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THE PREFACE.
[Page]
[Page]
IT was (when I liued in Oxford, and I think it is ſtill) the cuſtome for him who defends in Deuinitie, to make firſt a Suppoſition, wherein ſuch as come to heare that exerciſe, may ſee the State of the Queſtiō which is to be diſputed. By this meanes the Defendant laies his Cauſe open to a faire tryall; and diuers Auditors not yet perfect in the knowledge of ſuch matters, are better inabled to vnder­ſtand and vnderſtanding to iudge, be­twixt him and his Opponent that vn­dertakes to perſwade the contra­rie.
I was thinking to conceaue my Preface in that manner, like a Sup­poſition; & it had beene to good pur­poſe, [Page] conſidering that ſome may co­me to ſee this Booke or Conference, who being catechized by Puritās, ne­uer knew the true State of the Queſtion betwixt vs and them in the point of the Reall Preſence. But thoſe with whō I am to deale, will not permitt ſuch a diſcourſe; excepting, that it is againſt I know not what lawe.
My intention is not to write a Booke of the Bleſſed Sacrament: that Argument deſerues a better pen; and is excellentlie treated by diuers wor­thie Catholike Deuines: but to main­taine the iuſt honour of the defenders of it, traduced & ſcornefullie jeered by a Preciſian, on the behalf and by the conſent of Doctour Featlie. Who­ſe nicenes shall not hinder me from doing that which doth confeſſedlie appertaine to the Suſtentants part.
And yet I meane withall, to keepe my ſelf punctuallie to the matter, without running out into new; for that were to make the buſines infini­te: or, bringing Arguments for our te­net; [Page] for they with whō I deale would then report that I chang parts, and pretending to be a Defendant come a Diſputant.
Doctor Featlie in a Challeng of his,In his Challēg to M. Fisher. reſembles a Controuertiſt to a Sawier, who, till he hath gonne thorough, keepes himſelf to the ſame line: and imputes vnto his Aduerſarie that he neuer pierced into the heart of any Controuerſie. Whereas himſelf (Ma­ſter Featlie I meane) was the man that moued the ſawe out of the line; and ranne into an other diſtinct matter, when he was not able to giue ſatisfa­ction in the former, which had beene the Cōtrouerſie betwixt thē 2. Their diſputation was, of a Catalogue of Pro­teſtants in all ages; and he, leauing that, challengeth his Aduerſarie to diſpute of Communion in both kinds. Which is a way to runne ouer Controuerſies; but not to make an end of Controuerſies. Logicians nūber it amongſt the faults of a Diſputant. It is a tacite yeelding of the cauſe.
[Page]I haue taken (a Miniſters impor­portunitie made me,) the Sawe into my hands; and am, if we regard the Controuerſie, vpon the vpper ſide: my Aduerſaries (being ſtill in errour) be in the pit. The lines, Featlie drew: they be his Arguments; deliberatlie choſen, by him, for the beſt; theſe, which I am to meddle in. If they do not leaue pulling, wee shall in time come to the heart of this Controuer­ſie. So they keepe themſelues to their owne lines.
The matter of the Conference was, not Tranſubſtantiation, but the Reall preſence onlie. So my Lord of Chalcedon did expreſſeSupra pag. 7. himſelf; and Maſter Featlie to the ſame purpoſe, Doctor Smith, ſaithD. Feat in his Re­lat. pag. 288. he, diſtinguishing bet­wixt the Queſtions of Reall preſence and Tranſubstantiation, determined the point in Queſtion to be this, whether the bodie and blood of Christ were trulie and ſub­ſtantiallie in the Sacrament vnder the for­mes of bread and wine? My Lord Defen­ded the affirmatiue: videlicet, that it is [Page] there trulie and ſubſtantiallie: that is to ſay, according to the ſubstāce of the thing. Maſter Featlie vndertooke the con­trarie, videlicet that it is not there tru­lie and ſubſtantiallie,Feat. pag. 289 not according to the ſubſtance of our Sauiours naturall bodie and blood.
The words of Inſtitution, which Feat­lie did obiect, be theſe, This is my bodie; Matt. 26 this is my blood &c. which wordes he ſaies, muſt needes be taken in a ſence that makes againſt the Reall preſence.
In this propoſition or enunciation, Hoc eſt corpus meum, this is my bodie; (It is the like of the other wordes, Hic eſt ſanguis meus, this is my blood) there is to be conſidered, the ſubiect; the pre­dicate, or attribute; the determination of the predicate; and the copula or no­te of idētitie. Four things, in the four words. The Subiect is, Hoc; the Predicate is Corpus; the determina­tion of it, Meum; the copula, the ver­be Eſt.
The Subiect or firſt word, Hoc; doth not of it ſelf, import bread ra­ther [Page] then bodie; or bodie, rather then bread, it is indifferent. Significat (ſaith the Doctour of the Schooles) ſubſtan­tiam in communi, ſinc qualitate: id eſt, for­ma determinata. It ſignifieth a ſubſtance in common without the qualitie, that is, the determinate forme. Suppoſe a chalice before me, and that I point towards it, ſaying This is—I may, to make vp the propoſition, ſay gold, or wine, or blood; without changing the firſt word This. If I adde, blood; it contracts and determines the ſubiect, This, (which before was vncontracted and vndetermined,) to one particular thing. if I ſaie wine, it contracts it to an other. if I ſaie gold, it is contracted to a third. This is blood. this is wine. this is gold.
The word Eſt is a verbe ſubſtantiue, that ſignifies identitie, or conne­xion; which connexion or identitie cannot be conceaued without the extreames identified or connected, which be the thinges ſignified by the ſubiect and the predicate. And the re­ferences [Page] of the ſubiect to the at­tribute, and the attribute to the ſubiect, be founded it it. Whence it co­mes, that it is not poſſible to know what the Subiect determinatlie relates vnto, (being of it ſelf indetermined,) till the predicate or attribute be alſo knowne becauſe vntill then, neither the terminus, nor the ratio fundandi (the connexion,) is knowne. The ſame ver­be or copula, doth alſo conſignifie the time for which the connexion is exer­ciſed; which time preſuppoſing the connexion, for it is the modus of it, (and may varie, the connexion perſe­uering, Petrus, eſt, fuit, erit, albus.) doth preſuppoſe likewiſe both the extrea­mes. This is manifeſt, (to him that lookes well on it,) becauſe it preſup­poſeth the connexion; which conne­xion doth preſuppoſe the ſaide ex­treames as before hath beene obſer­ued. Ipſū Eſt (ſaith thed Philoſopher) [Page] conſignificat compoſitionem quandam, quam ſine compoſitis non est intelligere. the word Eſt, Is, doth conſignifie a certai­ne compoſition, which cannot be vnder­stood without the things compounded. So then, by the intention of Art, the copula de praeſenti doth ſignifie the cō ­nexion of the ſubiect and attributee. for that inſtant wherein both ex­treames are ſo vttered, that both (not one onlie) may be conceaued.
The word Corpus ſignifies af. bodie; & by the word meum, it is determined to the ſpeakers, our Sauiours, bodie. ſo likewiſe in the other forme, Hic eſt ſanguis meus, the word ſanguis ſignifies blood, and by meus, is determined to ſignifie our Sauiours. Moreouer, this [Page]  [...]redicate corpus is heere taken pro­  [...]erlie, and ſanguis in like manner; as  [...]he text it ſelf preuenting the cauills  [...]f Heretickes hath declared by ad­  [...]ing to it that whereby it differs frō  [...]ignes or meere figures: or, other  [...]lood, or other bodies.1. Cor 1 [...].  [...] andIbi­dem.  [...].Luc. 22 This is my owne bo­  [...]ie, that verie bodie which is giuen, bro­  [...]en, ſacrificed, crucificed, for you. and  [...]his was, doubtles, his true, reall bo­die.Mat. 26.  [...]. andIbidē.  [...] andIbid.  [...]. andLuc. 22.  [...]. This is my owne blood, the blood of the new teſtament: that blood which is shed for many, this thīg in the cup is the ve­rie thing shed for you. Which was blood properlie. The thing is ſo plaine, and ſo cleerelie expreſſed, thatLi. 10. c. 2. Chamier the Caluiniſt, comming to the Quaeritur, Quid ſit corpus meum, ſanguis meus; what is that, my bodie, my blood? anſwers roundlie, Nos candidè [Page]& liberè, ac libenter reſpondemus  [...] interpretandum: it is litterallie▪ properlie, to be interpreted, and vnderſtood. So farre concerning th [...] parts of the Propoſition, in ſeueral▪
Now to reflect vpon it all together; vpon the whole Propoſition▪ The veritie or falſitie of a propoſitiō ▪ doth ſuppoſe the connexion and entire eſsence, which eſſence includes th [...] ſubiect the predicate and the copula. A [...] properties, you know, do preſuppoſ [...] the natures whoſe properties they be▪ Wherefore you bee not to looke fo [...] the veritie of this Propoſition when you haue heard only Hoc: that is no [...] a propoſition nor in, Hoc eſt: that is not yet the propoſition. But when al [...] is vttered, Hoc est corpus meum: there is a propoſition, and a true propoſi­tion: for he ſpeakes it that cannot lie. In this propoſition, the ſubiect Hoc, re­lates vnto the predicate Corpus, and the predicate Corpus relates vnto the ſubiect Hoc, the ground of which re­ciprocall reference is the copula, or verbe Eſt.
[Page]Whē your ſoule came into your bo­  [...]e, your matter had thereby a relation  [...]o your forme (being of it ſelf accordīg  [...]o the ſubſtance, indifferent to that,  [...]r any other;) and your forme, a rela­  [...]on to your matter, which reciprocall  [...]elation is founded in the vnion or  [...]onnexion, that is inuolued in your  [...]ubſtance; and is antecedent to thoſe  [...]ccidentes, which be in alio genere.  [...]ut whilſt you were yet in fieri, before  [...]he generation was ended, the forſaid  [...]lation of matter to your forme deter­  [...]inatlie, was not, it was to earlie to  [...]oke for it before the terminus or the  [...]tio fundandi were in being.
And, as now, your matter being a­  [...]uallie related to your forme, a Philo­  [...]pher may conſider it (by way of ab­  [...]raction) without that order, and ſe­  [...]ndum ſe, in which conſideration, it is  [...]determined and indifferent to all  [...]rmes: ſo likewiſe in the Propoſition  [...]hich wee ſpeake of, Hoc eſt corpus  [...]eum: though that Hoc, be there de­  [...]rminatlie related to Corpus, in man­ner [Page] aboue ſpecified; yet, a Deuine ma [...] conſider it (by way of abſtractio [...] without that order, and ſecundum ſ [...] in which conſideration, it is indifferent to ſtand for, or relate vnto, t [...] bodie, bread, or any thing els, th [...] might (by Gods omnipotent power [...] be in that forme, it ſignifying of  [...] ſelf, onlie, contentum ſub hac viſibili fo [...] ma; non ſpecificādo qualitatem veluti ſubstantialem; not determining particularlie and in ſpecie what that thing is as before was noted. Neither it is an [...] great matter, whether this indetermination be declared by vagum, as ſom [...] do: or by confuſum, or commune, as others. They be but ſeueral waies of v [...] derſtanding the ſame thing, to wi [...] the indetermination of that pronoun [...] conceaued ſecundum ſe.
This is ſufficient for the Reader a [...] this preſent, touching the words o [...] Institution, in which the Controuerſi [...] cheeflie doth conſiſt. And by it, h [...] will be able to vnderſtand thoſe obiections which hereafter are brough [...] [Page] againſt the Suppoſition, and reference, of the word Hoc: the time, conſigni­  [...]ed by the Verbe, est: and the like. As  [...]lſo, that vaine pretence of Tautologie  [...]o oft repeated by the Doctor, and his Apo [...]ogiſt. The ſubiect, Hoc, doth ſig­nifie (as I ſaid) ſubſtantiam indeterminaté:  [...]he predicate corpus meum, ſignifies a particular kinde of ſubſtance; a mans bodie, our Sauiours bodie; ſpeciem, ſi­  [...]e qualitatem, determinat. ſo that, one cō ­ceit anſwers in the mind, to the ſub­iect, an other conceit or apprehenſion, farre more diſtinct and explicite, anſ­wers to the predicate, and therefore it is not (as the Doctor pretends) nuga­torie to ſay This is my bodie. And had it beene indeed idle tautologie, it muſt of neceſſitie haue beene true (let the Doctor note this,) whoſoeuer had ſpoken it, and ſaid ouer a peece of bread, This is my bodie, which is farre other wiſe. Our Sauiour, being God, ſpake it: and it was verified, he could not lie. A Preiſt ſpeakes it, and it is verified in vertue of the Inſtitution of [Page] our Sauiour, who hath engaged his omnipotencie for the verification of it in that caſe. But you ſpeake it, being no Preiſt, and it is falſe. Whence it ap­peares further, that the propoſition of the Preiſt is practick: able in it's kind, to inferre what it ſignifies, (which is an other point cauilled at by the Apologiſt:) and yours which is not able to do ſo, ſpeculatiue onlie. Thus farre touching the words in Queſtion. I come now to our Aduer­ſaries conſtruction and Interpreta­tion.
The Pamphlet which I am to re­fute, is written in behalf and Defence of Doctour Featlie, and dedicated by Waferer to his Lord of Couentrie: who ſeeme to be in two ſeuerall Opi­nions touching the interpretation of the foreſaid wordes: though both of thē would haue them figuratiue. His Lord, D. Morton (who comes thun­dring into the Controuerſie, as if he would make vs for feare beleeue the Sacrament, whateuer God told vs, to [Page] be for ſubſtance, nothing els but ba­kers bread, and wine properlie,) puts the figure in the word eſt, which heere (ſaith he) hath the ſame sēce as, ſignifieth: as if Chriſt had ſaid expreſlie of the bread, This ſignifieth my bodie. So he, l. 2. cap. 2. and Chamier, lib. 10. cap. 4.  [...] intelligimus: vt ſit poſitum, eſt, pro ſignifi­cat. In which way, the wordes are thus to be interpreted: Hoc this thing: eſt, doth ſignifie; corpus meum, my bo­die. A conſtruction ſo abſurd, that the very Authors are ashamed of it, and therefore couer it vnder metaphors & clowdes of obſcure ſpeaches: that it appeare not to the Reader. D. Mor­tons pretence for it, is this, that the ſubiect is proper bread: which bread, ſaith he, doth ſignifie, but is not, the bodie. That it is bread, he perſwades himſelf, becauſe our Sauiour tooke bread, and the Fathers ſometimes call it bread. Which is no good Ar­gument: for, theGreg. Nyſſ. o­rat. ca­tec. c. 37. Ser. de Coen. a­pud. Cypr. Gaudent in exod. tr. 2 Cy­ril. Hier. Catech. 4. Cy­rill. A­lex Epiſt. ad Caloſ. Aug. Serm 28. de verb, Dom. lib. 2. con. aduerſ. leg. c. 9. Hier. Epiſt. ad Hedib q. 2 Ambroſ. Myſt. init. c. 9. Chryſoſt. Hom. 83, in Mat. & 24. in Pri. ad Cor. Fathers when they ſpeak of that, which is heere after conſecration, expounde them­ſelues, [Page] as you will ſee hereafter, (for Doctor Featlie doth obiect the ſame,) of bread which is changed, by the power of Omnipotēcie, not in shape, but in nature; of ſuperſubstantiall, heauen­lie, not proper bread. in which ſence our Sauiour calls his flesh, meate: and himſelf, bread: Ioh. 6. Whereupon whē they take the word properlie, they ſaie that it is not bread; not that which nature made, no ſenſible thing: but the flesh of Christ, the bodie which was crucified; the mediatour; the Lord of all.
Neither doth it follow that it is bread properly, becauſe he tooke ſuch bread into his hands: for he chā ­ged it by his omnipotenceb. into flesh as they likewiſe teach vs. and our Sa­uiours words according to their na­tiue [Page] proper ſence doc. confeſſedlie import as much: for they ſignifie that his bodie is now in that exteriour for­me, wherein before there was bread. Which doth inuolue a change. In a corporall feaſt, ſuppoſe a Prince ma­kes it, that which was bought aliue, is ſerued in before the gueſts,d. not a­liue. In this ſpirituall feaſt, exhibited by the Prince of heauen, that which was brought into the Church not a­liue, is (he is the Creators Sonne and himſelf omnipotent that makes it,) preſented to the communicants, his gueſts, aliue Influit oblatis vim vitae, S. Cyril. Alex. E­piſt. ad Caloſ. cō ­uertens ea in veritatem propriae carnis. He doth flow in to the things offered the power of life, conuerting them into the[Page]veritie of his owne flesh. Neither was he long about it: but, ſaid the word, &e. ſuddainlie the thing was donne.
Whereupon this enſued, that his bodie was at once in two places: In the one ſituallie, as other bodies are in the other ſacramentallie, & according to the manner of a ſpirit.
This, as our greateſt Aduerſaries con­feſſe, doth vnauoideablie follow vpō the natiue and proper ſence of our Sauiours words. And Antiquitie ſo vnderſtood and beleeued it, affirming that verie bodie which was crucified for our ſinnes, to be vnder thef. forme or shape of bread: and that blood which [Page] iſſued out of our Sauiours ſide, the verie price of our Redemption, to be ing. the chalice; and thence powred into the mouthes of the Communi­cants. They beleeued that the moſt precious bodie in heauen, was at the ſameh. time, in many places, heere on earth: that they had Ieſus, the Me­diatour, God and man, (he being at the ſame time in heauen,) heere in theiri. hands; and receaued him with theirk. mouth. The ground of which beleefe were the foreſaid words and aſſeueration of our bleſſed Sauiour [Page] (to whoſe Authoritie they had ſub­mitted their vnderſtandings,) Take, ea­te, this is my bodie.
They did not preſume to diſpute with Him, about the nature of quan­titie, or ſubſtāce, orl. place: (they we­re ſure he knew theſe things better then they did,) or, by that little which man knowes or ſeemes to know, de­fine his Power & Art: but ingenuouſ­lie honoured and willinglie heard Him, as the Maſter of men and An­gels; in Co­loſſ. 2. whom are hid all the treaſures of wiſedome and knowledge.
To feare leaſt the bodie, which is ſubſtantiallie indiuiduall, should be di­ſtracted into two bodies by this acci­dentall [Page] and ſuperuenient manner of exiſtencie, is a fault in the braine lia­ble to the name, rather then any ſigne of a good and ſincere iudgment. It is in the Sacrament according to the manner of a Spirit as before hath beene obſerued, and Spirits are not ſubiect to diſtraction by quantitie,VVhen a man is behe­ded, is his ſoule cut in two? though that happen (and whilſt they are in it) to be diuided. One Angell is able to moue (& ſo to beVide Caiet. Baun. Nazar. &c. in 1. p. q. 52. a. 2. in) two bodies at once: & though the bodies be diſtinct he ſtill remaines the ſame. Neither is he continued by the continuitie of bodies, if thoſe he moues (ſuppoſe two drops of water) become one. A Spirit in extended things is not extended; in continued things, not continued: in diſtinct things, not diſtinguished. He is in another order, far aboue. God, is neither multiplied in himſelf, by the great multitude of things wherein he is: nor by their quantitie extended. Were there at once many worlds, he would be in them allo vndiſtracted.
[Page]That it is the fault of men ouer­haſtie and vndiſcreetlie rash, to de­termine the ſuppoſition of the Pro­nowne Hoc, before thep. predicate be knowne, it appeares by that I haue [Page] allready ſaid about it. If it be conſide­red ſecundum ſe (as it is before the reſt is vttered) it is indetermined and he muſt make a new Dictionarie that will haue it in that acception to ſig­nifie bread. Or, Hic, (in the other for­me,) determinatlie and ex vi ſua, to ſignifie wine: into which new Dictio­narie should the ſame compilers put Haec, for meate, which it doth ſignifie as determinatlie of it ſelf, the yong [Page] Schollers in Hic, Haec, Hoc, would ha­ue a feaſt.
If Hoc doth not, being taken ſecun­dum ſe, determinatlie ſignifie bread (as it is manifeſt it doth not,) then D. Mortōs whole building, without mo­re adoe,D. V­shers ar­gumēts for bread, a­re anſ­wered by F. Mallon. falls vnto the ground. Yet leaſt it should not eaſilie enough be ruined this way, he doth another way himſelf vndetermine it, whilſt he brings in an Armie of Witneſſes to force his Reader to beleeue that the Sacrament is conſecrated by prayer & benedictiō diſtinct from theſe words (Hoc est &c.) which he ſaith be not words of inuocation and prayer, but of declaration. It is in the ſecond Chap­ter of his firſt booke, in his Challeng; where he ſaith, The Archbishop of Cae­ſarea cometh in, compaſſed about with a clowde of witneſſes and reaſons to proue that the conſecration vſed by our Sauiour was performed by that bleſsing by prayer which preceded the pronouncing of thoſe words Hoc eſt corpus meum. Were this ſo, the chiefeſt of his (D. Mortons) ca­uils, [Page] which is about the ſuppoſition of of the word Hoc, were cut of by it. When the water at Cana was chan­ged, and wine ſtanding vpon the ta­ble, what cauill could then be raiſed againſt theſe words Hoc est vinum, This is wine.
He thinks he gets the Cauſe, if he cā, out of the words of any of ours, de­duce the contrarie to the common te­net of the Church. Which manner of diſputing in him is notoriouſlieq. in­ſufficient. The Writers themſelues were ſtill readie to retract whateuer could be found in their bookes any way repugnant vnto Church-doctri­ne: they knew they might miſtake: and therefore ſubmitted their writings & opinions and iudgment to the iudg­ment and Cenſure of the Church, [Page] which they beleeued to be ſecured from errour, by the prouidence of the holy Ghoſt her Maſter.
Should a man in the Schooles of Deuinitie ſtep vp and ſay, The definitiō of the Councell of Trent, approued by the Church, is repugnant (in conſequence at leaſt) to the Opiniō of, ſuppoſe, Bellar­mine, Ergo the definition is falſe; He would be thought either to deride the Cardinall, or to want ſomething which commonlie men haue. This I ſaie in generall, touching the manner: and for the matter, it is well knowne, the Cardinall (I meane the ſame of o­thers) was able to defend, both, Vni­uerſall tenets, and his owne priuate Anſwers and opinions, againſt a bet­ter Scholler then D. Morton.
Doctor Featlie, as it appeares by his Argumēt out of Tertullians words, puts the figure in the word Corpus: Conferē ­ce of Ca­thol. and Prot. doct. l. 1. c. 10. a 1. for he would haue the words to run­ne thus, Hoc eſt figura corporis mei, which is the opinion of Oecolampa­dius, fauored alſo by Caluin. And ac­cording [Page] to this way, the words, Hoc  [...]ſt corpus meum, are thus interpreted: Hoc, this thing, est is, corpus meum the figure of my bodie. Whence it will preſentlie follow (if you conſider the  [...]ext well: this is my () which is bro­ken, deliuered, for you;) that the figure of our Sauiours bodie ſuffred for vs.
His Arguments are in the Relatiō where you will ſee their Anſwers. Hee agrees with D. Morton in exclu­ding the veritie of the bodie, and in ex­pounding Hoc, this bread; which is more then the word ſignifies. And the determination of it to bread pro­perlie taken, is begd: as hath beene shewed before; and shall appeare mo­re fullie hereafter in the Solution of his Obiections. Neither doth it deter­minatlie import or ſignifie a thing di­ſtinct from Corpus. If it did, it were falſe to ſay pointing at you, Hoc eſt corpus; becauſe the propoſition doth affirme Identitie betwixt the ſignifica­ta of the two extreames, which Identi­tie [Page] were not, if Hoc determinatlie ſig­nified a thing diſtinct frō that which is ſignified by Corpus. And by the ſa­me reaſon it appeares manifeſtlie that the extreames are not, ex vi terminorū, diſparata. If they were, Hoc muſt im­port a nature or thing diſtinct from that which Corpus doth import: which is not onlie againſt Theologie, but al­ſo againſt Logick and the generall notion of men that know Latine, a­greeing that hoc, of it ſelf, determines no nature.
I note heere further that both the­ſe, D. Morton & D. Featlie, do make the bleſſed Sacramēt to be in it ſelf nothīg els but bread properlie, with a relation to grace, and to the bodie now in heauen (which relation being foūded in the inſtitution, is rationis, in the mind onlie,) and conſequentlie, how euer in words they repugne, they make it a meere ſigne or figure. This appeares by their interpretation of the wordes; Hoc this bread, eſt D. Morton doth ſignifie, Corpus meum my bodie, it doth [Page]ſignifie; there is all: or, Hoc this bread, eſt is, Corpus meum theD. Fea­tlie figure of my bodie, the figure, not the ſubſtance, not the veritie. They tell you there is mo­re, but if you aske what it is, they can­not find it. Grace is not the Sacrament, but thed. effect of it. Gods omnipo­tencie, is not the Sacrament, nor any part of the Sacrament properlie. Nei­ther is his decree to giue vs grace whē wee receaue worthilie, the thing hee­re meant by this word, Sacrament. Nor the faith and deuotion of the receauer: faith is not the Sacrament. Nor the bodie of our Sauiour in Hea­uen, or on the Croſſe. What then is it? Nothing but the ſigne: that is, bread properlie, with a dubble reference, one to the bodie or death of Chriſt; another, to grace, nothing els. This reallie is their tenet; though they be ashamed, many of thē, to profeſſe it. Pretending a great feaſt, they ſerue in [Page] dishes; and in them the picture or fi­gure of meate; but the meate it ſelf, the bodie, is, they ſaie, in heauen only, neuer neerer.
The Catholiques interprete the words plainlie & properlie, Hoc this, eſt, is, Corpus meum my bodie. In which ſence it is confeſsed by our aduerſaries themſelues that they importe ſuch a reall preſence as wee beleeue and de­fend. So that, My Lord, ſitting downe to defend, had this aduantage on his ſide, that the Scripture doth in plaine termes auouch his tenet. And M. Featlie on the contrarie, this diſaduantage, that he was to diſpute againſt the pro­per ſence of holie Scripture. Which pro­per ſence, was, when Luther began,e. generallie beleeued & abbetted: & that confeſſedlie forf. many hundred [Page] yeeres together.g. All Natiōs as many as beleeued that our Sauiour hath trueh. flesh & blood, haue beleeued it: & amōgſt them, our cuntryi. England. And Luther himſelf wrot ak. booke in defence of it, telling the Sacramen­tarians, [Page] the text of Scripture is tom. cleere & plaine, in ſo much that it cā ­notl. [Page] be auoided: & auouching withall that it was the Fathers tenet. So like­wiſe doth Melancthon,n. Sequor, ſaith he, veteris eccleſiae ſententiam quae affirmat adeſſe corpus in coena: ac iudico hanc habere Scripturae teſtimonium. I fol­low [Page] the ſentence of the auncient Church which affirmes the bodie to be presēt in the ſupper; & I iudge it to haue the teſtimonie of Scripture.
Thoſe who ſtood on Featlies ſide, were ſuch as by Apoſtacie had gonne out of the true Church.o. Berenga­rius, (whop. recanted;)q. Wickleff,r, Carolſtadius,ſ. Swinglius.t. Oe­colampadius, &u. Caluin:x. Iudas, [Page] and that great Apoſtata they. Deuil. I do not mentionz. Bertram, becauſe he that makes any ſpeach in him Caluiniſticallie Proteſtāt in this mat­ter, doth withall make him cōtradict himſelf, (it is the ſame of thata. Ho­milie which is cited as Elfricks,) and thereby caſts him of.
The Iudge of Controuerſies, is, ac­cording to our Aduerſaries themſel­ues, either the ſcripture, or the Spirit. If wee goe with the Controuerſie to the Scripture, & to our Sauiour ſpeaking in it, the cauſe is ours; This is my bodie which is broken for you. Which words, if they be certainlie true in a proper and li­terall ſence, then wee are to yeeld the who­le[Page]cauſe [reall Preſence, propitiatorie Sacrifice, and Adoration) ſaith D. Mortō, the laſt who wrot in England before Waferer of this ſubiect. I haue ſaid oft, and now repeate the ſame againe, that the litterall ſence or letter cannot be retained in theſe words of Chriſt, Cited p. 293. This is my bodie, without eſtablishing the Papiſticall tran­ſubſtantiation, ſaith Beza.
If we go with the Controuerſie to the Spirit in the Church, we gaine the Cauſe too, for all knowne Churches in Luthers time did beleeue and pro­feſſe it. If to the Spirit in the firſt Pro­teſtantes, Luther and his Diſciples, the Cauſe is ours.
If wee conſider diligentlie the cir­cumſtances of the text,  [...] and  [...], &  [...], my owne bodie, that which is deliuered, broken, crucified, for you: and of the blood in like manner, (vt ſupra pag. 11. wee are more and more confirmed in our tenet.
If wee reade the Fathers, wee finde thē to be ours, the Lord of Pleſſis Mor­nay, [Page] had obiected out of them, by the help of his Miniſters, what he could: but he is fullie anſwered by the worthie Cardinall Peron, in a iuſt to­me of this ſubiect onlie, which booke he were to refute, that would laie claime to Antiquitie in behalf of the Sacramen­tarian Hereſie.
Moreouer that our tenet of the Re­all preſence of our Sauiours bodie vnder the ſignes, was the tenet of Anti­quitie, the Church tells vs, the Church I ſay; in Luthers daies, and before, a thouſand yeers together: in which Church there haue beene innumera­ble great Schollers, examining Re­cordes, reading the Fathers, compa­ring and conſidering the text of Scri­pture; and this Church tells vs, the Fa­thers, their predeceſſors, taught them as they teach vs. Why should wee not beleeue them, & in a matter ſo plain­lie deliuered in the Scripture; rather then Daniel Featlie, or Oecolampa­dius, or Iohn Caluin?
If you will moue vs with Authori­tie, [Page] bring greater Authoritie. If you will moue vs with Scripture, bring plainer Scripture; and more worlds o­penlie, in plaine termes interpreting it, againſt vs. The Authoritie of one Deuine, of a Nation, will not ſerue a­gainſt a world.
The Doctour obiecteth S. Auguſ­tine; but, againſt S. Auguſtine: as here­after will appeare. He obiecteth Ter­tullian and Origen; and, againſt Ter­tullian, and Origen they, in this point, were not diuided from the world. But, had Origen, or Tertullian beene oppoſite in their opiniō, who ſo mad as to follow them, againſt ſo great an authoritie as the Church?
To oppoſe a leſſe Authoritie to a greater, & thereby to think to winne the cauſe, is abſurd. If Authoritie can moue, the greater it is the more it mo­ues.
To vrge againſt the Church, the words of any, ina. another ſence [Page] then they did vtter them; or to build an aduantage vpon a miſtake in ſo­meb. nice point or ſubtilitie, where­in, [Page] with cōsēt in the myſteriec. it ſelf there might be diuerſitie of opinions; is an euident ſigne of Hereticall perti­nacie. The Church, by continuall ex­erciſe, doth profit in the knowledg of ſuch matters. And, as now amongſt the moderne Deuines, ſome do better interprete Gods word in obſcure pla­ces, and deliuer the truth in more ac­curate & proper termes, then others: [Page] ſo was it, if wee beleeue thed. Fa­thers, in the times primitiue; wherein ſome did ſpeake of matters, by Prote­ſtants now beleeued, leſſee. warilie then others did.
It is well knowne alſo, that the beſt Schollers and greateſt Saincts were euer readie to ſubmit themſelues and their iudgment to the Iudgment of the Church: with whom the Spirit of truth remaines, to teach all truth, foreuer. Wherefore, if it should haue happe­ned that any of them had been miſta­ken in this matter, (as S. Cyprian was in the point Baptiſme,) he could not without open wrong be obiected a­gainſt the Church. Eſpeciallie, conſi­dering that, in that his generall ſubmiſ­ſion of his iudgment he virtuallie re­tracted whateuer should be found in his writings contrarie to any deter­mination of Hers.
[Page] S. Aug. l 5. de Bapt. c. 17. l. 2 c. 4.You know S. Auguſtines Apologie for the Sainct but now mentioned, whoſe opinion he reiected becauſe it was againſt the definition of a Gene­rall Councell. Neither do I preferre my owne opinion before his, but the iudgmēt or ſentēce of the Holie Catholicke Church, all which he was not. and againe Neither durst wee affirme any ſuch thing if wee were not well grounded vpon the moſt cō ­ſenting or agreeable Authoritie of the Vniuerſall Church, vnto which vndoub­tedlie he (S. Cyprian) would haue yeilded if as then, the truth of this Queſtion, being cleered and declared, had beene eſtabli­shed by a Generall Councell. So far tou­ching the ſtate of the Controuerſie Diſputed in the Conference.
The Apologiſt, who doth addreſſe himſelf againſtQuā ­do mi­nora maiori­bus co­aequan­tur; in­ferioris compa­ratio, ſuperio­ris iniu­ria eſt. S. Hier. ad [...]. Io­uin. l. 1. my Lord, is bitter: and without any cauſe giuen him. The title ouer euerie leafe is, An Apo­logie for Doctor Featlie against the Bi­shop of Chalcedon. The Obiect of my Cenſure is this Apologie, which labours to diſcredit the Catholike Relation: & [Page] doth many times miſreport and cor­rupt it: which makes me repreſent it againe to the Reader entirelie. I shall haue much adoe whilſt I blott out Waferers Errours to keepe my pen from touching him that lies amongſt his lies and hereſies. But, the field of combat is no place of complement. Flatterie, euer a fault, when it is pra­ctized to the diſaduantage of Religiō becomes a crime.

