Profeſſours of the Goſpell) that euen by the law and nature of Contradictories, the one ſyde muſt euer want a reall & ſub­ſiſting [Page] Being; and thereupon it fol­loweth, that Proteſtancy as com­pacted of ſuch contrarieties in do­ctrine, muſt be in it ſelfe a very nothing. This diſcrepancy and An­tipodes-like treading of our aduer­ſaries in Articles of Proteſtancy, is made more manifeſt by recalling to mynd, what is aboue ſet down touching the great & violent diſ­ſentions of the Proteſtāts, concer­ning their tranſlatiōs of Scripture, & their booke of Common praier.
But leauing that (as aboue tou­ched) the ſame will likewiſe be made euident, by remembring in what acerbity of ſtyle, the Prote­ſtants haue writ one againſt ano­ther; euer intimating thereby, that the different doctrines diffe­rently maintained by them, were truly Contradictories; and there­fore the Tenets of the one ſyde at [Page] leaſt, meere irreall, as wanting all true Being.
But to contract this poynt, I will particulerly inſiſt (as moſt conducing to the ſubiect in hand) firſt in ſetting downe the expreſſe words (in their owne dialect) of the Engliſh Proteſtants, and the Engliſh Puritanes; and after I will put downe ſome few tytles of Pro­teſtants Bookes, written one a­gainſt another; from which the Reader may euen depoſe, that the different proteſtanticall doctrines maintained in thoſe different boo­kes, againſt other Proteſtants de­fending the contrary, muſt of ne­ceſſity be in themſelues contradi­ctory, and incompatible one with another.
But to begin with our Engliſh Proteſtants. And firſt we find M. Parkes thus to write of the Puri­tanes: [Page] In his booke dedicated to the Archbi­ſhop in Epiſt de­dicatory. They are headſtrong, and hardened in Errour; they ſtrike at the mayne points of fayth, ſhaking the foundation it ſelfe, and calling to que­stion Heauen and Hel, the diuinity and Humanity, yea the very Soule, and Saluation of our Sauiour himſelfe. And yet more in the ſame place: The Puritanes haue peſtilent Hereſies &c. They are Hereticall and ſacrile­gious. M. Powell thus ſtyleth the Puritanes:Powel in his cō ­ſideratiōs. They are notorious & manifest Schiſmatikes, cut of from the Church of God. The Archbiſhop of Canterbury thus blazeth them.In the Suruey of pretended diſcipline cap. 5. & 2. & 4. The Puritanes do peruert the true meaning of certaine places both of Scri­ture and Fathers, to ſerue their owne turne. Now the Puritanes on the other ſyde are ready to repay the Proteſtāts former curteſy in their owne lāguage; for thus they write:In the defence of the Si­lenced Miniſters ſupplica­tiō to the high court of Parla­ment. Do we vary from the ſincere doctri­ne[Page]of the Scriptures? Nay rather many of them (meaning the Biſhops & their adherents) do much ſwarue  [...]rom the ſame &c. And agayneThis appeareth in the booke of Conſtitu­tions, and C [...]nons Eccleſiaſ­ſticall, printed. āno 1604 The worſhip in the Church of Englād corrupt, ſuperstitious, vnlawfull,  [...]epugnant to the Scriptures. The Ar­  [...]icles of the Biſhops Religion are erro­  [...]eous, their rites Antichristian.
By this we may diſcerne, what mutuall recrimination, and what  [...]reconciliable repugnancy there betweene the Engliſh moderate  [...]roteſtant, and the Engliſh Pu­  [...]itan; and this euen in great mat­  [...]ers, and of higheſt conſequence:  [...]nd therefore the former M. Parks  [...]onfeſſeth ſincerely and ingenu­  [...]uſly of this point, thus ſaying:M. Parks vbi ſupra p. 3. The Proteſtants deceaue the world,  [...]nd make men belieue there is agree­  [...]ent in all ſubſtantiall points: They  [...]ffirme, there is no question among thē[Page]of the truth. And this much tou­ching our domeſticall Proteſtants and Puritanes.
In the next place I will deſcend to forrayne Proteſtants, and for greater breuity, among many hū ­dred of bookes, written by Pro­teſtants againſt Proteſtants (ſee heer theIſa. 19. Aegyptian ſet againſt the Aegyptian, ech one fighting against his brother;) I will content my ſelfe with ſetting downe the titles only of ten of them. From which Tit­les the Reader may infallibly con­clude, that the Controuerſies (being the ſubiect of thoſe bookes) are not of that adiaphorous, and in­different nature, as that the Te­nets of both ſydes might be true; but that the Patrones of both ſi­des did hould cotradictory doctri­nes; and ſuch (as that granted (by ſuppoſall) the truth and Being of [Page] the one part, the other of neceſſi­ty wāteth all reality of Being. And to begin.
1. Aegidij Hunnij Caluinus Iudaizās: Hoc eſt, Iudaicae gloſsae & corruptelae, quibus Ioannes Caluinus illustriſſima Scripturae ſacrae loca & testimonia, de glorioſa Trinitate, deitate Christi, & Spiritus ſancti &c. detestandum in modum corrumpere non abhorruit. Wittenberg. anno 1593.
2. Alberti Graueri Bellum Io­annis Caluini, & Ieſu Chriſti. brap­tae. 1598.
3. Oratio de incarnatione filij Dei, contra impios & blaſpemos erro­res Swinglianorum, & Caluiuistarū. Tubingae anno 1586.
4. Anti-paraeus; Hoc eſt refu­  [...]atio venenati Scripti à Dauide Pa­  [...]aeo editi, in defenſione stropharum &  [...]orruptelarum, quibus Ioannes Calui­  [...]us illustriſsima Scripturae teſtimonia,[Page] [...][Page] [...][Page]de mysterio Trinitatis, nec non oracu­la Prophetarum de Chriſto, detestan­dum in modum corrupit. Francofur­ti. 1 [...]98.
5. Denominatio Imposturarum & fraudum, quibus Aegidius Hun­nius Eccleſiae orthodoxae doctrinam pe­tulanter corrumpere pergit. Bremae 1592.
6. Guillielmi Zepperi Dillinber­genſis Eccleſiae Pastoris institutio, de tribus Religionis ſummis Capitibus, quae inter Euangelicos in controuerſiam vocantur Hanouiae 1596.
7. Veritatis victoria, & rui­na Papatus Saxonici. Loſannae 1563
8. Christiani Kittellmanni de­cem graues & pernicioſi error es Swin­glianorum, in doctrina de peccatis & Baptiſmo: ex proprijs ipſorum libris collecti, & refutati. Magdeburg. 1562.
9. Pia defenſio aduerſus Ioan­nis[Page]Caluini, Petri Boquini, Theodo­ri Bezae, Guillielmi Clebitij, & ſi­milium calumnias &c. Erfordiae 1583
10. Apologia ad omnes Ger­maniae Eccleſias reformatas, quae ſub Zwingliani & Caluiniani nominis in­uidia, vim & iniuriam patiuntur. Tiguri. 1578. And thus farre heereof, whereby we may ſee, that Proteſtancy is deadly woun­ded by the Pen of Proteſtancy.
Heere now I cloſe vp this chap­ter, referring to the iudgement of the learned Reader, that ſeeing Protestancy is compounded of ſe­uerall Contradictory Doctrines, (wherof the one ſide muſt of nece­ſſity be depriued of al reall Being) and ſeeing the nature of true faith exacteth, that it ſhould be cōplete, entire, and perfect in it ſelfe; like therein vnto an action morally vertuous, which is accompliſhed [Page] by the acceſſe of all due condu­cing Circumſtances, but vitiated through the abſence but of any one: and finally ſeeing that all the former repugnāt doctrines of the Proteſtants (beſides many others of like nature by them mantai­ned, for breuity heer pretermit­ted) are accounted Euangelical, and true Proteſtancy; whether it doth not indiſputably, and irre­pliably follow, that Protestancy in it ſelfe is no true fayth, but in reſ­pect thereof an abſolute Irreality, and but an Intentionall Name, or word?



That Hereſy, as being a Priuation, is Non Ens; and conſequently, that Protestancy (as conſisting of the old condemned Hereſies) is a Non-Entity. CHAP. X.
[Page]
IN one of the precedent Chap­ters it hath beene made euidēt, that Proteſtancy euen from the ti­tle of Negation, hath no reality of Being: In this place now the ſame ſhalbe euicted from the Title of Priuatiō; where for the clearer ap­prehending of this point, we are to call to mynd (as aboue is tou­ched) that euery Priuation is but a defect of that, which ſhould be, (thus is blyndnes, of ſight, & dea­fenes, of hearing) and therefore as hauing no efficient cauſe, but on­ly [Page] a deficient, proceedeth not from God, who made all things; and con­ſequently, it is Non Ens. But to paſſe on further. Among thoſe things, which are Priuations, we doe finde, that euery Hereſy is rā ­ged or marſhalled in that Claſſe; and this deſeruedly; ſince Hereſy is but a Priuation or denyall of the truth; but all truth proceedeth from God,Iohn 14. Ego ſum veritas, and conſequently Hereſy is a meere Non Ens, or Nullity.
This being preſumed as true and vncontroulable, if then I can proue, that Proteſtancy is but a col­luuies of the ancient Hereſies cō ­demned in the Primitiue Church, it then followeth vnauoydably, that Protestancy (as compacted of thoſe priuatiue and Negatiue Here­ſies) is but a Non-entity.
But to effect this (and therein [Page] conſequently to diſcouer frō what vnworthy Fathers, the Children of our new ſuppoſed Goſpell are lineally proſeminated and deſcen­ded, ſucking from them, tanquam ex traduce, the venome of their Priuatiue and Negatiue fayth) I will appeale herein to hiſtory of for­mer ages; by meanes whereof our times hould intelligence with An­tiquity. I will exemplify this in ſeuerall Negatiue points of Prote­ſtancy. And firſt we find that the Proteſtants borrow their denyall of the Reall preſence, from certayne old Heretikes inSo af­firmeth Theodo­ret dialog 3. Ignatius his tyme) ſo early we ſee the Cockle grow vp with the good ſeed) as Theodoret witneſſeth; yet the affir­matiue is houlden both by Ignatius, and the whole Church of thoſe daies. 2. The ſaid heretiks denied, that anyIerom. epist. ad Hebidiū. Viſible Sacrifice ought [Page]  [...] [Page]  [...] [Page] to be now in the dayes of Chriſti­anity.
3. The denyall of Lib de haereſ c. 33. Prayer for the dead, is firſt taken from the Here­tikes Aerians, who (as S. Au­ſtins words are) thought it vnlaw­full orare, vel offerre pro mortuis.
4. The denyall of freewill taken from the Manichees, of whome S. Aug. vbi ſupra. Auſtin thus writeth: Peccatorum originem non tribuunt Manichaei libero arbitrio.
5. The denyall of faſting, and of virginity was firſt introduced by Iouinian, asIerom. lib 1 & 2. contra lo­nintanum. S. Ierome, andAug l. de haereſ. cap. 8 [...]. S. Austin do witneſſe.
6. The denyall of the Churches viſibility, broached by the Dona­tiſts, who taught with Caluin, that the Church conſiſted only of the Iuſt; and thereupon as not know­ing, who were the iuſt, they made it Inuiſible; asAug. l. de vnit. c. 12. Austin recordeth.
[Page]
7 The denyall of worshipping the Reliques of Saints, firſt taught by Vigilantius the Heretike, asIerom. contra Vi­gilant. S. Ierome doth witnes.
8. The denyall of the distinction of mortall and veniall ſinne, firſt man­tayned by the Pelagians, asl. con. Pelagium. S. Ierome teſtifyeth.
9. The denyall of al worſhip due to the Image of Christ, and his Saints, firſt iuſtified by Xenaias Perſa, aslib. 16. cap. 27. Nicephorus recordeth.
10. The denyall of the poſsibility of keeping the Commandements, was firſt mantayned by certayne old Heretikes, recorded byIn ex­plicat. Sim­bol, ad Da­maſum. Ierome, andDe tē ­pore ſerm. 91. Auſtin.
11. The denyall of all reuerence to the Croſſe, was firſt taught by Probianus the heretike, as appea­reth in thelib. 2. cap. 19. Tripartite Hiſtory.
12. The denyall of Traditions was firſt taught by the Arians, as ap­peareth [Page] out of the booke, written bylib. 1 cap. 2. S. Austin contra Maximum. The ſame is alſo taught by Neſto­rius the Heretike, as we read inAct. 1. ſexto Synodo.
13. The denyall of power to recon­cile men ſinning after Baptiſme, by meanes of the Sacrament of Confeſsiō, was firſt taught by the Nouatians, as lib. 3. de haeret. Theodoret, andlib.  [...]. c. 33. Hiſt. Euſebius re­late.
14. The denyall of voluntary Po­uerty, and other Euangelicall Coun­ſels, iuſtified by Vigilantius, asl. con­tra Vigi­lantium. S. Ierome witneſſeth.
15. The denyall of Originall ſinne (eſpecially in the Children of the faythfull) firſt taught by the Pe­lagians, aslib. 6. contra Iu­lianum. c. 2. & 3. S. Austin witneſſeth.
16. The denyall of lawfulnes of vowes, of perpetuall Chaſtity &c. firſt introduced by certaine Heretikes ſtyled Lampetiani: as lib. de centum haereſ. circa ſinem. S. Damaſ­cene [Page] affirmeth.
17. To conclude, that the Pri­macy of Gods Church belonged only to Eccleſiaſticall Perſons, was denyed by Constantius and Va­lentinian Emperours, as witneſſethAtha­n [...]ſan epiſt. ad ſolita­tiam vitā agentes. Athanaſius, andEp. 32. Ambroſe.
Thus farre of this poynt. And now (by the way) I referre to the more retyred & ſober thoughts of the iudicious and learned Reader, whether it be not an irreparable diſhonour & blemiſh to the Pro­feſſours of the new Ghoſpell (in whome now liuing, the former dead Heretikes yet doe liue; or rather whoſe bodies (by a ſtrange Metapſychoſis) ſeeme to be orga­nized with the ſoules of thoſe old condemned men) thus to conſo­ciate with certaine old branded & anathematized Heretikes, by bor­rowing their priuatiue and negatiue [Page] fayth and religion from them; & thereupon to diſpart, and diuide themſelues from all communion in fayth, with the Orthodoxall Fathers of thoſe pure and primi­tiue tymes; who euer in the for­mer Articles ſet downe in this Chapter, and in all others, did hould the Affirmatiue part to the others Negatiue: ſo foule a ſcarre herby reſteth vpon the face of our Aduerſaries reputation, and ho­nour.
Now, that theſe former men were recorded for heretikes, for their denyall of the aboue cyted Catholike Articles, and their de­nyals taken for hereſies; and that the ſuch recording of them was warranted with the full conſent of the whole Church of God in thoſe tymes, appeareth from this one conſideration; to wit, thoſe [Page] Fathers & writers, which did re­cord the former men for heretikes, & their negations for hereſies, were Epiphanius, S. Ierome, S. Austin, Theodoret, Euſebius, and ſome ſuch others; diuers of which Fathers made certayne Bookes and ſtyled them, de Haereſibus. And in theſe their books they regiſtred the for­mer men for Heretikes, & their Ne­gatiue doctrines for Hereſies. Now all theſe Fathers, and writers were learned & godly men: their lear­ning then would aſſure them, what opinions were Hereſies in thoſe tymes, and what were not. Their Piety and Holynes would not ſuffer them, to wrong any man with the hateful brand of Heretike, or his doctrine with the foule title of Hereſy, except both the men and their doctrines deſerued ſuch a ſeuere Cenſure. And it cannot [Page] be anſwered in reply heerto, that the Catholike Church of God in thoſe Primitiue tymes, did euer taxe, or reprehend any of the for­mer Fathers, for ranging that man among Heretikes, or his doctrines among Hereſies, which were not taken for ſuch by the whole and vnanimous iudgement of the then Church of God.
Thus far to demonſtrate, that ſeeing Hereſy in its owne nature, is but a Priuation; and euery Priua­tion is a Non Ens; that therefore Protestancy, as being ingendred of the ancient exploded Hereſies, is a Non-entity.