Notes
d Ipſa igitur ſecundum ſe dicta verba, nomina ſunt, & ſignificant aliquid: conſtituit enim qui dicit, intelle­ctum; & qui audit quieſcit. Sed ſi eſt, vel non eſt, non­dum ſignificat: neque enim ſignum eſt rei, eſſe vel non eſſe. Nec ſi hoc ipſum Eſt purum dixeris; ipſum e­nim nihil eſt. Conſignificat autem compoſitionem quandam, quam ſine compoſitis non eſt intelligere. Arist. 1. de Interp. c. 3. Vide Commentatorem, Ibidem.
 ↵
e. Infra pag. 484.
 ↵
f. Vide S. Thom. de Ente & Eſſent. c. 3.
 ↵
b. Panis omnipotentia Verbi factus est caro. Oblata con­uertons in Veritatem propriae carnis. In illud (quod eſt immortale) transelementata corum quae apparent na­tura.
 ↵
c. D. Morton. Inſtit. of the Sacram. lib. 2. cap. 1. pag. 72.
 ↵
d. And conſequentlie it is not rigorouſlie ſpea­king, the ſame thing; though it be vulgarlie eſteemed the ſame. Homo mortuus quanquam figurae for­mam habet eandem, tamen homo non eſt, ſaies the Philoſo­pher, lib. 1. de Part: Anim. c. 1. And elſwhere he tels vs Homo mortuus, dicitur aequiuocé. Liuing and dead things haue not the ſame forme, and therefore, if you belee­ue him, be not the ſame things. Vide eundem lib. 1. de Gener. t 23.
 ↵
e. Statim per verbum in corpus mutatur, vt dictum eſt à Verbo, hoc eſt corpus meum. S. Greg. Nyſſen Orat. ca­tech. c. 37.
 ↵
f. S Aug. Conc 1. in Pſal. 33. l. 9. Conf. c. 13. & Serm. ad Neoph. apud Bed. in c. 10. ad Cor. In the 4. Argu. one place will be diſcuſſed. S. Chryſ. Hom, 24. in Epiſt. ad Cor. S. Cyrill Catec. 4 S. Anſel. in c. 11 ad Cor.
 ↵
g. S. Chryſ. Hom. 24. in Epiſt. ad Cor. S. Aug. Epiſt. 162. Serm. ad Neoph. S. Leo Serm. 7. de ieiunio menſ. ſept.. S. Greg. mag. lib. 4. Dial c. 58. S. Cyrill. Catec 4.
 ↵
h. S. Chryſoſt. l 3. de Sacerd. Hom. 24. in Epiſt. ad Cor. Hom. 17. in Epiſt. ad Heb. S. Greg. Nyſſ. Orat. Catech c 17. S. Cyrill. Alex. anathem. 11. in Conc Epheſ & lib. 11 in Ioan. c 27. Conc. Nicen. 1. in Act. Vatic. S. Cyrill. Hieroſ. catech 4.
 ↵
i. S. Cyrill. Catech. myſt. 5. S. Chryſ. Hom. 24. ad Cor. lib. 3. de Sacerd. Hom. 46. in Ioan.
 ↵
k. S. Aug. l. 2. con. Aduerſ. leg. c. 9. Tract. 59. in Ioan. Origen. Hom. 5. in diuerſa S. Cyrill. Alex. lib. 10. in Ioan. c. 13 S. Cyrill. Hieroſ. Catech. 4. S. Leo. Serm. 7. de ieiunio menſ. Sept.
 ↵
l. Or repute it abſurd he should be in a mans bellie. VVhat is better, what purer, what more glorious thē the bleſſed Trinitie? and is not the bleſſed Trinitie in euerie place, and (now you ſtop your noſe) in euerie thing? The bodie of our bleſſed Sauiour is immortall, im­paſſible, and exiſteth in the Sacrament, according to the manner of a Spirit.
 ↵
o Saint Augustine had an apprehenſion that the ſoule of Martyrs were perchance, at once in diuers places. Quan­quam iſta quaeſtio vires intelligentiae meae vincat, quemadmodum opitulentur Martyres iis quos per eos certum eſt adiuuari: Vtrum ipſi per ſeipſos aſſint vno tempore tam diuerſis locis, & tanta inter ſe lon­ginquitate diſcretis, ſiue vbi ſunt eorum memoriae, ſi­ue praeter ſuas memorias vbicunque adeſſe ſenti untur: an ipſis in loco ſuis meritis conguo ab omni mortaliū conuerſatione remotis, &c. Res haec altior eſt quàm vt à me poſſit attingi, & abſtruſior quàm vt à me va­leat perſetutari: & ideo quid horum duorum ſit, an ve­rò fortaſsis vtrumque ſit, &c. S Augustin. lib. de cura pro mort. c. 16.
 ↵
p. Neither doth Hoc, of it ſelf determine that preciſe inſtant wherein it is vttered. The thing demonſtrated may follow that inſtant or moment, when the propo­ſition is ſpeculatiue, much more when it is practick and is cauſe of the thing ſignified. Nomen & Pronomen ſecundum Grammaticos non conſignificat tempus, ſed Verbo id competit: quare demonſtratio per ſe Pronominis abſtrahit a tempore: ſcilicet & quo proſertur Pronomen & quo termi­natur totius orationis prolatio; ſaith, Soto, cited in the Cen­ſure, p. 501. In the Relation of S. F. pag. 80. there is a pla­ce of Scripture brought to shew that the thing demō ­ſtrated, may follow the Pronoune Hoc, Hoc eſt praecep­tum meum, vt &c. There be diuers other examples of it in holie Scripture: whereof ſome are noted alſo by your Chamier l. 10. de Euchar. c. 21. Et hoc vobis ſignum, inuenietis infantem. Luc. 2. Hoc ſcientes, quod vetus homo. Rom. 6. Hoc eſt pactum meum— vt circumcidatur. Gen. 17. Haec ſunt nomina —Ruben, Simeon, Exodi 1. And the Prophets otherwhile begin with Haec dicit Dominus. He adds that ſometimes Hoc, and Hic, demonſtrate things paſt, Hoc totum factum eſt. Matth. 1. and ſometimes that which the eie cannot at all perceaue, Haec eo cogitante. Mat. 1. Falſum eſt, ſaies he, c. 18. etiam in Pronomine, ad­uerbioue demonstrandi requiri rem praeſentem. Non enim eſt perpetuū. and, Omnia, tam praeſentia quam praeterita, ſenſui ſunt demonſtrabilia: quia in ſenſibus aures ſunt, quibus per verba nihil non demonſtrari poteſt. To which purpoſe he citeth S. Aug. l 2. de Doct. Chriſt. c. 3.
 ↵
q. If the Church-authoritie be ouerthrowne by au­thoritie, it muſt be donne by a greater. The authoritie of priuate men, is far, yea infinitelie leſſe: in regard of the Diuine Aſsiſtance which the Church, by pro­miſe, hath He shall teach you. Ioan. 14. & 16. It has ſeemed good to the Holie Ghoſt and to vs. Act. 15.
 ↵
d. This writing is the effect of my pen as the inſtru­mentall cauſe: but it is not my pen that ſtill remaines a meere pen.
 ↵
e. Hic error (ſo the Sacramentarians do ſtile it) a­pud totius orbis Chriſtianos inualuit. Bucer. lib. de Con­cord. pag. 660. Miſſae abominatio omnes reges & populos à ſummo vſque ad nouiſſimum ſic inebriauit, vt &c. Calu. l; 4. Inſtit. c. 18
 ↵
f. Libenter concedo Idolomaniam Pontificiam, cuius eſt verum ſacrificium Miſſaticum, totum paene terrarum orbem inuaſiſſe, praeſertim ſuperiore proxime millenario. Hutter, de ſacrif. Miſl. pag. 377.
 ↵
g. Si verū eſt quod de Corpore Chriſti (he ſpeakes to Berē ­garius) tu credis & aſtruis, falsum eſt quod ab Eccleſia vbique gentium, de eadem  [...] creditur & aſtruitur. Omnes enim qui Chriſtianos ſe & eſſe & dici laetantur, veram Chriſti carnem verumque eius ſanguinem, vtraque ſumpta de Virgine in hoc Sacramento ſe percipere gloriantur. Interroga vniuer os qui Latinae linguae, nostrarum ne litterarum notitiam perceperūt, interroga Graecos, Armenios, ſeu cuiuſlibet nationis quoſcun­cunque Chriſtianos homines vno ore hanc fidem ſe teſtan­tur habere. Lanfran. Archiep. Cantuar. l. de Euchar con. Bereng. See the Censure. pag. 331.
 ↵
h. Thoſe who following the errour of Eutiches, ſaid the flesh of our Sauiour was turned into his Diuini­tie, ſaid conſequentlie to their errour that heere was reallie preſent the bodie of the Diuinitie. Sacrificium panis carnis Chriſti, negant eſſe corpus Christi, ſed diuinita­tis corpus eſſe dicunt. Euthym. in Panoplia. par. 2. ti [...]. 20. VVhence it appeares how vnſkilfullie they be, by ſome brought for the Sacramentarian hereſie.
 ↵
i. See the Prudentiall Ballance.
 ↵
k. Defenſio  [...] verborum coenae.
 ↵
m. In defenſ. verb. coenae. He is large in examining the places obiected out of S. Auguſtine, Tertullian, Cy­prian, Hilarius, and Irenaeus. Heereafter I shall haue occaſion to bring ſome of his words touching the place of Tertullian which Featlie ſtands vpon: and as for Irenaeus whom Birckbeck doth alleage, he demon­ſtrates plainelie that he held a reall preſence of our Sa­uiours bodie to our bodies. Pugnabat (Irenaeus) contra Valentinum Haereticum, eiuſque ſocios qui aſſerebant Chriſtum non eſſe filium Dei, & non fore reſurrectio­nem carnis, nec corpus ſaluati, ſed animam. Contra hoc ſcribit & affirmat Irenaeus quod corpus etiam ſal­uetur, & quod reſurrectio carnis futura ſit, ſecundum Symbolum Apoſtolicum. Inter caetera autem hoc contra ipſos producit argumentum: Si corpus non ſal­uatur, quid ergo cibatur corpore in coena? ſi ibi aeter­no cibo veſcitur, vt in aeternum viuat neceſſe eſt. Re­feramus autem propria ipſius verba. Quemadmodum enim qui à terra panis percipiens vocationem Dei &c. Luther. in Def. verb. coenae. p. 408. See the place, for he is verie large. Paulus dilucidè nos docet quid ſit Dei vocare ſeu nominare, vbi ait, Deus vocat ſeu nominat ea quae non ſunt, vt ſint. Eodem modo Ire­naeus loquitur de Dei vocare ſeu nominare. Item Moy­ſes Gen. 1. teſtatur Deum per ſuum vocare ſeu nomi­nare, quod eſt per verbum ſuum, omnia creare. Si tibi (Oecolampadium alloquitur) haec definitio non placet, age, praeſta te Magiſtrum, & nos doce quid aliud vocatio Dei eſſe poſſit, quando Deus vocat, di­cit, appellat, nominat. Hoc verbum Dei eſt cum inquit Hoc eſt corpus meum, ſicut in Geneſi ait Fiat lux, & fit lux. Deus eſt qui nominat ſeu vocat, & quicquid nominat id illico praeſto eſt, vt Pſalm 33 teſtatur, dixit & facta ſunt. Ibidem. Item, Irenaeus ait. Quomodo au­tem rurſus dicunt carnem in corruptionem deuenire, & non percipere vitam, quae à corpore & ſanguine Domini alitur? Hic iterum audimus, corpus noſtrum eo cibari corpore & ſanguine Domini, vt in aeternum viuat, & non corrumpatur vt Haeretici ſomniabant. Irenaeus loquitur de corporali manducatione & ciba­tione corporis, & tamen vult cibum illum eſſe corpus & ſanguinem Domini. Ibidem He brings there alſo the Sacramentarians Euaſions, and refutes them out of Irenaeus words.
 ↵
l. Si quiſpiam mihi perſuadere potuiſſet in ſacramē ­to praeter panē— verum ego captum me video, nulla euadendi via relicta: textus enim Euangelij nimis aper­eus eſt & potens. Epiſt. ad Argentin. habetur tomo 7. in Epiſt. Farrag.
 ↵
n. Melancth l. de Ver. Corp. Quid fiet in tentatione cum diſputabit conſcientia quam habuerit cauſſam diſſentiendi à recepta ſententia in Eccleſia▪ Tunc ver­ba iſta, hoc est corpus meum▪ fulmina erunt. Ibidem.
 ↵
o. Archidiaconus Andegauenſis. anno 1035. Docuit paruulos non eſſe baptizandos, teſte Guit mundo eiuſ­dem temporis ſcriptore. Hanc autem Haereſim eſſe conſtat vniuerſalis eccleſiae teſtimonio: idemque fa­tentur Angli Proteſtantes.
 ↵
p. Malmesb. l. 3.
 ↵
q. Sacerdos & Paſtor de Lutterworth. anno 1371.
 ↵
r, Archidiaconus VVittembergenſis, & Lutheri diſ­cipulus.
 ↵
ſ. Paſtor Tigurinus.
 ↵
t. Ex monacho Apoſtata.
 ↵
u. Nouiodunenſis. Deus adeo hunc Haereticum percuſſit, vt deſperata ſalute, daemonibus inuocatis, iurans, execrans, & blaſphemans, miſerrimè animam malignam exhalarit. Schluſſel in Theol. Calu. fol. 72. idemque teſtatur Hie­ron. Bolſecus in eius vita.
 That Luther, Caluin, Swinglius, Carolſtadius, Oe­colampadius, had beene Papiſts, (as they ſpeake) be­fore they fell into their Hereſies, is declared out of their owne authors in the booke de Auth. Prot. eccleſ. l. 2. c. 11.

 ↵
x. See the Cenſure, pag. 274.
 ↵
y. See the Cenſure, pag. 274.
 ↵
z. Touching this Bertrame reade the Plea for the Reall Preſence, againſt Sir Humfrey Linde. by I. O.
 ↵
a. Concerning this Homilie, and the Author, ſee the Prudentiall Balance l. 1. c, 19. in Odo, and Alfrick. &c. 22. n. 4.
 ↵
a. As, when a man ſpeakes of the practicall dictio or vocatio, which is a making of the thing by ſaying it is or calling it by the name, (Ipſe dixit & facta ſunt; La­zare veni foras: Adoleſcens tibi dieo ſurge;) to interprete h [...]s words of a meere ſpeculatiue dictio or vocatio. Qui eſt à terra panis, percipiens vocationem Dei, iam non communis panis eſt, ſed Euchariſtia, ex duabus rebus con­ſtans, terrena & coeleſti. Irenaeus l 4 c 34. and l. 5. c 2. Quando ergo & mixtus calix & fractus panis percipit ver­bū Dei fit Euchariſtia &c. The words are operatoria, pra­cticall: as you will ſee more at large in the ſolution of the fift Arg p. 479. & ſeqq. S. Ierom vpon thoſe words of S, Matth Surgens imperauit ventis—venti & mar [...] obediunt ei. Ex hoc loco, ſaith he, intelligimus quod omnes creaturae ſentiant creatorem. Quas enim increpauit, & qui­bus imperauit, ſentiunt, imperantem: non errore Haretico­rum, qui omnia putant animantia, ſed maieſtate conditoris: quae apud nos inſenſibilia, illi ſenſibilia ſunt. In c. 8. Matt.
 ↵
b. For example, what the word Hoc, doth preciſelie demonſtrate. S. Bonauenture did auouch the reall pre­ſence and tranſubſtantiation, as all Schollers know; though he did expound Hoc, of bread. VVherefore your deduction from the like interpretation, (could you find it in one more auncient,) to the mans beleefe of a meere ſigne, would not hold. The ſequele faild, in him, a Deuine. And you, though you know not perad­uenture whether S. Peter when he ſaid Tabitha riſe, did addreſſe his ſpeach to the dead bodie, calling that Ta­bitha, (Conuerſus ad corpus dixit, Tabitha ſurge,) or to the liue Perſon which vpon his word appeared; or whe­ther it did in the beginning of the ſpeach ſtand inde­terminatlie: will graunt, notwithſtanding, that in the end of the ſpeach, there was not a dead corſe, as in the beginning: but a liue woman, and this by vertue of his words inſtrumentallie, and principallie by the opera­tion of Gods omnipotencie; which doth alſo worke heere, as the Fathers tell vs.
 In theſe propoſitions, Coeci vident: mortui reſurgunt; qui in monumentis ſunt audient votem &c. there is (as the Deuines ſaie) ſenſus diuiſus.

 ↵
c. The thing imported by our Sauiours words properlie vnderſtood.
 ↵
d. S. Aug. de Praed. Sanct. c. 14. Hier. Apol. adu. Ruff.
 ↵
e. Fieri poteſt vt— vel certe antequam in Alexan­dria quaſi Daemonium meridianum Arius na ceretur, innocenter quaedam & minus caute loquuti ſunt, & quae non poſſint peruerſorum hominum calumniam declinare. S. Hier, Apol. aduerſ. Ruff. lib. 2.
 ↵


APPROBATIO.
[Page]
IN hoc libro, cui titulus A RELE­CTION &c. nihil eſt fidei Catholi­cae, aut bonis moribus contrarium, ſed multa quae veritatem Catholicam de Reali praeſentia confirmant. Qua­propter dignum cenſui qui praelo cō ­mittatur.
Actum Duaci, 22. Maij. 1635.
 Georgius Coluenerius Sac. The­ologiae Doct. & eiuſdem regius ordinariuſque Profeſsor, Colle­giatae Eccleſiae S. Petri Praepoſi­tus, Vniuerſitatis Duacenſis Cancellarius, & librorum Cen­ſor.



THE ERRATA.
[Page]
In the Praef.  [...]. pag. 29. is my. p. 90. import it. p. 93. where you. p 103.  [...]. p. 112.  [...]. p. 116. are two— ſo you shall haue. p. 117. marg. 108. p. 132. deſcāt. p. 151. So now we. p. 160. So much. p. 163. the bodie is preſ. p. 172. perceaue. p. 186. the figure the. p. 201. it is not bread.  [...], p. 205. Chamier. l. 10. de Euch. c. 2. p. 210. he gaue to be. p, 132. or a proper ſpeach a negation of. p. 248. call our. p. 260. S. Tho. 2. 2. qu. 173. ar. 2. p. 273, as black. a. the concluſion. p. 284. and trāſ­ſubſt. p. 300. thereby. p. 306. ſpeak. p. 322. pag. 301. p. 349. returneſt. p. 396. and adm. p. 410. viſibile bodie. p. 419. later.—immolation: af­firming. p. 421. bread. Moreouer. p. 443. pro­noune. p. 147.  [...] p. 459. his chaire. p. 482. is conf. p. 505. the words of conſecration Hoc eſt corpus meum. p. 516. refer his confeſſiō, to ſacrificing; not to vnbloodie. p. 519. Ieſus, was. pag. 527. of lies. 544. (g) p. 546. no other name. p. 547. Pane & vino deficiente, licet in coe­na ijs vti quibus pro potu & cibo communiter vti­mur, ſaies Scarpius cont. 3. de Euch. q. 1. p. 1411. p. 569. to write them. p. 587. whether M. T. G. B. p 588. merrie. b.  [...] &c. p. 184. peronatus.


§
[Page]
M. Featlies Conference with D. Bag­shaw ſeemes by his Relation pag. 301. to haue beene before this. His Refuſall to meete my Lord, whereof S. E. makes mention pag. 10. (E. H. M. W. the Do­ctour can ſpell theſe letters,) was when the Prince, our now Soueraigne, was in Spaine. I haue the Relation by me, but for­beare to print it vnles I be further called vpon.


§
§
[Page]
THE SVMME OF A CONFERENCE BETVVIXT M. D. SMITH NOW B. OF CHALCEDON, AND M. DAN. FEATLY MINISTER. ABOVT THE REALL PRESENCE.
VVITH THE NOTES of S. E.
Facile eſt vt quiſque Auguſtinum vincat, quanto magis vt viciſſe vide­atur: aut ſi non videatur, viciſſe dicatur, facile eſt.
 S. Aug. Epiſt. 174.


TO THE READER.
[Page]
IT is now more thē a yeere, COVRTEOVS READER, ſince firſt I ſaw the Sacrilege of M. Featlie, whereun­to he hath adioyned a Conference or Diſputation had in Paris long agoe with my Lord of Chalcedon. This Conference being short I preſently read it ouer, and liked ſo well ſome fragmēts of my Lords Anſwer which the Miniſter hath imparted, that I deſired to ſee the whole: but could not then get a coppie.
Hauing lighted now at leingth on a Latine one, and liking it excee­ding well, I haue thought good to tranſlate it, and impart it vnto others by the print: partly becauſe it is not eaſilie found by ſuch as do ſeeke after it, the Conference being paſt [Page] almoſt twenty yeeres agoe; and part­ly alſo becauſe the Miniſter (who would ſeeme to haue a Coppie) doth cite imperfectlie my Lords anſwers, putting words or peeces together at his pleaſure, and ſometimes adding: and obſcuring the ſence which in the Relation it ſelfe I find to be diſtinct and cleere.
He hath alſo ſtriuen to make good his former Arguments; & inuoluing them in a new diſcourſe, hath thruſt in, heere & there, what he thought good: wherefore for their ſakes that are vnlearned, I will, as oft as there is cauſe, adde a note; and ta­king of the new maske of words, will let the Reader ſee, that after all his washing, thoſe Ethiopians haue not changed their complexion: and that now this ſecond time of their comming on his Errand, they neede not any other Anſwer then that was giuen them before.
In one of his Epiſtles before the booke I mentioned, he demands to ſee another leap; which may be shewed [Page] him in good time, meane while you may be pleaſed to meaſure this, which the miniſter would not haue be­gunne himſelfe to chronicle, had he not thought it to be extraordinarie.