That there are diuers poſitions of Pro­teſtancy, which (beſides that they are implicitely but negations of the Catholikes contrary Affirmatiue doctrines) are in their owne nature meerly voyde of all reality of Be­ing. CHAP. XI.
[Page]
IN this place we will take into our conſideration diuers Arti­cles of the Proteſtants Fayth, in the true examining of which we ſhall finde, that not only (as being but meer negatiues to our affirma­tiue Catholike Articles) they haue no reall Exiſtency, or being, but alſo as they are to be conſidered in their owne particuler natures.
And firſt, may occurre their Tenet of the Priuate reuealing, or in­terpreting[Page]Spirit; which though in termes it beareth the ſhow of an Affirmatiue poſition; yet truly it is nothing els, then the denyall & negaiion of the infallibility of the whole Church of God in matters of fayth. This Spirit comprehen­deth in the amplitude & largenes of its owne Orbe moſt of the ſeue­ral paſſages of Protestancy. Now to examine the Eſſence and nature of this Spirit, exerciſed chiefly in interpreting of Scripture (if ſuch an imaginary conceit could haue an Eſſence or nature, as indeed it cannot) we find that this Spirit is a meer Phantaſy of ech particuler mans giddy head-peece. For if it were certayne and infallible (and ſo it muſt be if it proceed from the holy Ghost) how then commeth it to paſſe, that ſeuerall priuate ſpirits of the Proteſtants do interprete [Page] one and the ſame Text of Scrip­ture in different (and ſometymes meere contrary) ſenſes, and con­ſtructions? This point is demon­ſtrated (to pretermit infinite o­ther paſſages of Scripture) in the expoſition of thoſe few words, vt­tered by our Sauiour,Math. 26. Luc 22. Marc. 14. Hoc eſt cor­pus meum. Hic eſt ſanguis meus. As alſo, in that Article of our Creed, Deſcendit ad inferos. We find both theſe paſſages to haue receaued ſe­uerall conſtructions by the Pro­teſtants; and from ſuch their diffe­rent conſtructions are ſprung vp different ſects of Proteſtancy, as the Lutherans, the Caluinists, the more moderate Protestant &c.
Agayne, to omit diuers other choaking reaſons, to prooue this Spirit to be a meer phantaſy of the brayne (ingendred of Pride and I­gnorance) and to haue no reality or [Page] true Being in it ſelfe; how can this priuate Spirit be infallible, to which euery Heretike with equall inte­reſt thereto, coueteth chiefly to repaire, as to his ſtrongeſt San­ctuary; as we ſee by the experien­ce of ancient and moderne tymes they do? For did not theteſte E­piphan. hae­reſ. 69. Ioan  [...] & 18. Ioan. 6. Arians Ioan. 1. Ioan 2. Eutichians, thePhilip. 2. Hebr. 7 Nestorians, & the reſt euer labour by the help of their owne Spirits, differerently interpreting the Scripture, to mā ­tayne their different blaſphemyes and hereſies? And do not the An­ti-Trinitarians, the Brownists; the Family of loue, and diuers ſuch o­thers, the like in theſe our tymes? So little reaſon therefore had D. VVhitakers to beautify this erro­neous Priuate Spirit, with his gil­ded deſcription in theſe words:In con­trouerſ. 1. q. 5. cap. 3 & 11. An inward perſuaſion of the Holy Ghost wrought in the ſecret cloſet of [Page]the belieuers heart: and repugnant, is this his delineation to the words of ſacred Scripture:2. Pet. 1. No Prophe­cy of Scripture is made by priuate in­terpretation. And agayne:1. Iohn. cap. 4. ear­ly beloued, belieue not euery ſpirit, but try the ſpirits, if they be of God.
The ſecond may be theLuth. in art. 10.11 12. Melancth. in locis tit. de fide Caluin in Antitdot. Concil. Trident. ſeſſ. 6. Pro­teſtants doctrine of Imputatiue Iu­stice in vs, being but a negation and denyall of the Catholike doctrine of Inherent Iuſtice; vpon which do­ctrine, the Proteſtant more eaſily relyes, ſince his owne ſoule euen dead-aliue, (as being organized with a liuing body, but a dead will) is loth to practiſe any good workes. Now, this Imputatiue Iu­ſtice is in it ſelfe, a meer Ens rationis, as hauing (contrary to the Na­ture of all diuine Vertues, and to all reall and true qualities) no true Exiſtency, or Inherency in our [Page] Soule, as the Proteſtants do con­feſſe: it being only a naked appli­cation of Chriſts Iuſtice to vs, wher­by our ſins are palliated and co­uered. Againe, if a man be iuſt whē he beginneth to belieue that he is iuſt; then is he not iuſtifyed by that, by the which he belieueth he is iuſt, ſeeing his fayth is later then his Iuſtice; And if he be vn­iuſt, at what tyme he belieueth he is iuſt; then is his fayth falſe, & conſequently no ſupernaturall or diuine fayth, but a meer fiction of this ſuppoſed iuſt man: ſo vnreall imaginary a conceite (we ſee) is this Imputatiue Iuſtice: and indeed to mantaine it, is as abſurd, as to mantaine, that the ſonne can pre­cede in priority of being his Fa­ther, or the effect, the cauſe: for thogh in all other things the truth of the opinion relyeth vpon the [Page] truth of the matter; yet here the truth of the matter relyeth vpon the truth of the opinion.
The third poynt is the actuall fayth whichLuth. in l. de captin. Babil. Kem. in 2. part. Exam. Concil. Trident ad Can. 3. Centurist. Cent. 1. c. 4. & Cet. 5. col. 5.7. Luther, and the Lutheranes aſcribe to infants, at that very inſtant, that they are ba­ptized. Now cōmon ſenſe and the force of reaſon aſſureth vs, that there is not, nor can be any ſuch faith in childrē; but that this is in it ſelf a meer Chymera & Phātaſy: for firſt doth not the poore Infāts ſtrugling (what they can) in time of their bodies immerſion into the water, manifeſtly impugne this aëry conceite? Since if at that inſtant they did belieue, they ſhould offend God by ſuch their reſiſtance; and ſo by this meanes they ſhould commit ſinne, rather then haue their Originall ſinne re­mitted. Agayne, how can Infants [Page] belieue except they heare?Rom. 10 Fides ex auditu. Thus I leaue to euery one to iudge of what truth of Being or reall Exiſtency this doctrine hath in it ſelfe. And thus farre of theſe former aëry ſpeculations of doctrine, broached by the Pro­teſtants, though but briefly tou­ched by me (for how can one wel extend himſelfe in diſcourſing of ſuch points, which in thēſelues do want al extenſion?) In the vnfoul­ding wherof, I labour not ſo much to diſplay the falſhood & abſurdi­ty of thē (which neuertheles inci­dently is by this meanes partly diſ­couered) as to make euident, ac­cording to my methode vnderta­ken, that not any of the ſayd Pro­teſtants Poſitions or Tenets haue any Reality or Being; but that they are meerely forged in the imagi­nation, without ground or foun­dation [Page] of any true and Poſitiue ſub­ſiſtence.
The laſt of the Proteſtant Po­ſitions, (omitting diuers others for greater breuity) in which I will inſiſt, ſhall be touching the Proteſtant Church; ſhewing that it  [...]s Nothing, in it ſelfe, but only a Church framed in the ayre, and accordingly the Proteſtants are forced couertly to diſcourſe of it  [...]n a miſt of darke wordes: ſo pain­ters veyle that, which they cannot delineate by Art. But ſince this wil require a more large diſcourſe, branching it ſelfe into two parts; I haue therefore purpoſely reſer­ued the two next Chapters, for the fuller diſſecting of the ſame.


That the Proteſtant Church is a meer [...] Non-Entity, or Idea; proued from the confeſsed Inuiſibility thereof. CHAP. XII.
[Page]
IN our entreating of the Prote­ſtant Church, firſt we are to re­call to mynd the definition giuen thereof by the Proteſtants: ſecōd­ly, the confeſſed Inuiſibility of the ſayd Church for many hundred yeares: from both which poynts the reſultācy will be, that the Pro­teſtant Church (and conſequent­ly Proteſtancy, as mantained by the ſayd Church) is but an vn­reall thinge. And to beginne with the definitionLib. In­ſtitut 4. c. 1. Sect. 2. & in mi­nori Inſtit. c. 8. Sect 4. Caluin de­fineth the true Church (and therefore in his owne iudgement the Proteſtant Church) to conſist only of the number of the faythfull & [Page]Elect, and only to be knowe to God. Now, what other thing is this Church, then a bare Intention (as  [...]he Philoſophers ſpeake) or phan­  [...]aſme wrought in the ſhop of his owne brayne? for firſt, ſeeing no man can know, who be thoſe o­ther men, who are of the Elect, & who truly belieue; how can it be knowne, who are the members, who make this Church, or where it is? Againe, this definition rather deſtroyeth, and taketh away the Church, then deſcribes, or conſti­tutes it. For if all the workes euen of the iuſtified, be mortall ſinnes (asLuth. in Aſſert. art. 32. Luther, andArt. 6. & 20. Confeſsio Augu­ſtana do teach) and that if only the  [...]uſt do make this Church, then followeth, that no man is of the Church; and conſequently, that the Proteſtant Church thus defi­ned, is but a meer Platonicall Idaea; [Page] the reaſon heereof being, becauſe there are no iuſt men in the world ſince the workes of men are ſins Next we will deſcend to the Inuiſibility of the Proteſtant Church, confeſſed by the learned Prote­ſtants, for many ages, or rathe [...] ſince the dayes of the Apoſtles. In handling of which point I will firſt ſet down the ackowledgmēts of the learned Proteſtants of their Churches Inuiſibility; and then af­ter I will draw from thence the neceſſary deduction of ſequence for prouing the Irreality, for aëry Intentionality of the Proteſtants fayth, and Religion. And firſt it is ouer euident, that D. Perkins thus confeſſeth of the inuiſibility of the Proteſtants Church:In his expoſitiō of the Creed. For many hundred yeares our Church was not viſible to the world: An vniuerſall Apoſtaſy ouerſpeading the whole face [Page]of the earth. And yet more particu­  [...]erly he thus acknowledgeth:Perkins vbi ſupra. during the ſpace of nine hundred yea­res, the Popiſh hereſy hath ſpread it ſelfe ouer the whole earth. But Seba­ſtianus Francus (a learned and very markeable Proteſtant) confeſſeth more largely of this point, thus writing:In ep. de aebrog [...]n­dis in vni­uerſun om­nibus ſta­tutis Ec­cleſiast. For certayne through the worke of Antichrist, the externall Church togeather with the fayth and Sacraments vaniſhed away preſently after the Apostles departure; & that, for theſe fourteene hundred yeares, the Church hath not beene externall and viſible. To whoſe iudgement D. Fulke (to omit for breuity the like Confeſſions of diuers other Proteſtants) ſubſcribeth in theſe wordes:D Ful [...] in his an­ſwere to a Coun­terfeyte Catholike pag. 35. The true Church decayed immediatly after the Apostles tyme.
Now, to inferre, and de­duce Concluſions: firſt then, if [Page] the Proteſtant Church hath had no Being, ſince the death of the Apoſtles, (as we ſee by the ac­knowledgmēts of the learned Pro­teſtants themſelues, it hath not had) but hath laine hid ſo many yeares in a vaſt Chaos of nothing; then followeth it, that the Prote­ſtant Church is only an Imagina­ry thing, hauing no ſubstantiality (as I may terme it) or exiſtence in it ſelfe. Secondly, I thus inferre: If the Proteſtant Church hath no reall Being or exiſtence in it ſelfe, but is a poore fabrick of the imagi­nation; then followeth it vnauoi­dably, that the Proteſtant fayth muſt neceſſarily partake of the nature of the Proteſtant Church; I meane, not to be any reall, or ſubſiſting thing. For how can that faith be poſitiue or reall, of which there haue beene for ſo many ages [Page] confeſſed (and indeed for all ages without exception) no mēbers of the Church to make profeſſion of the ſayd fayth? This I auerre, is  [...]bſurd to mantaine; ſince we ſee a ſhadow cānot produce a ſhadow. Agayne, I adde heere to that (by reaſon of inherency) there is a neceſſary reference in euery Ac­  [...]ident to its Subiect; if the ſubiect be wanting, then followeth it, that the Accident (as looſing its Inhe­rency) is alſo wanting, and be­commeth Nothing; now then Pro­teſtancy or the fayth of a Prote­ſtāt, ſuppoſe it be any thing, muſt be a quality, and conſequently an Accident, inhering in the vnder­ſtanding of the Profeſſour: but if ſince the Apoſtles daies there haue beene no Profeſſours of Proteſtā ­cy, by reaſon of the Inuiſibility of that Church for ſo many ages, [Page] doth it not then follow, that a leaſt during all thoſe ages, Prote­ſtancy, as wanting its proper Subiect to inhere in, hath had no real Being; but hath beene all thoſe many ſeries, or Centuries of yeare [...] a meere Nothing?


That the confeſſed want of Perſonal [...] Succeſsion, and lawfull calling in the Protestant Church, proueth their Church to be no reall thing, but a meer fiction; and conſequent­ly, that Proteſtancy is but an In­tentionality, or bare Notion of the mynd. CHAP. XIII.
PHiloſophy teacheth vs, that e­uery thing doth conſiſt of ſomewhat, which is eſſentiall to it, and of other things, which are but Accidentall, and neceſſary. [Page] The Accidents ſerue only, ad bent eſſe; and by meanes of Inherency to giue (as it were) their attendan­ce for greater ſtate and honour of the thing, the which they do in­ueſt; and therefore may actually (at leaſt in thought) be ſeparated and diſioyned from ſuch their ſub­iect, without any deſtruction of it. But it is otherwiſe with that, which is eſſentiall to any thing; for that neceſſarily conduceth ad ſimpli­citer eſſe, of the thing; the which Eſsentiall poynt, being by ſup­poſall taken away, the thing wher­of it was Eſsentiall, inſtantly loo­ſeth its Being, & is become therby a nothing. Now, to apply this to the Proteſtant Church. And to pretermit what Accidentally ac­companyeth the Church, we will inſiſt onely in that, which is by our aduerſaries acknowledgemēt, [Page] Eſſentiall to the Church; to wit, the Administration of the VVord, and Sacraments. Now, if it can be proued, that the Proteſtāt Church wanteth this Adminiſtration of the word and Sacraments, then may we infallibly conclude, that the Pro­teſtant Church is no Church, nor Proteſtancy any Reall thing in it ſelfe. But ſeeing this Administra­tion of the word and Sacraments can­not be performed, but by the help of the true Pastors, we wil firſt ſhew the neceſſity of Pastours: ſecōdly, that the administratiō of the word & Sacraments are Eſsentiall to the Being of a Church; And laſtly we will proue, that the Proteſtant Church (like a maſtleſſe ſhip) hath neuer enioyed any true Pastours; & con­ſequently neuer enioyed the Ad­miniſtration of the word and Sacra­ments; the very Eſſence or being of [Page] a true Church.
And firſt, the holy Scriptures doe often inculcate, that in the Church of God there euer muſt be Perſonall Succeſsion, and lawfull cal­ling; & cōſequently that, that ſocie­ty of Chriſtians, which want theſe two poynts, is no Church at all. Touching the neceſſity of Perſonal Succeſſion, thus we read:Iſa. 59 My Spirit, which is vpon thee, and the words which I haue put in thy mouth, ſhall not depart out of thy mouth, nor out of the mouth of thy ſeede, nor out of the mouth of thy ſeeds ſeed, from hence foorth for euer. To which ac­cord thoſe wordes of the Apoſtle, ſpoken of our Sauiour:Epheſ. 4. He hath placed Paſtours to the conſummation of Saints, till we all meete in vnity of fayth. That is, as the Proteſtants do comment,So ſayth Do-For Fulk agaynſt the Rhe­miſh Te­ſtament. for euer, andD Fulk agaynſt Heskins, Sanders &c. pag. 539. to the end of the world. Now the rea­ſon, [Page] why Pastours muſt be euer in the Church, or els it is no Church but only a falſe vſurpation of the word Church, is, becauſe in the Church there euer muſt be, the Administration of the word and Sa­craments: but there can be no Ad­ministration of the word and Sacra­ments, without Pastours, euen ac­cording to the Apoſtles iudgmēt, who ſayth Rom. 10. How ſhall they belieue, whome they haue not heard? and how shall they heare, without a Preacher? which things, to wit, the Adminiſtration of the word, and Sa­crament (asD. VVhitaker contra Du­  [...]cum, lib. 3. p. 249. D. VVhitakers tea­cheth) being preſent do constitute a Church, being abſent do ſubuert it. And D. VVillet in Sinopſ. pag. 69. further in direct words affirmeth. That the abſence of the Adminiſtra­tion of the word and Sacraments doth make a Nullity of the Church. And [Page] ſortably heerto other Proteſtants do write thus:Pro­poſition and Prin­ciples diſputed of in the Church of Geneua. pag. 845. The miniſtery is an Eſsentiall marke of the true Church. Frō which true acknowledgment of the learned Proteſtants, we ſee that a Church without the due Administration of the word and Sa­craments wanteth its Eſſence, and is but a Nullity, or Non Ens. Now, as Perſonall Succeſsion for the admi­nistration of the word and Sacramēts is deduced from the Scripture; ſo alſo is the neceſſity of Lawfull vo­cation, according to thoſe wordes:Rom. 10. How shall they preach, except they be ſent? And that:Heb. 5. No man ta­keth the honour of Priest-hood, but he that is called of God, as Aaron was: which calling in the Apoſtles times was euer conferred by Impoſition of hands. But heer let vs ſee if the Pro­teſtants can make good the Perſo­nall Succeſsion, and ordinary calling [Page] of their Miniſters for the prea­ching of the word, and Adminiſtra­tion of the Sacramēts. But this is firſt denyed, euen by the confeſſed In­uiſibility of the Proteſtant Church: for if the Proteſtant Church hath beene wholly inuiſible, or rather vtterly extinct for the ſpace of thirteene, or fourteene hundred yeares at the leaſt, as themſelues haue aboue confeſſed: thē during that long ſpace of tyme, the Pro­teſtant Church (as not being then in Being (wanted her Paſtours; the ſtalke, which ſupports the vine: and eonſequently wanted the Ad­miniſtration of the word and Sacra­ments, and through ſuch its want, it wanted its owne Eſſ [...]nce, and was but a Nullity or Nothing, during all that long Circuite of ſo many ages. Furthermore whereas the Proteſtants, ſeeing themſelues [Page] thus plunged, do flie for reliefe to Extraordinary calling; for thus wri­teth Caluin: Laſciui­us a Pro­teſtant in his booke ac Ruſſorū, relig. c. 23 alledgeth Caluin thus ſay­ing: and ſee Caluin lib. Inſtit. 4. c. 3. ſest. 4. Quia Papae Tyran­nide. &c. Becauſe through the Ty­ranny of the Pope, the true Ordi­dinary Succeſsion of Ordination was broken of; therefore we stood in need of a new helpe, and this was the ex­traordinary guift. And D. Fulk thus writeth hereof:Fulke agaynſt Stapletō, and Mar­tiall pag. 2. The Protestants, that first preached, in theſe last dayes, had Extraordinary Caliing.
Therefore I will ſhow, that this poore refuge is impugned euen by the Proteſtants themſelues; ſo dā ­gerous an inciſion their own pens haue made in the wounds of their owne Church: for firſt D. Bilſon thus teacheth:D. Bil­ſon in his perpetual gouermēt of the Church. c. 9. pag. 111. They can haue no part of Apostolicall Commiſsion, who haue no ſhew of Apoſtolicall ſucceſsion. Agayne, Extraordinary Calling is euer warranted with working of [Page] Miracles, (as it was in the Apoſtles tymes) euen by the doctrine of the Proteſtants; for thus doth Luther expoſtulate others of their Calling, (and might not one by retortion expoſtulate Luther in his owne words)Luth. tom. 5. Ien. Germ. fol. 67. Vnde venis? quis te miſit? Vbi ſunt miracula quae te à Deo miſ­ſum eſſe testantur? And yet it is moſt certayne, that God hath neuer ho­noured any one Proteſtāt ſo much ſince the firſt appearing of Prote­ſtancy, as to exhibite any one true and ſtupendious Miracle for con­firmation of Proteſtancy. A point ſo vndenyable, that D. Fulk thus acknowledgeth;A­gainſt the Rhemiſh Teſtam. in Apo­calip. 13. It is known, that Caluin and the reſt, whome Papiſts call Arch-Heretikes, worke no miracles.
Thus farre of this poynt. Now to encircle the contents of all this Chapter within a narrow cōpaſſe, I thus diſpute, If the Proteſtant [Page] Church hath had no true Perſonall Succeſsion, and Ordinary vocation  [...]f Ministers, then hath it not had any true Pastours, the euer watch­ing Centinels of Gods Church, asIſa. 162. Iſay ſtileth them; if it hath not had true Pastours, then hath it not enioyed the true Adminiſtration of the word and Sacramēts: if it hath not enioyed the true Adminiſtra­tion of the word and Sacraments, then hath it loſt its Eſsence, and is ther­by become a Nullity (as D. VVillet, and other Proteſtants in expreſſe words aboue cyted, doe auer) but if the Proteſtant Church hath by this meanes wāted its owne Eſſen­ce, and became a Nullity; then euen [...], and demonſtratiuely it followeth, that Protestancy (which is the ſuppoſed faith, prea-by the Proteſtant Church, & be­lieued by her children) hath in it [Page] ſelfe no Eſſence or being, but is a meere Nullity, or Non Ens.


The Non-Entity of Proteſtancy, pro­ued from that, which it worketh in the VVills of its Profeſſours. CHAP. XIV.
ABoue we haue diſcouered, that Proteſtancy is depriued of all reality of being: both in re­gard that its whole Systema or fra­me conſiſteth of meere Negations, (which are nothing els, but an o­uerthrowe of Poſitiue Articles of faith) as alſo (beſides from ſeueral other heads) in that diuers parti­culer Negatiue Tenets of their pro­feſſion, are, if they be truely vn­foulded, foūd to be only vaporous imaginations without al ſubſiſtēce or being. Now, we will demon­ſtrate the like Irreality of Prote­ſtancy, [Page] by taking into our conſi­deration, what that Religion pro­duceth in the belieuers thereof, in regard of the Will, & of Morality in conuerſation & māners. Where firſt we are to note, that Sinne (I meane the deformity, which is in euery ſinnefull act) is in its owne nature, Non ens, and therfore can­not proceed from God, VVho Gen. 1 Iohn 1. made only thinges, and all thinges. The reaſon heerof is, in that Sinne being a deuiation, & erring from the rule of reaſon, and a priuatiō of goodnes, hath (asDe ci­uit Dei l. 12. c. 7. S. Auſtin & all learned men teach) no effi­cient, but a deficient cauſe, & con­ſequently, is Non-ens. And there­fore Peter Martyr, as aboue is ſayd (for authorities pertinent, may well be iterated) very fully diſ­courſeth of the nature of Sinne in theſe wordes: An In Cōmon places in Engliſh. part. 1. cap. 17. euill thing (& [Page] ſuch is Sinne) hath no efficient, but a deficient cauſe. If any will ſearch out this efficient cauſe, it is euen like, as he would ſee the Darknes with his eyes, or comprehend Silence with his eares, which being priuations, it is no need, that they should haue efficient cauſes. Now, to apply this to our matter in hand. Heere I auouch, that diuers Negatiue Articles of pro­teſtancy doe of their owne nature incline mans Will to ſinne, and al turpitude in manners: and there­fore as thoſe proteſtantical Theſes or Tenets in the vnderſtāding (be­ing but Negations, or Priuations of the contrary poſitiue Articles of the Catholikes) are depriued of al Entity of Being; ſo alſo is that, which they produce and beget in the Wil (I meane Sinne & wicked­nes in the belieuers of them) de­priued of al Entity or Being, thogh [Page] otherwiſe moſt diſpleaſing & hate­full in the ſight of God. And ſo that Axiome of Philoſophy may heere by alluſion take place, Ex nihilo, nihil fit. That Sinne is the fruit and effect of Proteſtancy, I will exemplify it in thoſe few Ar­ticles enſuing, maintayned by the Proteſtants. And firſt; the Pro­teſtants Denyall of Free-will (we Catholikes houlding the Affirma­tiue heereto) impelleth man moſt forcibly to the ſatisfying of his vnlawfull and voluptuous deſires in all kindes of Sinne. For who is perſuaded truly, that he hath not Free-will in his actions, but that he is forced to doe that he doth, why should he labour to ſcale the craggy tower of vertue, or auoyd the pleaſing bayte of Sinne, ſeeing it is not in his power, through want of Free-will, to performe ey­ther? [Page] And vpon this ground it is, that the Proteſtants teach, thatLuther ſerm. de Moyſe. the ten Cōmandements appertayne not vnto Chriſtians. D. VVillet Sy­nopſ. Pa­piſm pag. 504. And that, the law remaineth ſtil impoſſible to be kept through the weakenes of our fleſh: nei­ther doth God giue vs ability to keepe it &c. Now doth not this doctri­ne open the paſſage to the breach of all the ten Commandements, and this without controwle or condē ­ning the party ſo offending, ſince it is not in his power to doe other­wyſe?
In like ſort the Proteſtants do­ctrine of Reprobation (which is but the Negatiue to the Catholike do­ctrine of Vniuerſality of Grace) much diſcourageth men frō ver­tue, and inuiteth them to vice; ſince that man, who is a reprobate let him labour neuer ſo much to pleaſe God with walking in a moſt [Page] vertuous and paynefull lyfe, yet by this doctrine, certaine it is, that he ſhall be damned.
Againe, the Proteſtants denyal of Purgatory, as it freeth a man frō making any reſtitution or ſatisfa­ction for wrongs done to a third perſon; ſo it much emboldeneth him to ſinne, aſſuring himſelfe by this doctrine, that notwithſtāding any enormous ſinnes whatſoeuer committed by him, he once dying  [...]n a true fayth, there are no tem­porall puniſhments reſerued for him after this lyfe.
I heere but briefly touch, how  [...]he Proteſtants by their defence of  [...]heir Iustifying fayth, excluding workes both from iuſtification & merit, do ſpeake and write moſt  [...]aſely and vnworthily of good workes. For doth notIn prae­fat. ad Rom. Illiricus  [...]hus traduce all good workes? To [Page]hould that good workes are, in reſpect but of preſence, neceſſary to ſaluation (as ſome Proteſtants do hould) is a pa­pisticall errour. Yea he further moſt impiouſly enlargeth himſelfe, ſay­ing:Vide Art. colloq. Aldeburg. pag. 120. ſest. 11. Good workes are not only not neceſsary to ſaluation, but hurtfull to it. And D. Whitakers ſpeaking particulerly of Virginity, doth thus diſualew it:Contra Camp. rat. 8. Virginity is not ſimply good, but after a certayne man­ner. And of faſting D. Willet thus teacheth:Synopſ. pag. 241. Neyther is God better worſhipped by eating, or not eating. Thus farre to ſhew, that theſe for­mer doctrines of the Proteſtants animate mans will moſt forcibly to all Sardanapaliſme, and ſenſuali­ty; and beget a certayne incuriou [...] and negligent torpour & ſlowne [...] in the ſoule eyther for practiſing vertue, or auoyding of ſinne. Fo [...] who obſerueth not, that the will i [...] [Page] faſter or ſlower mooued to good or euil, by how much it is peyzed more heauily or lightly with the pullies or weights of the hope of a future good, or feare of a future euill?
But to proced further. As theſe former negatiue Theſes of Prote­ſtants do incline the will to all tur­pitude in māners, & conſequent­  [...]y worke in the will, that, which in  [...]ts owne Nature is nothing but meerely negatiue; ſo vpon iuſt exa­mination we ſhall finde, that the firſt broachers and inuentours of them were men of moſt flagitious and wicked conuerſation; ſo ſuc­king their owne venome out of  [...]heir owne doctrine. For greater contracting of which poynt, I will  [...]nſiſt in the foure Cardinall (as I may terme them) and prime Pro­teſtants of this age; by whome we may well coniecture the like in o­ther [Page] more obſcure Proteſtāts; for we read, that If the eye be wicked, then all the body ſhalbe darke. Matth. 1.5. Now in the diſplaying heerof I will for­beare all teſtimonies of Catholi­kes agaynſt thē (ſince they would be preſumed as ouer partiall in their Cenſures) but will reſt ey­ther in their owne writings or cō ­feſſions of their learned Proteſtāts their acknowledged brethrē of the Goſpel. Theſe foure chiefe Prote­ſtants ſhall be: Luther, Zwinglius, Caluin, & Beza, men, who (aboue all others) haue much ſpread and dilated this negatiue faith of Prote­ſtancy; & in whome (concerning morality) you ſhal find litle of the Goſpell, though they vanted much of their profeſſing the Goſpell.
And firſt to begin with Luther. Touching faith, Luther thus tea­cheth.Luth. tom. 1. propè finem Faith vnleſſe it be without [Page]the leaſt good workes, doth not iustify, it is not faith. Which very ſaying D. Couel acknowledgeth as ſpoken by Luther, & tearmeth it, Harsh, & D. Co­uel in his defence of Hoo­ker prin­ted 1603. pag. 41. iustly called in questiō by the Church of Rome. Cōcerning mariage or diuor­ce, Luth [...]r thus writeth: Si Luth. ſerm. de Matrins. This ſen­tence as ſpoken by Luther is ackno­ledged by D. Whit. cont. Cāp. rat. 8. nolit vxor, aut non poſsit, veniat ancilla. If the wife will not, or cannot (perform the act of mariage) let the mayd come. And as touching Luthers own licentious and goatish conuerſati­on in manners, & want of chaſti­ty, heare his owne wordes deliue­red of himſelfe: Nothing Luth. in prouerb. 31. Ad­deth this amo [...]ous ryme in Dutch, ſi­gnifying as it is he [...]r ſet downe in the text. is more ſweet, or louing vpon earth, then is the loue of a womā if a man can obtayn it. And againe: As Luth. tom 5. Wittenb. ſerm de Matrim. fol. 119. it is not in my power, that I should be no man; ſo it is not in my power, I should be with­out a woman. And yet more: I Luther tom. epiſto. latinar. fol. 334. ad Philippum. am burned with the great flame of my vntamed flesh &c. Eight dayes are [Page]now past, wherin I neyther did wryte, pray, nor study; being vexed partly with temptations of the flesh, partly with other trouble. And finally:Luther in Colloq. Menſal. fol. 526. & vide fol. 400. I am almoſt madd through the rage of luſt, and deſire of women. But I will ceaſe to ſtirre further in this filthy puddle of Luthers ſenſuality & luſt and will end with him in ſetting down the ſaying of Benedictus Mor­genſternenſis (a Proteſtant Writer) who reports of the Caluiniſts, that when they at any tyme would giue aſſent to prouocation of Nature & ſatisfy their luſt; they were not ashamed to ſay amōg themſelues: Hodie In tract. de Eccleſ p. 221. Lutheranice viuemus: To day we will liue Lutheran-like. Thus they vſing the name of Luther (as a Motto) the more fully to expreſſe the ſenſuall deportment of Luther.
To come in this next place to Swinglius the ſecond Arch of the [Page] Proteſtāt Church, in her firſt ere­cting in the dayes of Luther. Firſt touching his doctrine concerning good workes & a vertuous life; for the more depreſſing and vnderua­lewing therof, Swinglius teacheth, that the promiſes of eternall lyfe made to thē in Scripture, are onlySwingl. tom. 1. printed 1581. de prouident. Dei f. 137. Hyperbolical, or trāſcending the truth. Touching God being the Au­thour of ſin, Swinglius thus writethSwingl. tom. 1. de de prouid. fol. 3 [...]6. That, the theefe is enforced to ſinne: ThatSwing. vbi ſupra. God mooueth the Theefe to kill: Swingl. vbi ſupra. That, the Theefe killeth, God procuring him: That,Vbi ſu­pra fol. 366 Dauids a­dultery pertayned to God, as Authour. Swingl. vbi ſupra. fol. 365. Finally, that (z) ſinning agaynſt the law, we are not Authours, but Gods Instruments. A point ſo euident, & confeſſed, thatIn his Abſurda abſurdorum &c. prin­ted 1606 cap. 5. de praedest. fo▪ 3. 4. Grawerus (Re­ctor of the Proteſtant Vniuerſity of Iſlebium) cōdemneth Swinglius of this moſt blaſphemous doctri­ne, [Page] of God being the Authour of ſinne.
Now to come to Swinglius his deportment and cariage in man­ners.The title of Swinglius & other eyght Miniſters ſupplica­tion for wyues is this: Pietate & prudentia inſigni Hel­uetiorum Reipublicae Huldericus Swinglius alij (que) Euā ­gelica do­ctrinae Mi­nistri gra­tiam & pa [...]em à Deo. Ex­tat in tom. 1. fol. 110 Swinglius with ſome other Miniſters in Switzerland (wher­in they then liued) maketh ſup­plication to that State, that they may be ſuffered to marry, & take wyues, in theſe wordes following:Vbi ſu­pra fo. 115 VVe earnestly requeſt, that the vſe of Mariage be not denyed vs, who feeling the infirmity of the fleſh, per­ceaue, that the gift of Chastity is not giuen vs by God &c. libidinis aestum in nobis feruere negare non poſſumus, cum huius ipſius opera nos corā Eccleſijs infames reddiderunt, we cannot deny, but the heate of lust boyleth in vs, in ſo much that our actios in that kind haue made vs infamous among the Profeſ­ſours of our owne Churches. And fur­ther:Vbi upra. VVe deſire to marry, least the Soules committed to our charge (diu­tius[Page]offendātur) ſhould be any longer offended. And yet moreVbi ſu­pra fol. 119 VVe haue proued, that the weakenes of our flesh hath been the cauſe (proh dolor!) O for griefe! of our often falling. And fi­nally.Vbi ſu­pra fol. 12 [...] we haue burned (pro pudor!) O for ſhame! that we haue committed many things vnſeemely. By this heer ſet downe, the Reader may take a ſcantling of Swinglius (who was the chiefe of theſe ſupplicating Miniſters for wiues) and how he was wholy deuoted to luſt & ſen­ſuality.
In this next place occurreth Caluin (from whoſe pen Proteſtā ­cy receaued a more pure ſublima­tion.) Touching Caluins lyfe: that he was truly accuſed and pu­niſhed for Sodomy, & his ſhoul­der ſeared with a burning iron for that ſinne, is witneſſed by the pu­blike records of Noyon in France ex­tant [Page] to this day, where he was pu­niſhed; and alſo byIn Theolog. Caluiniſt. printed 1594. lib. 2. fol. 72. Conradus Sluſselburg (the Proteſtant) which ſayd Proteſtant relateth the man­ner of Caluins death in theſe words:Sluj­ſelburg. vbi ſupra. Deus manu ſua potenti &c. God ſo ſtrucke Caluin with his mighty hād, that being in deſpayre, and calling v­pon the Diuell, he gaue vp his wicked ſoule, ſwearing, curſing, and blaſphe­ming: he dyed of the diſeaſe of lice & wormes, increaſing in a most loathſome vlcer, about his priuy parts, ſo as none could endure the stench.
Thus this forſaid Proteſtāt wry­teth. This manner of Caluins death is further witneſſed byHeren­nius in his lib. de vita Calu. Ioannes Herēnius (a Caluiniſt Miniſter) who was preſent at Caluins death.
Now in this laſt place to deſ­cend to Beza; who in teaching God to be the Authour of Sinne, wholy comparted with Swinglius; [Page] for thus he wryteth:Beza in his diſ­play of popiſh pra­ctiſes po­engliſhed and prin-1578. pa. 202. God exci­  [...]th the wicked will of one Theefe to ill another; guideth his hand and  [...]eapon, iustly enforcing the will of the Theefe. But to leaue many of his o­  [...]her confeſſed erroneous doctri­nes, and to rippe a little into his courſe of life; I will only reſt vpon one poynt (and heere I may ſay with the Poet, ex vno diſcite omnes) to wit, his Sodomiticall ſinne with a yōg boy called Andebertus, and his fornicatiō with his woman Candi­da, whome he kept diuers yeares asſo ſaith Conradus Sluſſelb. in Theolog. Caluiniſt. lib. 1. fol. 92. Concubine, before he maryed her: who comparing the one Sin with the other in certayne verſes, at laſt preferred the ſinne with his Ganymede the boy, before his ſinne with Candida. His verſes I will heer ſet downe in latin, though for very ſhame▪ I forbeare to Engliſh them. Theſe then they are.
[Page]
Abest Candida Beza quid moraris?
 Andebertus abest, quid hic moraris?
 Tenent Pariſij tuos amores,
 Habent Aurelij tuos lepores.
 Et tu Veſelijs manere pergis?
 Procul Candidula, amoribuſque:
 Immo Veſelij procul valete,
 Et vale Pater, & valete fratres;
 Nam Veſelijs carere poſſum,
 Et carere parente, & his & illis;
 At non Candidula, Andeberto (que) &c.

Then followeth.
Sed vtrum, rogo, praeferam duorum?
 Vtrum inuiſere me decet priorem?
 An quenquam tibi Candida anteponā?
 An quenquam tibi praeferā Andeberte?
 Quid ſi me in geminas ſecē ipſe partes,
 Harum vt altera Candidam reuiſat,
 Currat altera verſus Andebertum?
 At eſt Candida ſic auara, noui,
 Vt totum cupiat tenere Bezam;
 Sic Bezae est cupidus ſui Andebertus,
 Beza vt geſtiat integro potiri,
 [Page] Amplector quoque ſic hunc, & illam,
  [...]t totus cupiam videre vtrum (que),
  [...]ntegris frui integer duobus.

Then he thus concludeth.
Preferre artamen alterum neceſse est.
 O duram nimiùm neceſsitatem!
 Sed poſtquam tamē alterum neceſſe est,
 Priores tibi defero Andeberte;
 Quod ſi Candida forte conqueratur,
 Quid tum? baſiolo tacebit vno.

This Epigram is extant in Beza his Epigrams, and beareth this tit­le; Theodorus Beza de ſua in Candi­da & Andebertum beneuolentia. That Beza did write this Epigram, is a­uerred by the former Sluſſelburge, the famous Proteſtant; who thus writeth heerofSluſſ. in Theolog. Caluinist. lib.  [...] fol. 9 [...]. Constat & hoc, Be­zam obſcoeniſsimos verſus ſcripſiſse ad germanum Andebertum Aureliae ele­ctum, & eumdem tanquam Adonidem a Beza factum eſſe. As alſo by He­ſhuſius (the Proteſtant) ſaying:Til­manus He­ſhuſius in his booke entituled Verae & ſanae Con­feſsionis. [Page] Beza nefandos amores, illicitos concu­bitus, ſcort [...] iones, foeda adulteria ſa­crilego carmine decantauit orbi. As alſo byD. Sparks in his anſ­were to D. Albin printed 1591. pa. 400. M. Sparkes, D. Sutcl ff in Turca-pa­piſmo printed 1599. lib. 3. cap. 10. pag. 204. D. Suc­cliffe, andD. Morton in his Apo­log. Ca­thol. part. 1. lib. 2. cap. 21. pag. 355. D. Morton; though but weakly excuſed by theſe three laſt.
And thus farre of theſe foure chiefe Pillars of Proteſtancy: of whome I acknowledge, that I haue not ſet downe the tenth part, of what is confeſſed (euen by other Proteſtants) of their ſenſuality, and moſt wicked carriage. Not­withſtāding what is heer ſet down, I hope it is not impertinently al­ledged, conſidering how highly moſt Proteſtants of theſe dayes do priſe (through a foreſtalled pre­iudice of iudgment) the ſayd foure chiefe broachers of the Proteſtāt Religion. And therefore though the iudicious Reader may perhaps [Page] cenſure part of this Chapter, as  [...]n Apostrophe, or digreſſion; yet he may withal well eſteeme it (the tymes wherein we liue conſidered) as a conducing, & progreſſiue di­greſſion.