 [...] Heer's Rhodes.
IN the yeere 1612. Maſter Daniel Featlie being in France, Chaplaine to the Embaſſadour of our Late So­ueraigne, there came to Paris one M. Kneuet, halfe-brother to M. Iohn Foord, an honeſt & vertuous Gent­leman the liuing in that Cittie. This M. Kneuet, being, vpon his arriuall there, put in mind, that he was miſtaken in the matter of Religion, which is the thing a man should prin­cipallie attend vnto; and that before Luther all knowne Churches did beleeue that which he ſaw there in Fraunce openlie profeſſed; tould his brother (M. Foord) he would ſee one of ours defend it before M. Fea­tlie, whom he did eſteeme a greate [Page] Scholler. Withall he acquainted. M. Featlie with the buſines, & with the point he meant should be diſcuſſed. M. Featlie thinking himſelfe alone hard enough for the whole Church of Rome, vndertooke it: and to per­forme it with the more applauſe, did prouide himſelfe diligentlie for en­counter. At leingth, vpon the third of September, word was ſent to M. D. Smith (who being then in towne was entreated to vndertake the cauſe,) that he should prouide himſelfe for the morrow.
On the 4. of September there met at M. Kneuets chamber, M. D. Smith, and M. Featly. With M. D. Smi­th came his cozen M.Since Do­ctour of Diui­nitie. Rainer; & with M. Featly came one M. Iohn Porie, who had beene a burgeois (as it was ſaid) in the firſte Parlament, in King Iames his time. There were alſo preſent M. Iohn Foord, M. Tho­mas Rant, M. Ben: Iohnſon, M. Henrie Constable, & others; not English onelie, but alſo, Frēch: for M Featly preſuming the victory, had made the matter [Page] knowne. The cōference began at noo­ne: and by agreement, M. D. Smith was this time to defend, M. Featly to diſpute. Afterwards vpon another daie, M. D. Smith was to diſpute, and M. Featly to defend: the reſt, not to entermedle.
THE RELATION.
THE conditions of this Confe­rence Maſter Featlie did not ob­ſerue; for wheras it was to haue beene priuate before it M. Kneuet (for whoſe ſake it was vndertaken) and his brother, onlie; Maſter Featlie brou­ght to paſſe that it was publike; there being many called vnto it, not English onelie, but alſo French. Se­condly whereas the conference accor­ding to appointment was to be be­twixt them two onelie, M. Featlie called M. Moulins thither alſo, though this Miniſter afterwards changing his minde, did not come. [Page] Thirdlie, he let not M. D. Smith know of the time of Conference but one daie before they were to meete, whereas he (as we may iuſtlie belee­ue) had prouided himſelfe long be­fore. VVhence one of his frinds ſaid the conference would be exact and elaborate.
Before they began to diſpute. D, Smith ſaid the conference was to be, not of tranſubſtatiation, but of the reall preſence onely, which by order of diſputation ought to be firſt. He ſaid alſo that he was content to gra­unt vnto M. Featlie the opponents part for this daie, ſo that M. Featlie would promiſe to let him haue it ano­ther daie; otherwiſe he would by lots trie who that daie should be oppo­nent. And M. Featlie promiſing that another daie he should propoſe arguments for the Catholike tenet, he willinglie vndertoke the defen­dants [Page] part. But when according to the manner of Oxford he began to declare the state of the queſtion, & to shew whitall the grounds of the Catholike tenet, Featlie cryed out that he would in no caſe giue way thereunto. D. Smith tould him that himſelfe was a Doctour of Oxford, and that he (M. Featlie) was a Graduate of the ſame Vniuerſitie, wherefore there was reaſon they should obſerue their vniuerſitie man­ner. But M. Featlie tooke this in ſo ill part, that he ſaid openlie he would rather omit the conference then per­mit it: So that D. Smith was forced herein to let him haue his will, leaſt the expectation of the auditorie should heerevpon haue bene fruſtrate: or they take occaſion to ſuſpect that he ſought to decline the cumbat. VVhe­refore leauing that his fort wherein he might haue iuſtlie staid, and [Page] comming out into the open field, he bad M. Featlie bring out his argu­ments, ſuch as might ſuffice to iuſti­fie before God and men his departure both from the Roman Church and all other auncient whatſoeuer, yea and from the Lutheran too in this point; which need to be demonſtra­tions without doubt; for there be not wanting probable arguments to im­pugne à truth most euident.

THE NOTES OF S. E.
D. Featlie in his Relation doth acknowledge that he would not permit my Lord of Chalcedon to ſet downe the confirmations, or shew the groūds, of our tenet, and for excuſe pretends that it was againſt the la­wes of the diſputation, wherein it was agreed, as he relates, that Maſter Featlie at that time should onlie oppoſe and D. Smith onlie He should haue added that M. Fea­tlie should anſwer another daie: for this was likwiſe agreed vppon; but he could not be brought to do it. anſwer. Whereas it was tould him thē, that it hath been [Page] and ſtill is the cuſtome in Oxford for the Defendant to do that which my Lord would haue done; and the Vni­uerſitie hath conceaued it to appertai­ne (as indeed it doth) to the Defen­dants part: which M. Featlie cauilling at, in the beginning, shewed himſelfe not willing to enter in to the combat with my Lord of Chalcedon if he could haue put it of; and therefore (being conſcious of the weakenes of his cauſe) thought the verie ſight of our tenet as it appeares to Schollers, would ouerthrowe his, vtterlie; and that euerie word by waie of preface, was an argument to conuince it. The ſame feare and in the experience of the firſt conflict much augmented, he betraied againe afterwards when he was called vpon to be defendant ac­cording to promiſe, as appeares by the end of the relation, where the Rea­der will ſee with what tergiuerſation he did shift it of. And ſince that time alſo, in England it ſelf, twice to my knowledge, (I can put the particu­lars downe when time ſerues) he [Page] hath refuſed to meete my Lord, in diſpute.
Being himſelfe in his Relation to tell the ſtate of the Queſtion, he puts downe a diſcourſe to make the ſimple Reader giddie, to the end he ſee not on which ſide the truth ſtands, and which of the Diſputants haue the vp­per hand; whereas the ſtate of the Controuerſie is in it ſelfe cleere & plaine. The Catholikes hold and be­leeue that in the holy Euchariſt, there is the bodie and blood of our bleſ­ſed Sauiour trulie, reallie, and ſubstan­tiallie. Conc. Trid. Seſſ. 13. can. 1. con­demning ſuch as hold it to be there onlie as in a ſigne, or in a figure, or in vertue. Ibidem.Ioan. 6. v. 55.56 1. Cor. 11. v. 24.25. Cōc. Trid. ſeſſ 7. can. 6. & ſeſſ 1 [...] cap. 1. S. Tho. 3. p. q. 83 a 1. ad 2. & a 2 ad. 2 Decret. de Con­ſec. Diſt. 2. c. 48. & 72. We doe not denie that it is there virtute, in vertue & effi­cacie; it hath vertue & power there, to worke in the Soule; neither doe we denie that it is there as in a figure, for the Euchariſt is an image of the paſſion: or that it is there as in a ſigne, the exteriour ſpecies are a ſigne of that which is within. It is a Sacra­ment alſo, & a Sacrament is a ſigne. [Page] But wee denietatum­modo vt in ſigne, vel in fi­gura, aut virtute, ex Can. 1. that the bodie & blood are ther onlie ſo; beleeuing that they are there according to the veri­tie and ſubſtance of bodie and blood.
The Sacramentarians, for whom D. Featlie diſputed againſt our tenet, hold the contrarie: vzt, that the bo­die & blood of our Sauiour be not in the Euchariſt truelie according to the veritie and ſubſtance of the thing ſi­gnified by thoſe names,Cited by my Lord of Chalcedon in the Confe­rence of Cath. & Proteſt. doct. c. 10. a. 1. The Sonne of God is by the my­ſticall be­nediction vnited to vs corpo­rally, as man: but as God, ſpiritual­ly, with the grace of his ſpi­rit renewing our ſpirit to new life and par­ticipatiō of the di­uine na­ture. S. Cyrill. Alexād. li. 11. in Io. c 27. See Cardi­nall Pe­rō again S. Ples. Mornay Paris 1622. but that the Euchariſt is a ſigne & figure of it on­lie. Iewell, it is not indeed Chriſts bo­die. Peter Martyr, it is not properlie the bodie of Chriſt. Muſculus, it is not the verie bodie. Cartwright, it is onlie a ſigne. Perkins, it is onlie a ſigne and ſeale of the bodie. Zuinglius, it is onlie a figure. Beza, it was meere bre­ad and wine which our Sauiour gaue with his hands. Caluin, the bodie is exhibited according to the vertue, not according to the ſubſtance. And Feat­lie in his Relation pag. 3. Chriſt is not therein according to the ſubſtance of his naturall bodie. and pag. 4. the words of inſtitution are to be conſtrued [Page]figuratiuelie, and not properly according to the rigour of the letter. And a little before; not in the proper ſence.
Againſt this Hereſie of the Sacra­mentarians, we oppoſe plaine Scripture, and the direct affirmation of Ieſus Christ, whith the vnanimous interpretation of Antiquitie, and gene­ral conſent of the Church, in whom the holie Ghoſt determines contro­uerſies appertaining to diuine faith; and hath determined this, which was beleeued in all ages, and generallie profeſſed in all Christian Countreies, when Luther (who faine would, but in conſcience asEpiſt. ad Ar­gentin. he ſaid could not contradict it) did beginne to deuide himſelfe from the Church.
D. Featlie opponent, is to proue the Catholike tenet to be falſe; and that in the Euchariſt there is not flesh and blood, according to the ſubſtance of the thing, but a ſigne or figure of it onlie.



§
THE FIRST ARGVMENT.
[Page]
DAn. Featly.The words of Chriſt This is my bodie, are vnder­ſtoode of a figure, therefore not of the bodie it ſelf.

Doctour Smith.I diſtinguish your antecedent-1. Of a meere fi­gure, ſuch as were the legall figures, which the Apoſtle calles egena e­lementa, Gal. 4. poore elements, or ſuch as ſtatuaes are in regard of the thinges they doe repreſent; I denie your Antecedent.2. Of a figure which hath the verity ioyned together with it, in which kind the Sonne according to the Apostle to the He­brewes,Heb. 1. is the figure of his Fa­thers [Page] ſubstance: and a Kinge she­wing in triumph how he did beha­ue himſelfe in the warre, is, in this later action, a figure of himſelfe as in the former; and breade, expoſed in the shop, is a figure of it ſelfe as to be ſold: So I graunt your ante­cedent, and denie your conſequen­ce.

D. Featly.Tertulian lib. 4. contr. Marc. c. 40. ſaith: Accep­tum panem, & diſtributum diſ­cipulis, corpus ſuum illum fecit, hoc eſt Corpus meum dicendo, id eſt figura corporis mei. The breade taken and diſtributed vnto his diſciples, he made it his bodie, ſaying this is my bo­die, that is, the figure of my bo­die. Therefore according to Tertul­lian thoſe wordes are vnderstoode of a meere figure.

D. Smith.You paſse quickly from [Page] Scripture to the Fathers, yet you are woont to ſay,Collat. li. 2. ca. 22. that the Fathers though conſpiring all together) be not authen­ticall and infallible expoſitors of the Scripture. wherefore your argument relying vpon the Fathers expoſition, is weakely grounded according to the tenet of your owne men. To the place obiected I Anſwer,Lactan. Inſtit. diuin. li. 5. c. 1. Hieron. li. de In­ſtit. mon. ad Paul. that Ter­tullian (as Lactantius and S. Hie­rome haue well obſerued) ſpeakes very obſcurelie, and ſometymes pla­ceth his words ſo that it is hard to diſcerne amongſt them which to which is referd. In the place allead­ged, he doth not referre thoſe words, id eſt figura Corporis mei, to Corpus meum, but to Hoc. And the ſence or meaning of them is, This, which once was an old figure of my bodie, is now my bodie. And when Maſter Doctour Smith ſaid he could bring out of Tertullian him­ſelfe [Page] in the ſame place, foure rea­ſons prouing this was Tertullians meaning, and withall cited other wordes of Tertullian, wherein he doth after the ſame manner diſor­der the compoſition of the wordes, Master Featlie would not ſuffer him to bring thoſe reaſons, neither did he ſay any thing to the places whe­rein Tertullian had in like ſort in­uerted the order of the words: but onely ſaid the order of the wordes (al­leadged) was vnuſuall; and that it followes not they are heere diſorde­red by this Author, becauſe he had done the like elſewhere. Doctour Smith anſweared that this kinde of confuſion of wordes, and difficultie in expounding himſelfe, was not vnuſuall inTertul­lianus creber eſt in ſente­tijs ſed difficilis in elo­quendo. S. Hie­ron loc. cit. Tertullian; bringing inſtance thereof: & ſaid withall that he did not inferre that Tertullian heere did ſpeake ſo becauſe he had done [Page] the like in other places, but becauſe he doth affoord in this very place foure ſeuerall reaſons why he muſt be ſo vnderſtoode: whereof one he pro­duced preſently out of the words obiected. For, quoth he, ſince Ter­tullian ſayes that our Sauiour made breade his owne bodie, he was not ſo forgetfull as immediately to adde, that the Euchariſt is a meere figure of his bodie. This he ſecon­ded with another, as that Tertul­lian preſently after the foreſaid wordes, ſaith, it had not beene a figure &c. figura autem non fuiſſet, by which wordes he she­wes that he ſpeakes of the figure which was before our Sauiour ſaid hoc eſt corpus meum, this is my bodie. And the booke of Tertul­lian being brought he shewed a third reaſon out of other wordes en­ſuing. Vt autem & ſanguinis ve­terem[Page]figuram in vino recogno­ſcas, aderit Eſaias &c. and that thou mayeſt acknowledge in the wine an old figure of blood, Eſaie &c. Out of which wordes he proued that when Tertullian ſpake of breade, he ſpake of an old figure; becauſe he ſaith of the wine plainely that it was an old figure of blood; and conne­cting this his proofe, videlicet, that wine had beene an old figure of blood, with the former of breade, he ſaith vt autem & ſanguinis veterem &c. VVhere the particles autem and &, show that in both he ſpeakes of a like (that is to ſay, an old legall) figure: and that he meāt, that both wine was an old figure of our Sauiours bloode, and breade an old figure of his bodie. Now if Tertullian ſpeake (as hath beene proued) of an old legall figure, it is certaine he could not referre the word figure, to the attribute or prae­dicatum,[Page]Corpus meum my bo­die: (for our Sauiour did not ſay that the Euchariſticall breade was an old and legall figure of his bodie) but onlie to the ſubiect. He was readie to vrge alſo, had D. Feat. permitted, that which immediately followes in the ſame place. Cur autem panem Corpus ſuum appellat, & non magis peponem quem Marcion cordis loco habuit, non intel­ligens veterem fuiſſe iſtam figu­ram Corporis Chriſti, dicentis per Hieremiam, aduerſum me cogitauerunt cogitatum dicentes venite conijciamus lignum in panem eius, ſcilicet crucem in corpus eius. Itaque illuminator antiquitatum quid tunc voluerit ſignificaſſe panem ſatis declara­uit, corpus ſuum vocans panem. But why he calleth bread his bo­die and not a pōpiō rather, which[Page]Marcion had in place of a heart, not vnderſtanding that it was an old figure of the bodie of Chriſt, ſaying by Ieremy they haue con­ſpired againſt me, ſaying come let vs caſt wood on his bread, to wit, the croſſe on his body. The Illu­minator therefore of antiquities hath declared ſufficientlie what he would haue bread thē to haue ſignified, calling his bodie bread. In which wordes Tertullian ſpeakes plainely of an old figure as appeares by veterem, and tunc. Moreouer Ter­tullian in all that booke proues that our Sauiour did fulfill diuers figures of the old Teſtament; & amongst others theſe of breade and wine, which in the old lawe were figures of his bodie & bloode. Therefore whē he ſpeakes of them (of breade and wine) as figures, he ſpeakes of old figures: and ſo would not ſay that our Sauiour made breade [Page] to be a figure of his bodie (for it is cer­taine that he did not make bread an old legall figure) but that he made breade (which was an old legall fi­gure) his bodie as Tertullian him­ſelfe there ſpeaketh.

In fine Maſter D. Smith tould Maſter Featley that of curteſie he would admitt the word figura fi­gure, to be referd to the word Cor­pus bodie, that his argument might runne on, and he make the beſt he could of it: but the miniſter would not make vſe of this his free offer. And this was the iſſue of the firſt argumēt.
THE NOTES OF S. E.
BY this diſcourſe it doth appeare manifeſtly that Tertullian in the words obiected doth not oppoſe but approue our doctrine; auou­ching [Page] a change in that which of old was a figure of our Sauiours bo­die (to wit, bread) into the ſame bodie; our Sauiour by this meanes, making it preſent in the shape of the figure which it doth fulfill; and euen to the mouth andCaro Corpore Chriſti veſcitur. De Re­ſur. car­nis. flesh, according to the ſame author, in another place. Maſter Featleyes diſcourſe of S. Cyprian calling Ter­tullian Maſter, putts me in minde of ſome wordes after cited by my Lord in his anſwer to the 5. argu­ment which the reader may take from one of the ſame age, (to let Antiquitie interprete Antiquitie,) as a further Comment vppon the meaning of Tertullian.Serm. de Coe­na apud Cyp. Panis iste non effigie ſed natura mutatus, omnipotentia verbi factus eſt caro: & ſicut in perſona Chriſti, humanitas apparebat, & latebat diuinitas, ita Sacramento viſibili ineffabili­ter diuina ſe infundit eſsentia. That bread being changed not in shape but in natu­re, is by the omnipotence of the Word made flesh: and as in the Perſon of Chriſt the humanitie did appeare and the diui­nitie[Page]lie hid, ſo (heere) a diuine eſsen­ce doth vnſpeakeablie poure it ſelf into a viſible Sacrament. Behold a preſence brought about by change of the Subſtance or nature of that which was before (according to Scriptu­re) a figure, into the flesh or bodie; the exteriour shape of the figure (breade) remayning, and contai­ning in it the foreſaid holy ſubſtan­ce: as in our Sauiour, God who is inuiſible, is really in the shape of man. Neither is our cauſe any thing hurt by the placing of thoſe words, id eſt figura Corporis mei; whether they be, ioyned in conſtruction to the ſubiect hoc, or to Corpus the praedi­catum: ſince he whoſe words they be doth admitt and teach a chan­ge whereby the figure is fulfild; and therefore is no more an emptie figure, according to that which was anſwe­red in the beginning of this argu­ment.
Now to come to D. Featleyes rela­tion: firſt he demaundes a place for the figuratiue Proteſtant expoſition, [Page] out of any Proteſtant, more pregnant then is this of Tertullian: & vpon the ſight thereof he will (if you take a Miniſters word) yeeld the better. Anſw. Tertullian doth not ex­clude the preſence of the bodie to the mouth, or to the ſignes: but doth teach it, euen heere in this place which you thinke is againſt it, as hath beene shewed already. But your men exclude it, as you may remember by that which you were tould in the beginning. Confeſſio Czingerina. Signa nō ſunt ſubſtantia ſi­gnatorum, ſed tantùm accipiunt nomina. The ſignes (Euchariſticall bread and wine,) are not the ſubſtance of the things ſigned (bodie and blood) but take their names onely. The Heluetians, Panis non eſt ipſummet Corpus Chriſti, ſed eius ſignum dumtaxat. The Euchariſticall bread is not the verie bodie of Chriſt, but a ſigne of it onely. Zuinglius, Pa­nis figura tantummodo eſt. the Eucha­riſticall bread is a figure onely. And, Praeter panem non eſt quicquam ampliùs. There is not any thing beſides bread. [Page] Theſe and many other of this kind, and out of English authours too, be cited by my Lord of Chalcedon. Collat. Doct. Cath. li. 1. c. 10. ar. 1.
Secondly he ſaies, the Words id eſt figura, are to be referd to the praedica­tum, as all men doe in the like. It was anſwered that Tertullian himſel­fe, did not alwaies referre to the praedicatum what followes in that manner; much leſſe could it be true­ly ſaid,Mar. 9.17. Dicendo denique Christus mortuus eſt, id eſt vnctus: id quod vnctum eſt mor­tuum oſtendit, id eſt car­nem. Aduer­ſus Praxean c. 29. that all without exception, doe. And to giue you an example in Tertullian; he in his booke Aduerſus Praxean ſpeakes in the ſame forme, ſaying: Chriſtus mortuus est, id eſt vnctus. Where, that part of the ſpeach, id est vnctus, is an explication of the ſubiect, Chriſtus. And; that the words, id eſt figura, in the other ſpeach are ſo to be referd, it was then proued out of Tertullian himſelfe, (who que­ſtionles is a good interpretor of his owne minde) and out of this verie place, by diuers reaſons; Which rea­ſons D. Featley was not able to diſ­proue. But the reader will ſay, be it [Page] ſo: let the wordes be ordered as you ſay, hoc, id eſt figura corporis mei, eſt cor­pus meum; what reaſon haue you to adde more words in the propoſition, as, quae fuit vetus; making the ſence to be, This which was an old figure of my bodie, is my bodie. Anſwer. In the propoſition no words are added, but in the explication of the propoſi­tion, the word figure is determined according to the minde of Tertullian, by the words vetus, and quae fuit; that you may know of what figure he ſpeakes: veterem istam fuiſſe figuram. It is Tertullian doth tell the ſence of Tertullian.
Thirdly, Tertullian (ſaies D. Featly) could not be ſo dull as to thinke our Sauiour meant the bread Which Was in the old laWe a figure of his bodie, is noW his bodie. Anſwer. He ſaies ex­preſly that he, our Sauiour, made it his bodie; Wherefore now, bread, (accor­ding to Tertullian,) not remaining breade, but changed, is his bodie. This Tertullian did beleeue, and teach, there, in that place, telling vs that [Page] breade was of old, a figure of our Sa­uiours bodie, (non intelligens veterem fuiſſe iſtam figuram corporis &c.) which he proues out of Ieremie: and that this old figure, bread, was by our Sa­uiour made his bodie, acceptum panem Corpus ſuum illum fecit, The bread taken, he made it his body. So now it was no more bread in ſubſtance, but another thing. It wasSerm. de Coen. changed in nature, Greg. Nyſſ. o­rat. Ca­tech. transelemented, Cyrill. Hier. Catech. myſt. 4. Itaque illumi­nator Antiqui­tatum, &c. Cited p. 20. not bread (in ſub­ſtance,) but the bodie.
To shewe that our Sauiour in aſſu­ming thoſe elements (breade and wi­ne) to conſecrate therein his bodie and blood, did intend to fulfill two old figures, is the very ſcope and drift of Tertullian in that place▪ and the partiall Scope of his booke; as all may knowe that can reade and vnderſtand latine. and this according to Tertullian is the ſence of our Sauiours words: this thing in my hand, made of breade, (anIerem. 11.19. old figure of my bodie) is my bodie.
Out of this D. Featley in his relation, ſtriues to proue that the words of inſtitution be figuratiue: for [Page] (ſaith he) this propoſition, this figure is my bodie, cannot be true but by a figure: ſith neither the ſubſtance of breade, nor the accidents are properly the bodie of our Sauiour. Anſwer. The queſtion is not whether there be any figure or no, but whether heere be a figure excluding the veritie, as you were tould in the beginning, and your ſelfe vndertooke to proue. Neither are thoſe wordes you ſpeake of (this figure in my bodie,) the words of inſtitution, wherefore if there were a figure in them it would not follow there is a fi­gure in the words of inſtitution. And if there were a figure in the words of inſtitution, it would not yet follow that it is a meere figure, ſuch a one as dothVide Tertull. l. 5. cōtr. Marc. c. 20. Plane de ſub­ſtantia &c. exclude the veritie for which kind of figure you diſpute. This the reader may conceaue, if he call to minde thoſe other wordes, hic est ca­lix, &c. Where Catholikes doe graunt a figure indeed, but ſuch a one as doth conſiſt with the verity of the bloode.
To that expounding propoſition, made out of Tertullians comment [Page] vpon the word hoc, which comment is this, id eſt figura. I anſwer that the word figure, is there extended to ſignifie the thing made of a figure: as in ſcripture the wordGen. 3. dust, is ſome­times vſed to ſignifie the thing made of duſt,Ioh. 2. water, to ſignifie the thinge made of water, andExod. 7. rod, to ſignifie the thing made of a rod. Puluis es. Virga deuorauit. Guſtauit aquam, &c. And in this ſence the propoſition is true▪ for, the thing made of bread (an old figure) is our Sauiours bodie, and properly too for ſubſtance. To the proofe, videlicet neither the accidents of bread, nor the ſubſtance of bread is properly called the bodie. I anſwer that it is true, & withall it is true that the thing made of bread is properly the bodie:Ter­tul. l. 4. contr. Marc. Acceptum panem Corpus ſuum illum fecit; the bread taken, he made it his (not anothers, but his owne,) bodie. Serm. de Coen. Cyp. Panis iſte non effigie ſed na­turâ mutatus, omnipotentia verbi fa­ctus eſt caro. That bread, being chan­ged, not in shape but in nature, by the omnipotencie of the word is made flesh. [Page] Iuſtin. Mart. Apol. 2. ad Ant. Imp. Thoſe words in S. Iu­ſtine, ex quo car­nes noſtrae per mutatio­nē alun­tur, be a deſcrip­tion of the bread before conſe­cration: as in Tertul­lian, thoſe, vetus fi­gura.  [...] We are taught that the meate on foode (bread and wine) made Euchariſt, by the prayers (words of conſecration) of the Word of God, are his flesh and blood. Breade and wine before conſecration, but after cōſecration flesh and blood. This was the doctrine of that age.
D. Featley. Heere D. Smith was forced to acknowledge a figure in the words of inſtitution. Anſwer. This is falſe in that you ſay he was forced. In the verySee p. firſt words of his anſwer, when you had onely alledged the words of inſtitution, before you had vrged any thing, he, of his owne ac­cord, told you there was a figure, but not an emptie figure: which anſwer you haue hetherto beene impugning. And in his anſwer to the next argu­ment he of himſelfe repeated it agai­ne, to shew that he did ſtand vpon the ſame groūd ſtill, which he knewe you could not vndermine. Moreouer in ſaying he was driuen to it here, you [Page] make your owne tale vncoherent; for, in this place of your relation, the diſpute as you put it downe, is not about our Sauiours propoſition as it is in the goſpell, This is my bodie; but, about an other made out of Ter­tullian, The figure of my bodie, is my bodie: which wordes (whether they be figuratiue or not figuratiue) are not the words of inſtitution.
D. Featly. Thus they grewe to an iſſue; M. Featly affirming that he de­maunded no more then to haue him graunt there is a figure in theſe Words, hoc eſt corpus meum. Anſwer. The iſſue of this argument was that you D. Featly could not proue Ter­tullian ſaid our Sauiour made the breade an emptie figure of his bodie; this Authour, ſpeaking there of anNon intelligēs veterem iſtā fuiſſe figuram Corporis Chriſti, dicentis per Hie­remiam &c. Cited pag. 15. old figure before ſignifying our Sa­uiours bodie; which figure he (our Sauiour) now as Tertullian ſaith, tur­ned into it. Acceptum panem corpus ſuum illum fecit. The bread taken he made it his bodie. That there is a figure in the words, but not an emptie figure, [Page] was tould you in the beginning, and you did vndertake then to diſproue it: if you be now contented with ſuch an one, and deſire no more after all your labour, then was before offered you gratis, your aduerſarie muſt haue the honout of making you change your minde.
D. Featly. As for your diſtinction, of a meere figure, and not meere in ſpeach, it is nothing but a meere fi­ction of your owne braine. As if you should ſay, this is a shadow, but not aYou shall reade in Scrip­ture of shaddows which were not meere shad­dowes. And if shadows may po­ſitiuely be ſeene, as you wil ſay you haue ſeene many, they be­not meere shad­dowes: Apparēt nobis huiuſmo­di omnia nigra, a quibus rarum & paucum lumen repercutitur. Atiſ. Co. c. 1. meere shadow. Anſwer. Here at length the Doctour giues the reader notice of the diſtinction tould him in the beginning, of a meere figure & not a mere figure; which, being not able to diſproue, he ſlei­ghtes, calling it a meere fiction: So leauing the reader to ſubſume that either the ſonne of God, whom the Scripture calls the figure of his Fa­thers ſubſtance, is a meere figure void of being; God without diuinity; or, that he is a meere fiction. Nor doth he mend the matter much by con­tracting [Page] it to ſpeach; for, his reader in that kinde alſo wil ſubſume and thin­ke, that either the Scripture is a meere figure, or hath no figure in it. Becau­ſe, according to the Doctour, a ſpeach cannot be mixt: in part proper, and fi­guratiue in part. Neither is it the ſame reaſon of a figure, image, or ſigne; as, of a shadowe in your ſence: for a ſigne, an image, a figure, is not neceſſarily void of being as you conceaue a sha­dow to be. Sacraments are ſignes, and haue ſome being; man is an image of God, yet a ſubſtance: the ſonne of God according to S. Paul is the figure of his Fathers ſubſtance, but not an emptie figure, vnleſſe that be emptie which hath in it a whole infinity of perfe­ction. He is the image of God, and yet hath the Diuinitie, all, in him. In like manner that whereof we ſpeake, the Euchariſt, is an image, a figure, a Sacra­mēt of the body; not emptie, but ſuch one as hath withall the bodie in it. This was ſaid at firſt, ſince when you haue but gone a round, and are now euen there where you beganne.


THE SECOND Argument, taken out of S. Auguſtine.
[Page]
D. Featley.S. Augustine lib. 3. de doctrina Chriſt: ſaith that ſpeach of our Sauiour, v [...]ſes you eate the flesh of the ſonne of man &c. is fi­guratiue, therefore the other, this is my bodie, is ſo too.

D. Smith.I diſtinguish thewere it denied that S. Auguſt. ſpeakes there of Sacramē ­tall ea­ting, the Miniſter could not proue it. recondē ­dum in memoria &c. An­tecedent. There is one eathing that is figuratiue both according to the thing and the manner too; ſo the Fathers in the old law did eate Chriſt: an other eating there is which is proper in re­gard of the thing, but figuratiue in the manner, becauſe the thing eatē, though it be taken into the mouth, and let downe into the ſtomake, is not bruſed and cutt, according to the cōmon man­ner of eating. And ſuch a figuratiue [Page] eating of the bodie of our Sauiour, S. Augustine meanes, and ſayes that the ſpeach  [...]oh. 6. is figuratiue in this ſen­ce, to witt, according to the manner; for elſe-where he ſaith that wee re­ceaue with faithfull heart and mouth the mediatour of God and man, Lib. 2. cōt Ad­uerſ leg. ca. 9. man Chriſt Ieſus, giuing vs his bodie to be eaten, and his bloode to be drunke. VVhere it is manifest that he ſpeakes of proper ea­ting of the flesh of Chriſt, according to the thing eaten; becauſe he ſaith wee receaue the ſame flesh with the mouth, which we receaue with faith­full heart; and alſo becauſe he doth ad­de preſently that, that our eating of the flesh of Chriſt and drinking of his bloode ſeeme to be more horrible then killing, and shedding of mans blood: whereas a meere figuratiue ea­ting, wherein the flesh of Chriſt it ſel­fe is not eaten, but the figure onely, doth not ſeeme to haue any horrour, [Page] as the eating of our Sauiours flesh which is receaued without all hurting of it ſeemeth to haue, though indeede it haue not.