The Non-entity of Protestancy pro­ued, from that our Aduerſaries cannot agree, what doctrines be Protestancy; & what Profeſſours or ſorts of men be members of the Protestant Church. CHAP. XV.
ANother Medium which af­fordeth ſufficient proofe for the Irreality of Proteſtancy, may be taken from this enſuing conſi­deration: to wit, in that the Pro­teſtants amongſt themſelues are not reſolued, what doctrines ne­ceſſarily [Page] concurre to the making vp of Proteſtancy, or of what ſe­uerall ſorts of Belieuers the Pro­teſtant Church conſiſteth. Now if the Obiectum, circa quod, or Mate­ria, circa quam (as the Logicians ſpeake) of any ſcience or know­ledge, be not agreed vpon before hand, what in particuler it is: thē doubtleſly it from thence riſeth, that ſuch a preſumed Science or Knowledge is but an Imaginary knowledge, wholy depriued of all Reality and Entity. For not onely Philoſophy, but euen the force of Naturall reaſon teacheth vs, that of all things, the ſubiect, or mat­ter in euery Science or kind of knowledge, is firſt to be enquired after, and with a mutuall conſent on all ſydes to be acknowledged. The lyke we may confidently af­firme of Proteſtancy, and the Pro­teſtant [Page] Church That our aduer­ſaryes cannot be brought to any atonement, touching what is the ſubiect of Proteſtancy, or who be the Members of the Proteſtant Church, is proued; in that ſeuerall Proteſtants exclude ſuch perſons to be of the Proteſtant Church, (& conſequently do exclude their fayth from Proteſtancy) which themſelues at other tymes (at leaſt other Proteſtants) doe imbrace for good Proteſtants▪ and perfect mēbers of their Church, and their fayth & doctrine for perfect Pro­teſtaney. For ſuch men, who are admitted, or excluded from the Church of the Proteſtants, are ad­mitted or excluded only by reaſon of their fayth and doctrine, being the ſame, or different from the Proteſtants fayth and doctrine.
Heere then I will firſt ſhew, [Page] within what narrow limits our ad­uerſaries confine Proteſtancy, and the members of the Proteſtant Church; and then after I will ſet downe (ſuch is the fluctuating and wauering iudgmēt of our aduer­ries herein) how they are content at other tymes to extend and en­large thoſe bounds, by affording Proteſtancy, and the members therof a greater ſpace or compaſſe, as I may ſay, to expatiate, and walke in.
And to begin. We firſt fynd, that the poore Papist Papiſts reiected. is wholy ex­terminated from this holy So­ciety of Proteſtants: in proofe whereof to be luxuriant in autho­rityes, were but loſt labour, it being a thing ſo well knowne and generally confeſſed: therefore the teſtimony only of D. VVhitakers ſhall ſerue, who thus writeth:D. Whitak. lib. contra Duraeum.  [...]. ſect. 2. I [Page]will not allow the very name of a law­ful Church, vnto the Romane Church, becauſe it hath nothing, which a true Church ought to haue.
To proceed. The Proteſtants  [...]xile the Anabaptists Anabap­tiſts. out of their Church, as being no members  [...]hereof; nor their doctrine, Pro­  [...]eſtancy. This is euident out of  [...]he Confeſſion of Ausburg, thus  [...]eaching:Cap. 9. VVe condemne the A­  [...]abaptists who diſallow the baptiſ­  [...]e of Infants, and thinke them to be  [...]aued without Baptiſme. To which Confeſſion, the Confeſſion of Switzerland in theſe like wordes  [...]ubſcribeth:Cap. 20 VVe condemne A­  [...]abaptiſts, who deny Infants to be  [...]aptized. In like manner they ex­  [...]lude from their fayth and Reli­gion, the doctrine of the Arians, Arians.  [...]ccording to the Confeſſion of Ausburg in this poynt, ſaying: [Page] Act. 1. VVe condemne all Hereſies, ri­ſing agaynſt this Article (mea­ning the Article of the Trinity) as the Manichees, Arians, Eunonians &c.
To come to Heretikes Heretiks. in gene­rall; they alſo by reaſon of their particuler Hereſyes, houlden ſe­uerally by them, are exempted out of the members of the Prote­ſtants Church, and this euen by the iudgement of the Sacramen­taries, and the Lutheranes: And firſt touching the iudgement of the Sacramentaries paſſed on this poynt.
We find the Confeſsion of Ba­ſill, thus to teach:Art. 24 VVe dryue a­way all, whoſoeuer diſſenting from the ſociety of the Holy Church, do ey­ther bring in, or follow strange and wicked doctrines. And Caluin in lyke manner ſayth:Instit. l. 2. cap. 15. num. 1. Rightly [Page]Auſtin denyeth Heretikes to haue the ſame foundation with the godly, al­beit they preach the name of Christ. D. Sucliffe:In his firſt boo­ke of the Church. cap. 1. Heretykes are not of the Church. Finally D. VVhite: In his way to the Church pag. 10. All Heretikes teach the truth in ſomethinges; yet we deny them to be of the Church of God.
The ſame doctrine is fully maintayned by the Lutherans. For thus teach the Centurists: Cent. 6. in the praeface. Ney­ther Heretykes, nor deuyſers of fana­ticall opinions are of Chriſt; but they are of Antichriſt, and of the Diuell. &c.
VVhich point is alſo fully taught by Luther himſelfe, in theſe wor­des:Lurh. in his ex­explica­tion of the Cree­de. Neither Gentill, Iew, Here­tyke, or any ſinner is ſaued, vnles he make atonement with the Church, and in all things thinke, do, and teach the ſame. But the Proteſtants reſt not heerewith,Schiſma­tikes. but alſo doe baniſh [Page] Schiſmatikes frō the Church. And to begin with the Lutherans, Me­lancthon his iudgement heerein is this:In his booke a­gaynſt Suenkfeld tom. 2. p. 301. Neither is there more then one Church, the ſpouſe of Christ; neyther doth this compamy conſist of diuers ſects. Which doctrine he borrowed from Luther thus writing:Luth. in his great Ca­techiſm. tom. 5. p. 628. I be­lieue, that there is on earth a litle Cō ­gregation of Saintes, agreeing in all things, without ſects, or Schiſmes.
To come to the Sacramentaries herein. Caluins wordes are theſe:Cal­uin in his Treatiſe of the ne­ceſſity of refor­ming the Church. VVe do profeſse the vnity of the Church (ſuch as is deſcribed by S. Paul) to be most deare vnto vs: and we accurſe all them, that ſhal any way violate it. D. Field: Of the Church. 1. cap. 7. The name of the Catholike Church (he meaning his owne Proteſtant Church) is applyed to diſtinguiſh men, houlding the fayth in vnity, from Schiſmati­kes. D. VVhitaker: Contro­uerſ. 2. q.  [...]. cap. 9. It is falſe, that [Page]Hereticall and Schiſmaticall Churches are true Churches. Finally to omit infinit others for breuity, D. Fulk thus diſcourſeth:D. Fulke of the Suc­ceſſion of the Church. VVhat skilleth it, whether one (being drawne by He­reſy or Schiſme frō the body of Christ) be ſubiect to eternall damnation?
Thus farre to ſhew how our Aduerſaries do coarct and ſtraiten (and in ſome ſenſe rightly) the true fayth and Church of God; & conſequently in their iudgments, their owne Proteſtant fayth and Church; ſeeing they admit not in theſe former teſtimonies, any o­ther fayth and Church to be true, but onely Proteſtancy, and their Proteſtant Church.
Now, in this next place ſhall appeare the wonderfull Protean-like mutability of the Proteſtants (who are only conſtant in Incon­ſtancy) in croſſing their former [Page] Iudgements, by affording a farre greater Circumference to the Pro­feſſours of Proteſtancy & to their Church, then in the former paſ­ſage they haue done; ſo true it is, that Innouatours are caryed ſpiri­tu vertiginis, now affirming one thing, preſently after (and al with one breath) recalling and contra­dicting the poynt afore affirmed or maintayned.
For now you ſhall finde, that the Proteſtants moſt courteouſly grant, that almoſt all the former kinds of men (and ſome others more bad) are members of the Proteſtant Church, and conſe­quently their doctrines true Pro­teſtancy; ſince a man is ſtiled a member of a Church, in regard that his faith and doctrine is con­ſonant and ſorting to the fayth & doctrine of the ſayd Church, and [Page] not in any other reſpect.
And to begin. The Proteſtants (out of their bounty) include the Papiſts, as mēbers of their Church:Papiſts admitted for thus doth Luther ſay: Luther▪ in epist. cont. Ana­baptist. In the Popery there is true Chriſtianity, yea the kernell of Christianity, and many pious, and great Saints. And the Confeſſion of Auſburg, confeſſe thus of themſelues, & the Papiſts:In prae­fat. VVe are all Souldiers vnder one Christ.
To deſcend to others confeſſing no leſſe: His Maieſty deceaſed thus ſpeaketh of this poynt:In his ſpeach to the Parlamēt. An. 1605 Nouem. 9. being put forth in print. VVe doe iuſtly confeſſe, that Papists, eſpecial­ly our forefathers, laying their only trust vpon Chriſt, and his merits, may be, and are ſomtymes ſaued. And M. Hooker thus acknowledgeth the Papists for his brethren:Lib. Eccleſ. pol. 3. c. 128. we gladly acknowledge them of Rome to be of the family of IESVS-Christ. [Page]M. Bunny: In his Treatiſe of Paci­fic. ſect. 18. VVe are no ſeuerall Church from them (meaning the Pa­pists) nor they from vs. And the foreſayd M. Hooker particulerly touching the fayth of the Papiſts, thus further pronounceth:Eccleſ. Pol. p. 128 Tou­ching the maine poynts of Christian fayth, wherein they conſtantly perſiſt, we gladly acknowledge them to be of the family of Ieſus-Christ. D. VVhit­gift: In his Anſwere to the Admoni­tion p. 40 The Papists belieue the ſame Articles of fayth, which we do. For breuity D. VVhite ſhall conclude this poynt, ſaying:In de­fence of the way. cap. 38. In the ſubſtā ­tiall Articles of fayth we agree with the Papiſts. Now by theſe Teſtimo­nies and confeſſions we ſee (moſt differently from their former wri­tings) that Papiſts are members of the true Church, and conſequent­ly (in our aduerſaries cenſure) of the Proteſtant Church: and that the articles of Papistry, are but the [Page] fayth and doctrine of Proteſtancy.
In the next place (according to the Methode aboue) come in the Anabaptists, Anabap­tiſts. whom the Prote­ſtāts admit to be of their Church, and their doctrine no way preiu­diciall to their owne doctrine of Proteſtancy. For firſt of this point Oecolampadius thus writeth:Lib. 2. Epiſt. pag. 363. Bap­tiſme is an externall thing, which by the law of Charity may be diſpenced withall. AndCon­trou. 4 9. cap. 2. p. 716. VVhitakers iudg­ment is, that we may abstaine from Baptiſme, ſo there be no contempt or ſcandall following.
Finally, D. Morton thus bro­therly acknowledgeth the Ana­baptists: In his Anſwere to the Proteſtāts Apology. lib. 4. ca. 2. ſect. 10 VVe Protestants iudge the ſtate of the Anabaptists, not to be vtterly deſperate. Touching the Arians, M. Hooker telleth vs in theſe wordes:Eccleſ. Pol. lib. 4. pag. 181. The Arians in the reformed Churches of Poland &c. [Page] he heerby inſinuating, that thoſe Proteſtant Churches in Poland did acknowledge the Arians, Arians. as mēbers of their Church: though I fully preſume, that M. Hooker himſelfe was of a far different o­pinion. And M. Morton perem­ptorily maintaineth, that his Pro­teſtant Church is one, and the ſame with the Church of the A­rians, and giueth his reaſon there­of in theſe words,In his booke of the King­dome of Iſrael, & the Church. pag. 94. Becauſe the A­riās hold the foundation of the Goſpell.
They further proceede, & in­corporate within the Proteſtant Church euen Idolaters. Idolaters For M. Hooker thus affirmeth:Eccleſ. Polic. l. 3. pag. 126. Chriſtians by externall profeſsion they are all, whoſe marke of recognizance hath in it thoſe thinges, which we haue men­tioned; yea although they be impious Idolaters, wicked Heretykes, perſons excommunicable.
[Page]
And this poynt receaueth its further proofe from the Proteſtāts comportement toward the Catho­likes. For we well know, that the Proteſtants at other tymes both by writing and in their Sermons, with moſt tragicall Exclamations charge the Catholikes with Idola­try cōmitted in their adoring our Sauiour Christ in the moſt bleſſed Eucharist, and in their worſhip ex­bited to Images and Relikes. And yet aboue we ſee, the Proteſtants teach, that the Proteſtant and Catholike Church are but one, & the ſame Church. Now if the Pa­piſts be members of the Proteſtant Church, & that they be Idolaters, (as the Proteſtāts do dreame) thē are Idolaters members of the Pro­teſtant Church.
But the Proteſtant doth not limit his Church with in theſe for­mer [Page] Cancells or bounds; for he alſo comparteth and interleageth euen with the Infidels, Infidels. admitting them to be members of his owne Church, & teaching that they be capable of ſaluation. ForAct. Mon. pag. 495. M. Fox relateth of a Proteſtāt Martyr (by him for learning and vertue much magnified) who thus taught A Turke, Saracene, or any Maho­metan whatſoeuer may be ſaued, if he truſt in one God, and keep his law. AndBale Cent. 6. p. 404. Bale warnes vs to be wa­ry, that we condemne not raſhly any Turke. But this poynt is fur­ther moſt amply taught by Swin­glius and other Proteſtāt deuines, as aboue in the ſixt chapter of this Treatiſe, is manifeſted; to which paſſage for greater expedition, I referre the ſtudious Reader.
But what? hath Proteſtācy yet receaued its due circumſcription, as [Page] I may ſay, and confinement? No: for the Proteſtants charity is ſo great and immenſe,Antichriſt as that they are content to admit and indenize euen him, whome they mantaine (by their own writings) to be the true Antichriſt, for a member of the Proteſtant Church. O moſt ſtrange Church, cōſiſting of ſuch Heterogeneous members! That this is ſo, I thus prooue: The Prote­ſtants (I meane the greateſt part of them) confidently teach, that the Pope is the true Antichrist, de­ciphered in the holy Scripture. Now marke, what Proteſtants ne­uertheles confeſſe in this poynt D. Whitakers thus writeth:D. Whit. in his Anſ­were to the firſt demon­ſtration. of D. Sā ­ders. I will not ſay, that from the tyme, that Papistry began to be Antichriſtianity the Popes themſelues haue beene all dāned. And yet the ſayd D. Whita­kers elswhereD. Whit. in his an­ſwere to the laſt demon­ſtration. of D. Sā ­ders. auerreth moſt cō ­fidently, [Page] the Pope to be Antichrist▪ I will adioyne heerto the like cha­ritable cenſure of M. Powell: who taught the Pope to be Antichrist, and yet thus writeth:M. Powel de Antichri­ſto cap. 33. p. 338. I will in no wiſe ſay, that all the Popes from the tyme wherein Papiſtry was firſt re­uealed to be Antichristianity, are dam­ned. Thus far of what perſons are truly acknowledged by the iudge­ment of the Proteſtants for mem­bers of their owne Church. But Muſculus, the Proteſtant, is more lauiſh herein, and proceedeth yet one ſtep further, by enlarging the Proteſtant Church; his wordes are theſe:Muſcu­lus in loco com. de coena p. 552. I imbrace all for brethren in the Lord, howſoeuer they diſagree frō me, or amongſt themſelues; as long as they mantayne not the Popiſh Impiety. O moſt Serpentine and diueliſh rancour and malice! Thus far of this Subiect in generall. But now [Page] to reflect vpon the premiſes, and to draw from thence an vnauoy­dable deduction.
If ſo then on the one ſyde, eue­ry Fayth, Religion, and Church are to haue knowne & explayned (as their chiefe and firſt Theoreme) what doctrines concurre to the making vp of the ſame fayth and Religion, and what kind of men are the mēbers of the ſaid Church; and if this be not firſt known, that then it followeth, that ſuch a faith or Church is but meerely Inten­tionall: and Irreall: And if on the other part, Proteſtancy, and the Proteſtant Church be ſo irreſolu­te, deuided and diſtracted in iudg­ment (a neceſſary Attendant of Errour and falſhood) that at one tyme, they will wholy extermi­nate from their fayth and Church the Papists, the Anabaptists, the [Page] Arians, Heretikes in generall, and Schiſmatikes; and at another tyme (or perhaps at the ſame time, & by the ſame Proteſtants) wil incorpo­rate and admit into the fellowſhip of their Religion and Church, not only the ſayd Papists, Anabaptiſts, Arians, Heretikes, & Schiſmatikes, but alſo ſuppoſed Idolaters, Infidels, Antichriſt, and euery one, who in any ſort impugne the Church of Rome; if all this I ſay be true (as is prooued to be in this Chapter) what other inferēce can be made, but that Proteſtancy and the Pro­teſtant Church (for want of know­ing and acknowledging what do­ctrines are Proteſtancy, and what ſorts of men are Proteſtants) are in themſelues but meer empty & aëry conceyts; and for want of all true and reall ſubſiſtence, but a Non-Entity.


The Non-Entity of Protestancy de­monstrated, from that, euery Pro­testant eyther in himſelfe, or in his Predeceſſours, originally departed, and came out, from the Roman Ca­tholike Church. CHAP. XVI.
[Page]
AN other Medium, to proue that Proteſtancy is a meer Irreality, or Non-Entity, may be this. Yf it can be proued, that Proteſtancy is more late, & yong then the Catholike Religion is; then followeth it, that Proteſtan­cy cannot haue any true and reall Subſiſtence. Fot if our Catholike & Roman Religion had a being be­fore Proteſtancy; and that Prote­ſtancy did appeare long after, and conſiſteth only in the denyall of moſt of the Articles of the Catho­like Religion; then followeth it [Page] vnauoydably, that Proteſtancy is but an imaginary Conceyte, or Fabricke of the imagination with­out any foundation of Being: for ſeing the Catholike Fayth, & the Proteſtant Faith are directly con­tradictory & oppoſitly repugnāt, both of them cannot enioy a reall Being: for if they could, thē meer Contradictories (& this is denyed, that it can be performed euen by Gods Power) ſhould enioy a true and Reall Being togeather.
Now that Proteſtancy is more late, or of a newer date, then the Roman Religion, I thus proue? There cannot any one Proteſtāt be alledged (ſpeaking of ſuch Pro­teſtants, as are out of Cōtrouerſy, and acknowledged for ſuch both by Proteſtant and Catholike) who was not eyther in himſelfe; or in his Forefathers, firſt a Catholike; & [Page] who by dogmatizing ſome Prote­ſtant Opinions afore neuer gene­rally taught, did ſeparate himſelfe & depart from the Cath. Church then afore in Being. Of which ſort of men theſe wordes in S. Iohn are vnderſtood, Exierūt ex nobis. 1. Ioan. 2. The very ſtampe or ſignature of Innouatours in doctrine.
Let vs exemplify this in the firſt and chiefeſt Proteſtants. I will begin with Ochinus & ſo aſcend hi­gher. This Ochinus (who was a chiefe mā in diſſeminating of Pro­teſtancy in England in King Ed­wards dayes) was firſt aSo ſaith Slei­dan l. 9. at anno 1547. fol. 297. Monke, and forſaking his Monaſtical life, began to preach Proteſtancy.Oſian­der Cent. 16. l. 1. c. 33. Bucer was at the firſt alſo a Moke, & vpon his reading of Luthers booke of Vowes, forſooke his Monaſtery & married a womā. Swinglius So ſaith Hoſpiniā in hyſtor. Sacram. fol. 22. was firſt a Catholike Priest, & publike [Page] Preacher at Tigure in Switzerlād. Luther was a Priest, & anIn his Epiſt. to his Father extat tom. 2. Wittē ­berg. printed 1568. fol. 269. Auſtin Friar; & vpō his firſt reuolt from the Papacy, tooke to wife Caterine Bore, as the whole world knoweth.
Now that there was no other Church in Being before Luthers Apoſtacy, then the Roman Ca­tholike Church, appeareth from the liberal acknowledgmēt of the learned Proteſtāts. For M. Perkins thus writes:In his Expoſitiō vpon the Creed. p. 400. VVe ſay, that before the dayes of Luther, for the ſpace of many hundred yeares, an Vniuerſall Apostaſy ſo ouerſpread the face, of the Church, that is was not then viſible to the world. And Doctour Iewell, confeſſeth no leſſe, ſaying:In his Apolog. of the Church. pant. 4. c. 34. The truth was vnknowne at that tyme, & vnheard of, when Martin Luther & Hulderick Swinglius first came to the knowledge and preaching of the Goſ­pell. Yea Luther himſelf euen Thra­ſonically [Page] conteſteth this poynt in theſe his words:Luther in epiſt. ad Argenti­nenſ. anno 1525. Christum à nobis primò vulgatum audemus gloriari: ſo cleare it is, that Luther was origi­nally a Catholike, and that at his firſt riſing there was no Proteſtant Church in the world. But to pro­ceed further. Huſse was a Catho­like Prieſt before his reuolt, and wholy till that tyme imbraced the Catholike Fayth, asIn Col­loq. de An­tichristo. Luther andIn A­pocalip. c. 11. p. 290. M. Fox do teſtify. Ierome of Pra­gue was firſt a Catholike, and after became an Heretike; who being at the Councell of Constance, re­nounced openly his hereſies; but after apoſtating the ſecond tyme, he loſt his lyfe. VVicleff was firſt a Catholike Priest, and Parſon of Lut­terworth in Licesterſhyre, and firſt abandoned his Religion, becauſe he was depriued of a Benefice by the Arch-biſhop of Canterbury, as [Page] In his Annals of England. printed 1591. pa. 425. Stow recordeth.
VValdo was a rich man of Lyons in France, and originally a Catho­like, of whome D. Humfrey thus writeth:In Ieſu­itiſm. part 2. rat. 3. pag. 270 he did forſake all things, that being poore, he might better fol­low Chriſt, and the Euangelicall per­fections. The VValdenſis (who were deriued of VValdo, and thereupon ſo called) were an Order of begging Fryars, and did profeſſe (as the ſaid D. Hunfrey writeth)vbi ſu­pra. a kind of Monaſticall lyfe. And of the VVal­denſes doctrine in particular Caluin thus writeth:Epiſt. 244. The forme of the Confeſsion of the VValdenſes doth in­uolue all thoſe in eternall damnation, who do not confeſse, that the bread is truly become the body of Chriſt. They alſo euer taught ſeauen Sa­craments, Vowes, ſingle lyfe, and Pur­gatory, In tra­ctat. de Eccleſ pag. 124. as (u) Morgensternenſis (a Lutheran) writeth.
[Page]
The Albigenſes were the ſame men with the Waldenſes, and ther­fore were originally Catholikes; for thus D. Abbots writeth thereof:In his ſecond part of the defence. printed 1607. pog. 55. Thus Lyonists, or poore men of Lyons, and Waldenſes, or Albigenſes were the ſame men; but diuerſly, and vpon diuers occaſions tearmed by the Romiſh Synagogue.
Berengarius was Archdeacon of Angiers in France, and therefore it followeth, that he was Catholicke till his denyall of the doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation: and yet after he abandoning his Hereſy, dyedAs witneſ­ſeth Fox in Act. Mon. pag. 13. Catholyke.
Now to riſe to higher tymes The like may be ſayd of the aun­cient Noueliſts, broaching ſome poynts of Proteſtancy: As Aerius, denying prayer for the dead; Ma­nicheus freewill; Iouinian, teaching Virginity to be no better thē ma­riage; [Page] Donatus, denying the Vi­ſibility of the Church, and all o­thers of thoſe tymes without ex­ception. From which men are deſ­cended the Aerians, Manicheans, Io­uinians &c. taking their denomi­nation from the former men, ac­cording to that,Chrpſoſt. Homil. 3. in act. A­polog. Prout Haereſiar­chae Nomen, ita Secta vocatur. All which men were originally Catholi­kes, and moſt of them Priests, and vpō their broaching of theſe their particular opinions of Proteſtan­cy, did depart from their knowne common Mother, then in Being.
That theſe men, and all ſuch others of thoſe tymes, were origi­nally Catholykes, and departed frō a more auncient Church, by for­ging theſe their Innouations, thus appeares: First, becauſe euery one of them taught but one, or two points (for the moſt part) of Pro­teſtancy, [Page] belieuing al other points of fayth with the then Roman Catholik Church: for if they had maintained any other Poſitions of Proteſtancy, then thoſe with which they are charged at this day; then would S. Auſtin, Epiphanius, Ierome, and other orthodoxall Fa­thers of thoſe tymes (all which Fathers,Luth. lib. de ſer­uo arbitrio printed anno 1551 pag. 454. Luther, and otherThe Archbi­ſhop of Canter­bury in his de­fence of the An­ſwere to the ad­monition pag. 472. 473. D. Hun­frey invi­ta Iew [...]lli printed at London, pag. 212. D. Whi­takers contra Du­raum lib. 6. p. 413. moſt eminent Proteſtants hould for abſolute and groſſe Papists, as they terme them) haue as well regiſtred their other ſuppoſed Ar­ticles of Proteſtancy for Hereſies, as well as they haue recorded theſe few, of which, all ſides confeſſe they ſtand rightly charged. But no ſuch Relation of any other points of Proteſtancy in thē do we find in the Fathers writings, or o­therwiſe recorded in any Eccleſia­ſticall Hiſtory of thoſe tymes. Se­condly [Page] the ſame is euident, euen from the confeſſed Inuiſibility of the Proteſtant Church in thoſe dayes: and ſortably heerto it is, that Sebastianus Francus (an emi­nent Proteſtant) thus writeth:In Ep. de abrogā ­dis in vni­uerſū om­nibus sta­tutis Ec­cleſiast. For certayne, through the worke of Antichriſt, the externall Church, to­gether with the fayth and ſacraments, vaniſhed away preſently after the A­poſtles departure; and that for theſe fourteene hundred yeares, the Church hath not beene externall, and viſible. To whoſe iudgement agreeth D. Fulke, ſaying:In his anſwere to a coū ­tefaite Catholik pag. 35. The true Church de­cayed immediatly after the Apoſtles dayes. Within which circuite of tyme of the Proteſtant Churches Inuiſibility, Aerius, Manicheus, Iouinian, and the reſt did liue Thus we ſee, that not any one Proteſtāt before the reuolt of Luther can be inſtāced; but that it may be ſhew­ed, [Page] that the ſame man was prima­tiuely a Catholike eyther in him­ſelfe, or in his Predeceſſours. But the caſe is farre otherwiſe with the Catholike Church: for it is con­feſſed by our learned Proteſtants, that our Catholike Church neuer departed, or came out of any other more auncient Church afore in Being: A truth ſo vndenyable, that D. Sutcliffe confeſſeth ſo much (though ſleighting the force ther­of) in theſe wordes:In his anſwere to the ſupplica­tion fol. 2 It is not ma­teriall, that the Romanists neuer went out of any knowne Christian Society. But M. Bunny dealeth more inge­nuouſly and plainely heerin, who thus writeth, touching the depar­ting of the Proteſtant Church from out the Catholike:In his pacifica­cion pag. 119. & p. 26. It was euill done of them, who first vrged ſuch a ſeparation; for that it is great probability for them (meaning the [Page] Catholiks) that ſo we make our ſel [...] anſwerable to find out a distinct & ſeuerall Church from them, which hat [...] continued from the Apoſtles age t [...] this preſent; or els must acknowledge  [...] that our Church hath ſprung vp o [...] late, or ſince theirs: ſo fully this Proteſtant granteth, that the Roman Church did neuer depart, or go out from a more ancient Church
But now to wind vp the contēts of this Chapter in few wordes thus I inferre. If on the one ſyde it be proued, that euery Proteſtan [...] did originally come out, and de­part (by his venting of Prote­ſtanticall Poſitions) from our Ca­tholike Church, afore enioying a Priority of Being: and that on the other ſide it be confeſſed, that our Roman Church neuer departed frō out any more ancient Church afore in Being (both which points [Page] are in this Chapter aboue proued) what other Inference then can be made, but that Proteſtancy (as being later in tyme, and meerely contradictory to our Catholicke fayth) wanteth all true Entity and Subſistence? for ſeeing the Catho­like fayth (for many hundred of yeares confeſſedly) had its being a­fore; and ſeeing the Proteſtant Fayth is but a meere Contradiction of the Catholike fayth: the Pro­teſtant fayth therefore hath no Reality of Being, ſince Contradicto­ries cannot ſubſiſt together, or en­ioy ſeuerall Beings. Thus farre of this poynt: where (beſides, that the Non-Entity of Proteſtancy is from hence neceſſarily euicted) the Contents of this Chapter mi­niſter a muſt choaking demon­ſtration, for the proofe of the Ca­tholike Religion in generall; ſee­ing [Page] God is more ancient then the Diuell, and Truth then falshood.


That the Proteſtant denyes the Au­thorities of all thoſe Affirmatiue, and Poſitiue Heads, from whence the Catholikes draw their proofes. CHAP. XVII.
THough this Chapter doth not immediatly conduce to the prouing, that Proteſtancy is a Non-Entity: yet I hold it not al­together to be Parergon, or imper­tinent; ſince in it, it is layd open, how the Protestant ſtill continewes the Protestant, that is, how he is wholy deuoted, and (as it were) become thrall to Negations.  [...]n di­uers of the former paſſages it is ſhewed, that the Proteſtant in re­ference [Page] to his fayth, reſteth onely vpon Negations; Now heer it ſhall appeare, that whereas the Catho­like drawes out his proofes in defēce of his Religion (as ſo many great pieces of Artillery, to batter downe the walles of Noueliſme) from certaine Affirmatiue reall, & Poſitiue heads; the Proteſtant in lieu of withſtanding theſe forces by diſpute, is conſtrayned to re­tire himſelfe to his accuſtomed ſanctuary of Negations: ſo fugitiue and fleeting he is in anſwers; thus betrampling (with a bare denying) the weight & ſtrength of all thoſe Affirmatiue Claſſes, or kinds of proofes.
1. For example; if the Catho­like inſiſt in the Authority of Mi­racles (and ſo to deſcend by de­grees to other Proofes) for defen­ce of his Religion; in the patratiō [Page] wherof God for his approbatiō of the ſayd Religion, euen diſiointeth the ſetled frame of Nature: The Proteſtants in anſwere heerto, deny the force of miracles, tearming thē, butSo the Centu­riſts call them. Cent 4. col. 1445. & Cent. 5. Col. 1486. And O­ſiander. Cent. 10. 11. 12. &c. Antichriſtian wonders, & lying ſignes: and further ſaying, that they denySo ſayth D. Morton in his A­polog Ca­thol part. 1 l. 2 c. 25. and D. Suc­cliffe in his Exa­minat. of the Suruey of D. Kelliſon. that any miracles were wrought, ſince the Apoſtles dayes.
2. If the Catholike alledge di­uers paſſages of Scripture, as out of Toby, the booke of wiſedome, Eccle­ſiaſticus, the Machabees, &c. The Proteſtāts with full voyce & cry, deny theſe bookes to beThis appea­reth in that in the En­gliſh Tranſla­tions of their Bi­bles, they vſually in the be­ginning of a leafe, contay­ning the names of the bookes of Scri­pture, do call theſe bookes, and ſome other, A­pocrypha. Canoni­call Scripture, & ſtile them only Apocryphall.
3. If healledge ſuch parts of Scri­pture, which are acknowledged for Scripture, on all ſydes; the Prote­ſtāt denyes the Trāſlation of the ſaid Scripture to be true and ſincere; auerring, that it is adulterated & [Page] corrupted by falſe verſions of it. This appeareth frō that, which is aboue deliuered, touching the Pro­teſtants reprehenſion both of the tranſlations of Scripture made by forrayne Proteſtants, as alſo of our Engliſh Tranſlations. But if the Proteſtants doe reiect their owne brethrens Tranſlations, thē much leſſe will they ſtād vnappea­lably to our Catholike Tranſlati­ons of the Scripture.
4. If the Catholike proceed fur­ther in inſiſting in the Originals of both the Teſtaments. The Prote­ſtants deny, that the originalls of them are the ſame in all paſſages, as they were firſt penned by the Prophets, the Euangeliſts, and the Apoſtles. Thus for example in the new Teſtament, where inMatth c. 10. S. Matthew, it is ſayd,  [...], the first Peter; Beza in his Annotat. vpon the new Te­ſtament, ſet foorth anno 1556 Beza denyeth the [Page] Originall herin; iuſtifiing (though it be thus read in all Greeke co­pyes extant at this day) that the word  [...] primus, was added by ſome one, enclining to the de­fence of the Popes Primacy. In li­ke ſortBeza vbi ſupra. Beza denyeth, that the Greeke Originall in Luke 22. is at this preſent, the ſame as it was firſt penned by the Euangeliſt; man­tayning that it is corrupted in fa­uour of the Reall preſence.
5. If he inſiſt in ſuch paſſages of Scripture, whoſe Originalls and Tranſlations therin are on all parts accepted for true; and tell his Ad­uerſary, that the whole Church of God in her Primitiue, and pu­rer tymes euer interpreted the ſaid paſſages of Scripture in that ſenſe, in which they are at this preſent by the Catholikes alledged; The Proteſtāt abſolutlySo doth D. Whita­kers l de Eceleſ. contra Bellarm. contro­uerſ. 2. q. 4. p. 223. Perkins in his Expoſi­tion of the Creed. p. 400. Iewell in his Apo­logy of the Church of En­gland. part. 4. cap. 4. and moſt other Prote­ſtants. denyes that [Page] infallible authority of the Church of God, in interpreting the holy Scripture but diſclayming from it appeales to his owne Priuate ſpirit interpreting the ſame.
6. If forbearing the written word of God, he alledge in war­ranting of his fayth, the vnwritten word of God, I meane Apoſtolicall Traditions; the Proteſtant denyes peremptorily the Authority of all ſuch Traditions. Thus for exam­ple, where S. Chryſoſtome ſayth:Chry­ſoſt in 2. Theſſal. hom. 4. The Apostles did not deliuer all things by writinge, but many thinges without, and theſe be as worthy of credit; as the other. D. VVhitakers reiects this authority touching Traditions, in theſe wordes:D. Whitak. de ſacra ſcri­ptura pag. 678. I anſwere, That this is an inconſiderate ſpeach, and vnworthy ſo great a Fa­ther. And Cartwright in depreſſing the weight of Traditions maintay­ned [Page] by S. Auguſtine, thus writeth:See Cart­wright in whit­gifts de­fence, p. 103. To allow S. Auſtins ſaying, is to bring in Popery agayne
7. If leauing the word of God, he deſcend to humane authorities, (yet ſo humane, as that they haue the peculiar promiſe ofMatt. 18. Christs aſſiſtance therein,) I meane to the graue authority of Generall Coun­cells: the Proteſtants deny all au­thority of them. For D. VVhita­kers openly profeſſeth, that Gene­rall Councels L. de Concil. contra Bellar. q. 6. may and haue erred. But Peter Martyr more fully diſ­masketh himſelfe, in denying the authority of Generall Councells, for he thus plainely writeth:Pet. Martyr. lib. de vo­tis. pag. 476. As long as we inſiſt in Generall Councells, ſo long we ſhall continue in the Popiſh Errours.
8. If he produce the Teſtimo­nies of particuler Fathers of the Pri­mitiue Church: Marke with what [Page] contempt and indignity the Pro­teſtant denyes them: for Luther thus depreſſeth them:Luth. de ſeruo arbitrio, printed 1551. pag. 434. The Fathers of ſo many ages haue beene plainely blind and most ignorant in the Scriptures; they haue erred all their lyfe tyme, & vnles they were amended before their deaths, they were neyther Saints, nor pertayning to the Church. And ano­ther (though no Lutherane, yet of Luthers deſcent) in this his ſcur­rilous Paſquill thus traduceth the Fathers:D. W [...]itak. con [...]r con­tra Du­raeum. l. 6. pag. 413. Ex Patrum erroribus il­le Pontificiae Religionis cento conſequu­tus est. The Popiſh Religion is a pat­ched cloath of the Fathers Errours ſowed togeather: ſee how impudent and petulant Noueliſme in fayth is, in expecting precedency, and ta­king the wall of Reuerend, & hoa­ry Antiquity.
9. If in ſuch poynts, which cōcerne matter of fact, as touching [Page] the ſuppoſed change of fayth in the viſibility of the Church, the vocation and miſsion of Pastours, & the vninterrupted Administra­tion of the word and Sacraments, all which are to receaue their proofe (or els not to be proued at all) frō the Authority of auncient & moſt authenticall Histories; If (I ſay) the Catholike do in proofe heerof produce the auncient Hiſtories of thoſe Primitiue tymes, D. VVhi­takers thus by denyall aleniateth and leſſeneth the Authority of all Hiſtories;D. D. Whi­tak. contra Duraeum. l. 7. pag. 478. Sufficit nobis &c. To vs it is ſufficient by comparing the Po­piſh opinions with the Scripture, to diſcouer the diſparity of faith between them and vs: And as for Historio­graphers, we giue them liberty to write what they will. And accordingly, touching the Imaginary change of Rome in her fayth, he thus cō ­cludeth: [Page] Whi­tak. vbi ſupra. pag. 277. It is not needfull to vs, to ſearch out in Histories the beginning of this change.
10. To conclude, if in the laſt place for moſt demonſtratiue and Affirmatiue Notes & markes of the true Church, the Catholike do reſt (as in nube Teſtium, to vſe the A­poſtles phraſe) in vniuerſality, Vi­ſibility, vninterrupted continuance, vnity, Succeſsion of Pastours, Holy­nes of doctrine, Conuerſion of Kings and Nations, of the Gentils &c. The Proteſtants (beſides, that they will not admit any Hiſtoryes in proofe of them) deny and diſcarde the teſtimonies of all theſe Poſitiue Heads of proofes, by erecting the Preaching of the word, and Admini­ſtration of the Sacraments, for notes; & by this meanes, they reduce to their owne iudgements, which is the true Church; ſeeing they will [Page] not acknowledge the word to be purely preached, or the Sacrament [...] to be rightly adminiſtred, but when and where their Priuate ſpirit out of its Pythagorean and controwling Chaire vouchſafes ſo to pronoūce.
By all this now we may ſee, how wholy Negatiue, the Proteſtant is (& indeed ſo Negatiue in al points, as that it may be feared, he in the end will deny his owne being:) for as heer aboue we haue ſhewed, that his Religion conſiſteth in pure de­nyall of our Poſitiue and Affirmatiue Articles; ſo in this Chapter, we haue layd downe how he labours to o­throw (by his like denyalls) the au­thority of all ſuch Affirmatiue and Poſitiue Heads & principles, from whence the Catholikes for the for­tifiyng of their owne faith and Re­ligion, do drawe their proofes. In which kind of proceeding, the [Page] Proteſtant deales no otherwiſe with the Catholike; then if a man, not being content, to ſeeke to depriue another of his ſtate and liuing; ſhould no leſſe labour with all ſedulity and care, to preclude and forſtaule the true owner, of all meanes for his re­gayning, and recouering his ſayd ſtate.