D. Featlie.It is horrible to eate mās flesh what way ſoeuer.

D. Smith.That is not true, as ap­peares in mummie, which becauſe it is not in the proper shape (of flesh) is ea­ten without horrour.

D. Featley.That is deade flesh, wee ſpeake of flesh that is aliue.

D. Smith.It is not onely horrible to eate mans flesh becauſe it is aliue, but alſo becauſe it is mans flesh in its pro­per shape, (for it were a horrour to eat, of the deade bodie of a man; and like­wiſe becauſe there is a kinde of vio­lence offered to it, in that it is torne and mangled with the teeth, and eaten to the end wee be bodily nouri­shed there by. But in the eating of the flesh of Chriſt in the Eu­chariſt there is no ſuch matter, for it [Page] is not there in its proper shape, neither is there any violence offered to it in it ſelfe, nor is it eaten to the end our bodies be thereby nourished; and therefore there is indeed no hor­rour to eate it in that manner; though it ſeeme horrible, becauſe in eating, one carries himſelfe ſo as in eating other meate. I ſay therefore with S. Augu­ſtine that our Sauiours words vnleſſe you eate the flesh &c. be figuratiue according to the manner of eating, be­cauſe our cutting and mangling with our teeth doth not arriue vnto the bo­die of our Sauiour in it ſelfe: and that it is proper in regard of the thing, be­cauſe the flesh of Chriſt it ſelfe is taken into the mouth, and by vitall inſtru­ments let downe into the ſtomake. So that the foreſ [...]id ſpeach of our Sauiour, vnleſſe you eate the flesh &c. Is according to S. Auguſtine mixt of a proper and a figuratiue ſpeach.
Accordinglie I admitt that in tho­ſe [Page] other words, This is my bodie, there is a figure; not a meere or naked one, voide of truth and proprietie, but a figure ioyned with truth and pro­priety: becauſe although they ſignifie that the Euchariſt is the bodie of Chriſt truely, really, and properly, according to the thing; yet they doe not affirme it to be the bodie of Chriſt after ſuch a cor­porall and naturall manner as other things are the things which they are ſaid to be: but after a ſpirituall, inuiſi­ble, myſticall, ſacramētall manner; and ſuch a one as doth figuratiuelie shewe and repreſent the naturall manner of the ſame bodie in another place. VVhi­ch thoſe words of our Sauiour declare, doe this in remembrance of me; and thoſe other in the foreſaid Chapter of S. Iohn, the words which I ſpea­ke vnto you be Spirit and life. That is to ſay, as S. Augustine doth expoundEx­poſ in c. 6. Ioh. are to be vnderſtoode ſpirituallie. And,Cō. in Pſ. 98. Sacra­mentum aliquod &c. I haue com­mended[Page]vnto you a Sacramēt &c. And in another place Our L. cont. Adimāt. c. 12. Lord doubted not to ſay, this is my bo­die, when he gaue the ſigne of his bodie.

D. FeatleyNone of yours doth ac­knowledge any figure in theſe words of our Sauiour, this is my bodie.

D. Smith.None of vs acknowledge that there is contained a naked figure voide of the truth and proprietie, at thePag. 25. Protestants would haue it: and yet none of vs denie that there is con­t [...]ined ſuch a figure as withall hath with it the truth & proprietie. Yea Bellarmine doth ſufficiently inſinuate ſuch a one, lib. 2. de Euch. c. 24. & 8. and S. Auguſtine in the place aboue cited, and others. Neither is it any way oppoſite to the truth of the Catho­like faith. Yet ſpeaking abſolutely and ſimpliciter, it is not to be graunted that this ſpeach hoc eſt corpus meū, this is my bodie, is figuratiue: both [Page] both becauſe a propoſition is abſolutely and ſimplie to be eſteemed rather from the thing which it affirmeth then from the manner, and therefore ſince that propoſition is proper in regard of the thing it affirmeth, it is abſo­lutely to be ſaid a proper ſpeach: as al­ſo becauſe to be figuratiue, ſeemes to haue adioyned vnto it a certaine ne­gation, either of the thing, or of ſome manner of being of the thing: & therefore ſince a negation hath as Lo­gicians terme it a malignant nature, he that abſolutely should ſay that pro­poſition were figuratiue would ſeeme to ſay, at least at theſe tymes, that it were not proper; which were falſe to affirme. VVherefore it will be lawfull onely to ſay that there is in the foreſaid propoſition a certaine figure, in regard of the manner, as hath beene ſaid be­fore, or that it is figuratiue according to the manner, but not abſolutely that it is figuratiue.

THE NOTES OF S. E.
[Page]
FOr the application of this diſcour­ſe to the relation which D. Featly makes, the learned need not any hel­pe, I will only shew others how to doe it, as before in the former argu­ment.
D. Featly. S. Auguſtine ſaith thoſe words, vnleſse you eate the flesh of the ſonne of man, ſeeme to commaund a ſinne or horrible wickedneſſe, it is therefore a figure. Anſwer. To eate it in it's proper forme and shape, as ſo­me people haue donne mans flesh, it is indeed horrible; and being horrible, that ſence is to be reiected: to eate it in an other forme, as we doe in the Euchariſt, it is not horrible, wherefore that ſence is not, according to S. Au­guſtines rule, to be reiected.
D. Featly. Then S. Auguſtines ar­gument [Page] is very weake. Anſwer. His diſcourſe is good, and shewes that our Sauiours ſpeach, vnleſse you eate &c. is not to be taken according to the common ſenſe of the words, but in an other wherein there is not indeed wickednes and horrour.
D. Featly. What then ſay you to S. Auguſtines concluſiō, It is therefore a figure. Anſwer. It is a figure in re­gard of the manner; for the manner of eating mans flesh which is commōlie apprehended, were wicked and hor­rible: but not in regard of the thing; for to receaue into the mouth a mans flesh exiſtent after another manner, that is not wicked not horrible. S. Au­guſtine himſelfe graunts that wee re­ceaue a liue man,Lib. 2. contr. Adu. leg. c 9. lib. de Reſur. carn. c. 8. Mediatorem D [...]i & hominum, the Mediatour of God and men, into our mouth; And Tertullian whom before you did obiect, ſaith, Caro cor­pore veſcitur: the flesh eates the bodie.
D. Featlie. A ſpeach figuratiue ac­cording to the manner of eating, and eating of a thinge not in propria forma, are Schoole-delicacies; where finde [Page] you any ſuch thing in S. Auguſtine? Anſwer. Our Sauiour doth feede his Church with the delicacies which you ſpeake of, and in that māner too. The thing in his hande, was in the for­me of breade, and it was his bodie; So he tould his diſciples,Mat. 26. this is my bodie. And S. Auguſtine beleeued it, for he ſaith that our Sauiour hadConc 1. in pſ 33 himſelfe, in his owne hands, when he commen­ded his bodie to the Diſciples, & that he did beare in his hands his owne bodie. This was Corpus humanum, in aliena ſpeeie, it was (S. Auguſtine ſaith)Li. 9. Conf. c 13. victima ſancta qua d [...]letum eſt chiro­graphum; & this, (which is alſo diſpen­ced from the Ibid. altar,) the Diſciples did eate; they did eateTract. 59. in Ioan. Mat. 26. panem Dominum, bread our Lord; a delicacie no doubt. The thing in the chalice in the forme of wine was his blood; ſo he told his diſciples, This is my blood; It was ſan­guis humanus in aliena ſpecie, that whichSerm. ad Neo­ph. cit. Paſchaſ. ep. ad F [...]ud. Idem que aſ­ſerit Sā. Chryſ. Hō 24 1 Cor. iſsued out of his ſide, though not in the ſame forme; the veryEp. 162 price of our redemption: and the Diſciples did receaue it, and Ibid. Iudas (though he [Page] did not beleeue) dranke it too. This is the Feaſt which our Sauiour made, theſe be the delicacies which the beſt Antiquitie did feede vpon, according to S. Auguſtine; who did well reflect on your difficultie, yet found no diffi­cultie in the thing it ſelfe.2 cōt. Adu. leg. c. 9. Wee re­ceaue (I repeate what you were tould before) with faithfull heart and mouth the Mediatour of God and man, man Chriſt IESVS, giuing vs his bodie to be eaten, and his bloode to be drunke; though it ſeeme more horrible to eate mans flesh then to kill, and to drinke mans bloode then to shed it.
For ſuch as wil peruſe S. Auguſtines words I wil put thē downe at leingth. Ferebatur Chriſtus in manibus ſuis quando commendans IPSVM CORPVS SVVM, ait, Hoc eſt corpus meum,He that ca­rieth a man ca­rieth his ſoule, quodam­modo. See the Bache­lours Anſwer to the fift obie­ction, and the words of the Canon, Hoc eſt, in the fourth ob. ferebat enim ILLVD Corpus in manibus ſuis. S. Aug. in Pſal. 33. conc. 1. Tantummodo memoriam ſui ad altare tuum fieri deſiderauit, VNDE ſciret diſpenſari VICTIMAM SANCTAM qua deletum est chirographum quod erat contrarium nobis. lib. 9. Confeſſ. c. 13. Illi manducabant PANEM DOMINVM, [Page] ille panem Domine contra Dominum: illi vitam, ille poenam, Qui enim manducat indignè iudicium ſibi manducat. Tract. 59. in Ioan. Hoc accipite in pane, quod pependit in cruce: hoc accipite in calice quod manauit de Chriſti latere. Serm. ad Neophit. Tolerat ipſe Domi­nus Iudam, diabolum, furem, venditorem ſuum; ſinit accipere inter innocentes diſci­pulos, quod fideles nouerunt PRECIVM NOSTRVM. Epiſt. 162.
D. Featly. S Auguſtine by figurata locutio, meant ſuch a one as could in no ſence be proper; for he diſtinguis­heth proper from figuratiue. Anſwer. Proper and figuratiue, in the ſpeach are diſtinct; and as farre as the ſpeach may be taken properlie, there it is not figuratiue; but it is figuratiue where in proprietie it imports a crime. And be­cauſe part of the ſpeach whereof we diſpute may be taken in proprietie, part cannot; therefore it is mixt: as being not purelie figuratiue, nor pure­ly and entirely proper.
D. Featlie. A proper figuratiue ſpeach is as a man should ſay a white blacke [Page] colour: How can that be? Anſwer. And a mixt ſpeach, is as if one should ſaie a mingled colour: may not that be? In a mixt-coloured habit, blacke is not white, or white blacke; yet the garment hath both: ſo a figuratiue ſence is not proper, nor a proper ſenſe figuratiue, but in the ſame ſpeach both may be. And as S. Auguſtine here calles this ſpeach figuratiue in regard of the manner of eating, though the ſame ſpeach in regard of the ſubſtance receaued be not figuratiue,Com. in c [...] ad Epheſ. ſo doth S. Ierome (who liued at the ſame time) call the flesh of our, Sauiour in the Euchariſt, Spirituall, in regard of the manner, though the Subſtance of flesh be not a Spirit: and the Apoſtle 1. Cor. 15.44. termes the bodie Spiri­tuall in regard of the condition it shall haue in the reſurrection, though for ſubſtance it conſiſts of mater ſtill and by corporeum differ from a Spirit in­trinſecallie, as much then as it doth now. And as you cannot argue out of that place of S. Paul, it is ſpirituall, therefore it is a meere Spirit; or, it is a [Page] ſpirituall bodie, therefore it is not a bodie properlie: no more can you make ſuch arguments our of S. Augu­ſtines wordes, and ſay; it is figuratiue therefore it is a meere figure; or, it is figuratiue eating, therefore it is not eating properlie. The reaſon is be­cauſe eating may be figuratiue ſome times in regard of the manner of doing; as a bodie may be ſpirituall in regard of the manner of being, though neither the ſubstance of the one be ſpirituall, nor the eſs [...]nce of the other figura­tiue.
The diſcourſe about the proprietie of thoſe words, Hoc eſt corpus meum, this is my bodie, againſt which you did obiect that none of ours acknowled­ge any figure or improprietie in them at all; whereby you ſeeme hetherto (not reflecting on that which in the beginning was tould you) to haue conceaued our tenet ſo as if we held and beleeued a pure proprietie for ſub­ſtance and manner; giues me occaſion to enlarge my ſelf heere a little by way of digreſſion. My Lord tould you that [Page] the words are proper in regard of the thing ſignified; but that in regard of the manner, there is not exact proprie­tie; wherefore the ſpeach may be ſaid to be ſecundum quid improper, or figu­ratiue, but not abſolutè and ſimpliciter; for the reaſon by him ſpecified. So the Logicians do ſay that an Ethiopian is white ſecundum quid; but abſolute, blac­ke. This ſeemed to you ſtrange, as if it had neuer beene ſaid before by any Catholike deuine, and therefore you poore he thought the Proteſtant cauſe was gained, as ſoone as you did obſer­ue (which was not ſo ſoone as you might haue donne) that there was an improprietie and figure in the manner; whereas all learned men doe knowe, and your owne Maſters doe confeſſe, that ſuch an improprietie or figure is admitted by our Deuines. And that the Controuerſie betwixt vs & Pro­teſtants is not about that, but about an other matter: to wit, Whether the thing in our Sauiours hand after con­ſecration, were his bodie truelie ac­cording to the ſubſtance. This, (I ſay) [Page] and not that other, is the Controuer­ſie; for it is certaine and agreed on all ſides that it was not there exiſtent ac­cording to the manner of a mans bodie; it was not locallie extended, and viſi­ble in its owne forme and shape: this was and is ſtill out of Queſtion. So that when you diſputed you did not indeed knowe the ſtate of the Que­ſtion. Neither when you were tould, yea many yeares after,Sunt er­goea qua ſunt in voce ea­rum quae ſunt in anima paſsionū notae. A riſt. li. r. periher. c. 1. Di­ctiones ſi­gnificant primò inten­tiones quae ſunt in anima. Cō ­mentat. Ibid. haue you beene able (if willing) to conceaue it, though the thing be plaine enough. To let you ſee that our Deuines doe not ab­horre a figure or improprietie in the manner, as if that admitted all were loſt, I will put downe ſome of their words; but firſt will tell the Reader how ſuch an improprietie, and conſe­quentlie a figure, (for improper ſpeach is called figuratiue) is found in it.
Words according to the Philoſopher, do ſignifie the conceptions of the vn­derſtanding: the cōception is an image repreſenting the thing we thinke on. This image our vnderſtanding makes, together with the ſpecies of the thing; [Page] which ſpecies the Obiect ſends into the minde or vnderſtanding by the way of Sence; as by the eie, for example. Now that which preſents it ſelfe to the eie to be ſeene, (it is the like in other ſen­ces) is not the pure eſtence or quidditie of a thing, as they ſpeak in ſchooles, and you by your experience knowe; but it is a thing ſenſible ād to be percea­ued with this organ and facultie, it is an extended ād coloured thing; which thing we doe ſee, and conceaue, and name; agreeing that ſuch or ſuch a word shall be in ſpeach a ſigne of it. Looking on a man, we conceaue in our minde his figure, colour &c. re­preſenting all in one image; to which image we ſubordinate (as a ſigne of it, and of it's obiect alſo; this word, a man. So likewiſe in other things. Whence it comes that an obiect, which is of it ſelfe ſenſible (had it a naturall manner of exiſtency) if it be at any time by ſu­pernaturall power ād meanes without that accidentall forme wherein that kinde or ſpecies of ſubſtance doth ap­peare to ſēce, (a mā for exāple without [Page] colour or quantitie,) it doth not anſ­were perfectlie to the name; becauſe it doth not anſwer perfectlie to the in­tellectuall image, whereof the name is a ſigne. And becauſe it doth not anſ­wer perfectly to the name, this name cannot be attributed to it without ſome kinde of impropriety. For, in attributing the name to it, wee do ſeeme to ſay that it hath in it ſelfe all which the name doth ſignifie; that is, all which the conception (whereunto this name was ſubordinated as a ſig­ne,) doth repreſent: which is not exactly true if the foreſaid exteriour forme be wanting. In ſo much that the Scripture doth ſeeme to denie ſo­metimes predication in that kinde; as where it ſaith,1. Cor. 15. that flesh and blood can­not poſſeſſe the Kingdome of heauen; be­cauſe indeede that which enters there, shall not haue wholly that manner of being which it hath heere; but, a bet­ter. Our bleſſed Sauiour in regard he was disfigured much in his paſſion, ſeemes in the Prophet to deny, him­ſelfe to be a man:Pſ. 21. Ego vermis & non [Page]homo. I a worme and not a man. And in the Goſpell (after his reſurrection) he ſeemes to denie his corporall pre­ſence, Cum eſsem vobiſcum, Luc. vlt. when I was with you. S. Auguſtine becauſe our Sauiours bodie in the Sacrament is not viſible and extended as commonly mens bodies are,In pſ. 98 Negare certe no­luit quin idem cor­pus quod in ſacri­ficiū cru­cis obtu­lit in coe­na porri­gatur. Caluin. l. 4. Inſt. c 17. Duplici­ter caro & ſan­guis in­telligi­tur; vel ſpiritua­lis  [...]ila atque di­uina de qua ipſe dixit caro mea ve [...]e eſt eibus & ſanguis meus vere est potus: vel caro & ſanguis quae crucifixa eſt, qui militis effuſus eſt lancea, &c. S. Hier. in Ep. ad Epheſ. cap. 1. and as our Sauiours was when he ſpake of eating his flesh, ſaith in his name, non hoc corpus quod videtis manducaturi eſtis. You are not to eate * this bodie which you ſee. And if I should preſent vnto you in a cup a peece of yce, & bid you drinke this wa­ter, you would be readie to denie that it is water, or that you can drinke it; or wash your mouth or hands with it. Why? becauſe it is in a ſtrange acciden­tall forme, not in the common forme of water; which forme if it had in ex­teriour apparance, (as it hath indeede the ſubſtantiall forme, and inner eſ­ſence,) you would not then ſtick to [Page] confeſſe that it is truelie water. Thus farre touching the ground or reaſon: you are expecting now to heare what our Deuines haue ſaid of the matter, whether they will admitte any figure, any improprietie; or abhorre it rather, as ouerthrowing vtterlie (ſo you would haue the reader thinke) the reall preſence wee beleeue.
That they feare not any ſuch hurt by a figure as you pretend, it is manifeſt by their explicatiō of S. Lukes Words, c. 22. this is the Chalice &c. whereby generallie they doe proue and indeed conuince openlie the reall preſence of the blood; and yet admitt a figure, one at leaſt in the ſame words. This did ſuffice to my purpoſe; but for your better information, I will tell you mo­re, and about the bodie too.
Bellarmine lib. 1. de Euchariſtia c. 11. anſwering Caluin who ſaid the Ca­tholikes muſt needs admit in the words of Chriſt,Reſp. ad 7. This is my bodie, that figure which is called intellection, ſaith. If wee, were forced to admit it, wee would doe it not vnwillinglie. And, if your [Page] Danaeus doth not lie,Contro. de Euch. c. 8. he did graunt one in thoſe wordes. Claudius de Sanctes, Rep. 3. c. 3. goes further, and ſaith. Neither though wee ſhould graunt that there is a Metonymie, would the Caluinists get that which they deſire, to wit, that the thinge ſignified is not pre­ſent with the figure. And he ſaid well in the opinion of your owne Maſters, who did penetrate into the Contro­uerſie further then you doe: For, ſaith Peter Martyr,Cont. Gardin. Col. 1197. A figure as farre forth as it is a figure, doth not repugne to the preſence of the thing. The bodies aſsu­med by Angells were figures of them preſent. And Caluin.Admon. vlt pag. 813. Cont. Heſſus. p. 849. A figure doth not exclude the thing figured. And, Nego (ſaies he,) in eo verti quaeſtio­nem, ſumanturne haec verba, Hoc eſt &c. in proprio ſenſu, an Metonymi­cé. I denie that the queſtion doth con­ſiſt in this, wheter the words, this &c. be taken in the proper ſence, or metony­micallie. Bucer in Hoſpinian. It is manifeſt that out of this ſpeech, part 2. fol. 108. in which bread is called a figure of Chriſts bodie, it followeth not that therefore [Page]Chriſts bodie is not heere. The like haue Beza, and other of your men: As alſo Luther and his Lutherans,Vide Hoſp. p. 2 f. 130. who doe graunt a figure in the words, yet hold a reall preſence. But I come to Catholike Deuines againe.
Ruardus Tapper Deane of Lo­uaine. a. 13. It is not inconuenient to admit figures in this ſpeach of Christ, this is my bodie: ſo they exclude not the veritie of Chriſt his preſence. And, wee muſt not therefore here exclude euerie figure; for the conſecration of the chalice doth neceſſarilie require ſome, but eſpeciallie (wee muſt exclude) that figure which excludeth the reall pre­ſence of Chriſts bodie vnder the Sacra­ment. Againe, And according to this figure, did Tertullian and S. Auguſtine ſpeake when they did expound our Lords words, This is my bodie, thus, this is a figu­re of my bodie. Cardinall Allen li. 1. de Euchar. c. 32. declaring the ſence of S. Auguſtine in theſe words, the Sacra­mēt of Chriſts bodie is in ſome ſort Chriſts bodie &c. He ſaid ſo, quoth the Cardi­nall, [Page] becauſe a thing being put out of its naturall manner of being, and out of all na­turall conditions and ſenſible proprieties agreeing to ſuch a name, and endued with ſtrange accidents, although it keepe it's ſub­ſtance, yet becauſe it wanteth the condi­tions of ſubſisting which together with the ſubstance come to the ſence and coceipt of man, and are comprehended vnder the proper name, it almost leeſeth its proper name; or if it keepe it, yet not ſo provertie as if it kept its proper māner of being &c. in ſo much as the bodie of Chriſt vnder the forme of breade is called and is the bo­die of Chriſt by a certaine figure. In which words he admitreth, yea and in all that booke defendeth the reall preſence; yet withall, in regard of the manner of being, he doth admitt an impropriate or figure. Suar. 3. p. diſp. 46. Sect 4. I adde ſaith he, out of S. An­ſelme, and out of that which I ſaid before, that albeit Chriſts bodie be truelie and ſub­ſtantiallie in this Sacrament, yet in the mā ­ner of being it differeth from the naturall being of bodies, which manner Christ hath in his proper forme; and therefore accor­ding[Page]to this manner Chriſt may be ſaid to be in this Sacrament either incorporallie or inuiſiblie, or leſſe properlie, or figuratiue­lie. And ſo the words which fignifie Christ to be here, are in a manner ſometi­mes ſaid to containe a figure, beeauſe ac­cording to this manner they haue an other ſenſe, then without this myſterie they should haue. Gordon Controu. 3. cap. 9. There are two kinds of figures; ſome that wholie take a way the veritie of the thing which Christ promiſed; and theſe wee admitt not: others there are that take not a way the true preſence of Chriſts bodie, but rather confirme it; and theſe wee moſt willinglie embrace: for there is ſcarce any ſpeech ſo proper in which there may not be found ſome figure, either of word or ſpeach, where vpon the Councell of Trent ſeſſ. 13. c. 1. diſallo weth not all figures, but only ſuch as denie the truth of Chriſt flesh and blood. Pitigianis in 4. diſt. 10. q. 1. ar. 1. ad. 2. Wee doe not exclude from the forme of this Sacrament all figuratiue and vnproper ſpeaches; for without doubt ſo­me are to be admitted, eſpeciallie in the forme of the blood: but wee reiect only[Page]thoſe which ſuffer not with them the reall preſence of the bodie and blood in the Eu­chariſt. To ſpend time in citing more of theſe, it is needles. Theſe had read the reſt, and he that is conuerſant in our writers can preſentlie turne to more.
Of ould, when Berengarius had broached your hereſie, our Deuines then liuing, taught the ſame. When Frudegardus obiected to Paſchaſius that according to S. Auguſtine it is a figuratiue ſpeach whē the Euchariſt is called the body & blood of Chriſt,Paſchaſ. epiſt. ad Frudeg. he anſwereth thus; Theſe are Myſticall thin­ges, in which is the verity of flesh and blood, and none others thē Chriſts, yet in a myſterie and figure. Neither is it meruaile if this mysterie be a figure, and the words of this myſterie be called a figuratiue ſpeach; ſeeing Chriſt himſelfe is called of the Apoſtle Paul a Character or figure though he be the Veritie. And Lanfranke Archbishop of Canterburie, anſwe­ring to Berengarius (that obiected S. Auguſtines words, the Sacrament of Chriſts bodie is in ſome ſort the bodie [Page]of Chriſt) The flesh, Li. cont. Bereng. ſaies he, and blood, with which wee are daily nou­rished for to obtaine Gods mercie for our ſinnes, are called Chriſts body and blood, not onely becauſe they are thē in ſubstan­ce, though differing much in qualities; but alſo after that manner of ſpeach where wi­th a figure is termed by the name of the thing which it ſignifieth. To the ſame purpoſe Suarez 3. p. tom. 3. diſp 46. Sect. 4. and Sanctes Repet. 3. c. 4. doe cite theſe words of S. Anſelme, Chriſti benedictione panis fit corpus eius, non ſi­gnificatiue tantùm, ſed etiam ſubſtantiuè: neque enim ab hoc Sacramento figurā om­nino excludimus, ne (que) eam folā admittimus. By the benediction of Chriſt bread is made his bodie, not ſignificantly onely but alſo ſubſtantially: for wee do neither wholly exclude a figure from this Sacrament, nor admit a bare figure. Before theſe againe, the Fathers alſo did, whith the reall preſence to the mouth, admit a figure, in the manner; calling the Euchariſt an image, an antitype, a figure: which ſpeaches your ſelues (not vnderſtan­ding them) obiect many times.
[Page]The reaſon of all is, becauſe our Sa­uiours bodie and blood haue not hee­re their naturall, but a Sacramentall manner of exiſtencie, which manner of exiſtence or being is not the proper being of ſuch things: And the formes vnder which they be, doe ſignifie (and therefore are, ſignificatiue,) the ſame as exiſtent in their proper manner. This came to paſſe by our Sauiours in­ſtitution,It is all one, to ſignifie, and to be ſignifica­tiue: to represēt & to be, repreſen­tatiue, who could order all as he thought good Hoc eſt corpus meū quod pro vobis tradetur; Hic eſt ſanguis meus qui pro vobis fundetur.
If you should further aske me why our Sauiour were ſo delighted with ſignes or figures as to mixt then with propriety in this his great worke, and Sacrament of the Church; and this kinde of figure or image principally, wherein the ſame for ſubſtance is in the repreſenting and the repreſented, I remit you to ſome greater cleark for an anſ­wer; vnles this will ſerue, that himſelfe is the figure & image of his Father, and in ſubſtance all one with him. VERBVM eſt DEVS ſubſtantialiter, & DEVS repreſen­tatiué: [Page] the eternall word is God ſubſtan­tially, and God repreſentatiuely, Yea; it ſelfe, doth repreſent, it ſelfe: ſince it repreſents all that the Father doth vnderſtand.


THE THIRD ARGVMENT.
D. Featly.Origen Hom. 7. in Le­uit: ſaith if you follow the let­ter in theſe words vnleſſe you ea­te the flesh &c. that letter kil­leth: therefore the words of Chriſt concerning this Sacrament, are not to he expounded according to the let­ter.

D. Smith.Origen ſpeakes ac­cording to the Capharnaiticall let­ter, that is to ſay, according to that literall ſence wherein the Caphar­naits did vnderſtand thoſe words; who (as S. Auguſtine ſaies in [Page] Pſal. 4. & in c. 6. Ioa. and S. Cy­prian. ſerm. de Coena,wee do not ſay the Ca­pharnai­ticall ſence is indeede the ſēce of thoſe words: but they, miſta­king, thought it was.) vnderſtood thoſe words of our Sauiour ſo as if wee were to eate the flesh of Chriſt after the ſame manner, as we doe eate the flesh of beasts, boiled or roſted, & cut and mangled. In which ſence if the letter be vnderſtood, it doth kill as Origen ſaith; and as S. Auguſtine in the place aboue cited, it imports a crime. But ſeeing our Sauiour ſaith his flesh is truelie meate, Ioan. 6. and that his words are Spirit and life, they are to be vnder­ſtood ſo that they be expounded both properlie and alſo Spiritual­lie, or myſticallie. VVhich thing wee rightlie doe when we ſay they are to be expounded properlie accor­ding to the ſubſtance of the thing eaten, becauſe that ſubstance which in the Euchariſt wee eate is the verie [Page] ſubstance of the bodie of Chriſt: and alſo ſpirituallie according to the manner, becauſe wee do not eate, cutting and mangling it, but wi­thout hurting it at all, no other­wiſe then if it were a Spirit.

THE NOTES OF S. E.
HEere D. Featly without taking notice of what was tould him out of S. Auguſtine and S. Cyprian, repeates againe that the Capharnaiti­call manner of eating was the ſame with our eating of the flesh in the Sacrament: whereas the difference is moſt cleereS. Au. enar. in Pſal 98. They thought our Sa­uiour would cut of ſome peeces from his bodie and giue them to eate. Ser. de coe­na, Cyp. They ima­gined they were taught to eate it boild or roſted and cut in peeces. Wee beleeue [Page] & teach that it is receaued (c) work, en­tire, vnder the forme of bread. And, that Origen did admit and beleeue this our manner of receauing it, theſe his words declare plainely. When thou ta­keſt that holie and vncorrupted banquet, Origen. Hom. 5. in diuer­ſa loca Euang. See D. Andr. Serm p. 476. Euerie Mā car­ries one of theſe houſes about with him; and the M [...] ­ſter of it is his ſoule. when thou doest enioy the bread and cup of life, eateſt and drinkeſt the body and blood of our Lord, then our Lord doth enter vnder they roofe: wherefore hum­bling thy ſelfe imitate the Centurion and ſay, Lord I am not worthey that thou come vnder my roofe. For where he enters vnworthily, there he goes in to iudgment to the receauer. Here Origen declares that he beleeued our Sa­uiour all to be in the bleſſed Sa­crament, and will haue vs ſpeake vnto him there, as the Church doth in the Maſſe; Domine non ſum dignus &c. Lord, I am not worthy thou enter vnder my roofe. He doth not call bread, Lord; acknowledging himſelfe vnworthy it enter: but Him that is in the exteriour for­me of breade. And herein he doth conſent with S. Auguſtine before [Page] alledged, who ſaith that wee receaue the Mediatour with our month; and whith Tertullian,Supra p. 78. Caro veſcitur Chri­ſti corpore, Flesh eateth the Bodie of Chriſt. Moreouer, ſuppoſe the ſoule be wicked: notwiſtanding, He, Chriſt, goes in, this Authour ſaith. but in, whither? not into the ſoule by meanes of faith; that way you haue shut vp: therefore you muſt confeſſe he goes in to the bodie at the mouth, as S. Auguſtine tould you. Who ſaid alſo that Iudas receaued the price of our Redemption; not with the minde ſure,Supr ap. 79. (he was then a Traitour) but with the mouth.
D. Featly. Should we eate with the mouth the flesh of man, we should runne vpon the point of S. Cyrills reproofe,In ex­poſ. a­nath. 11. Doeſt thou pronunce this Sa­crament to be man-eating? and doeſt thou irreligiouſty vrge the mindes of the faith­full with groſse and carnall imaginations? Anſwer. The groſſe and carnall con­ceit of eating mans flesh, he reiects; the Sacramentall manner we ſpeake of, he did beleeue. Euē in that anathe­matiſme [Page] which you mentiō,A  [...] 1 [...] and which he there defēds, he ſaith, the thing pro­poſed on the altar,  [...], that which is before the Preiſt, is our Sa­uiours  [...], his owne body. So neere he tnought our Sauiours body was to the communicant. Againe he ſaith, that by meanes of the benediction (cōſecration) the Sonne of God, as man, is vnited to v [...]  [...] corporally. Li. 11. in Ioan. c. 27. Ibid. Li. 10. c. 13. And that We doe receaue the Sonne of God corporally and ſubſtantially. In an other place he ſaith the power of benediction doth bringe to paſſe that Ieſus Christ dwelleth in vs corporallie wi­th the cōmunication of the flesh of Christ. And the manner of compaſſing it, is, as he doth alſo teach,Epiſt. ad Calo. In An­ſwer to your margi­nall note about Bereng. See the Anſwer to Bels challēg, ar. 2. c. 5. by conuerting breade and wine into the verity of flesh and blood.
D. Featly. Doe thoſe words, niſi man­ducaueritis carnem, vnleſse you eate the flesh, ſound after the Capharnaiticall ſtraine? Anſwer. To flesh and blood they did, and doe: but the holy Ghoſt hath taught the Church an other way of eating flesh; not in the proper, but [Page] in another shape. Mat. 26. Doe but harken, and you shall heare the Ghoſpell mention eating a mans bodie in the forme of breade; Take and eate, this (in my hand) is my body.


THE FOVRTH ARGVMENT.
D. Featlie.S. Auguſtine in Gra­tian, diſt. 2. can. hoc eſt. ſaith; As the heauenlie bread whi­ch is Christs flesh, is after a ſort called the bodie of Chriſt, when as in truth it is the Sacrament of the bodie of Chriſt; the Gloſse ad­deth, The heauenlie Sacrament whi­ch truelie doth repreſent the flesh of Chriſt, is called the bodie of Chriſt, but improperlie, wherefore it is ſaid, in a ſort; but not in the truth of [Page] the thing, but in a ſignifying myste­rie.

D. Smith.Gratian first,See Bel­lar. Descriptor. Eccleſ. is not an authenticall Authour amongſt vs; much leſſe the Gloſſe Secondlie I oppoſe other words of S. Augu­ſtine in the ſame place of Gratian, where he ſaith that the Sacrifice of the Church doth conſiſt of two things, the viſible forme of elements, and the inuiſible flesh and blood of Chriſt: both, of a Sacrament, and re Sacra­menti, that is to ſaie; the bodie of Chriſt: as the perſon of Chriſt doth conſiſt and is made of God and man. Thirdlie I anſwer that S. Auguſtine in thoſe words vn­derstood that which is Sacramen­tum tantùm, a Sacrament only.

D. Featlie.S. Auguſtine ſpea­kes of that breade which he ſaith is the flesh of Christ, but that which [Page] is Sacramentum tantùm is not the flesh of Christ, therefore he doth not ſpeake of that which is Sacra­mentum tantùm.

D. Smith.The words of S. Au­guſtine are not cited entirelie, for epiſt. 23. (if that be the place Gra­tian meanes,This place is quoted in the margine of Gra­tian.) he ſaith that the Sa­crament of the bodie of Chriſt is the bodie of Chriſt after a certai­ne manner: and it is not inconue­nient to ſay that, that which is Sa­cramentum tantùm, is the bodie of Chriſt after a certaine manner; according to which manner he ſaith baptiſme is faith.

D. Featley.Indeed Gratian I confeſse contradicts himſelfe.

D. Smith.VVhy then doe you re­liè on ſuch authoritie? let vs on to ſure teſtimonies.

THE NOTES OF S. E.
[Page]
TO cleere this diſcourſe whe­rein D. Featlie hath vrged two Authorities togeather, I will ſpea­ke of each apart. That Gratian held the reall preſence, it is out of queſtion. In that Diſtinction which you cite, he brings diuers places out of the Fathers to shewe the manner of it, as, that the body is the­re indiuiſiblie by chang of bread into it: citing to this purpoſe S. Am­broſe, S. Auguſtine, S. Ierom, S. Hila­rie, and others. See can. 35 41. 55. 69. 74. 77. 79. 82. 87. and not ſix lines before the place obiected, he hath theſe words out of Proſper and S. Auguſti­ne, directlie oppoſite to your tenet, as p. 3, you put it downe. Caro eius (Chri­ſti) eſt quā forma panis opertā in Sacramē ­mento accipimus. It is the flesh of Chriſt which wee receaue in the Sacrament coue­red[Page]with the forme of breade.
The words obiected were imper­fectlie cited, and them ſelues being read at large expound their authours meaning. They be theſe. As the hea­uenlie bread which is the flesh of Christ is after a ſort called the bodie of Chriſt, whereas indeed it is the Sacrament of the bodie of Chriſt, I meane of that which being viſible, palpable, mortall, was put v­pon the Croſſe, and (as) that immolation of the flesh which is done by the hands of the Preiſt is called the paſsion, death, and cru­cifixion, not rei veritate, in veritie of the thing, but ſignificante myſterio in ſigni­f [...]ing myſterie: So the Sacrament of faith, Baptiſme I meane, is faith The ſumme of Which analogie or cōpariſō is this: As the Euchariſt is after a manner; to wit, myſtice, ſignificatiue, myſticallie, ſi­gnificantlie, the bodie crucifyed as cru­cifyed: ſo Baptiſme is faith, after a mā ­ner, that is, myſtice, ſignificatiuè, myſti­cally, ſignificantlie. Alſo, as the actiō of vnbloodie immolation,S Ambr. de Sacr. l. 4 c. 4. & 5. videlicet con­ſecration, is the paſſion, myſticè, ſignifi­catiue; ſo the Sacramentall actiō, Bapti­zing, [Page] is faith, myſtice, ſignificatiuè. He might haue added too,S. Chry. Hō de prod. Iud. & Hom. 2. in 2 Ep. ad Tim. S. Hier. Ep. ad Heliod. Conc. Trid. ſeſſ. 6. c. 7. & ſeſſ. 7. can. 6. that as the cō ­ſecratorie action is ſignum practicum corporis ſub aliena ſpecie praeſentis, a pra­cticall ſigne of the bodie preſent vnder another forme; as making it ſo to be: ſo the baptizing actiō is ſignum practi­cum fidei praeſentis in baptizato, a practi­call ſigne of faith preſent in the baptized, as making it ſo to be, according to the fathers doctrine, and beleefe of the Catholike Church.
Againſt this diſcourſe it might be obiected that one and the ſame thing cannot repreſent itThe Manna as kept in the arke, was a ſi­gne of it ſelf as it fell in the de­ſert. ſelfe: wherefo­re the bodie in the Euchariſt cannot repreſent it ſelfe vpon the Croſſe: But this (ſuppoſing the doctrine of the Goſpell) is not hard to be conceaued. It being not hard to vnderſtand how one & the ſame thing being within two ſeuerall formes, by the one may repreſent it ſelfe, as in the other; theſe references being not founded in the ſubſtance immediatelie, but in the exteriour formes ſubiect to the eie, which formes are diſtinct. And in [Page] this caſe, the forme, wherein the refe­rence of repreſentation is founded, is one with the other forme, repreſenta­tiuè, in repreſentation: but the ſubſtan­ce vnder the two formes is one and the ſame entitatiue in entitie or being. The ſame indiuiduall bodie, being reallie vnder both.
According to this diſcourſe the ſence of Gratians words as they are in him at leingth, is this: the heauenlie breade, videlicet, the flesh of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, is after a certaine man­ner, videlicet, repreſentatiue, the body of Chriſt as viſible: and it is alſo the ſa­me flesh identice, couered with the forme of breade. And if againſt this you should obiect that he denies the heauēly bread to be the body of Chriſt in truth, rei veritate; I would tell you that you miſtake him; for his words are, the immolation of the flesh by the hāds of the Preiſt, (that is to ſay, Conſecra­tion, and the reſt which the Preiſt doth at Maſſe vnto the hoaſt, as, brea­king of it,) is called the paſsion, non rei veritate, ſed ſignificante myſterio, not in­deed,[Page]but in ſignifying myſtery. And cer­tainely, Conſecration is not the paſ­ſion of Chriſt rei veritate, indeede and truely.
Neither was the Authour of the Gloſſe of your opinion, but contrary; for he held alſo the reall preſence to the ſignes, effected by tranſubſtantia­tion. In proofe whereof take theſe places out of him. Ad prolationem iſtius, hoc est corpus meum, tranſubſtantiatur pa­nis in corpus. Gloſſa. de Conſec. diſt. 2. in can. 35. Vpon the vtterance of theſe words This is my body, the bread is tranſſubstā ­tiated into the body. Vbi erat verus panis antè & verum vinum, modò ſunt tantùm accidendia. Ad can. 41. where there was before true bread and true wine, now there are onely accidents, of bread and wine. Ad prolationem verborum, panis fit Cor­pus Christi & vinum ſanguis, remanent tamen, ſpecies panis & vini ſub quibus latent & operiuntur caro & ſanguis, ne in ſumendo eſſet horror ſi ſpecies crudae & viuae carnis, & crudi ſanguinis appare­ret. Ad can. 55. At the vttering of the words, the bread is made the bodie [Page]of Chriſt, and wine the blood; but the ſpe­cies of bread and wine do remaine; vnder which ſpecies the flesh and blood do lie hid and are couered, least there might be horrour in receauing if the ſpecies or sha­pe of raw and liue flesh, and of raw blood should appeare. All theſe are the words of the Gloſſe whoſe authority you ci­ted for your opinion: with what con­ſcience let the reader iudge.
In the words which are obiected he meant as the text, which I haue ex­pounded allreadie; (a Commētatours aime is the meaning of his Authour:) though there be ſome thing therein alſo as appeareth by what I haue ſaid in this place, which he, a Canoniſt, did not accuratlie obſerue.
My Lord Bishop in his anſwer to the words of S. Auguſtine whereunto Gratian pointed,Epiſt 23. ſecundum quemdam modum Sacramentum Corporis, Christi Corpus Chriſti eſt: the Sacrament of the body of Christ is the bodie of Chriſt after a certaine manner: ſaid, the Saint vnder­ſtood them of that which is ſacramen­tum tantùm, a ſacrament or ſigne onlie. [Page] Againſt this Anſwer the Miniſter re­plied againe,He had yet ano­ther ex­plicatiō ready, & out of S Augu­ſtine too, which the rea­der by this ti­me doth refle­cton. grounding his argument on the words as he finds them in Gra­tian. And it was anſwered (and by comparing you shall find it true) that Saint Auguſtines words are not in Gratian cited entirelie. But ſuppoſe they were; what then? wherein do thoſe Authours (whom wee haue de­clared to be auouchers of chang of bread, and tranſubſtantiation) ſeeme to fauour you?
D. Featlie. Meere accidents of bread which are Sacramentum tantùm, cannot be termed heauenlie bread: this which the Gloſſe and Gratian ſpeake of, is called heauenlie bread; wherefore they do not ſpeake of meere accidēts, or that which is Sacramentum tantùm. I Anſwer to the maior; they cannot be called heauenlie bread, properlie; but they may be ſo called, as the Gloſſe tould you, improperlie: and as S. Au­guſtine ſpeakes with a reſtriction, ſe­cundum quemdam modum, after a cer­taine manner. For, after Conſe­cration they are ſigna Corporis Christi [Page] As the ſame Authors teach in the ſa­me pla­ce. praeſentis, ſignes of the bodie of Christ preſent: & ſo are heauenlie breade and Chriſts flesh in their kinde, that is, ſignificatiué. But you will aske me, how they can be called, coeleſte Sacramentum, a heauenly Sa­crament? I anſwer that they may be ſo called in regard of their reference to our Sauiours bodie which they couer; which reference is founded in a ſupernaturall and heauenlie a­ction, to wit, conſecration. A relation, you knowe, takes it's nature or ſpecies from the terminus, the thing which it relates vnto, and from that which is ratio fundandi, the reaſon of founding it: if thoſe be ſacred or heauenlie the relation is eſteemed ſo too.


THE FIFT ARGVMENT.
[Page]
D. Featlie.In thoſe words hoc eſt corpus meum, the ſubiect Hoc, ſtands for bread, therefore the ſpeach cannot be proper.

D. Smith.I denie the Antece­dent.

D. Featlie.I proue it firſt out of the Fathers that ſaie bread is the bodie of Christ.

D. Smith.I anſwer that they vn­derſtand it as they interprete themſel­ues of ſuper-ſubſtantiall breade; S. Aug. ſerm. 28 de ver­bis Do­min. Serm. de Caen. Cypr. of bread which being changed not in shape but in nature, is by the omnipotencie of the word made flesh; of breade whereinto the di­uine[Page]eſſence doth ineffablie poure it ſelfe, Ibid. euen as in Chriſt vnder humane nature the diuinitie laie hid. finallie of bread which, ſaith our Sauiour,Ioan. 6. is my flesh for the life of the world. Now this breade, is breade onelie in name and exteriour shape; but in ſubſtance it is our Sa­uiours bodie.

D. Featley.Secondlie I proue it: by reaſon: for when hoc ſignifieth, the bodie of Chriſt is not there, there­fore as then it cannot ſtand for it.

D. Smith.I anſwer that hoc doth ſignifie, and ſuppoſe, when it is vttered, yet notAs in this propo­ſition, This is my pre­cept that you loue one ano­ther &c. Ioan. 15.12. the pronoune this, doth relate vnto the precept (not as then, extant, becauſe not vtteded,) and demonſtrate it. And was to be verified by it: not before. for that instant, but for the end of the propoſition, when the praedicatum is in being: for, ſubiects are ſuch as their attribu­tes permit then to be. And in the [Page] end of the propoſition there is our Sa­uiours bodie.That bread is bread be­fore the Sacramē ­tall words; whē Con­ſecration comes, of bread there is made the flesh of Chriſt. S. Ambr. l. 4. de Sa­crā. c. 4. wherefo­re that I may anſ­wer thee, it was not the body of Christ before Cōſecra­tion: but after Cō ­ſecration I tell thee that it is now the bodie of Chriſt. Ibidem. As when I ſaie This a Croſſe, & make it withall: the word, this, doth ſuppoſe for the Croſ­ſe, not which is when the word this, is vttered; but which is, within the whole tyme that I ſpeake. So when I ſay taceo, I doe not ſignifie that I ſpeake not while I am vttering this word but that I am ſilent when I haue donne vttering it. And if our Sauiour had changed water into wine by ſaying this is wine, the pronoune this, had ſignified and ſuppoſed for wine, not which was whilſt the ſaid pronoune was vtte­ring, but which was within the who­le time of the propoſition.

D. Featley.Chriſt could not change water into wine by ſaying, this is wine.

D. Smith.That  [...]s ſtrange, he hauing made the world of nothing, [Page] with a word. Howbeit this is ano­ther buſines. I brought it onelie for examples ſake.

THE NOTES OF S. E.
Iren. l. 4. cont. Haer. c. 34. Tert. l. 4. cōt Marc c. 40. Hier. ep. ad He­dib. q 2. Auguſt ſerm. 28 verb Dom. Epiph. in Anc.  [...]. Cyril. Hier. at cc. 4 THe Authours which D. Featlie cites to proue the Euchariſt is ordinarie and common bread, are Ireneus, Tertullian, Athanaſius (ſo he names the work,) Ierom, Auſten, Epi­phanius, Cyrill, Theodoret and Gerſon; but theſe will not admit of his inter­pretation as you may ſee by their owne words. S. Irenaeus, It is not common bread. Tertullian, he made it his owne bodie. S. Ierome, it is pa­nis qui de caelo deſcendis, bread which came from heauen. Saint Auguſtine, it is  [...] ſuperſubſtantiall, bread, S. Epiphauius, though for the exte­riour forme there be no ſimilitude yet he that beleeueth it not to be as our [Page]Sauiour ſaid (his bodie)  [...] falls from ſaluation.Theod. dial. 1. & 2. Gerſ. l Serm. de coen. Dom. It is not Euchariſt till the cōnſecra­tion be cōplea­te: and thē it is no more bakers bread: omnipo­tencie hath turned it to veri­fie our ſauiours words Hocest, &c. Conc. Nic. can 14. Theop. in c 6. Ioan. & 26. Mat. S Cy­ril [...],  [...] &c. that which ſeemes bread, is not bread, notwithstanding that the taſt eſteemes it ſo; but the bodie of Chriſt. Theodoret, there is  [...], a change, made by grace or ſupernaturallie. The myſticall ſignes are adored, as being (real­lie according to the inner ſubſtance) the things which they are beleeued to be: videlicet the flesh and blood of Chriſt. Gerſon, bread is tranſubſtantiated into the true bodie of Chriſt. I omitted to bring the teſtimonie of S. Athanaſius (whoſe mind is knowne well enough out of the Councell of Nice wherein he was,) becauſe the Commentaries which you cited are not his, but Theophilact's, who would be com­ming in, too, with his  [...] and  [...], if he were called vppon. The reaſon why the Fathers call the bodie of our Sauiour as being in Sa­crament, bread, but ſuperſubſtan­tiall and heauenlie; you had giuen you before: videlicet becauſe it is in [Page] that exteriour forme, and by conſe­cration made of bread.Ioan. 6. 1. Co. 10 Mar. 16. Gen 3. Ioan. 2. Exod. 7. So you find in Scripture Angels called men; man cal­led duſt; wine called water; and a ſer­pent, then when it was indeed a ſer­pent, called a rodde.
D. Featlie. Corpus Chriſti cannot pro­perlie be affirmed of bread, for they be ſubſtantiae diſparatae. Anſwer. Of com­mon bread, it cannot: of conſecrated and ſuper-ſubſtantiall bread, it may. Theſe are not diſparata, ſundrie things.  [...] ſuper-ſubſtantiall bread, and Caro Chriſti, the flesh of Chriſt, are in ſubſtance all one.
D. Featlie. Is their meaning this, bread not being bread, is Chriſts bo­die? [...] S. Iuſt. Supra p. 45. Anſwer. They meane that the thing vnder the forme of bread, (which indeed is not bakers bread,) is his bodie. And ſo did our Sauiour meane too, when he ſaid, the bread which I will giue is my flesh, Ioh. 6. if it were flesh, it was not properlie bread; but improperlie. And that breade, im­properlie ſo called, was a mans bodie, properlie. Wherefore our Sauiour [Page] could not ſaie as you would ridicu­louſlie haue him ſaie, it is my bodie, that is to ſaie it is not my bodie. Nei­ther is the ſence of an affirmatiue pro­poſition, ſuppoſe it improper, to be rēdred as you doe. As, where God ſaid to Adam, putuis es, thou art dust; it is not to be gloſſed after your manner, thou art duſt, that is to ſaie thou art not duſt.Serm: de Coe­na. Ambr. de Myſt. init. c. 9. Gregor. Nyſl. or. Catec. c. 37. Auguſt. Suprà. Eo nomi­ne appel­lata res, vnde verſa eſt, nō in quo verſa eſt. S. Aug. q. 21 in Exod. God doth there auouch ſome­thing trulie; wherefore you muſt ſtu­die for his meaning, and not blaſphe­mouſlie impoſe a ridiculous ſence vpō his words. The Fathers (as I haue she­wed) haue declared their owne mea­ning; it is bread changed, not in shape but in nature: transelemented: ſuper-ſubſtan­tiall bread: and ſuch, is not indeed bread. As the rod changed, was not indeed a rod; but a ſerpent; and water changed was not indeed water, but wine. The name was vſed to ſignifie another thing.
The Doctours other proofe, whe­reby he Would faine shewe that Hoc, ſtands for bread, is an ordinarie obie­ction, borrowed from our Schoole [Page] deuines, who propoſe it for the better explication of the termes, and may be, and is by them, diuers wayes anſ­wered. I am to defend heere that anſwer which my Lord gaue, omitting what the Miniſter impertinentlie hath thruſt in; and giuing the Reader before notice, that, there are ſome propoſi­tions meerelie ſpeculatiue; as this, God is wiſe; or this, a man is a reaſonable crea­ture. And theſe doe not make but ſup­poſe what they ſignifie. Others are o­peratiue or practicke; as this, I doe bap­tiſe thee; and this, Tabitha ariſe; and the­ſe doe worke what they ſignifie. The propoſition which is heere in queſtiō, Hoc est corpus meum, this is my bodie, is of the later kinde, practicke.
D. Featlie. This pronoune demon­ſtratiue hoc, this, muſt needs ſignifie ſome thing, thatIn the inſtant when that word was vt­tered. then was exiſtent, to which Chriſt pointed, ſayingh This. Anſwer. It muſt not: for the propoſi­tion being practicall, it doth ſignifie, and demonſtrate, not that which is ſuppoſed alreadie being, but that which it makes to be. The propoſitiō [Page] (I doe not ſay the ſubiect or the attri­bute, but the whole entire propoſitiō) is the cauſe; and the thing ſignified, is the effect: which effect the foreſaid propoſition demonſtrating doth ma­ke, and making doth withall demon­ſtrate it. Now the effect you know (if you know any thing in Philoſophie) doth ſuppoſe the whole cauſe, and followes it. So in theſe operatiue ſpea­ches of our Sauiour, Lazarus come forth: yong man arife: the words Lazarus and yong man, did not ſignifie perſons exiſtent then preciſelie when they we­re vttered;Cyrill. Catena. but when the ſpeaches we­re compleate. The words did ſignifie then, (when they were) but not things exiſtent then: for when the words were, the perſons by them ſignifyed were not.
D. Featlie. That hoc, the firſt word of the propoſition, when it is vttered doth it ſignifie, or no? Anſwer. Nomen ſignificat ſine tem­pore. A­riſt. li. 1. Periher. c. 3. It doth ſignifie; and by waie of demonſtra­tion: and hauing donne that office goes away, for words (you know) cannot ſtaie; nor can the ſpeaker [Page] vtter all at once. Neither can you de­termine preciſelie, hauing heard it, what it did demonſtrate,It rela­tes to the ſub­ſtantiue which follo­wes. but muſt har­ken to the reſt for to know. I point, for example, towards that before your eies, and ſay This is — And you ſee and heare me; but know not preci­ſelie what I meane by the word this, till you heare the praedicatum. If I ſaie whitenes or colour, there is one ſubiect of the ſpeach; if I ſaie paper, there is a­nother; if English, there is a third. The pronoune this, is yet vndetermined, it doth not of it ſelfe point at colour, or paper,Paper is not whi­tenes: nor whi­tenes pa­per. or any other thing. If it did, it would ſtill shewe the ſame; and ſo we­re not a fit inſtrument or ſigne to she­we indifferentlie the one or the other. And being of it ſelfe indifferent and vndetermined, if you will know de­terminatelie what it ſtands for, you muſt ſtay till the praedicatum come; for before you cannot vnderſtād it preci­ſelie by that Hoc; nor by the ſecond word which is eſt. But hauing heard the whole ſpeach or ſigne, you will eaſilie then perceaue what I meane. [Page] Haec eſt— What? albedo? charta? I point at the Chalice and ſay This is— and till you do heare more, you know not whether I demon­ſtrate the cup or the thing in the cup. ſcri­ptura? you know not what I meane by that Haec; nor whether it be made as yet; or metaphyſicallie preſent, (mo­  [...]allie at leaſt it is,) When I ſpeake; or no. Perhaps I meane the word or let­ter which I make whilſt ſpeake; per­haps I meane the paper whereupon I write; perhaps I meane the ſuperficies onlie; or the whitenes; or the light vpon it. The praedicatum when it comes will determine. And If it be vn­certaine to the hearer vntill then, in ſpeculatiue propoſitions; much more in ſuch as are practike: where by the ſpeakers intention the demonſtratiue this concurres to make what by the ſa­me intention it doth relate vnto.
D. Featlie. If hoc, doe ſignifie the bo­die of Chriſt or tranſubſtātiated bre­ad, you make a falſe propoſition: for when hoc preciſelie is vttered, there is not tranſubſtantiated bread or the bodie of Chriſt. Anſwer. Who tould you that hoc is a propoſition? ſtaie till the propoſition be vttered, all, & then there is the bodie of Chriſt: be­cauſe [Page] Gods words muſt needs be true; (his omnipotencie doth ve­rifie them): and if they be true, the thing in that forme is his bodie; for his words doe ſignifie and importit. 1. Replie. Hoc ſignifies it ſeemes, that it is then the bodie when the word hoc is pronunced. Anſwer. No; that one word hoc doth not ſignifie all this. When all are vttered, then there is that bodie preſent vnder the ſpecies which you ſee: for ſo much is im­ported. Not by any part of the propoſition preciſelie, (no part is a perfect ſigne of the bodie now preſent in this forme,) but by the whole, as I tould you before. It works, inſtrumentallie, the thing ſignified; and in this thing the pro­poſition, with all it's parts, is ve­rified. the veritie of a propoſition being nothing els but the confor­mitie of it to that which it doth ſignifie. 2. Replie. When is this ope­ratiue propoſition verified? Anſwer. In that inſtant wherein the effect or thing ſignified is in being, for then [Page] there is the terminus or extreame whereunro the conformitic doth relate, and whereby it is defined: not before. Neither was the pro­poſition before whollie vttered, and therefore could not haue effect before.Motus. temp. (Genera­tio.) Forma. inſtant. When was the for­me of your baptiſme, think you verified, Ego te baptizo? when it was, or when it was not? When the Parſon ſaid Ego, or when he ſaid te, bap. or ti. or Zo. Had he ſtopt when he came to bap. you know what I would inferre: yet then, te, was paſt and gonne.Eſſe conſignificat compoſi­tionem quādam, quā ſine compoſi­tis non eſt intelli­gere. Ariſt. 1. Periher. c. 3.
To put a figure in the copula (which thing you ſpeake of by the waie) there is no neede: for it is naturall to vnion or compo­ſition in it's exerciſe, to ſuppoſe the extreames; & conſequentlie the copula may by inſtitution (directed according to nature) ſignifie for that inſtant wherein both extrea­mes are vttered, and the ſpeach compleate: and eſpeciallie in a practi­call propoſitiō, which is to veriſie it ſelf.
[Page]
D. Featlie. If Hoc ſtands for corpus, bodie, it would be tautologie. Anſwer. No more then this, This is paper; Feat­lie is a man; God is wiſe. Replie. There is identitie. Anſwer. There is indeed identitie of the thing ſignified by the ſubiect and the attribute: but there is not identitie in the man­ner of ſignifying. And if identitie of the thing did ſuffice to tautolo­gie and battologie as you pretend,— ſub illis Mon­tibus in­quit erāt, & erant ſub mon­tibusillis. this were tautologie and battologie, God is wiſe, iuſt, omnipotent, and eternall; and were to be re­ſolued after your new mannner, thus, God is God, God, God, and God. And whereas hetherto it hath bene taught in Schooles and and with great reaſon too, that the Superiour predicamentall degrees are more vniuerſall then the inferiou [...] and therefore not to be confoun­ded though they ſignifie the ſame thing, now heereafter Vniuerſi­ties muſt all neglect art in ſpeach & read your predicament, which be­fore tymes hath beene Featlaeus, [Page] homo, animal, viuens, corpus, ſubſtan­tia; thus in English according to your Logick, Featly, Featlie, Featlie, Featlie, Featlie, FEATLY. Where you the ſupreme genus of your new predi­cament, are in predication to be common to other animals, and bodies, & ſubſtances; for ſo the ſupreame genus ought to be. This muſt be graunted if (as you would teach vs) the difference of formali­ties be not to be regarded in ſpeach; and if the diſtinction of a double identicall predication or acception be now to be reiected.
D. Featlie. Belike the Apoſtles we­re ignorant that Chriſts bodie was his bodie: and by vertue of thoſe words, he made his bodie his bo­die. Anſwer. They did not knowe (till they were tould) that, that thing in our Sauiours hand vnder the shape of breade, was his bodie: neither did he by thoſe words ma­ke his bodie to be his bodie; but he by them made his bodie to be vnder the shape of breade, his [Page] omnipotencie (to verifie them) tur­ning the ſubſtance of breade into it.
D. Featlie. A propoſition meerelie identicall, quoad ſignificatum, proues nothing. Anſwer. That which is meerelie identicall, is ſo for matter and manner too; quoad ſignificatum, and quoad modum ſignificandi: this, is not; as you were tould, and could not contradict it. For matter, a propoſi­tion may be identicall, and proue too; and ſuch are thoſe which define the Subiect: as this; a man is a reaſo­nable creature. And he that denies it can proue any thing, shewes himſel­fe ignorant in the principles of ſcien­ce, and knowes not what a demon­ſtration is. But why doe you talke hee­re of proofe? our Sauiours propoſi­tion did not ſuppoſe what it ſignified, videlicet, his bodie vnder the forme of breade, but did cauſe it; and ſo did verifie it ſelfe. If yours can­not, what wonder? you neither are omnipotent, nor are vſed in ſuch actions by him that is.
D. Featlie. If I point at our Sa­uiours [Page] bodie in heauen, and ſay, this bodie is Chriſts bodie, will it follow that breade is turned. Anſwer. No; but ſomething els (it ſeemes) is; how els could your mouth vtter ſu­ch an impertinent diſcourſe?