That Sundry of the most learned Pro­testants (as not houlding a Nega­tiue fayth, to be any reall fayth at all) agree with the Catholikes, in belieuing the Affirmatiue Ar­ticles of the Catholike fayth. CHAP. XVIII.
 [...] Id eſt Secundae cogitatio­nes, pru­dentiores. ſayth the greek ſentēce; to which may well ſeeme to allude in ſenſe, [Page] (though not in wordes) that o­ther ſaying:Prae­ſtat re­troſum currere, quam ma­le currere.  [...]. The meaning of which two ſentences diuers of our learned Aduerſaries haue thought good to incorporate in their owne writings. Who vpon their later & more retired thoughts; and houl­ding it a greater honour, rather to returne well backe in their iudge­ments, then to proceed badly for­ward, haue wholy diſclaimed from this their Negatiue fayth: For ma­ny of thē there are, who well wei­ghing the emptines of their owne Religion, as conſiſting onely of Poſitions, which is (as is aboue made cleare) but an annihilation of all Poſitiue and true Fayth, & coun­ting it altogether vnworthy, that ſuch a nakednes of Religiō ſhould for euer haue a working influence ouer their iudgments, haue ther­fore [Page] at the length (vpon their la­  [...]er, & more mature deliberation)  [...]n diuers weighty points wholy re­  [...]ected this Negatiue Religion, and  [...]n place thereof haue fully imbra­  [...]ed and entertayned the contrary Affirmatiue Articles of fayth, euer mātained by the Church of Rome.  [...] will inſiſt in twenty principall Articles of our Catholike Religiō, (and conſequently almoſt in the whole body of the Catholik faith)  [...]o which the more graue, impar­  [...]iall, and diſpaſſionate Proteſtants doe giue their full aſſent, belie­uing them be moſt true and com­  [...]onant to Gods ſacred word. To  [...]et downe the Proteſtants owne wordes in proofe heerof, it would be needleſſe, and ouer-labourſome in regard both of the multiplicity of the Proteſtant Authours affir­ming ſo much; as alſo of the great [Page] variety of the Affirmatiue Catholik [...] Articles mantayned by thē. Ther­fore to take a ſhorter cut, I will ſe [...] downe (only by way of Referen­ce) the places in the Proteſtants bookes, in which the ſayd Catho­like doctrines are by them fully taught, and defended.
1. And to beginne. The doctrine of the Reall preſence, in the holy Sacrament of the Euchariſt to the bodily mouth, is affirmed not only by Luther, but by all the Lu­theranes without exception; they taking their name of Luthera­nes from him, in regard of ſuch their defence, and beliefe of the ſayd doctrine; therefore it is boo­teles eyther to ſet downe the par­ticular names of them, or to make reference to ſuch places of their writings, wherein they teach and iuſtify the ſayd doctrine; they [Page] chiefly differing from the Catho­like in the manner of the Pre­ſence.
2. The Reall Preſence, not only of the efficacy & vertue of Chriſts body, but alſo of the body it ſelfe, after a wonderfull and incompre­henſible manner to the mouth of fayth, is iuſtifyed byIn [...]tit. lib. 4 d 18. ſect. 7. & 32. Caluin, byIn his Ecceſiaſt. policy l. 5. ſect. 67 pag. 174. & 177. M. Hooker, byContra Duraeum pag. 169. D. VVhitakers, byIn Scri­pt. Angli­can. pag. 548. & 549. Bucer, byIn his  [...]riedly ca­ueat in the third leaf. M. Ryder, and finally by theIn the Engliſh Harmony pag. 431. Confeſsiō of Belgia: but contradicted for Popiſh do­ctrine by Swinglius, and almoſt all other Sacramentaries, and parti­culerly by Ludouicus Alemannus, who thus writeth: Neque etiam per fidem, ſeu incomprehenſibili modo, vt vocant, quia hoc totum imaginarium, & repugnat apertiſsimè Dei verbo.
3. That Sacraments doe not only ſignify, but conferre Grace, where a true diſpoſition is in the [Page] Receauers, is mantayned byIn epi-tom. Colloq Montiſ-Beigar. p. 5 [...]. & pag. 42. Ia­cobus Andreas, Contaa Duraeum l. 8. p. 662. D. VVhitakers, In his true diffe­rence, part 4. p. 539. D. Bilſon, byIn En­chirid. Cō ­trouerſ. quas Aug. Confeſ [...]hu­  [...]e [...] cum Caluinia­nis. p. 272. Oſiander, In his Eccleſiaſt. policy l. 5 ſect. 57. p. 127. & 128. M. Hooker, and finally byIn ca. 4. epiſt ad Romanos. Melan­cthon, who thus writeth of this poynt. Repudiandaeſt Swinglij opi­nio, qui tantùm ciuili modo iudicat de ſignis: ſcilicet Sacramenta tantùm no­tas eſse profeſsionis &c.
4. That Christ after his paſſi­on deſcended in ſoule into Hell, is af­firmed byIn his ſpeciall Treatiſe of that title printed 1592. D. Hill, byAlledged by D. Hill vbi ſupra. Are­tius, Melancthon, and M. Nowell; they being alledged by D. Hill to the ſame purpoſe. Add heerto that Lymbus Patrum (whereunto we Catholikes belieue, that Chriſt did deſcend in ſoule after his death) is affirmed byIn Lib. Epiſt. Swingl. & Oecolamp. l. 1. p. 19. Oecolampadius, In lib. ep. Swingl & Oecolamp. l. 3. p. 590. & 561. Swinglius, In his com. places in Engl. part▪ 2. cap. 18. pag. 221. Peter Martyr, andIn his Decads fol. [Page] Bullinger.
5. Purgatory is taught byTom. 1. VVittenb. in reſolut. de Indulg. Concluſ. 15. fol. 112. Lu­ther, in diſputat. Lypſicacum Eckio, and byM. Fox. Acts Mon. p. 1313. Latimer. That tempo­rall puniſhment is reſerued by God, to ſatisfy his Iuſtice for ſinne already cōmitted (which is the ground of Purgatory) is taught by diuers Pro­teſtants; to wit, by the Publikepag. 229. Confeſsios in the Harmony, byIn Symbolum p 8. Iaſ­par Oleuianus, & byIn his Anſwere againſt the Ad­uerſaries of Gods praedeſti­nation. pa. 215. 216. 217. Iohn Knox.
6. The viſibility of the Church at al tymes, is affirmed byIn l [...]c.  [...]m.  [...]dit. 1561 C.  [...]el  [...]e [...]ſ Melan­cthon, byIn Ie­ſuit. ſin. part. 2.  [...]a. 3 p. 240. D. Humfrey,  [...]. of the Church c. 10 pag. 5. D. Field  [...] his ep annexed to his Comm. places in Engl [...] p 15 [...] Peter Martyr, & In his ſo­  [...]eraigne Remedy againſt Schi [...]me. p.  [...]. Enoch Clap­ham, and diuers other learned Pro­teſtants for breuity heer omitted; though contradicted for Popiſh byIn the tower d [...] ­putat. with Edmund Cāpian, the ſecōd dayes Conſcience. D. Fulke, In his Synopſ. p. 4 [...]. D. VVillet, and many others.
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7. Inuocation of Saints, main­tayned byLuth. n purgat. quorun­dam Art. Luther, who thus wri­teth hereof: De interceſsione San­ctorum, cum tota Eccleſia ſentio; & iudico Sanctos à nobis honorandos eſſe at (que) inuocandos: vy certayne Prote­ſtantsOf this ſee Haffe­renferus, in locis Theo­log. l. 3. stat. 4. loc. 5. p 463. in Polonia, byVide Fox Act. Mon. 462. Thomas Bilney, byAct. Mon. pa. 1312. & 1315. Latimer, and byOrat. in Chryſo. de Iuuen­tio & Maximo. Oecolampadius. And (as the ground heerof) Interceſsion of Saints is a­uerred byOecol. vbi ſup. Oecolampadius, andFox Act. Mon. p. 1312. Latimer.
8. Freewill, taught by Snecanus, & Hemingius, asIn his Synopſ. printed 1600. p. 808. D. VVillet acknow­ledgeth; and belieued by diuers Proteſtants, mentioned inAct. Mon. p. 1533. Fox his hiſtory.
9. The power of Priests not on­ly to pronounce, but to giue Re­miſsion of ſinnes (and conſequently, that Confeſsion of ſinnes is allowed; ſeeing how can the Prieſt know, what ſinnes are to be remitted, & [Page] what ſinnes to be retayned, accor­ding to the wordes of the Scrip­ture, whoſe ſinnes you remit &c. and whoſe ſinnes you retayne &c. except he know particulerly the ſinnes of the penitēt?) is taught by the En­gliſh Communion booke, in the viſi­tation of the ſicke, where the Prieſt ſayth: And by his Authority committed to me, I abſolue thee from thy ſinnes &c. In his diſp. Theo. p. 301. Lobechius Doctour and Profeſſor in the Vniuerſity of Rostock, byIn Con­cil. loco rum ſcripturae repugnan­tium. lin. 194. fol. 218. Andreas Althamerus, byIn loc. com. tom. 1. de pote­ſtate Ec­cleſ. f. 305. Sarcerius, byIn his Margarita Theol pa. 116. & 117. Spandeb urge, & finally byIn Swenck­fildio Cal­uiniſ. p. 55. Iacobus Helbrunerus. And hence it is, that Abſolution is affirmed by Melācthon, to be (as his words are)Me­lancth. in Apol. Con­feſſ. Aug. Art. 13. de numero & vſu Sa­cramento­rum, fol. 161. properly a Sacrament.
10. The Indifferency of Commu­nion vnder one, or both kinds, main­tayned byLuth. in Ep. ad Bohemos, & l. de v­traque ſpecie Sacram. Luther, byMelancth. in Cent. Ept. Theol ep. 74. p. 252. Me­lancthon, andBucer in the Confeſſion of Ratisbon. Bucer. Luthers [Page] wordes are theſe:Luth in cap.  [...]. ab [...]. c. a [...] Eu­charistia. They ſinne not agaynst Christ, who vſe one kind, ſeeing Christ hath not commaunded to vſe both, but hath left it to the will of euery one &c.
11. That there are certaine vn­written Traditions to be obſerued, is confeſſed byIn his treatiſe of the Church. p. 2 [...]9. D. Field; of the Ba­ptiſme of Infants, byl. epiſt. Swingl. & Oecolamp. p. 301. Oecolam­padius, and byto. 2 l. ac Baptiſ. fol. 90. Swinglius, and in like manner by ourIn his defence. p. 539. Doctour Whitgift: of the Tradition of Ea­ſter, byD. Couel in his An­ſwere to Iohn Burges. p. 139. D. Couell: of the Tradi­tion of the vſe of the Croſſe, and the nameD. Co­uel in his exami­nation of the Plea of the In­nocents. pag. 104. Archbiſhop, byHooker Eccleſ. Pol. l 2. ſect. 7. pag. 118. M. Hooker, who anſwereth diuers Au­thorities out of certaine Fathers vſually alledged by other Prote­ſtants in behalfe of only Scripture. And finally by the Archbiſhop of Canterbury, touching Apoſtoli­call Ordination, in the Conference before the King. pag. 11.
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12. That the Commandements may be kept, and are not impoſſi­ble; taught by M. Eccleſ. Pol. lib. 2. pag 113. Hooker, by D. Lib. de perfest. o­bedient. le­gis Dei. Caſtal [...]o, by M. In his reformed Catholike pag. 26. & 51. Perkins, &In his defence of M Ho­ker art. 7. pag. 54. D. Couell.
13. That there are Euangelicall Counſells, which are ſuch as that a man in performing them doth more then he is by God commā ­ded; is taught byIn aſ­ſert. art  [...]0 Luther, Eccleſ. Pol. lib. 3. ſect. 8. pa. 140. M. Hooker, andIn his defence of M. Hoo­ker art. 8. pag. 50.51.52. D. Couell. Ad heer­to, that our good workes procee­ding from fayth, and in regard of Chriſts paſſion and promiſe, are Meritorious, & deſeruing, is main­tayned byIn loc. com. de bo­nis operib. circa me­  [...]um. Melancthon, by the Publike Pag. 495. & 27 [...] Confeſsions in the Harmo­ny, by In Margar. Theol. p. 48. & 50. Spandeburge, by Eccleſ. Pol. l▪  [...]. ſect 72. pag. 208. M. Hoo­ker.
14. Peters Primacy, maintay­ned byAs he is alledged by D. Whitgift in his defence, pag.  [...]73. & 469. Caluin, byVVhitgift vbiſupra. D. VVhit­gift, [Page] byMuſcu­lus ſo al­ledged by D. VVhit­gift vbi ſu­pra. Muſculus, and byD. Bridg. In his defē ­ce of the gouerne­mēt &c. pag. 445.446: D. Bridges Biſhop of Oxford.
15. Prayer for the dead, defen­ded byas wit­neſſeth Vrbanus Rhegius in prima parte ope­rum in formula cautè lo­quēdi cap. de Sancto­rum cultu. Luther, & Vrbanus Rhe­gius, byIn his ſcrip [...]a An­glicana. p. 450. Martin Bucer, byFox Act. Mon. pag. 149. Williā Torpe, andPrin­ted 1549. fol. 116. & 140. by the Communion booke in King Edwards reigne.
16. Touching vniuerſality of grace, and that Christ dyed for all with intention on his part to haue all men ſaued, if ſo they will ac­cept of his grace, which doctrine ouerthroweth the Proteſtants do­ctrine of Reprobation, being but a meer Negation to the doctrine of the Vniuerſality of Grace: Now this doctrine of Vniuerſality of gra­ce, is taught byIn lib. Epist. Oecol. & Swingl 1. pag. 274. Swinglius, byIn his treatiſe of prayer in generall for all man­kind. M. Smith, byIn method. deſcript pag. 430. Snecanus, byIn his Queſtions v­pon Geneſis pag. 118. M. Gibbons, byEnchiridion claſ. 3. pag. 220. & 221. Hemingius, byIn method. Theol. lib. 2. p. 431. 435. 436. Hi­perius, [Page] byEccleſ. policy l. 5. pag. 104. M. Hooker, byVpon the Apo­cal. in En­gliſh f. 79 Bul­linger: and finally, by moſt of the learned Lutheranes, and diuers o­ther learned Caluiniſts, as witneſ­ſethIn his Theſes, p. 159. 163. 194. 166. & 167. & ſequent. Huberus: as alſo by diuers learned Biſhops of England, and other Engliſh Doctours; all who are thetefore at this tyme ſtyled Armanians by their Aduerſaries.
17. VVorſhipping of Images, de­fended by certayne Proteſtants of Germany (asIn his reſponſ. ad acta col­loq Mon­tiſ-Belgar. part altera pag 23. Beza witneſſeth) by Bilney a Proteſtant, asAct. Mo p. 462 & 464. M. Fox confeſſeth. And anſwerably heer­to, the bowing and reuerence giuen at the name of Ieſus (ſeeing this is the ſame to the eare, which the I­mage is to the Eye) is taught by Queene Elizabeths Art. 25 Iniuncti­ons, byIn epist. Pauli ad Philippens. Coloſs. Theſſal. in Philip. ca. 2. v. 10 f. 12 [...]. col. 2. Zāchius, byIn his defence, pag. 742. D. VVhit­gift, byIn his ſummons for ſlee­pers p. 30. M. Leonard VVright, byIn loc. co n p 59. Muſculus.
18. That Christ was from his [Page] Natiuity full of knowledge, & free from Ignorance, taught byAlled­ged by Beza, in reſponſ, ad Act colloq. Mon [...]iſ­belgar. part. 1. p. 147. & 148. Iaco­bus Andreas, In En­chirid Cō ­trouerſ. printed Tubi [...]ge, 1630. p. 146. 147 by Oſiander, and finally by moſt Lutheran Prote­ſtants, whoſe names and Referen­ces were ouer-labourſome to ſet downe; Yet is this doctrine con­tradicted byIn reſp. ad Act. colloq. Montisb. part. 1. p. 147. Beza, byIn his reuiew of D Kelli-Suruey printed 1606 p. 55 D. Suc­cliffe, and byIn his Synops. p. 599. & 600. As alſo gainſaid by moſt of the Puritanes. D. VVillet.
19. That Chriſt is God of God, and hath his Subſtance of his Fa­ther, as the whole Catholicke Church holdeth; maintained byIn Apoc. p. 474. M. Fox, byIn diſp.  [...]0. Theol. p. 49 Lobechius, byIn his Confut of Atheiſme p. 37. D. Doue, byIn loc. com. an. 1561. p. 24. Melancthon, byEccl. pol l. 5 p. 113 M. Hooker, byIn his defence of M. Hooker p. 16. & 17. D Couell, and fi­nally by thepag 34. Confeſsion of Belgia, in the Harmony. But contradicted byIn his explicat. perſidiae Valent. Gentilis. extant in his tract. Theol p. 771 Caluin, Contra Heshuti [...]. Beza, Contra Camp [...]ra [...].  [...]. D. VVhita­kers, and many others.
[Page]
20. Laſtly, that Antichriſt is yet to come (and conſequently that the Biſhop of Rome is not Anti­christ (which poſition of the Pro­teſtants is but a Negation of the Bishop of Rome being Chriſt his Vicar vpon earth) is taught byIn epi. Pauli ad Philip. Co­loſs. Theſ­ſalon pag. 216. Zanchius, See the booke entituled An [...]ichri­stus, ſiue Prognosti­ca ſinis mundi, pag 74. 75 79. See alſo Fran. Lā ­bertus vpō this point in his Cōment. vpon the Reuelat. Franciſcus Lambertus, and according toD. Doue in his ſer­mon of the ſecōd comming of Chriſt, thus ſayth. Some Pro­teſtants make a doubt whether Antichriſt he yet reuealed or no. D. Doue his iudgement, by diuers other Pro­teſtants: yet contradicted by moſt Proteſtants & Puritanes of theſe dayes.
Hitherto of theſe twenty Affir­matiue Cath. points, taught by lear­ned Proteſtāts; in teaching & be­lieuing of which, it followeth, that of neceſſity, the ſayd Proteſtants muſt diſauow and reiect the con­trary Negatiue Tenets mantained by other Proteſtants.