THE SIXT. ARGVMENT.
D. Featlie.There is as much figure in the words of Chriſt conſecrating the bread, as in his words of the cuppe; but in the later there is a manifest figure; therefor in the former alſo.

D. Smith.I denie the maior. For in the later the chalice is ſaid the blood of Chriſt, which muſt be a figure, [Page] becauſe a chalice and blood, are two diſtinct things; and one thing cannot properlie be another thing. In the former, there are not ſigni­fied two things and one of them ſaid to be the other; but the ſame thing is predicated vpon it ſelfe; as if I should ſaie (pointing at the table,) This is wood.

D. Featlie.I ſpeake not of the word calix, but of that whith fol­lowes, teſtamentum, teſtament.
Bellar. li. 1. de Euchat. c. 11. §. quantum ad alte­rum. & l. 1. de Miſ­ſa. c. 8. D. Smith. I anſwer that the word teſtamentum, is there ta­ken properlie enough: for, not onely the laſt VVill of the teſtatour, but euery authenticall ſigne of that VVill is alſo called a teſtament. So wee call the Bible a teſtament. Now the blood of Christ is an authenticall ſi­gne of his VVill.

D. Featley.No part of the Teſtatour can be called his teſtament, [Page] but the blood of Christ is a part of Christ, ergo.

D. Smith.I anſwer that a part as the blood) of the Testatour may be his teſtament, if it be shed to ſi­gnifie his laſt will. As among bar­barous people who did confirme their couenants or leagues with shedding their owne blood,Alex. ab Alex. Gen. Dier. li. 5 cap. 3. Saluſt. Bell. Ca­til. this their blood shed in ſigne of the couenant or lea­gue was an authentike teſtimonie of their ſaid league. And our Sauiour powring his bloode into the mouthes of the Apoſtles did confirme a coue­nant, and authenticallie teſtifie his laſt VVill;Heb. 9. as Moyſes ſprinkling the blood of a calfe vpon the Iſrae­lites, did confirme the old teſta­ment.

D. Featlie.If by teſtamentum in the words of the cup, the bloode of Chriſt be vnderſtood, it will ma­ke this ridiculous ſence, This cup is [Page] my new blood in my blood. And in like manner, if the bodie be vn­derſtood by the word Hoc, the ſen­ce will be, The bodie of Christ is the bodie of Chriſt.

D. Smith.It will not follow that the ſence is as you ſaie, for though identitie in the thing ſignified be ne­ceſſarie in euerie true propoſition whe­rein it is ſaid ſaid This is This, yet there muſt be diuerſitie in the mannrr of ſignifying, els it would be nugato­rie. And hence although homo, a man, and animal rationale, a rea­ſonable creature, be reallie all one, and the ſame thing ſignified by the ſubiectum which is ſignified by the praedicatum, when I ſaie homo eſt animal rationale, a man is a reaſo­nable creature; yet the ſence is not this, homo eſt homo, a man is a mā. Becauſe the manner of ſignifying is diuers, and the thing is conceaued [Page] and ſignified another waie by the prae­dicatum, then it was ſignified and conceaued by the ſubiectum; though the thing ſignifyed be the ſame. whe­refore the ſence of the propoſition, This is my bodie, is this, This thing is my bodie; and the ſence of the other, This calice &c. is this, This drinke is an authenticall ſigne of my laſt VVil in my blood. VVich ſence though it be identicall according to the thing ſigni­fied, as the ſence of euerie true propoſi­tion wherein it is ſaid, This is this, ought to be; yet is it not identicall ac­cording to the manner of ſignifying: for the ſame thing is ſignifyed, but vnder another conceit, which diuers conceit doth not ſuffer it to be reſolued into ſuch a propoſition as is identicall both according to the manner of ſigni­f [...]ing, and according to the thing ſigni­fied too, as that is, the bodie of Christ is the bodie of Chriſt.

THE NOTES OF S. E.
[Page]
THe diſpute here is not about that inner ſentence or decree whe­reby our bleſſed Sauiour diſpoſed to ſuch as perſeuer,In calicis mentione teſtamen­tum con­ſtituens ſanguine ſuo obſi­gnatum, ſubſtan­tiam cor­poris con­firmauit. Tertull. li. 4. cō Marc. c. 40. a Kingdome, (Luc. 22. 29.) that of heauen: but about an exteriour ſigne of the foreſaid inner Will; and the queſtion is, Whether the myſticall cup be ſuch a teſtament or no. Not, whether it be our Sa­uiours inner will; that is not in que­ſtion, but whether it be a ſigne of it, and ſuch a ſigne as may be cal­led a teſtament, as a mans Will w­ritten in parchment, is commonly called by that name, testamentum. Other propriety then is there, wee looke not after.
Doctour Featly ſtriues to proue [Page] it is not: which if heLice [...] metapho­ra non ſit admittēda in ver­bis conſe­crationis circa ſub­ſtantiam eius quod Deus in eo eſſe vo­luit; tamē in aliis verbis quae po­tius ſunt epitheta ipſius ſā ­guinis metapho­ram ad­mittere nullum incommo [...] dum eſt. Si enim ſemel cō ­ſtiterit verum ſanguinem ſuum in ſacramento nobis reliquiſſe, quid poterit obeſſe hunc ſanguinem vocare nouum teſtamentum vel quid aliud per metaphoram? Vaſq. 3. p. Diſp. 199. n. 42. VVhere he hath another anſwer to this argument And you remember what hath beene ſaid aboue, to this purpoſe, p. 54. &c. could doe, the tenet he vndertooke to diſproue, would notwithſtanding ſubſiſt: and ſtill might be confirmed, yea proued vnanſwerably, out of this place of Sainct Luke here obiected; wherein wee are tould that this thing in the chalice was shed FOR VS; and if FOR VS, it was not wine but blood. The name alſo, teſtamentum, taken and vnderſtood in the ſence aboue mentioned, agrees vnto this thing very well; For, that authenticall ſi­gne or inſtrument whereby the Te­ſtator doth ſignifie his laſt Will, is in that acception or ſence well and fitly called testamentum; and this is ſuch a ſigne or inſtrument, ordained by our Sauiour to ſignifie his laſt Will. Moreouer he, our bleſſed Sauiour, as S. Luke, cap. 22. and S. Paul, 1. Cor. 11. doe teſtifie, (and their teſti­mony [Page] is true) did affirme it to be the new teſtament; wherefore ſince the ſpeach may be vnderſtood properly in the ſence aboue ſpecified, wee muſt vnderſtand it ſo.
The Doctour firſt is diſcontented as it ſeemes for hauing any figure at all graunted him: as it was graunted in the anſwer.
D. Featly. What priuiledge haue you more to ſet a figure vpon the words of conſecration of the cup, then we vpon the like of the breade? Anſwer. That of calix is a figure, ex­pounded in the ſame place by fundi­tur, is shed, and elſwere the thing is deliuered in proper termes hic eſt ſan­guis meus, This is my blood. Marc. 14. Neither did wee put it there; the E­uangeliſt did put it. On the other words which are plaine and proper, you ſaie you put a figure, and it is ſuch a one as takes away the veritie. Wee may not be ſo bould with Scripture. The word teſtamentum, is taken pro­perlie in the ſence aboue mentioned; and becauſe that is not the firſt ſigni­fication, [Page] but a ſecondarie, it was tould you it is taken ſatis proprie pro­perlie enough.
D. Featlie. No ſubſtantiall part of any teſtator is properlie his teſtament: blood is a ſubſtantiall part of Chriſt: ergo. Anſwer. The Maior is contra­rie to the Goſpell: This drinke is my testament, which drinke is shed for you. Is shed FOR VS, it was blood, blood a teſtament: and blood is a part, you confeſſe. 1. Replie. Luc. 22 That in the calice was not blood. An­ſwer. Euen now I proued it was, for it was the thing shed for vs: wherefore in ſubſtance it was not wine, (wine was not shed for vs,) but it was blood. If you conceaue not this argument which is cleere, take the thing immediatlie on our Sauiours word, he is God and can­not lie: This in the chalice is my blood. Mar. 14.2. Replie. That in the chalice which our Sauiour ſaid was blood, is not a teſtament. Anſwer. Our Sauiour ſaith it is; and I be­leeue Him.
[Page]  [...], This cup is the n [...]w testa­ment. 1. Cor. 11. Heere therefore is blood a teſtament: blood; not in forme of blood, in propria ſpecie: but in aliena ſpecie, in forme of wine.
D. Featlie. Will you ſaie that Chriſts blood needed his blood to ſigne it. Anſwer. Blood in propria ſpecie in it's owne forme, was not the teſtament, nor to be confirmed with the blood, that is, with the reall death of the te­ſtator: Blood in aliena ſpecie in forme of wine, was our Sauiours teſtament, and to be confirmed with the blood, that is, with the reall death of him, the teſtatour.
D. Featlie. It is tautologie, if that which is the teſtament be blood. An­ſwer. No more then this, Featlie is a man; though that which the ſubiectum doth ſignifie be the ſame reallie with that which is ſignified by the praedica­tum; vnleſſe I be miſtaken, and you be not reallie a man. Neither is it all one to ſaie Featlie is a man; and to ſaie, a man is a man; or Featlie is Feat­lie. He hath not yet vnderſtood Lo­gick [Page] that cannot diſtinguish one of theſe propoſitions from the other.
D. Featlie. The ſigne of Chriſts will is no more his will,If teſta­mentum be taken for the inner decree, it is calix and ſan­guis te­ſtamenti: if it be taken for an inſtru­ment & ſigne of that de­cree, it is calix te­ſtamentū. then the ſigne of his bodie is his bodie. Anſwer. The diſpute is heere about our Sauiours words; and he did not ſaie of that in his hand, this is a ſigne or figure of my bodie; but, this is my bodie: howbeit the Euchariſt being (and by our Sauiours inſtitution) a Sacrament and a Sacri­fice commemoratiue, it is alſo a ſigne; and a repreſentation of his bodie as exiſtent in propria ſpecie, in it owne shape, as aboue you were tould. But of the cup he ſaid, This chalice is the new teſtament. And ſince wee may, we muſt alſo, take the word properlie; not for his inner Will or decree; it is that onlie ſignificatiue, ſignificantlie: but for an authentike ſigne of it, as hath beene ſaid before.


THE SEVENTH ARGVMENT.
[Page]
D. Featlie.Christ, Math. 26. ſaid the chalice is the fruite of the vine, euen after conſecration, therefore the conſecrated chalice is wine indeed.

D. Smith.Thoſe words were ſpoken by our Sauiour of the legall cup, which he and his diſciples dranke before conſecration, as S. Luke doth teach cleerelie, cap. 22. And ſince it doth not appeare that our Sauiour repeated the ſame words of the Euchariſticall cup, which he had ſaid before of the Legall, (though S. Mathew relates them af­ter he had related the conſecration [Page] of the Euchariſticall cup, (there is more reaſon to ſaie that S. Matthew did not obſerue order in relating our Sauiours words, then to vnderſtand thoſe of the Euchariſticall cup which S. Luke doth teach plainelie to haue beene ſpoken of the Legall or common cup; and S. Matthew telleth not ex­preſsie of which they were ſpoken, but only relates them (as I ſaid) after he had related the conſecration of the Eu­charisticall cup.Com­pare theſe Euange­liſts to­gether and you w [...]ll ſee that one of the two in diuers other things doth not obſerue the or­der in the re­lation. Since therefore (as I did inſinuate before) it is not verie li­kelie that the ſame words were ſpoken of both cups, & ſince that S. Luke teacheth plainelie that they were ſpoken of the common cup whereof S. Mathew makes no mention, it is more likelie they were ſpoken of the common cup onelie, and related by S. Mathew out of order.

D. Featlie.Innocentius, the [Page] Councell of VVormes, and others expound the words, of the Euchari­ſticall cup.

D. Smith.I anſwer that for the authoritie of ſome Fathers, that opi­nion is probable: and according to their expoſition, thoſe words are to be vn­derstood in the ſame manner as aboue wee haue expounded ſome Fathers that ſaie,In the anſwer to the 5. arg. bread is the bodie: to wit, bread changed in nature, &c. and ſo wee ſaie, the fruite of the vine is the blood of Christ; but the fruite chan­ged, not in shape but in nature, the ſuperſubſtantiall fruite, &c. Moreouer many Fathers expound it of the common cup as S. Ierom,S. Hier. in c. 26. Mat. Beda & Theo­phil. in c. 22. Luc. S. Bede, and Theophilact.
He added afterwards that it was much to be admired why wee should gather what the Euchariſt is, out of words which it is vncertaine whether our Sauiour ſpake of the Euchariſt or [Page] no, rather thē out of thoſe words which it is moſt certaine he did ſpeake of the Euchariſt; as theſe, This is my bodie, this the cup, &c. As alſo, out of thoſe words which he did not vtter to tell vs what the Euchariſt was, but that he would not drinke any more either of that or of the common cup, rather then out of thoſe which he ſpake to no other end but toPracti­cè, ſimul efficiēdo: neither did they or could they ſig­nifie the Eucha­riſt is the bo­die, but making it wi­thall; for, be­fore the bodie was not in that forme or ſpe­cies. ſignifie what the Eucha­riſt is. How much better doe Catholi­kes who out of words which it is cer­taine Chriſt ſpake of the Euchariſt, and ſpake them to the end onelie to ſignifie (practice) what the Eucharist is; ra­ther then out of other words which he ſpake to another end, and which it is not altogether certaine he ſpake of the Eucharist; doe gather what the Eucha­rist is, and make theſe words the rule of expounding all others about the Que­ſtion of the Euchariſt.

THE NOTES OF S. E.
[Page]
HEre are two cleere ſolutions of D. Featlies argument, according to the two ſeuerall opinions about the cup our Sauiour ſpake of. Againſt the later he doth not make any new reply, but amplifies onely what he had obiected. The former, he ſaith, he did, that is, he thinkes he can, in fringe, as followeth.
D. Featly. In thoſe words in S. Ma­thew, this fruite of the vine, the de­monſtratiue this, muſt haue relation to the cup, of which S. Mathew ſpake before. Anſwer. It cannot, if the fruite of the vine be taken for wine properly: the reaſon whereof is euident by the words ſpoken of the Euchariſticall cup which immediatly goe before, this is my blood of the new teſtament, which is shed for many vnto remiſsion of ſinnes; wine properly, was not shed to remiſ­ſsion [Page] of ſinnes; the euchariſticall cup was, as the Euangeliſt (after our bleſ­ſed Sauiour) doth here affirme;Quotidie in Sacri­ficits eius (Chriſti Domini,) de geni­mine verae vi­tis, & vinea Sorec quae interpre­tatur ele­cta, ru­bentia musta calca­mus. S. Hie­rom. Epiſt. ad Hedib. q. 2. and another yet more expreſſely.  [...], This the chalice which is shed FOR you. Therefore the Euchariſticall cup was not wine properly.
D. Featly. Should I take a cup, and after I had drunke of it, ſay, I would drinke no more of this, you would vnderſtand me of that which I dran­ke of laſt. Anſwer. Did I ſee the who­le action, I should iudge according to that I ſaw; no doubt; and S. Matthew ſeeing our Sauiours action, did con­ceaue it well enough. But should one or two tell me that D. Featly at the ta­ble hauing drunke beere and wine, ſaid, he would drinke no more of this beere; I had no reaſon to thinke he meant wine, though wine were mentioned laſt before. Now, by the relation of S. Mathew and S. Luke (if you attend vnto it well, and re­member all which they as the Or­gans of one infallible ſpeaker, the [Page] Holy Ghoſt, deliuer, (it appeares that our bleſſed Sauiour dranke of two ſe­uerall cups; and that he called the one of them the fruite of the vine; the other, his blood, and his teſtament; auouching it to be shed for men. Both were on the table before him; and he did in one ſpeach demonſtrate the one, tel­ling what it was; a ſtrange cup for the contents, S. Chryſoſtome cals it  [...], the twice dreadfull chalice; THIS the chalice the new testament in my blood &c. in the other ſpeach he demon­ſtrated the other; telling what that alſo was, and diſtinguishing it by a short deſcription from the other, which was his teſtament & his blood; ſaying, I will not drinke from hence foorth of THIS fruite of the vine.
D. Featly. Will you make S. Ma­thew to write non ſence; to relate Chriſts words I will drinke no more of this; and no where to expreſſe of what he ſpake, or to what this this is to be referd? Anſwer. It is to be re­ferd to the fruite of the vine; I will not [Page]drinke from hence forth of this fruite of the vine; and he is ſenceles that can­not ſee this reference, it is ſo plaine. If you deſire to knowe more of this cup, read S. Luke where the thing is more at large. You are wont to ſaie, Scripture muſt expound Scripture; heere it doth ſo: why doe not you be­leeue what it tells you?
D. Featlie. All the Fathers general­lie vnderſtand thoſe words, I will not drinke &c. of the Sacrament. Anſwer. You were told that ſome doe; and had anſwer giuen you according to that opinion, which anſwer you haue not impugned: & that ſome doe not, as S. Ierom, S. Beade, S. Anſelme, & Theo­philact, whoſe opinion is better grounded, as hath bene shewed. Wherefore you did amplifie when you ſaid all generallie vnderſtood it of the Sacramentall cup. And when you come to verifie your words by na­ming thoſe all, you finde onelie fiue in all, with one particular Councell: all which, held the reall preſence, and were oppoſite vnto you in the cauſe. [Page] Let vs looke on them ſeuerallie. Cle­ment, Cyprian, Chryſoſtome, the Authour de dogmatibus, Pope Inno­cent, and the Councell of Wormes. Firſt, the Bishops in the Councell of Wormes were knowne Papiſts in communion with the See of Rome, and at that tyme when by your owne confeſſion the whole world beleeued the reall preſence and Sacrifice of the Maſſe; which they alſo profeſſe euen in the Canon whence you would diſ­pute: and throroughout they shew themſelues Papiſts, acknowledging Confirmation, Monkes, Penance or Sacramentall Confeſſion &c. toge­ther with the Popes authoritie in cal­ling Councells, and determining con­trouerſies appertaining to Religion. The treatiſe de Eccleſiasticis dogmati­bus which you cite as S. Auguſtines, is not his; and you haue beene told alreadie what ſainct Auguſtine ſaid was in the Cup:Ep. 162. euen the price of our Redemption. He taught alſo that the holie victime whereby wee were re­deemed,l. 9. was diſpenced from the Al­tar: [Page] that Chriſt had his owne bodie in his owne hands, Conf. c. 13. ſuprà pag. 45. and ſo caryed it after ſuch a ſtrange manner, as no man euer before did, or could beare him­ſelfe: that wee receaue the Mediatour Ieſus Chriſt with our mouth; Conc. 1. in Pſal. 33. l. 2. con [...]. Adu. leg. c. 9. and with our mouth drinke blood notwithſtan­ding the ſeeming horrour. Clement ſaies  [...] &c▪ as our Sauiour in the Goſpell I am the true vine. Io. 15. if he a vine, his blood (and eſpeciallie as in the chalice) may be calledSee S. Ierome. cited p. 111. m. wine. S. Chryſoſtome ſaith in the place obiected that our Sauiour doth chang the things pro­poſed; that he doth nourish vs with his owne bodie, that we receaue him, and touch him, and haue him in vs; that Angels tremble when they ſee the thing wherewith wee are fed: and exhorteth vs to beleeue it is as our Sa­uiour tould vs, his bodie, and not to truſt our ſence. He ſaies alſo that is in the cup which did iſſue out of the ſide of our Sauiour. S. Cyprian did open­lie profeſſe vnbloody Sacrifice vnder the formes of bread and wine, Epist. 63. [Page] Neither can all your gloſſes obſcu­re thoſe words before alleadged, Panis iste quem Dominus diſcipulis porri­gebat, non effigie ſed naturâ mutatus, omnipotentia verbi factus eſt caro. ſup­poſe I ſay the ſame of the wine, genimen iſtud non effigie ſed naturâ mu­tatum, omnipotentia Verbi factum eſt ſanguis. That frute of the vine being changed not in shape but in nature, is by the OMNIPOTENCE of the WORD made blood. Innocentius tertius, in the booke you cite, expounds the Maſ­ſe, defends the reall preſence, and teacheth expreſlie tranſubstantiation; which he did alſo define in the greate and generall Laterane Councell.
D. Featlie. What anſwer you to ſo many Fathers, a Councell, and your Pope? Anſwer. I might as you ſee, turne the demaund back, to aſke of you, what you ſay to ſo many Fa­thers, and a Pope in a Generall Coun­cell. But to forbeare making thruſts, becauſe you think that is not faire plaie in a defendant: as there aret two Controuerſies, ſo you shall haue for [Page] anſwer, two things: first, that all are againſt you in the matter of the Reall preſence againſt which you are diſputing: which matter is defined by the Church; openlie deliuered in the Scripture; generallie acknow­ledged in Antiquitie; and thoſe whoſe authoritie is obiected did all beleeue it, as we doe: wherefore themſelues were to anſwer your ſcru­ple; & would doe it eaſilie, in manner aboueIn my Lords anſwer pag. 165. ſpecified. Secondlie, the other Controuerſie is not deter­mined by the Church; neither did the Councell that you ſpeake of, (a Nationall Councell only,) deter­mine and define it; nor Innocentius propoſe it as matter of beleefe, but only as a priuate Doctour makes his vſe of it: nor the Fathers gene­rallie conſent in it; nor the Scriptu­re openlie deliuer it; but rather the contrarie. Wherefore admitting it to be probable, you are to thanke tho­ſe Authours for the curteſie: for you cannot get ſo much by waie of ar­gument. And he that could, should [Page] not be contradicted on our part: for, perſiſting in the beleefe of the reall preſence, wee might indifferentlie de­fend,The Reader may percea­ue by the Mi­niſters words, more then the Miniſter would haue him to beleeue, tou­ching the e­uent of the con­ference. either that it was, or that it was not, the conſecrated cup, which is meant by thoſe words in S. Ma­thew.
D. Featlie. D. Smith triumphed as if he had gotten the daie, ſaying are theſe your demonſtrations? are theſe ſufficient cauſes why you should ſe­perate your ſelues from our Church, and from your brethren the Luthe­rans? Anſwer. Had he not reaſon, when your oppoſitions were all anſwered; and the Diſpute at an end? The reaſons mouing to leaue THE COMMVNION OF THE CHRISTIAN WORLD should be vnauoidablie con­uincing: but hetherto there haue appeared none ſuch; nor euer will doe, from the mouth of any Prote­ſtant.