Certayne Poriſmata, or Reſultancies, riſing out of the ſeuerall paſſages of this Treatiſe. CHAP. XIX.
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IN the precedent Chapters and paſſages of this Treatiſe, my vndertaken taske in prouing Pro­teſtancy to be an Irreality & Non-entity, is (I hope) fully accompli­ſhed: I will in this place extract from the ſame paſſages certayne Reſultancies, by inferentiall dedu­ctions.
1. The firſt of theſe ſhalbe, that ſince Proteſtancy is in it ſelfe, but a priuation or denyall, of fayth, and a meere Nothing; that there­fore God, who is not the Authour of Priuations and defects, did neuer make or inſtitute Proteſtancy, nor [Page] will be worſhipped with ſuch an empty, and imaginary Religion. For how can it enter into any braine, but to weene, that he, frō whome ſtreame the different wel­ſprings and ſources of all things, for he isPſal. 55 fons vitae, Eccl. 1. fons ſapi­pientiae, Hier. 2 fons aquae viuae: he who being immutable, altereth all things; euer worketh, yet euer quiet; often changeth his actions, yet neuer changeth his determi­nations;Malac. Ego ſum Dominus & non mutor: he, who is more ancient then all Eternity; more large and diffuſe, then any magnitude; more ſtrong, then all Power: He that is aboue all, yet lower then all, ſo becomming to the whole vniuerſe both the Circumference and Center: He, who is the origen of al things, being the Efficient cauſe of All, the Forme of All, and the End of [Page] All: He, who as a Sunne (placed in the middeſt of the whole world) caſteth forth on ech ſide innume­rable beams of his vneclypſed ra­diancy and power, by the which beames he createth, produceth & conſerueth all things: To con­clude, he, whome truly to deſcri­be, all tongues are but dumbe:Tertul. de Trinit. A deloquendam Dei Maieſtatem, omnis eloquentia muta eſt. Now, heer I firſt demaund: can it enter into I ſay, any braine to imagine, that this moſt potēt, & moſt wiſe God, ſhould inſtitute a fayth and Reli­gion, by the which only he will be truly honoured, and by meanes whereof the ſoule of Man ſhall ar­riue to its eternall beatitude, the Terminus ad quem, for which it was created; which Religion is (as a­boue is proued) but a Chimera, & Irreality?
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Secondly, I demand, whether this wiſe, potent, and Iuſt God, who in infinite places of his ſacredAs in Pſal. 9. & 10. God ſhall rayne ſnares vpō ſinners, fire and brin­stone, and blaſts of stormes, the portio [...] of their Cup. And agayne Eccleſiaſti­cus 40. de­ath, bloud, contention, edge of ſword, op­preſsion hunger, contrition &c. all al theſe are created for ſinners. And yet more. Pſal. 91. All they that worke iniquity shall be cō ­founded. Beſids in­numera­ble oth [...] places. Word, hath thundred out his moſt dreadfull Comminations & threats agaynſt Sinne, and the commiters thereof, will take de­light in that Religion and fayth, whoſe many Articles, Principles, or Tenets do euen exhale & breath forth (as an ordure or ſtench out of a filthy and pudled Chānell) in­to the belieuers will, improbity, ſenſuality, Iniuſtice, and all diſſo­lution whatſoeuer in conuerſation & māners? But ſuch are the Pro­teſtants Articles of denying Free­will, denying the poſſibility of kee­ping the Comandements, denying of Purgatory, denying Iuſtificatiō by works, depreſſing of Virginity, Pouerty, and Obedience, & ſuch other Proteſtanticall Tenets aboue [Page] diſcourſed of; ſo true it is, that Fayth is of a ſpecular nature, euer in its operation, reflecting backe vpon the vnderſtanding and will.
2. The ſecond Poriſma, iſſuing out of this diſcourſe, may be this. We all know, that the Proteſtants doe in their pulpits and els where with great clamour and noyſe vo­ciferate, and cry out, that the Pope is Antichrist: Now, heer I aske, whether in a ſolide, and not preoccupated iudgment, it is not more probable, that the Prote­ſtants are the Precurſours & fore­runners of Antichriſt, (as play­ning and cauening the way againſt his comming) then that the Pope is Antichriſt. My reaſon is this: In this Treatiſe it is abundantly pro­ued, that the Proteſtant denyeth moſt points of our Chriſtian and Catholike Religion; ſo as Prote­ſtancy [Page] eſſentially reſteth in ſuch Negations. This being ſo, how fit­ly doth this kind of denyalls and Negations ſort to Antichriſt, who at his comming ſhall by his deny­ing of Chriſtian Religion, and all the Articles therof, ſeeke (what in him lyeth) to annihilate & o­uerthrow the ſayd Chriſtian Reli­gion; and for ſuch his proceeding ſomeſo wri­teth Hyp­polytus Martyr, in orat de conſum­ma [...]ione munde. Fathers doe coniecture, that his name ſhalbe  [...], ſigni­fying Nego: and this both by rea­sō, that this greeke word maketh: vp the number, to witApocal. 13. 666. which is aſcribed peculiarly to An­tichrist, as alſo in that Antichrist and his Miniſters ſhal at his com­ming, both in their denyalls and workes, labour mightily to euert Chriſtian Religion. And if S. Iohn ſayth truly, that euery one, who in any ſort denieth Ieſus to be Chriſt, [Page] may figuratiuely be tearmed An­tichrist; Ioan. 1. Quis eſt mendax, niſi qui negat Ieſum eſse Christum? & hic est Antichristus &c. how fully, ſim­ply, and abſolutely then ſhall the true Antichrist at his comming deny Ieſus to be Christ? And conſe­quently ſhall deny all the particu­lar myſteries of Chriſtianity.
3. My third Reſultancy reſpe­cteth the Proteſtants ſeuerall dif­ferent Tranſlations of the Scrip­ture, and their ſeuerall different ſettings forth of their Comon Boo­ke of Prayer (as is aboue ſhewed;) and yet euen at this day, they are neither content with the laſt Trā ­ſlation of the Bible, or laſt publi­ſhing of the Booke of Common Prayer, though all corrected and reformed by way of Negatiues; but charging thē with many vntruths, corruptions, and blaſphemyes; & [Page] moſt earneſtly thirſting after a new Tranſlation, and a new compoſition of the Communion Booke if ſo they could obtayne it. From whence we conclude, from their owne pens, that hitherto the Proteſtāts neuer enioyed the true and vncorrupted Scripture, and a forme or cōmon Booke of Praier, free from Errours.
Now this being granted by thē, how mightily are the Proteſtants foyled thereby? For firſt whereas their owne doctrine is, that theLuth. ſo tea­cheth prae­fat. Aſſer­tionis ſuae. Caluin. lib. 4. Inſtit. c. 9. Kemnit. in Examen. Concil. Trident. ſeſſ. 4. Me­lancthon lo­cis. de Ec­cleſia. Scripture is the ſole Iudge of Con­trouerſies in Religion, they are heer­by, by their owne implicite con­feſſions, euen as yet depriued of this Iudge: ſeeing themſelues do grant, that the pure and vncor­rupted Scripture, and not as it is abaſtarded with deprauations, ought to be this Iudge. Agayne, [Page] to be depriued of the true Scrip­ture) as themſelues by acknowled­ging all former Tranſlations to be impure, & falſe, muſt conſequēt­ly grant they are) is to be depri­ued of one of Gods chiefeſt pled­ges of mans ſaluation; the Scrip­ture of God, and the neceſſary de­ductions out of it, being the ſpi­rituall meates, wherwith (with refe­rence to his ſaluation) the vnder­ſtanding of mans ſoule is chiefly fed & nouriſhed:Ioan 6. Verba quae ego locutus ſum vobis, Spiritus & vita ſunt.
And as touching the want of a true Communion Booke of Praier (the which the Proteſtāts by their former excepting againſt al Com­muniō Books hitherto publiſhed, do acknowledg to want) the Prote­ſtants do heerin potentially grant, that hitherto they haue not known [Page] how, and in what manner they ought to pray; which how great a ſpiritual detrimēt it is, who ſeeth not? ſince by Praier we ouercome him, who is inuincible; praier in­deed being the mother & daughter of teares; by which teares (ſecon­ded with the help of the Sacra­ments) the blemiſhes and ſpots of our ſoules are waſhed out:Pſal. 50. La­uabis me, & ſuper niuem dealbabor.
4. The fourth. It is in the for­mer paſſages proued, euen from the frequent Confeſſions of the learned Proteſtants; that the Pro­teſtant Church hath for many a­ges beene Inuiſible, or rather du­ring thoſe tymes vtterly extinct. Now this confeſſed diſparition & vaniſhing away of their Church out of the ſight of all men, doth neceſſarily inuolue in it ſelfe, that the Proteſtant Church is not, nor [Page] can be the true Church of God, ſince the true Church of God muſt at all tymes enioy a conti­nual & vneclipſed ſplendour of its owne viſibility. I will enleauen this my Aſſertiō, both with the autho­rity of holy Scripture, & the volū ­tary acknowledgmēts of our lear­ned aduerſaries. And not to ouer­charge the Reader, with a needles ſurpluſage of many teſtimonies; ſome few (and thoſe pertinent) ſhall ſerue. And firſt we thus read to be prophecyed of the Church of God:Iſa. 60 The Iles ſhall waite for thee, their Kings ſhall miniſter vnto thee, and thy gates ſhall be continual­ly open; neyther day, nor night ſhall they be ſhut, that men may bring to thee the riches of the Gentils. And in the new Teſtament, it is ſayd of our Sauiour.Epheſ. 4. He gaue Pastours and Doctours to the conſummation of [Page]Saints &c. till we all meete in the v­nity of faith: that is (as is els where in this Treatiſe ſhewed) euen by the Proteſtants ſcholia, D. Fulke a­gainſt the Rhemiſh Teſtamēt in Epheſ. 4 for euer. Now, theſe former diuine Oracles prouing an vninterupted viſibili­ty of the Church of God, are attē ­ded on with the like acknowledg­ments euen of the Proteſtants: for Melancthon (after he had alledged certaine places of Scripture, in proofe of the Churches euer viſi­bility) doth thus write:Melan­cthon in lo­tis com. edit. anno 1561. cap. de Eccleſia. Hi & ſi­miles loci &c. Theſe, and ſuch lyke places of Scripture, non de Idaea Pla­tonica, ſed de Eccleſia viſibili loquun­tur. And D. Field accordeth ther­to, thus ſaying:D. Field lib. 1. of the Church. cap. 10. It is true that Bel­larmine laboureth in vaine, in prouing that there is, & alwayes hath beene a viſible Church &c. for all this we moſt willingly yield vnto. Finally D. Humfrey thus ſealeth vp the [Page] truth hereof:D. Humfrey in Ieſuitiſ. part. 2. c. 3. Oportet Eccleſiam eſſe conſpicuam, Concluſio est clariſsi­ma. It is a manifest Concluſion, that the Church is to be conſpicuous, or vi­ſible. Now heer aboue is deliuered; firſt, that the Proteſtant Church hath for many ages been Inuiſible: Secondly, (as proued both from the Scriptures, and from our Ad­uerſaries doctrine) that the true Church of God muſt at all tymes be viſible, and conſpicuous. If thē you will mingle theſe two Ingre­dients togeather, you ſhall finde, that the Compound made of them, will be this: That the Proteſtants Church for want of a continuall viſi­bility at all tymes, is not the true Church of God. The ſame deductiō of prouing the Proteſtant Church not to be the true Church of God, may be made from the confeſſed want of adminiſtring the word & [Page] Sacraments in the ſayd Church. For ſeeing the Adminiſtration of the word & Sacramēts are the eſ­ſentiall Notes of the true Church in the Proteſtants iudgments; & ſeeing withall by their owne Con­feſſions aboue expreſſed, their Church hath wanted for more thē a thouſand yeares togeather, this ſo neceſſary Adminiſtration of the word and Sacraments; it then in­euitably followeth, that the Pro­teſtant Church (for want of theſe Eſſētial notes of the true Church) is not the true Church of God, e­uen by their owne doctrine.
5. The fifth is to obſerue, the aboue confeſſed Truth of our Ca­tholike Religion in all the chiefeſt Articles euē from the Aduerſaries pens. This is the greateſt & moſt conuincing proofe that can be de­ſired; for heere marke, what both [Page] the Fathers and the Proteſtants ſpeake of this kind of proofe.
Firſt then (Irenaeus lib. 4. c. 14.) thus writeth heerof: It is an vnanſ­werable proofe, which bringeth attesta­tion from the Aduerſaries themſelues. With whome conſpires S. Austin (lib. contra Donatiſtas cap. 24.) ſay­ing, the truth is more forcible to wring out Confeſsion, then any racke or tor­ment. To both which Fathers D. VVhitaker (contra Bellar. l. de Ec­cleſ controuerſ. 2. q. 5. c. 14) ſubſcri­bes in theſe wordes: The Argumēt must be ſtrong and efficacious, which is taken from the Confeſsion of the Ad­uerſaries: And I doe freely acknow­ledge, that the truth is able to extort teſtimonies euen frō its enemyes. Thus D. VVhitaker. Now, that theſe Proteſtants (maintaining our for­mer Catholike Articles) were per­ſuaded, that the ſayd Catholike [Page] points receaued their warranted proofe from the ſacred Scripture, appeareth euidētly from this one Conſideration; to wit, becauſe all the former alledged Proteſtants (ſome foure or fiue only excepted) do wholy reiect the doctrine of Traditions; confidently & vnani­mouſly teaching, that nothing is to be belieued, as an Article of Fayth, but what hath its expreſſe warrant and authority from the written word of God.
6. The laſt reſultancy is, that the many Negatiue Reformations of Proteſtancy do finally end in Iu­daiſme, Turciſme, and an vtter abne­gation of Christian Religion. The moſt deplorable and diſconſolate ſtate of ſundry eminent Caluiniſts preacheth the truth of this my Aſ­ſertion: for diuers of them neuer ſtayed in the endles progreſſe of [Page] refyning their Religion by Nega­tions, till at the cloſe of all, they de­nyed all Articles of Chriſtian Reli­gion, and the ſupreme myſtery of the moſt Bleſſed Trinity; & ther­upon apoſtating from Chriſtiani­ty, they became moſt blaſphe­mous Iewes, or Turkes; ſo true it is, that Turciſme, and Iudaiſme is the laſt colour, dye, or tincture, that Proteſtancy taketh. Some few E­xamples heereof among many, I will in this place retaile; And firſt Dauid George, who was a marka­ble Proteſtant, and once Profeſ­ſour atOſīad. Cont. 1 [...]. part. 2. p 641. ſaith of Dauid Geo [...]ge vtebatur publi [...]o verbi Mi­niſter [...]o Ba­ſilienſi. Baſill; did (after many Negations) wholy deny the Chri­ſtian Faith, & became a diuelliſhSee Historia Dauidis Georgij printed at Ant­werp. 1568. pu­bliſhed by the Diuines of Baſill. Apoſtata. Againe Andreas Vola­nus (an eminent Caluiniſt) not only became a Turke, but corrup­ted diuers others with his peſtilēt writingsIn Pa­  [...]aneſi. agaynſt the B. Trinity.
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Ochinus alſo, who with Peter Mar­tyr, firſt planted Proteſtancy (by his denying of many Articles of our Catholike Religion) heer in En­gland in King Edward the ſixt his dayes, did finally become a Iew. This is witneſſed byIn his booke de tribus Elo­him. Zanchius, In The­olog. Cal­uinist. lib. 1. fol. 9. Conradus Sluſſelburge, two Prote­ſtants, andBeza in Poliga [...]. pag. 4. Beza who tearmeth Ochinus, impurus Apoſtata.
Laelius Socinus (once brought vp in the ſchoole of Geneua) forſook his Chriſtianity, and did write a booke againſt the B. Trinity; of whome Beza thus ſpeaketh:Beza epi. Theol. epist. 81. Mi­hi quidem videtur omnes Corruptores longè ſuperaſse. In like ſort Alamā ­nus, a Swinglian, and once deare toSo witneſ­ſeth Con­rad. Sluſ­ſelb. in Theolog. Calu l. 1. art. 2. Beza, in the end denyed the Chriſtian faith, & became a Iew; of whome Beza thus cōplaineth: A lamannum affirmant ad Iudaiſmū defeciſſe. Laſtly Neuſerus, who was [Page] chiefe Paſtour of Heidelberge in the Palatinate, in the end abnegated all Chriſtian Religion, and becom­ming a Turke, cauſed himſelfe to be circumciſed at Conſtantinople, asOſiāder Cent. 16. part. 2. p. 818. Oſiander the Proteſtāt doth wit­neſſe, thus writing of him: Adam Neuſerus Pastor Heidelbergenſis &c. prolapſus in Turciſmum Conſtantino­poli circumciſus. But I will cloſe vp this Scene with the Teſtimony of this Neuſerus, who thus writeth of himſelfe, and of other Caluiniſts, denying the Bleſſed Trinity:Oſiāder relateth, that Neu­ſerus did write theſe words frō Constanti­nople (be­ing there circum­ciſed) to one Gerlachius, a Proteſtat Preacher at Tubin­ga. vid. O­ſiander in epitom. Cent. 16. pag. 209. None is known in our times to be made an Arian (but an Arian is not much inferiour to a Turke, or Iew) who was not a Caluinist, as Seruetus, Blā ­drata, Paulus Alchiamus, Gentilis, Gebraldus, Siluanus, and others; there­fore who feareth to fall into Arianiſ­me, let him take heed of Caluiniſme. Thus Neuſerus.
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And thus farre of theſe former Poriſmata; and concerning this laſt, we heere ſee, how the many ſmall riuers (as I may terme thē) of our Negatiue Reformations ne­uer ceaſe running, till in the end they all diſgorge themſelues into the mayne Ocean of Apostaſy, and Infidelity: So certayne it is, that a Caluinist, being laſtly ſubli­mated and refyned by Negations, becommeth an Arian, Turke, or Iew.