THE BREAKING VP of the conference, and the Miniſters ter­guierſation.
[Page]
ANd heere the conference ended, hauing laſted neere ſeuen ho­wers; from noone till it was al­moſt night. Some daies after, D. Smith hoping according to M. Fea­tlies promiſe he should alſo haue a daie to propoſe the arguments for the Catholike tenet, told M. Kne­uet that he would be readie to diſ­pute the next Tueſdaie being the tenth of September, deſiring him to giue M. Featlie notice of it the Sundaie before: but though he went [Page] thriſe that daie and twiſe the next vnto the houſe wherein M. Feat­lie did abode, he could not ſpeake with him.F. l. 1. d. 1. c. c. v. c. 9. 44. At length hauing gotten to ſpea­ke with him, he warned him to pro­uide himſelfe against the daie appoin­ted: but the miniſter began to pretend that he was to write letters, and that there remained yet a great part of their arguments whereunto in equi­tie it should be anſwered; or at least they should be propoſed for the ſpace of an hower, before D. Smith should obiect any thing. D. Smith anſwered that he thought this to be an vniust condition, as well becauſe M. Feat­lie had not permitted him when he was to defend, ſo much as to shew the grounds of his tenet, and there­fore why would himſelfe demaund now to diſpute when his turne of de­fending was? as alſo becauſe no ſuch condition was agreed vpon in the [Page] treatie, but onlie that M. Featlie should haue one daie allowed him to oppoſe, and D. Smith should haue another.
He demanded therefore now a daie wherein he onlie might oppoſe ac­cording as it had bene graunted to M. Featlie before. But M. Featlie refuſing to yeeld thereunto, M. Kneuet prouided himſelfe for his iourney, determining on Tueſday to leaue Paris. VVhen M. Featly heard of this, hoping (as it ſee­mes) that D. Smith would not chal­leng him to diſpute any more after M. Kneuets departure, late at night about nine a clock he ſent M. Kneuet to him and ſaid he would be ready to meete him the next weeke, vpon condition a day might be allowed him to proſecute the reſt of his arguments. D. Smith told him that could not be, himſelfe being the next friday to depart out of Paris; but gaue him leaue to chooſe for the ti­me [Page] of conference, Tueſday, VVed­neſday, or Thurſday; for longer he could not differ it. adding, that if M. Featlie would make choiſe of none of thoſe dayes, he could neither performe his promiſe, nor ſaue his honour. He ſaid alſo that if M. Featly would put downe vnder his hand that he would not keepe the firſt conditions of the conference, but adde new conditions, he would ſollicite him no more; but this he would interprete as a declining of the conflict.
VVherefore the day following M. Featly wrote vnto M. Kneuet ſay­ing he heard that D. Smith exacted of him his promiſe to meete againe, & that he was ready to performe it vpon Tueſday, on condition that he might haue leaue firſt to propoſe all the reſt of his arguments, as he ſaid D. Smith promiſed. VVhich thing verily was moſt falſe, for the promiſe was [Page] not made of all arguments, but of a day wherein he should propoſe which & what arguments he liſted: which w [...]s accordingly permitted him to doe. That he now declines the conflict it is euident, both by the new conditions which he doth propoſe, & by his owne words to one of his freinds, whome he told that Catholikes brought ſo many Trait­té du S. Sacremēt de l' Eu­chariſtie. par l'il­luſt: Car­dinal du Perron. Paris, 1622. Teſtimonies of Fathers to proue the reall preſence that there was need of many weekes to read them ouer; and by the con­feſsion alſo of another of his companie, who ſaid plainly that M. Featly did exceedingly feare to vndertake the part of defendant, and ſought a fit oc­caſion to ſaue his honour.
THE NOTES OF S. E.
[Page]
THus ends the Relation, which had neuer lookt ſo farre abroad had not the Miniſter importunely called it out. It was not adorned for the print, but plainely ſet dow­ne as you ſee; howbeit, being euo­cated to publik iudgment it feares not to appeare, euen there, where the Doctour thinks all are on his ſide. It is no great matter, by the preſſe to make a show, to triumph in papers, and ſpeake freely there where none may contradict: but, could the Reader haue beene a Spectatour, and ſeene this action in the life, he would haue acknow­ledged what M. Kneuet hereupon did confeſſe, that M. Featly was to yong for Doctour Smith. He is many [Page] waies to weake to vndertake ſo greate a wit, ſo ready in anſwer ſo ſtrong in argument ſo conuerſant in Scripture, Fathers, Deuines. Much leſſe (whateuer outrecui­dance makes him think of his abi­lity▪) is he able to ouermatch an vnderſtanding ſo full of light ſo ample ſo vigorous, excellently fur­nished with all variety of learning; and, in a cauſe ſo cleere ſo com­mon, the cauſe of the whole Ca­tholike world: wherin the IVDGE of Controuerſies (if the Scripture be Iudge) giues the ſentence openly in plaine termes on our ſide, and the Holy Ghoſt in the CHVRCH doth confirme it.
By the Miniſters cariage in the buſines, and by his owne Relation ſince, you may conceaue what is in him; Ex vngue you may gather what a thing theI [...] ta [...]res Liby [...] ruunt leones Ne ſint papa­lionibus moleſti. Featlie of himſelfe, in his Sacrileg [...], p. 28 [...]. Lion is. I haue heard from one that was preſent at the Conference, that he brought his arguments with him written in [Page] a paper, and vrged them ſoo poo­rely that M. Pory did prompt him diuers times. He reports indeed that one of the ſtanders by ſaid it was vera digladiatio, and not Sorboni­ca velificatio; velitatio I thinke he would ſay. I inquired of the partie from whoſe mouth the ſpeach should haue come, who remembers no ſuch thing; but tells me the miniſter did runne ouer his arguments ſo ſlei­ghtly, that it deſerued on his part rather to be called leuiſsima velitatio, then vera dig [...]adiatio. And as for the Sorbone Diſputants ouer whom he would inſult in the compariſon, the Hugonots in France do know there neuer wanted euen of thoſe Bache­lours which he doth glance at, ſuch as were able & ready to meete his Maſter Moulins when ſoeuer he durſt enter combat.
M. Kneuet vpon the Miniſters poore cariage in the diſpute, and ter­giuerſation afterwards when he shoulde haue anſwered, diſliked the Proteſtant Cauſe; (which he ſaw their [Page] Champion could not make good with argument in the preſence of a Schollar, nor durſt face to face ap­peare to defend it:) and ſoone after was reconciled vnto the Church; and at Venice died a Catholike. So my Lord, though he were not permit­ted once to put an argument, nor ſo much as to shew the grounds of our tenet; vſing the buckler onely & ne­uer ſuffered for to draw the ſword; got the feild; and bore away the prize.

 [...]. Heer's the leap.Heere the leape.



§
[Page]
HAEC Relatio diſputationis habitae inter Reuerendiſsimum Dominum Richardum, Epiſcopum Chalcedonen­ſem, & Daniel [...]m Featlaeum Miniſtrum Proteſtanticum, de Reali Praeſentia Sa­cro-ſancti Corporis Domini N. I. C. in Euchariſtia, vna cum notis S. E. ad­iunctis, nihil habet Catholicae fidei aut bonis moribus contrarium, prout mihi conſtitit ex fideli relatione cuiuſdam S. T. Doctoris, qui opus totum perle­git.
Actum Duaci 9. Iunii. 1632.
 GEORGIVS COLVENERIVS S. T. Doctor, & Regius, Or­dinariuſque ac primarius Pro­feſſor, Collegiatae Eccleſiae S. Petri Praepoſitus, & Canoni­cus, Academiae Duacenſis Can­cellarius, & librorum Cenſor.
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[Page]
A RELECTION OF THE PRECEDENT CONFERENCE. Wherein it is defended againſt the exceptions OF MIRTH VVAFERER MASTER OF ART OF ALBAN HALL IN OXFORD.
AND HIS APOLOGIE FOR DANIEL FEATLIE D.D. Cenſured by L. I.
Non diſputare amant Haeretici, ſed quoquo modo ſuperare.
 Auguſt. con. Fauſtum. lib. 13. c. 12.


TO THE READERS OF THE TITLE.
[Page]
[Page]
THeſe (Gentle Readers) are to thank you for your paines. You haue allreadie ſatisfied my deſire. If it be knowne that there is a Cenſure made of VVaferers booke, it is enough. It is an honour to him; more then he deſerued.
There was but little in his A­pologie; and there is not much hee­re in the Cenſure. He is a Maſter of Art, and I a Bachelour of Art, of Oxford. Many of that Vniuerſitie, might I write my name at leingth, would know me.
[Page] VVaferers learning is not much: nor mine.Minut. Foel. His reading little. The book he cites moſt, is a tome of eight or ten leaues: and I haue read a volume of that quantitie, I shall haue occaſion to cite Latine ſometimes: pardon me if I do not ſtill put the ſame in English. I was not willing to be­stow ſo much labour vpon Mirth. And to what end should a man en­glish Ariſtotle? He that vnder­ſtands him not in Latine vnder­ſtands him not in Engliſh. I deſire no Reader but a good Interpreter. If you will read it, do read it; and if you will not read it, do not read it. Either will content me; and more I will not beg. what allreadie you haue donne was a curteſie to
The VVriter. L. I.


TO MASTER MIRTH VVAFERER In oxford; or Odiham, or els-vvhere; Quocumque ſub axe;  [...], More vvitt, and more grace.
[Page]
THere is a time (Sir) as I haue heard, to be merrie: and when better then in the companie of Mir­th? I am no good Muſitian, yet, for this once, to beare a part with you (for recreations ſake,) I will diſcant vpon your baſe, Apologie. And becauſe I haue heard others more skilfull then your ſelf, when I ſee that you are out, or ſing ſuch [Page] things as you should not, I will be, I ſay not, yourMo­nitor. Cynthius.
I haue reade your elegant Pamphlet ouer, and am thinking to tell others what I find in it. What hinders me? If they be good things, your com­mendation will be the more; & that, if I miſtake not, is the thing whi­ch you did aime at when you made it: if they be not, the fault was yours to make them publike, and thereby to giue libertie to men, wi­thout iniurie to your fame, to ſpeake of them.
He, they ſaie, that will not be laughed at, muſt not plaie the foole vpon ſtage; nor he publish his wea­knes in print that will non endure a Cenſure. VVaf pag. 5. you were told before that your ſcriblings were childish, and full of errours. If after this admoni­tion you would needs come out in print, you should haue blotted out the faultes (which had beene to bur­ne the coppie) and not haue added to your childishnes impudence; and obſtinacie to your errours: whereby [Page] your caſe is now made notorious and inexcuſable.
Whilſt the opinion of your wea­knes ſtood onlie on report, it might haue beene ſaide in your behalfe that fame doth not allwaies tell the truth; but if our iudgment of ſuch a defect in you be made according to your true picture, (drawne by your owne ſelf,) the iſſue of your braine, and image of your inſufficiencie, your p [...]inted and approued book, in this caſe (which is yours) the Apo­logiſt himſelf knowes not how to make a good Apologie.
The ground which a good name and fame doe ſtand vpon, and whi­ch is honours obiect or motiue, is worth and vertue. when we queſtion a mans worth, we may conſider him either abſolutelie in all kinds, or re­ſpectiuelie to ſome particular waie of eſteeme, that is, onlie in one kinde. That which you, in ſetting out this Pamphlet, aimed at, was to be thought a good Controuertiſt, a diſcreete Coun­ſellour in matter of Religion, an acute [Page] Apologiſt, Quan­doque oportet vt con­tumeliā illatam repella­mus, maxime propter duo. Primò quidem propter bonum eius qui contu­meliam infert, vt vide­licet e­ius au­dacia repri­matur & de cae­tero ta­lianon attēter, ſecundū illud Prouerbiorum 26. Reſponde stulto iuxta ſtultitiam ſuam ne ſibi ſapiens videatur Alio modo propter bonum multo­rum quorum profectus impeditur propter cōtumelias nobis illatas. Vnde Gregorius &c. S. Tho. 2.2. q 72. a. 3. and a good writer. In which kind, I tell you freelie Maſter Waferer, you haue defamed your ſelf (if before you had any fame in this kind) & for­faited your honour. This I will shew, without ſolliciting any in Oxford to come and teſtifie what they know, (twice, ſince I read your booke, I haue beene there, and neuer asked as much as what you were,) out of your owne mouth, vnder your owne hand, by your owne booke.
A booke that comes abroad into the world, should haue nothing in it againſt faith or good manners; your booke offends in both. How it offēds in faith, and how deficient it is in all ſuch learning as you haue vndertaken to shew, the Cenſure will note, it is more then can be ſaide in fewe words; yet this in generall. The whole ſcope of the booke is to maintaine an Here­ſie, againſt Gods Church, & againſt our [Page] Bleſſed Sauiours expreſſe words; for the maintenance of which Hereſie, you auouch many more;VVaf: pag 88 and ſtile it a meere Sophiſticall cauil (ô heauens!) to take Chriſt immediatlie on his word.
For manners, Euerie one doth ex­pect in a writer, then chieflie when he treates of Religion, Veracitie in elocu­tion, and tranquillitie of mind, where­by his iudgment may be ſincere and his words deſerue credit. But your booke diſcouers in you great defect in both. it shewes you to be borne a­way with paſſion, whollie partiall, and much addicted to the vices of ca­lumniating and lying.
The Cenſure will note part of your lyes, and calumnies. Here onlie I will put you in mind of your comport­ment towards my Lord of Chalcedon, and S. E. betwixt whom you ſaie you diuide your (bitter) language.
Your cariage towards my Lord (whom the greateſt ſchollers in En­glād do knowne to be a great ſcholler) is (giue me leaue to call a ſpade a ſpade) malapertlie inſolent. You are a meere [Page] Punie, and he a Reuerend Prelat; yet you, Good Maſter Doctor take notice that—you must be kept ad idem. But by the Doctours leaue—. For shame Fa­ther not—. not a word of this in anſwer to one who paſſeth, for a grandie. D. Smith laies downe a rule that — Rather ſaie I è cōtra. the cōpariſon of eating flesh in mummie deſerues no other anſwer but mum: yet becauſe it is a peece of his Lord­ships wiſdome it shall be ſifted; Then, his Lordships ſingular imperfectiōs, &, O moſt vnſufferable dotage; with other more bitter ſpeaches, wherewith your Puri­tan gaule ſeekes to dishonour his knowne worth. And for S. E. your anger ſcarce forbeares to annihilate him in matter of learning.
He you ſaie, hath anſwered but stam­meringlie and by roate. ſo poorlie as not worth confutation. if as fraudulent and fabulous as his relation is illiterate and ſlender, they haue neither truth nor hone­ſtie in them. ſimple, ſimple, ſimple, ſimple, ſimple, ſimple. Far belowe the anſwer of D. Featlie, a weaker pen may foile him. euerie boy can tell you. Your Sophiſtrie is [Page]ſlender and boyish. your verie A. B. C. of Logick will teach you. Onlie ſmile at ſome paſsages and they are anſwered. He muſt giue me leaue to anſwer with a ſmile. you doe wiſelie to applie your ſelf to the vnlearned, for they that can ſift authors — we will pardon his doting. you cloſe this ſentēce verie ſaucilie. if you were not as good as cup-valiant. though you should teach the ignorant as ſeldome you do (now at leaſt in his place I am to do ſo; but Mercurie is not made of euery ſtock. Pardon my interrupting of you, I was wearie in gathering tho­ſe phraſes out of your booke. Brieflie, that I may end, though you do not, you tell him, he is) shameles and foole-bardie. that there is in h [...] anſwer (that Reader, which thou haſt but now ſeene,) inſufficiencie and obſtinacie. falla­cious dealing. the ſpirit of contradiction. bitternes. ſatyrs. inuectiues. jeeres. ſlaun­ders. detractions. lies. non-ſence. calumnia­tions. and what not? yet forſooth, if ſome lines may ſeeme to gall him I'le make (ſay you) no Apologie, becauſe it can plead retaliation.
[Page]Can it ſo Maſter Waferer? and are the holie Brethren vindicatiue, in­deed? It ſeemes.
Et Laeto ſua bilis inest.
I haue recited part of your language which you ſay you deuided betwixt them two; for you deale by retaile with them; with other Catholike Deuines you deale in groſſe, calling their lear­ning iugling Philoſophie; their tenets, impious deluſions; their pens, impudent, and their doctrine ſuch as will not stick to licenſe the lowdeſt lie, ſo it be aduanta­gious to the cauſe of Rome. So you.
There are ſome, the Philoſopher tels, qui circa finem communem peruerſe iudicant, who iudge vnto wardlie of the the common, higheſt end. You know their name. The Scripture ſaith there are an infinite companie of fooles, and, euerie one will be medling. you beginne to be wiſe in your owne conceit; I will anſwer or cenſure you, this once, leaſt that egge prooue a cocatrice in your braine. my Cenſure shall be your glaſſe wherein you may examine both your [Page] learning and your manners, and a­mend.
I shall be thought by ſome, leſſe wiſe, for appearing with you vpon  [...]he ſtage; eſpeciallie in the manner that I do; but, no matter; ſo I may do you, or any other, good. One ſaid,S. Paul. to the weake I became as weak, that I might gaine the weak. and, I am made all things to all men, to gaine all to Christ.
To deale with you, required no ſad thoughts, or deep ſtuddie: and there are Feriae Academicae; ſchollers haue their daies of recreation. Neque ſemper arcum. you came abroad, Maſter Waferer, as I ſuppoſe (a fit of  [...]) to shew Mirth; and I, without offence may ſometimes ſmile. congruit & ve­ritati ridere quia laetans: Tertull, de ſuis aemulis lu­dere quia ſecura eſt. It appertained to the part I vndertook. Vbicumque dig­nus riſus officium eſt.
Sickmens pills are lapt in ſweete, ſome maladies be cured with muſick. If mirth recouer you, I shall be glad I made you merrie. If vpon the Cen­ſure you grow penitent, I shall be [Page] glad I made you ſorrie: Not that you were made ſorrie, but that you ſorrowed to repentance.
To others I shall giue warning to take heede of ſuch Pāphlets as yours, made to ſpred errours. they be pro­phane and vaine bablings that increaſe by degrees to more and more vngod­lines. they partake in their kind the peſtilent nature of ſerpents; and this, (yours Maſter Waferer,) which rai­ſeth vp the head to hiſſe at the do­ctrine of the Church, and ſpits venom at the Defenders of it, is one. But I will cut it, into pieces; and with the ſegments will make a medicine to cure the ſwelling which another of the ſame kind (Featlies Conference) hath made in your head.
This your Pamphlet, the gay coate of your Indiſcretion, you haue laced vp and downe verie trimlie, with verſes. Nunc oblita mihi tot carmina. It is longer ſince I was a child. Els, out of the ruines of that kind of learning I would hurle ſometimes a piece, at the head of your Apologie.
[Page]My quarrell, Maſter Waferer, is not with your perſon, but with your book. If I touch you it is by that medium: no other, put that of, I touch not you but ſome other that hath ſcribbled it. Whether you be the man, or not; I wish to you as to my ſelf, and to all, that God in his mercie will pleaſe to amend what is amiſſe in vs; and make vs eternallie his ſeruants. This is the minde and prayer of
Your frindlie Enemie and cenſuring Friend. L. I.



§
ANSWER TO THE EPISTOLARIE PROLOGVE.
[Page]
BEfore your Apologie be diuers Epi­ſtles ſcarce worth reading: not worth anſwering. In one of them which is to S. E. you quarrell with him, firſt for concealing his name. you ſawe the firſt letters of it, enough to owne the book. He was not to ma­ke it further knowne to ſuch as you, who vex your Antagoniſts more with Purſuiuants then with Arguments. Had I been the man I might haue told you further that your prophetick wit had half ſpeld the letters, begining your Epiſtle to him thus, Sir Refuter, in concealing your name &c. S. you read ſir, the [Page] title of a Barchelour. Dimidium facti qui benè coepit habet.
Secondlie you quarrell with him for ſaying that my Lord of Calcedon is a Doctour of Deuinitie, and of Oxford, (he told Featlie ſo when they met,) whereas it is conceaued, Suprà pag. 8. ſay you, that his Lordship can shew no teſtimonie of his degree taken, then his owne hand. Yet he can, Maſter Waferer, as good, not to ſay bet­ter, then your Doctour can, for his, and deriued from that Authoritie which is able to erect Vniuerſities, and hath eſtablished all, that indeed giue degrees in Deuinitie. The autho­rizing of that power which is to giue publik teſtimonie of abilitie in hi­gheſt learning, and to declare a man fit to teach it (teaching of Deuinitie being a matter of great conſequence in the Chriſtian Societie) doth apper­taine to the See Apoſtolique. And he who can erect an Academie, can make one to be of it.
Thirdlie you tax him as if he had ſaid that my Lord,Suprà pag. 10. after he was Biſ­hop, [Page] had challenged Featlie, in En­gland. you shall haue your anſwer in the end of the Cenſure. meane while, he who reades the words of S. E. will ſee that you miſtake and miſ­report him.
In another of your Epiſtles you shew the ſtreingth of your phantaſie which hath ſuddainlie shrunk S. E. into the littenes of a pigmie, and mag­nified Featlie into a tall Giant. (He S. E.) is, ſay you, far belowe the anſwer of D. Featlie: who lookes, be like, ouer him as the Deuil did (the word is) o­uer Lincolne. But, if your Champion be ſo far aboue, may it not be (waigh them againe) becauſe he is in this cauſe, minus habens.
You adde that ſome weaker pen (your owne) may foile him. But you beginne to crow to ſoone. Were you borne with a crowne vpon your head? if not, you muſt winne, before you ſing your epinicia: & you muſt fight before you winne yet ſee; this Pulius Martis crowes, againe; the Confe­rence, you ſaie, is ſo weaklie main­tained that one who was at that time an[Page]infant is now growne ſtrong enough to diſable it. how? ſtrong enough? you might haue left that rather to ſome friend of yours; or to the iudgment of the Reader: who now perhaps, hearing you ſo ſoone commend your ſelf before you come to tryall, will haue difficultie to beleeue that, that Infant which you ſpeak of, is yet come to his age of diſcretion.
Neither haue you omitted to inſi­nuate the method (ouer and aboue lying and calumniating,) which you meane to keepe in putting of, thoſe things whereunto you cannot frame a ſeeming anſwer. Only ſmile, ſay you, at ſome paſſages and they are anſwered. They be anſwered then, ſure: for your ſpleene is petulant. but, curandum plané ne riſus rideatur.
—Solutos
 Qui captat riſus hominū famāque dicaci [...]
 Fingere qui non viſa poteſt; cōmiſſa tacere
 Qui nequit; hic niger eſt: hunc tu Roma­ne cauêto.
 Who ſeeke occaſion to laugh and Ieere: feigne things that are not; babble all they heare.
 [Page] Such black ones, Romane, do not thou come neere.

Thus farre your Epiſtolarie Prolo­gue. I come now to

THE CENSVRE OF THE APOLOGIE.
THe Doctors firſt obiection was, that in the wordes of In­ſtitution there was a figure. It was Anſwered by the diſtinction of a double figure: one, hath the veri­tie io [...]ned with it; and this kind of figure was admitted. Another hath not the veritie ioyned with it, and this kind of figure was de­nied [Page] to be in the wordes of inſti­tution.

1
THe Apologiſt.Before I anſwer your Doctours distinction, I can not but challeng S. E. for ſmoothering our Doctours maine argument.

The Cenſure.I neuer ſaw your fa­ce, yet I know you. By your voice; by the beginning of your ſpeach, by the verie opening of your mouth.

You can not but challeng. When man was firſt made, he was left (the Scripture ſaith) in manu con­ſilii ſui, fit to deliberate on his a­ctions; with power giuen him, freelie to chooſe, and do, what in diſcretion he thought beſt. And the wiſe do ſo ſtill, when the they ſee [Page] no iuſt occaſion, they can chooſe and do forbeare to intrude themſelues in­to Diſputes and queſtions that are a­boue their reach, and in ſuch matters to preſume to teach and correct and challeng others that haue ſpent more time therein. Which wiſdome and diſcretion be the firſt things of many which I miſſe in you, who are at this preſent ſo diſpoſed that you can not forbeare; you can not but challeng. A Martialiſt ſure from your natiuitie.
It were good wee knew whom you meane to ſet vpon, that others be out of feare. In the proſecution of Which Inquirie I meete another of your in­diſcretions. You know not yet the mā; onlie you haue ſeene two letters of his name; but were he ſome Deuine (though your ſelf be but a ſmattrer in the Science, it matters not, you are re­ſolued and do challeng him.
May not the matter betwixt you (which you know was neuer any) be taken vp? No: by no meanes. Hath he donne you any wrong? None at all. [Page] Why then muſt you challeng, and him rather then ſome other?
For ſmoothering the Doctours Argu­ment. Are you the Doctour? No; ſure you are not; I know you by your voice. Yet me thought when I toucht your booke firſt, I perceaued Eſaws hand. The more circumſpect muſt I be, comming to deale With ſo mon­ſtrouſe an Aduerſarie, that hath more handes then one man.
Well: we haue had a ſight of your one half; we know your genus, one that cannot but challenge. But ſuch there may be perchance more, that are indiſcreetlie determined to chal­leng, What is your difference let vs ſee that.
Ap.Before I Anſwer your Doctors di­ſtinction I can not but challeng. You doe not onlie challeng then, & that with­out diſcretion, for you can not but do ſo: but you Anſwer diſtinctiōs alſo. This indeede euerie challenger doth not. It is your difference, this. Neither woods nor villages breed any ſuch challengers. So yow we haue from you, [Page] and of you, a definition, at leaſt a Deſ­cription, taken according to the qua­litie which heere you come to shew.
I deſire not to take away what God hath giuen you; your wit Maſter Wa­ferer, is not the ſloweſt: and your vn­derſtanding ſeemeth to be good e­nough were it out of the bondes of errour. But that humour which ma­kes you raiſe your ſelfe aboue the Church, and iudge, and condemne & contemne it, being ſeconded with the paſſion of a Spirit whollie Puritanicall, hat [...] blinded your vnderſtanding, and ſo turned your wit awry, that had your friends loued you well they should not haue let you looke abroad in this publik manner. For, the condi­tion of the world is ſuch that poſſiblie ſome will laugh at Mirth, and ſay
Why, man! you in your gowne and cap! be diſtinctions to be anſwered? are you yet to learne the difference bet­wixt an Anſwer and an Argument, bet­wixt a buckler and a ſword, and yet can not but challeng? Ludere qui neſcit— But I pray you Sir, will you meete at [Page] cuggels, or at sharp? not at sharp belike, for that were dangerous; your cauſe might haue holes made in it. no, not at sharpe. But, such as you thinke will ſtrike with bucklers on­lie, you can not but challenge. Thus freelie will they ſpeake to your face. But, what will your Academians do behind your back?
O Iane, à tergo quem nulla ciconia pin­ſit,
 Nec manus auriculas imitata eſt mobilis.
 The two fac't man was happie in his kind▪
 That none did mock him; for he ſaw behind.


Apologiſt.For ſmothering our Do­ctours maine Argument.

Cenſure.Not he. It was choked with a diſtinction. All his labour was to bring it forth into the light; which is far from ſmothering.

Apologiſt.He makes him beginne to diſpute at the third ſyllogiſme.

Cenſure.The ſubſtance of your Doctors Argument is related and anſwered to the full. The pream­bles [Page] which you miſſe had ruſted in the paper of Argumentes he brou­ght with him, had he not drawne them long after, for the print. The good ſoldier doth not eſteeme a florish amongſt ſtrokes: when his aduerſarie comes to ſtrike, he ſtands his ground, and encounters; pede pes, denſuſque viro vir: but whilſt of­fers are made onlie a farre of, he ſmi­les at the follie. To beate the aire is no conqueſt for a man.
The ſumme of your Doctors flou­rishing (which you call the maine ar­gument) as far as it is pertinent to the firſt obiection, is this. The Catho­lik tenet of the reall preſence hath no ground in Scripture, Ergo. the Antece­dent is proued; becauſe if there were any ground in Scripture for it, it were Matth. 26. or Ioh. 6. but in neither of theſe: Ergo. The Minor proued, be­cauſe theſe wordes Matth. 26. This is my body, are to be vnderſtood figura­tiuelie. At which proofe the Catho­like Relator did beginne: and therin he did your Doctor more honor in [Page] the eſtimation of ſuch as might be able to diſtinguish a graue Scholler from a trifling Punie, then if he had wire-drawne his diſcourſe into more parts, importing but the ſame: and for the leading Enthimeme, traced in this, with a Coxcomb in his forhead, Po­ſitio quam defendis falſa eſt; Ergo fal­leris.
But if I miſtake not your pulſe, a­nother thing it is that grieues you, which you doe not complaine of. Your Doctors argument was preſent­lie cut of, with a diſtinction, in ſo much that he was faine to take another, and from Scripture (which onlie you thinke able to warrant a tenet in mat­ter of faith) to paſſe to the Fathers: whom notwithſtanding, you do not hold to be infallible in their Iudg­ment, as he was told at the ſame time. For auoiding of which diſgrace in changing ſo ſoone and ſo oft his Me­dium, he hath premiſed a ſyllogiſme with all kind of medium's in it; that ſo changing neuer ſo oft, he might be [Page] ſaid neuer to change. As if I should argue thus
That doctrine which hath (1) no foun­dation in the word of God, and is (2) re­pugnant to the doctrine of the true aun­ciēt Church, & (3) ouerthroweth the prin­ciples of right reaſon, implying (4) pal­pable abſurdities, and apparent (5) contra­dictions, is to be reiected as erroneous and hereticall. This is Featlies Maior. I ſubſume.
But Caluins doctrine of the Eu­chariſt, is ſuch. Quamuis incredibile ſit in tanta locorum distantia carnem Chriſti ad nos penetrare vt ſit nobis in cibum, tamen meminiſſe debemus quantum arcana Spiri­tus Sancti ſupra captum noſtrum emineant, & debet fides concipere quod mens non comprehendit. Though it be incredible that the flesh of Christ should penetrate vnto vs in ſo great a locall diſtance, to be our meate; yet wee must call to minde how much the ſecrets of the holy Ghoſt are a­boue our capacitie; and faith must con­ceaue what the vnderſtanding is not able to comprehend. Caluinus lib. 4. Inſtitut. cap. 17.
[Page] Ergo Caluins doctrine of the Eucha­riſt is to be reiected as erroneous and hae­reticall.
Let me call this, my maine argu­ment; and I will leap from place to place, all the Topicks ouer; without changing my Medium: iuſt as your Champion doth.
Now touching this Argument: you will thinke that by denying the Mi­nor, you do ſatisfie for the preſent, till further prooſe be made: why then should not our Defendents deny all be ſatisfaction enough for yours, in that which, M. Featly barely had af­firmed? and for the reſt, which was one parte onlie, (the firſt) which he did vndertake to proſecute, an Anſwer met his proofe and diſpatcht it. Which made you ſtep out into the liſt, to do, you knew not (for feare) what, or a­gainſt whom. At laſt, it was reſolued vnder your Cap, that you would anſ­wer the diſtinction: but, (becauſe it were to much for Hercules himſelf to deale with two at once) you would firſt of all challeng S.E. for ſmothering [Page]the maine Argument. Wherunto his Anſwer, I know, would be this, that it was fullie ſatisfied and diſpatched, there being nothing obiected which was not directlie anſwered, either by denyall, if it were barely affirmed (euen according to the relation of your owne Doctor;) or by diſtinction of a terme in the proofe of that which was vndertaken; as in his Notes you find more at large.