That the Catholike Church, and the Proteſtant Church, are not one and the ſame Church: though ſome Pro­testants teach the Contrary, for the ſupporting of their owne Church. CHAP. XX.
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SVch is the refractory cōtuma­cy of Innouation of fayth, that when it is driuen to the greateſt ſtraytes by way of diſpute, yet be­fore it will acknowledge its owne Errours, it will labour to take ſā ­ctuary, though in the middeſt of its own enemies. According heer­to we finde, that when the Prote­ſtants are irrepliably, and moſt dangerouſly preſſed with the Inui­ſibility, or want of ſucceſsion of Pa­ſtours in their Church: & that for [Page] ſuch want their Church cannot be true Church of God; They then as being depriued of all other eua­ding meanes, are content, out of the immenſeneſſe, forſooth, of their owne good will, (but indeed for the better ſupporting of their Church) to acknowledg, that the Proteſtant Church, and the Ca­tholikes are both but one, and the ſame Church. But do the Catho­likes accept of this their kindnes? No,Virg. Aenead. Timeo Danaos, & dona feren­tes. Their Calumny heer reſteth, in that without ſuch their Tenet, their own Church euidētly appea­reth to come to vtter ruine & diſ­ſolution. The truth of this poynt is ſo cleare, as that M. Hooker thus writeth hereof:lib. 3. Eccleſ. Pol. p. 130 VVe gladly ac­knowledge them of Rome to be of the family of Ieſus-Christ. And D. Co­uell: D. Co­uell in de­fence of Hooker I cannot but wonder, that they [Page]of Rome will aske, where our Church was before Luther? As if any were of opinion, that Luther did erect a new Church. But M. Bunny (no vul­gar Proteſtant) diſmasketh him­ſelfe more openly, touching this point; & withall ſheweth the rea­ſon, why himſelfe and his brethrē ſo greedily begge this ſo much de­ſired reconciliation; for thus he writeth:Bunny an his Treatiſe VVe are no ſeueral Church from them, nor they from vs &c. All the diffirence betweene vs, is concer­ning the truer members. And againe,Ibid. pag. 109. It was euill done of them, who first vrged ſuch a ſeparation. And then after he giueth his reaſon in theſe playne wordes:Ibid. p.  [...]60 It is great proba­bility with them (meaning with the Catholikes) that ſo we make our ſel­ues anſwerable to fynd out a diſtinct and ſeuerall Church from the Apo­ſtles age till this preſent; els needs we[Page]must acknowledge, that our Church is ſprung of late, or ſince theirs. Thus theſe Proteſtants, for the vphoul­ding of their own Church, are for­ced to teach, that the Catholike Church & the Proteſtant, are but one and the ſame Church.
Now if any Proteſtant ſeeking to redeeme his Church from ſuch dangers, as are in this Treatiſe threatned to fall vpon it; as (be­ſides Inuiſibility, and want of Succeſ­ſion of Paſtours) the blemiſh of be­ing an Irreality, and Non-entity &c. ſhould for his laſt deſpairing re­fuge, anſwere with the former Au­thours, that the Proteſtant Church and the Roman Church are but one, & that ſeeing the Roman Church hath euer beene in being, and Vi­ſible; that therefore the Proteſtant Church (as being the ſame Church with the Roman) is heerby freed [Page] from all thoſe ſpots and blemiſhes of Inuiſibility, want of Succeſsion, Ir­reality, want of true ſubſiſtence &c. heer in this Treatiſe aboue infor­ced:
Therefore to preuent all ſuch poore and needy tergiuerſatiō (for falſhood would gladly ſhroud it ſelfe vnder the wings of truth) I will heer diſcouer the abſurdity of this their ſuppoſall, by demōſtra­ting, that the Catholike Church and the Proteſtant Church cannot be one and the ſame Church: ſo certaine it is, that there is no Cōmu­nion betweene Christ, and Beliall.
And firſt: If we take into our conſideration, what it is, which maketh the true Church (for ſpeaking of the Church of God, we muſt needs vnderſtand thereby the true Church; ſeeing God hath no falſe Church) for [Page] that ſentence of S. Cyprian Cyprian lib. de V [...]i­ta.  [...] Eccleſ. is true: adulterari non poteſt ſponſa Christi, incorrupta est, & pudica.
To this is replyed, that men profeſſing the truth of Chriſtian Religion, make this Church. Well then, if ſo it can be proued, that the Catholikes and the Proteſtāts do maintaine ſuch contrary Arti­cles of fayth, as that of neceſſity the one part muſt be falſe, & con­ſequētly not to be belieued by the Members of Chriſts Church; thē followeth it, that theſe different Profeſſours of them (I meane the Catholikes and the Proteſtants) cannot make One, and the ſame Church. And to come to this point▪ (though ſuch diſparity of fayth hath beene proued to be euē among the Proteſtants themſelues aboue in this Treatiſe;) But if one Proteſtant thinke another [Page] Proteſtant to be (for his ſuppoſed falſe fayth) no member of Chriſts Church, but an Heretike; then with much more reaſon we may pronounce the ſame betweene the Catholike and the Proteſtant.
Now, this poynt taketh its more euident demonſtration of proofe from this one conſideration; to wit, that the Catholike and the Proteſtant doe not belieue one & the ſame Creed. If then they both do not belieue one and the ſame Creed (and yet the Creed is but an abſtract or Compendium of the true fayth of chriſt) can it be poſſibly cōceaued, that the Catholicke and Proteſtant doe make one and the ſame Church? But to deſcend to the Creed. It is true, that the Pro­teſtant & Catholike doe in words recite one and the ſame Creed; but ſeeing it is the intended ſenſe of [Page] the holy Ghoſt in euery Article thereof, and not the words, which make the Creed; it followeth that if the Catholike, and Proteſtant doe belieue the ſayd Articles of the Creed in a different, or rather contrary ſenſe, that then they doe not belieue the Creed; for to be­lieue the Creed in a falſe ſenſe, is not to belieue it all: The Creed in this reſpect iuſtly challenging to it ſelfe that priuiledge, which the holy Scripture doth; of which S. Ierome thus writeth:S. Ie­rome in epist. ad Paulin [...]e [...]a. Scripturae non in legendo, ſed in intelligendo con­ſistunt.
That this they doe, I wil exem­plify in ſome Articles threof: And to beginne with that firſt Article I belieue in God. The Catholike be­lieues, that his God no way for­mally cooperates with man to ſin; the Protestant belieues, that his [Page]God Beza in his diſplay of Popiſh Prea­chers. pag.  [...]02. Swingl. tom 1 de prouident. c. 6. fol. 365. Cal­uin. In­stit. l. 1. c. 18. cooperateth, forceth, and impelleth a man to ſinne, as is a­boue in this Treatiſe ſhewed. The Catholike belieues that God wil not puniſh man for the not obſeruing of ſuch precepts, which are not in mans power to obſerue; the Prote­ſtant belieues, that it is not in our power to keepe the Ten Comman­dements; and yet withall belieues, thatD. Reynolds in his ſe­cond Conclu­ſion, an­nexed to his Con­ference. p. 697. God will puniſh man with euerlaſting Torments, for his not keeping of the ſayd Ten Comman­dements.
Briefly, the Catholike belieues, that his God giues ſufficient grace to all men, that they may be ſaued; The Protestants God decreeth di­uers men, without any reſpect or preuiſion of their workes, to eter­nall damnation: for thus Caluin writeth:Cal­uin Inſtit. l. 3. c.  [...]2. See Wil­let Sy­nopſ. p. 554. affirming the ſame. God doth ordayne by his Counſell, that amōg men ſome be borne[Page]to eternall damnation from their no­thers wombe. Touching the Arti­cle, of Iudging the quicke and the dead; The Catholike belieues, that Chriſt at his comming to Iudg­mēt will ſo iudge man, as that his good workes (receauing their for­ce and vertue from Chriſts paſſi­on) ſhal be rewarded: The Prote­stant belieues, thatCalu. in Antid. Concil. Trident. Kemni­tius in Exam. Concil. Trident. Christ will reward only a bare & naked faith.
Touching that, I belieue the Ca­tholike Church; The Catholike belie­ues this Church to be a ſociety of men, profeſſing the preſent Ro­mane fayth, of which ſome are predeſtinated, others reprobated: TheCon­feſs. Au­gust. art. 7. Luth l. de Concil. & Eccleſ. Calu. l 4. Inſtit. Proteſtant belieues, that his Church conſiſteth only of the Elect and faythfull, and not of o­ther ſorts of men.
Touching the Article of the Communion of Saints; The Catholi­ke [Page] doth belieue ſuch a Communi­on to be between the ſoules in hea­uen, the ſoules in Purgatory, and men liuing in this world; as that the ſoules in Purgatory may be holpen by the praiers of the liuing & the liuing may be holpen by the interceſſiō of the Saints in heauen; The Proteſtant denyethBren­nus in Confeſs. VVittenb. c. de Pur­gat. Calu. l. 3. Inſtit. c. 5. ſect. 6. al ſuch Communion betweene theſe ſe­uerall parts of the Church.
Concerning the Article of for­giuenes of ſinnes; The Catholike be­lieues, that actuall ſinnes are for­giuen by the Sacrament of Pen­nance, and that thereby the ſoule of man becommeth truly Iuſt in the ſight of God; obtayning by this meanes a true and Inherent Iu­stice: The Protestant acknowled­geth not any Sacrament of Pen­nance; neyther doth he acknow­ledge any reall andCalu. l. 3. Inſtit. c 12. Kemnit.  [...]n Exam. Concil. Trident. Inherent Iu­stice [Page] in man, but only an imputa­tiue Iuſtice, which is the Iuſtice of Chriſt imputed vnto vs.
Thus farre to ſhew that the Catholike and Protestant doe not belieue one and the ſame Creed; and conſequently, that one & the ſame Church cannot conſiſt of Catholikes and Protestants.
Secondly, the authority of Ge­nerall Councells condemning ſeue­rall particuler doctrines for Here­ſies, and the like authority of par­ticuler Orthodoxall Fathers of the Primitiue Church, touching their like cōdemnation of many Prote­ſtanticall Tenets for Hereſies, do ſufficiently euict, that the Prote­ſtant Church and the Catholicke Church, cannot be one and the ſame Church; for if they could, then would it follow, that the for­mer old Hereſies aboue diſplayed [Page] in the tenth Chapter, and now houlden by the Proteſtāts, ſhould be no hereſies; for if the Profeſ­ſours of the Roman fayth, & the maintainers of the ſayd ſtrange doctrines, could be members of one Church; then great wrong was offered by the Fathers and Councells, to brand ſuch men in thoſe former tymes for Heretiks, and their doctrines for Hereſies.
We may add heerto, that if the ancient learned Fathers did teach that a man by holding onely one errour or hereſy did ceaſe therby to be a mēber of Chriſts Church: as for example, Iouinian for tea­ching that Virginity and Matrimo­ny were equall: the Manichees for taking away Freewill &c. what would the ſaid Fathers conceaue, (if they had liued in our dayes) & ſhould obſerue the Proteſtants to [Page] incorporate and ingroſſe in their fayth and religion, almoſt twenty diſtinct hereſies, condemned in thoſe ancient times (as is aboue ſhewed:) would theſe Fathers (thinke you) be perſuaded, that the Romane Church, and theſe men could make one and the ſame Church? From this then it follow­eth, that eyther Generall Councels and particuler Ancient Fathers did erre, & commit great ouerſight in condēning of ſtrange opinions for hereſies which were not hereſies; or that the Proteſtāts & the Catho­likes cannot be mēbers of one & the ſame Church; ſince certayne it is, that the true Church of Chriſt cannot profeſſe any one Hereſy.
Now, that heretikes are not Mē ­bers of Chriſts Church, & therfore that the doctrines and innouations mantayned by ſuch men, cannot [Page] be taught & belieued by the Mē ­bers of Chriſts Church) ſhall ap­peare from the great diſlike, and auerſion, which both Chriſts A­poſtles, and the ancient Ortho­doxall Fathers did euer beare a­gaynſt ſuch men. And firſt may occurre that diuine ſentence:ad Ti­tum c. 3. A man that is an Heretike after the first, or ſecond admonition; auoyde, knowing that he, who is ſuch, is ſub­uerted and ſinneth, being condemned by his owne iudgment. And agayne the ſame Apoſtle:epiſt. ad Galat. c. 5. The workes of the fleſh be manifeſt, which are fornica­tion, vncleanes, impurity, diſſention, So it is tran­ſlated in the En­gliſh Bi­ble of the yeare 1576. Hereſies &c. They which do theſe things, ſhall not obtayne the Kingdom of God. To come to the Fathers, S. Auſtin ſayth,Aust. in  [...]. 11. in Mar­chaun. He is an Heretike, who belieueth falſly touching any part of Christian doctrine. Which Father in another place thus fearefully [Page] cenſureth of an Heretike;Auſt. l. 4. contr. Donatiſt. c. 8. If a man be an Heretike, certainely no mā doubteth, but for this alone, that he is an Heretike, he ſhall not poſſeſse the Kingdome of God.
Cyprian: Dominus noster &c. Cypr. l. 1. ad Mag. when our Lord Ieſus-Christ did testi­fy in the ghoſpell, that thoſe were his Enemies, who were not with him, he noted not any one Hereſy; but he ma­nifestly ſheweth, that all Heretikes whoſoeuer are his Enemies &c. I will conclude with Ambroſe thus ſay­ing:Am­broſe l 6. in Luc. c.  [...]. Heretikes ſeeme to challenge Christ to them: for no man will deny the name of Christ; neuertheles he in­deed denyeth Christ, who doth not cō ­feſse all points of fayth instituted by Christ. Now from theſe teſtimo­nies I conclude, that both the Ca­tholikes and Proteſtants cannot make one and the ſame Church of God, ſeeing their diſagreements [Page] in matters of Religion are ſo great, & irreconciliable, as that the one part (as houlding meer contrary doctrines in fayth to the other) muſt needs therefore be taken for Heretikes in the iudgement of the other party; & conſequently not taken as the Members of Chriſt his Church.
My laſt argument, which heer I vſe, ſhalbe ad hominem (as the Logitian calls it.) The Proteſtants (we know) do call, in the foam of their impure language, the Pope Antichrist, and Catholikes the Members of Antichriſt. Now if Pro­teſtants and Catholikes be in one and the ſame Church, then fol­loweth it (if for the tyme we ad­mit the former dreame for true) that Antichrist and the Members of Antichriſt do make the head & the members of Chriſts Church.
[Page]
How abſurd this is, & incom­patible with common reaſon, I re­ferre to any iudicious man to cen­ſure; and the rather, conſidering the Proteſtants themſelues doe thus teach:Pro­poſitions and Prin­ciples diſputed in Gene­ua. p. 245. In Babylon (mea­ning therby the Church of Rome) there is no holy Order, or Miniſtery in­deed, but a meere vſurpation. Thus farre to demonſtrate, that for the freeing and clearing of Proteſtan­cy from the former ſcars of being Inuiſible, an Irreality, a Non-Entity &c. it cannot be iuſtly replyed, (if any ſuch reply ſhould be ſug­geſted) that ſeeing the Proteſtant Church & the Catholike Church are both but one Church; and ſeeing the Catholike Church can­not be charged with the ſpots Inuiſibility, or being a Non-Entity &c. that therfore neyther can the Proteſtant Church be ſo charged. [Page] Thus our Aduerſaries, we ſee, la­bour to make the ſplendour of the truth of Chriſtian fayth to caſt its beames indifferently vpon Pro­teſtancy, and the Catholike Ro­man fayth: notwithſtanding the great diſſentions touching fayth betweene theſe two Religions, which is as difficult to iuſtify, as to mantayne, that the ſunne can at one and the ſame tyme, ſhine v­pon vs, and our Antipodes.


THE CONCLVSION.
[Page]
LEarned Protestants, for whoſe ſake this my labour was firſt attempted; Heer now my pen (as performing, I truſt, what it did aſſume) ſtayes it ſelfe: yet before it giueth its laſt ſtop, it is to make bold (by turning it ſelfe towards you) to expatiate a litle in diſcour­ſe. You haue ſeene (by peruſing of the former Treatiſe) Proteſtan­cy to be fully and punctually diſ­ſected; and for the Catastrophe and cloſure of all, it is found to be em­pty of all Reality, and but an Inten­tional Name, or VVord. And ſince it is a Non-Ens, it conſequently then may be inferred, that Proteſtaancy and its Religion is falſe; for if Phi­loſophy teacheth vs, that Ens, & [Page]Verum conuertuntur, (as you well know) then by force of reaſon, & law of contrarieties, it followeth, that, Non Ens, & Falſum conuertun­tur. You are inſtructed alſo (as be­ing learned) by Philoſophy, that, Quae habent vltimam diſpoſitionem ad Introitum, & Non Eſſe, deſinunt per ſe Eſse. And ſo (by Analogy) we may heere ſay of Protestancy, that Protestancy by ſeuerall reformati­ons, and all by Negations and Pri­uations (as by ſo many ſeuerall diſ­poſitions) doth in the end euen of it ſelfe euaporate and vaniſh away into Nothing. Which being ſo, how then can any Chriſtian dreame, that the ſoule of man, which en­ioyeth the nobleſt kynd of Being, ſhould arriue to its ſupreme felici­ty, by profeſſing of that, which hath no Being? No. For the fayth of a Proteſtant is (as I may tearme [Page] it) but an Imputatiue fayth (as the Proteſtants ſpeake of Imputatiue Iustice) ſeeing it wanteth all true Inherency in the belieuer.
Now then, all this being moſt true, and vndenyable, why will you (whome God hath enriched with eleuated Wits, and whoſe Iudgments are able to penetrate and pierce through the greateſt difficultyes) with a blynd and vnexamined aſſent, thus enthrall yourſelues to this Nothingneſse, ſo to terme it, of Protestancy?
Thinke of the worth and di­gnity of a ſoule, which is the Anti­typon of the Deity, for it is writtenGen. 1. faciamus hominem ad imaginem no­stram. It is, you know, immortall; It muſt then enioy (according as in this world, it belieues, and acts) for all eternity, Heauen or Hell: the thought wherof is able to ap­pale [Page] and ſtrike the ſtrongeſt down through feare, & make him with good Tobias, Tob. 2. manducare panem cum luctu & tremore. What then re­maines, but that euery one of you gather himſelfe together, the bet­ter to with-ſtand ſuch forces, as may vndermine the hope of his ſaluation?Lut. 18. Porrò vnum eſt neceſ­ſarium. This is the buſines, why we were ſent into this world; and of this, each of vs muſt ren­der an account, at the day of our death. Let not then neither the predominancy of the tymes, nor the ſtreame and ſway of Authori­ty, nor expectation of temporall preferments (being but glorious and guilded miſeries) nor any hu­mane illaqueations whatſoeuer, winne ground ſo vpon your wills or iudgements, as (till your liues end) to perſeuere in a Religion, [Page] which hath but the word Religion, plead for it.Man. 1. Quid proderit ho­mini, ſi lucretur mundum totum, & de­trimentum animae ſuae faciat? There­fore now then, beginne to eſ­pouſe your labours to your owne ſoules ſaluation. Implant your ſelues with an immoueable reſolu­tion in our Affirmatiue, and Ca­tholike Roman fayth and Reli­gion, which is not only warranted for truth by the Proteſtants them­ſelues, as appeareth from the pre­cedent Chapters: (ſo deſeruedly may heer take place thoſe words,Dea [...] 32. Our God is not as their Gods are, our Enemies are euen witneſſes.) But alſo it is that Religion, which (cō ­trary to Protestancy therein, being torne with inteſtine diſagreemēts) in regard of perfect Vnion in do­ctrine, both among the members thereof, and with reference to the [Page] Head, is much honoured by Gods holy word; his Church in this reſ­pect beingRom. 11. Cam. 6. One body, one ſpouſe, and one ſheepfould. And therefore not without iuſt reaſon did S. Hie­rome (that great light of Gods Church) acknowlede his Vnion, and ſubmiſſion to our Roman Catholike Church in theſe wordes:Hier. in ep. ad Dama­ſum. I do vnite my ſelfe in Communion with the Chayre of Peter, I know the Church to be builded vpon that Rocke: whoſoener doth eate the Lambe out of this Houſe, is become prophane. And with this, Iudicious men, I cloſe vp this ſhort Treatiſe, committing you to his holy Protection, who was content to erect this Church, by the ſhedding of his owne moſt precious bloud: and battering at your eares with my inceſſant prai­ers, that you would caſt of and a­bandone (for your Soules eternal [Page] happines, this imaginary fayth, which you call Proteſtācy: it being in it ſelfe, (beſides that it is a com­pound made of the Ingredients of ſe­uerall negatiue condemned hereſies) but an empty ſound of a word, an Ir­reality, a Phantaſme of the brayne, an Annihilation and wast of all true Fayth, a Platonicall Idaea, an Ens Ra­tions, a Fabrike only of our Imagina­tion, an Intentionality, a bare Notion of the vnderſtanding, finally, a Non-Entity. My penne lights ſhort to delineate it in wordes: for ſince wordes are inuented to expreſſe onely Things; how can they ex­preſſe Protestancy, it being No­thing?
FINIS.
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