Apologiſt.Doctor Smith would fa­ther a falſe opinion vpon vs, that we hold there is a meere figure in the words, This is my body: whereas wee moſt plainly af­firme that the Sacramentall elementes are not meere emptie ſignes of the body and blood of Chriſt, but a true and liuely figure of them.

Cenſure.Firſt you challeng; and next you giue the lie; wherein you shew your ſelf more cholerick then mind­full. Are not you the man who main­taine that a propoſition cannot be mixt: partlie proper, and partlie figu­ratiue? The diſtinction of a meere figure and not meere in ſpeach, is nothing but a meere fiction, ſaith your Oracle, in his [Page] Relation, pag. 293. and pag. 294. how ſaith he, cā the ſame ſpeach be figuratiue & proper, that is proper & improper? & a little after. what is this to proue that a ſpeach which may not be properly taken, ſuch is euerie figuratiue, may be properlie taken, and ſo figurata, and propria both? And you, Maſter Waferer, to the ſame tune, pag. 17. Since a proper ſpeach is when wordes are taken in their genuine ſenſe, and a figuratiue when they are translated or taken from their genuine ſenſe, to be taken in their natiue ſenſe and not in there natiue ſenſe (beſides that it is a meere fiction) is a plaine contradiction. And pag. 36. That there can not be a pro­per and figuratiue ſenſe both, in one and the ſame propoſition I haue already pro­ued. So you, & vitula tu dîgnus. When­ce it followes, that the propoſition which wee ſpeak of. This is my body, is according to you, meerelie figuratiue. for figuratiue you ſay it is; and, all fi­guratiue ſpeaches are, you ſay, meere­ly figuratiue, the caſe then ſtāding ſo, the thing that fawnes on your lear­ned Maſtership, may put forth the tō ­gue, quantùm ſitiat canis Apula, tātùm, to [Page] lick vp againe, this Doctor Smith would Father a falſe opinion vpon vs, that we hold there is in the wordes (This is my b [...] ­die) a meere figure, Whilſt the ſtanders by, take notice that you confeſſe with all,Fallitur, qui plus aliquid ſibi per Sacramē ­ta con­ferri pu­ta [...], quā quod verbo Dci obla tum vera fide per­cipiat. Caluin. 4 Inſtit. c. 14. §. 14 Nihil abſurdius eſt quam Sacramenta  [...]fferri ſupra verbum, cuius appendices ſunt & ſigilla. Idem in Conſenſu de re Sacram. pag. 755. Vocatur panis ſacrae Coenae, corpus Chriſti, non quia ſit, ſed quia teſtatur nobis vere dar [...] in [...]cibum. Idem in Matt. c. 3. Et in c. 19. Euchariſtiam vocat frustulum panis. Similiter fruſtum, cruſtulum, placentam, & laganum, vocant VVitta­kerus, Beza, Petrus Martyr. the opinion which your oracle, and your ſelf, maintaine, to be fal [...]; for for much is imported by thoſe words, D.S. would impoſe a falſe opinion vpon vs, (what opinion?) that we hold there is in the words a meere figur [...]. this opinion you ſay is falſe, and for to maintaine this falſe opinio you are come abroade a polemick in print; Antycira [...] ſome will ſay, and vnhappilie enough, me­lior ſorbere meracas.
In the other part of your wordes by me cited in this §. wherein you would ſeeme to put downe your owne tenet for which your Doctor [Page] diſputed, you shew your ſelf ignorant in the cauſe.
The controuerſie, was not about the ſpirituall effectes, which do follow vp­on the receauing of this bleſſed Sa­crament, but about the thing receaued into the mouth; Whether this thing were indeed our Sauiours bodie, ac­cording to the veritie and ſubſtance, as his wordes in proprietie of ſpeech import, This (in forme of bread) is my bodie? Whether in the holie Euchariſt there be reallie our Sauiours bodie according to the veritie and ſubſtāce? The Catholik Church takes his words (as being dogmaticall) properlie, ſubmitting her vnderſtanding to the omnipotent veritie that ſpake them: and affirmeth what he, her God and Sa­uiour, did affirme. Maſter Featlie on the other ſide laboured to proue that the wordes were not to be conſtrued and vnderſtood properlie; that the ſpeach was meerelie figuratiue; and that Chriſt is not there (in the Eucha­riſt) according to the ſubſtance of his bodie, or shrowded vnder the acci­dents [Page] of bread. In which tenet, you Maſter Waferer, ioyne with him, tel­ling vs,pag. 9. VVee (theſe are your wordes) denie ſuch corporall preſence of the body and blood, as if the thing ſignified and re­preſented were according to the naturall ſubſtance thereof contained vnder the shapes of the outward ſignes. A figure (you know) was graunted; the que­ſtion was whether this figure had the veritie (the bodie and blood of Chriſt) in it; or whether it were emptie of it. Whether that which the Apoſtles re­ceaued into their mouthes, were a meere emptie figure of the bodie and blood of Chriſt; or whether the thing within that Sacramentall ſigne or fi­gure, were (as our Sauiours wordes in their proprietie import) his bodie and his blood. The Proteſtants that ſpeak their minds plainelie, pretēd no more then a meere figure.
Their words are ſet downe in the Collation (whither S. E. directed you;See the Confe­rence of the Ca­tholi [...]k and Pro­teſtant Doctri­ne, with the ex­preſſe word [...] of Scrip­ture. ex­tant in English. pag. 266. & ſeqq.) where they, your Maſters, and the beſt learned on your ſide, ſpeake of the Euchariſt, your owne, thus; [Page] It is not the bodie of Christ, not his very bodie, not his bodie it ſelf, not his true bodie, not his ſubſtantiall bodie: not flesh, not Christs true flesh; but ano­ther thing, and much different from Chriſts flesh: not the thing it ſelfe of this myſterie, not our ſpirituall foode. It is nothing els but bread, nothing but common bread, nothing but a bare crea­ture, nothing but a bare ſigne▪ or figure, nothing but meere bread and wine. Only a ſigne, only a ſeale, only a token, only a testification, only a ſymbol, only a type of Chriſts bodie. It only hath the name of Chriſts bodie, it is only a ſimple ceremo­nie. It is ſo the bodie of Chriſt as the Paſ­chal lambe was Chriſt, as the doue was the Holie Ghoſt, as the water of baptiſme was the blood of Chriſt. It is the bodie of Chriſt only figuratiuelie, by reſem­blance and no otherwiſe. ſymbolicallie, metonymicallie, tropicallie, ſignificant­lie. no otherwiſe then a keie deliuered, is a houſe. the body It is preſent onlie by ſpecu­lation, & meere imagination: as our bodies are now preſent in heauē. Christ is no mo­re cōmunicated there in the ſupper then in[Page]the Goſpell: no more receaued in the Sacra­ment, then in the word; nothing more giuē in the ſupper then at preaching; no more offersd by the Sacrament then by the word, yea the Sacrament is inferiour to the word, and the memorie of Christ, bo­die is more fullie refreshed by the word then by the Sacrament.
All this and more hath beene told you, out of the mouthes of your grea­teſt Deuines and pillars of Proteſtan­cie. The words and places are cite [...], in the Conferēce l. 1. c. 10. a. 1. Where there is a clowd of domeſticall, Proteſtant, witneſſes againſt your Oracle and you, whoſe very names would sha­dow this leafe of paper. Among them you shall find your Caluin, Beza, Peter Martyr, and Swinglius who learned it of a Spirit, the Deuil it was Luther ſaies; with your English, Iuel, Perkins, Whittaker, Cartwright, &c. each, as learned, as your Featlie.
Hereunto you replye nothing: but inſteed of a Replye haue calum­niated my Lord, and contradicted your ſelf withall, Saying, Doctor [Page]Smith would faine father a falſe opinion vpon vs, and goes away currant with it, that wee hold (as he hath proued ſigna­tis tabulis, pag. 159. and your owne confeſſion aboue cited may be added thereunto) that there is in the wordes (This is my bo­die) a meere figure.
But now forſooth, you most plai­nelie affirme (they be the reſt of your wordes) that the Sacramentall elements are not meere emptie ſignes (wil you ſtrike your owne fellowes in your choller?) of the bodie and blood of Chriſt, but a true and liuelie figure of them. As if a picture can not be a true picture, and a liuelie picture, and yet a meere picture; or a figure be a true figure, and a liuelie figure, and yet a meere figure.
The legall figures which were ac­cording to the Apoſtle but egena ele­menta, were meere figures, yet ſome of them as liuelie, yea more liuelie then your bread and wine. The blood of the Testament, and the Manna in the deſert, did ſignifie our Sauiours flesh and blood in as perfect a man­ner, [Page] if you conſider all the analogie to the full: and theAgnus Paſcha­lis dicitur eſſe Chri­ſtus eadē prorſus ratione qua pa­nis ille dicitur eſſe corpus Chriſti pro nobis traditū. Beza (your admired patterne of Chri­ſtianitie, ſo you call him pag. 98.) in. 1. Corin. 5. Paſcall lambe eaten at ſupper was a more liuelie fi­gure, flesh of flesh, blood of blood, kil­ling of killing; that lābe without ſpot, of our innocent Sauiour; then bread and wyne there diſtributed, if they were meere elementes, with a refe­rence to the thing repreſented, the Paſſiō, which was thē future reſpecti­uelie to thē both vizt▪ to the legall, & to the Sacramentall, ſupper, wherefore, ſince you are forced by the authoritie of holie Scripture to graunt that the legall figure was (not withſtanding the the liuelines) a meere figure, it remaines that an other ſigne or figu­re; though liuelie, may be but a meere figure. The liuelines of a picture is to repreſent ad viuum to the life; and, a picture, the picture of the King, may do ſo, though it be nothing els but a meere picture, which your owne fel­lowes acknowledg whilſt they graun­te, as before hath beene told you, that in the ſupper there is meere bread and wine, a ſigne and ſeale onlie, nothing els but bread and wyne, which tenet you [Page] likewiſe hold in your mind, as appea­res in your whole pamphlet throug­hout: but it is in is ſelf, ſo poore a thing, ſo short of precedent figures,Cal­uin ci­ted a­boue; pag. 156. yet the ſame Caluin ſai [...]h. cū ſigna hic in mundo ſint, ocu­lis cernā ­tur; pal­pentur manibut; Chriſtus quatenus homo est, non alibi quam in c [...]lo quae­rendus eſt Calu. in Confeſſ. de re Sa­cram. art. 21. ſo vnworthie of the chiefeſt place amongſt Sacraments in the new Te­ſtament, ſo contrarie to the proper ſenſe of our Sauiours words, and ſo vncapable of thoſe high encomium's which the Fathers giue, or attributes which they do predicat [...]on, the bleſ­ſed Sacrament; that, you are ashamed openlie to profeſſe it: ſtill iugling with vs, and in ſteed of anſwers which you pretend, giuing vs words, nothing els. as to the communicantes (after faire promiſes of the bodie and blood of Chriſt preſent by VVa­fer. pag. 8 [...], Mor. p. 135. Gods omnipotence changing the exteriour elementes, and penetrating into our ſoules according to the ſubſtā ­ce of flesh and blood,) you giue no­thing but meere bread and wine.

Apologiſt.Doctor Smith should haue proued that the ſame propoſition may be true in a natiue, genu [...]ne, and proper ſence, though the wordes be vſed in a peregrine, figuratiue, and impropre ſence.

[Page]
Cenſure.It was ridiculous enough to challeng at buckler onlie, as he did who came into the feild to anſwer di­ſtinctions; but to be an andabatarian in ſuch a combat, not daring to open his eies to behold his enemies ſo blunt a weapon, is ſuperlatiuelie abſurde. His populus ridet.
The word queſtioned for impro­prietie, is corpus, in this propoſition, hoc eſt corpus meum. This word corpus doth directlie ſignifie (if we ſpeake as the chiefeſt Science doth conceaue it,) the(a) ſubſtance or part of ſub­ſtance, which requires three dimen­ſions, leingth, breadth, and thicknes, according to which notion it is, (in the words of inſtitution) taken pro­perlie; and the propoſition proper, by [Page] the poſſeſſiue meum, this word corpus bodie, was determined to a mans; not whoſe ſoeuer; but our Sa­uiours.
The ſame word Corpus, Bodie, both in the apprehenſion of the vulgar (as you may learne by preſent experience when you pleaſe,) and according to the Philoſopher (as heereafter shall appeare) doth import withall, the naturall manner of being of ſuch a ſubſtance; which manner is, to be a thing extended according to the fore­ſaid dimenſions: and, a mans bodie, to be a thing figured and viſible. which manner of being naturallie flowes out of that kind of ſubſtance, and vſuallie comes into the conceit with it. And in regard of this manner, the propoſition is improper; for ſuch an extenſion, imported alſo com­monlie by the word corpus, is not there. It is improper, I ſay, if you re­gard the manner of being, vſuallie im­ported alſo by the word corpus, bodie; but, proper, if you regard the ſubſtance of the thing directlie ſignified by the [Page] ſame word. If you regard the ſubſtance of the thing directlie ſignified, the wordes are taken in their natiue, ge­nuine, and proper ſence, and the pro­poſition is in that kind natiue, genui­ne, proper: If you regard the manner of being (imported alſo vſuallie by the word,) the attribut is not taken properlie, nor the propoſition pro­per. Had you opened your eies to look vpon the distinction which you anſwer, Relatiō pag. 39. you might haue ſeene that in theſe wor­des, (This is my bodie) there is a figure: not a meere or naked one, voide of truth and proprietie. because, although they ſignifie that the Euchariſt is the bodie of Chriſt trulie, reallie and properlie accor­ding to the thing, yet, they doe not affir­me it to be the bodie of Chriſt after ſuch a corporall and naturall manner as other thinges are the thinges which they are ſayed to be: but after a ſpirituall, inuiſi­ble, myſticall, ſacramentall manner; and ſuch a one as doth figuratiuelie shew and repreſent the naturall manner of being of the ſame bodie in another place.
Now; though for words to be ta­ken [Page] in their natiue ſence, and not to be taken in their natiue ſence, as long as it is ſecundum idem, be contra­diction; yet, to be taken in their na­tiue ſence according to the ſubſtance of the thing directlie ſignified, and not to be taken in their natiue ſence accor­ding to the manner of being vſuallie impor­ted alſo by them, is not ſecundum idem, nor any contradiction.

Apologiſt.Good Master Doctor take notice, that ſince, a prop [...]r ſpeache is when wordes are taken in their genuine ſence; and a figuratiue when they are translated or taken from their genuine ſence, that to be taken in their natiue ſen­ce, and not in their natiue ſenſe (beſides that it is a meere fiction) is a plaine con­tradiction, becauſe the ſence would be natiue and not natiue.

Cenſure.Againſt whom do you fi­ght good Andabatarian? who tould you that the ſpeach was proper abſo­lutè, ſimpliciter; and figuratiue or im­proper abſolutè ſimpliciter: that the wordes were taken in their natiue ſence, and that they were not taken [Page] in their natiue ſence? that ſecundum idem, they were, and were not? This is a fiction of your braine, a chimericall goblin that your ignorāce hath made for your argument to fight againſt. Thoſe againſt whō you pretēd to dea­le, haue noe ſuch thing; they doe not ſaie the ſpeach is proper abſoluté, ſim­pliciter; and, that it is abſolutè, ſimpli­citer, figuratiue: they ſay onlie that, it is proper abſolutè, ſimpliciter, and figuratiue or improper ſecundum quid. Which you will proue to be a contra­diction, when you proue this to be ſo, Aethiops eſt niger, Aethiops est albus ſecundum dentes: and haue demon­ſtrated (againſt the logick rule) that an argument holds well from ſecun­dum quid to ſimpliciter. Open your eies (braue challenger) and read in great letters what they defend, THE SPEACH IS ABSOLVTè TO BE SAID PROPER; AND FIGVRATIVE ONLY SECVNDVM QVID.
By this time, hauing beene diſtempered with a giddines of vnderſtan­ding, ſo that you could hardlie pe­ceaue [Page] what you were to doe, you are reeld ouer the entrie, into the matter of the firſt argument; where you beginne to shew your Diuini­tie; and will reade a leſſon to my Lord and S. E. before you know what it is your ſelf. My L. had ſaid, figures, ſome, were not meere figu­res as were the legall; but, had the veritie ioyned with them, of which kind he brought 3. the firſt an increa­ted figure, the ſonne of God, who is (according to the Apoſtle) the figure of his fathers ſubſtāce  [...] and hath it alſo with him, yea and in him. heereunto M. Mirth as followeth.

Apologiſt.I graunt ſince the Diuiné eſſence was incarnat, that the ſonne is eſſentiallie the ſame with the Father, who though quoad▪ hypoſtaſim in reſpect of his filiation he be a diſtinct perſon from his father, yet quoad naturam according to his eſſence he is equallie sharer of the ſame godhead, and is not an other but the ſame God. But I pray Sirs take notice that theſe wordes are ſpoken of the Sonne [Page]as his Diuinitie manifested it ſelf in his humanitie, ſo then as the Diuinitie of the ſonne did manifeſt it ſelf in his flesh, he had the image of his fathers perſon ingra­uen in him; ſo  [...] ſignifies: tell me then is this image the ſame with the father whom it repreſents? is God the ſonne God the Father? is the ſecond per­ſon the first? or is the Diuinitie of the ſonne as manifeſted in his flesh the perſon of the Father? if not then this inſtance proues not your diſtinction which mani­taines a figure to haue a veritie ioyned with it.

Cenſure.1. Tim. 1.Some (the Apoſtle ſaies) will needes be Doctors of the law though they neither vnderſtand what they ſay, nor of what thing the ſpeake, and among theſe Doctors (M. Mirth) you take a place; violating, with a prophane temeritie, the ſacred my­ſteries of Religion, and vndertak to teach diuinitie to graduates in Di­uinitie, before you can ſpeak ſence in matter of Diuinitie. For which rea­ſon, this worthie ſpecimen of your improficiencie therein (which being [Page] the firſt in your book (I haue tran­ſcribed,) deſerues not a relation, yet ſince you giue it for a leſſon to better then my ſelf; and call for good attention with pray Sirs (D. Smith. & E. S.) take notice that— I will ouer it once againe, with as many pauſes (for the reuerence to ſuch a Maſter) as there be parts in it.
Waf. I grant ſince the Diuiné eſſence was incarnat that the ſonne is eſſentiallie the ſame with the father.
The ſonne, eſſentiallie the ſame with the father, (how? not abſolutlie, but ſay you) ſince the Diuine eſsence was incarnate. Before (it ſeemes) he was not  [...], conſubſtantiall; his generation was not eternall, or if it were, the eſſence which by this ge­neratiō he receaued was not the ſame which God the Father hath, but ano­ther, for had he receaued the ſame, (as the Scriptures teach, and the Ca­tholik church beleeues,) he had beene  [...], conſubſtantiall, before the incarnation, which is more then your Maſtership doth admit. A bad leſ­ſon [Page] that is (Maſter Mirth) which can-be learned without forgetting of the Creed.
Waf. Who though quoad hypoſtaſim in reſpect of his fillation he be a diſtinct perſon from the father, yet quoad na­turam according to his eſsence he is equallie sharer of the ſame God head, & is not an other but the ſame God.
Hetherto it hath beene beleued in the Church, that the ſonne of God receaued by his eternall gene­ration the Diuinitie, all; the whole nature or eſſence, together with all the eſſentiall attributes. That there is in him  [...],Coll. 2. [...] all the fullnes of the Diuinitie. and our Sauiour himſelf to his fa­ther;Ioan. omnia tua mea ſunt, thy creatu­res are my creatures, thy perfections my perfections, thy ſubſtance my ſubſtance, and thou thy ſelf art my, Father: but now the caſe is changed in M. Mirths leſſon; the Diuinitie is diuided betwixt the Father and the ſonne, and each hath an equall por­tion of it. the ſonne is a sharer [Page]in the Godhead, and equallie sharer with the Father. What part he leaues the Holie Ghoſt I doe not find, whe­ther he, (the Holie Ghoſt,) hath an e­quall share with the Father and the ſonne: or none at all, as not being in­carnate; for the Sonne got his share this Maſter thinks, ſince the Diuine eſ­ſence (in him) was incarnate, ſince which time he is eſsenti [...]llie the ſame with the Father.
Waf. But I pray Sirs take notice that thoſe words  [...] are ſpoken of the Sonne as his Diuinitie mani­feſted it ſelf in his humanitie.
Why not rather (if I may be ſo bold to ſpeake to ſo great a Maſter) of the Sonne as conſubſtantiall to the Fa­ther, as the Auncients haue vnder­ſtood it? eſpeciallie,Ioan. 1. ſince it followes immediatlie, that He caries or ſuſtaines all things  [...] by the word of his power. this he doth not as man, but as God. and as God alſo, the world was made by him, Hebr [...] 1. as you find immediatlie before. and the like in S. Iohn, per ip­ſum facta ſunt omnia, all things were made[Page]by him, who was in the beginning, befo­re the Incarnation they were made by him, by the word which was in God, and was God, by this intellectuall, ſubſiſting Word (which doth expreſ­ly repreſent God the Father, and is his liuelie image, Imago Dei inuiſibilis, and his eternall Sonne, the ſplendor of his glo­rie, 2. Cor. 4 Coloſſ 1 Hebr 1 Sap. 7. Baſil. Hom 15 de fide Epiph. in An­cor. Amb [...]l 2 Exam Greg. Nyſſ▪ li de diff. eſſ. & hyp. the  [...] of his ſubſtance, the ſpotles glaſse wherein he beholdes his owne glorious maiestie, Cādor lucis aeter­nae, ſpeculum ſine macula Dei Maieſtatis;  [...] & imago, totum in ſe monſtrans pat [...]m, the expreſse image, ſhewing the father all within himſelf. by him, I ſay, by this Word mundus factus eſt, reuolu­tions of ages, the whole world, was made not by him as appearing in flesh, as man, no [...] but by him, as God.
Had you rather heare a Proteſtant ſpeake then me? His diuine nature hath no leſse then three to expreſse it, ſonne, brightnes, and character: and two to proue it, the making, and ſupporting all. Agree­ablie to theſe three we beleeue of him, that he is conſubſtantiall as the ſonne, coeter­nall[Page]as the brightnes, coequall as the cha­racter; againſt the new heads of the old Hydraſprung vp againe in our daies. An­dr. Serm. vpon this text. Hebr. 1. you proceede.
Waf. So then as the Diuinitie of the ſonne did manifeſt it ſelf in the flesh he had the image of his fathers perſon engrauen in him: ſo  [...] ſignifies.
Be it that it ſignifies to engraue an image, this grauing is not proper (neither the Diuine, not the humane nature, is carued or graued properlie) but metaphoricall; ſignifying the ex­preſſing of an Image. And what Chri­ſtiā Diuine doubts but that the ſonne of God, being Verbum aeternae mentis, is, and from all eternitie, an expreſſe image of his Father? & infinitelie more expreſſe, more liuelie, more cleare, then the nature, or ſoule, or vnder­ſtanding, or arte, of man; as shewing the whole Diuinitie within it, and comprehenſiuelie repreſenting God the Father. Will you denie this Ma­ſter Mirth? will you denie that the Sonne of God did ſtill repreſent his [Page] Father, and that he is his eternal Ima­ge? if you do, you blaſpheme: and if your words, as they are by you inten­ded in way of anſwer be wel conſide­red, you do. But we muſt on to your Concluſion, which is
Waf. Tell me then, is this Image the ſame with the father whom it repreſents? is God the ſonne God the father? is the ſe­cond perſon the firſt? or is the Diuinitie of the ſonne as manifested in his flesh the per­ſon of the Father? Birckbeck Featlies compa­nion, ob­iecteth that the ſigne and the thing ſignified cannot be the ſame in that verie respect and point wherein they are oppoſite. If he meanes by that his manner of ſpeach in that verie reſpect and point, that the relations be diſtinct or not the ſame, there is no queſtion of it: one relation is not the other▪ If he meanes that the ſame thing in ſubſtance cannot (in regard of diuers accidentall formes) be denominated by them both, he begs, and cannot proue it. By his example in the Trinitie, the ſonne is not the Father, it ſeemes he meanes the former Paternitie and filiation be op­poſite relations, which cannot one be affirmed vpon the other, either in abſtracto, paternitas eſt filiatio [...] or in con [...]reto, pater eſt filius, yet the miniſter beleeues, I ſuppoſe, that both are in God; where they be ſub­ſiſtent. And though the Fa­ther be not the ſonne, yet the Father is with, and in the Sōne. this he beleeues too, and this is enough to iuſtifie the diſt [...]nction which I am defending. Thoſe who call the Euchariſt a ſigne, do ſaie alſo  [...]hat it is the bodie. Ex duabus rebus constat (Eu­chariſtia) terrena & coelesti. the bodie, and the ſpecies But none euer ſaid that, to be the bodie was to be the ſi­gne, or that it was the bodie and the ſigne ſecundum idem. And ſince it includes both within it's notion, it is eaſilie vnderſtood how both ſecundum diuerſa may be verified. That which is inuiſiblie within, (the bodie) is ſignified, it hath the one relation: that which is with­out, expoſed to our eies, (the ſpecies, Sacramentum tan­tum,) doth ſignifie, it hath the other relation attribu­ted to it, theſe things be diſtinct, and the relations being oppoſite be in their kind diſtinct alſo. Some too, ſay that it is the ſigne of our Sauiours bodie as viſible in it ſelf vpon the Croſſe, becauſe the ſpecies do repreſent that alſo, or bring it into the me­morie of beleeuers, as hereafter you will heare when wee come to the place which is vrged out of Gratian. Heere in this place it is ſufficient to note that it followes not, The Sacrament is by ſome called a ſigne or figure Ergo they did not beleeue the bodie is within it, within it I ſay, this doth not follow▪ where­fore that part of the diſtinction wherein it was ſaid, ſome figure may haue the veritie within it, may ſtand. if not then this inſtance proues not your diſtinction, which main­taines a figure to haue a veritie ioyned with it.

[Page]
Cenſ.That the ſōne is not the Father, or the ſecond perſon the firſt, a child but ſeuen yeeres old, could tell; and yet that inſtance of the eternall ſonne being the figure of his fathers ſubſtance [Page] doth illuſtrate what was ſaide in the explication of the diſtinction; name­ly, that a figure may haue the veritie ioy­ned with it; God the Father being inſe­parablie with his ſonne, whom the A­poſtle calls the figure of his ſubſtance: and in him too, if we beleeue the ſonne himſelf, the Father is in me, and I in the Father, Ioh. 10. v. 38. and afterwards a­gaine, twice, in one chapter; giuing motiues alſo, to perſuade men to be­leeue it. And if the ſonne hath the Fa­thers eſſence in him, how can the Fa­ther be ſeparated from the Sonne? can he leaue his eſſence, and be gonne? A­gaine, as the Father hath immenſitie, ſo alſo hath the Sonne; how then can the Father be any where, and the Sonne not there alſo; or the Sonne anie where without the Father with him? He is verbum mentis, an intelle­ctuall word; and therefore immanent, abiding in the conceauer, and ſo pre­ſent with him. Vnigenitus in ſinu Patris. No violence can ſeparate or diuorce them, hauing both, but one nature, one exiſtence, and that, vncapable of [Page] diuiſion; as being in it ſelf a pure act.
It may be further added, that, were the words of the Apoſtle vnderſtood of the ſonne of God as man, and only ſo, my Lords inſtance would ſtill be good, for God the Father is neuer ſe­parated frō the Sonne; wherfore God the Sōne being within that humani­tie, God the Father was not abſent. The fullnes of the Diuinitie did & doth inhab [...]te and dwell in him corporallie  [...] the Scripture ſaies; and,Col. 2. 2 Cor. 2 Deus, erat in Chriſto, mundum reconci­lians ſibi. Do you not beleeue that the Fa­ther is in me? Io. 10.
Now Sir; to returne to the wordes againe; if the place of S. Paul doth not make good what was told your Do­ctor, vzt, that ſome figure had the veritie ioyned with it; it is, either be­cauſe the ſonne of God is no [...]  [...] the figure of his Fa­thers ſubstance; and this you will not ſay; becauſe S. Paul affirmes it: or, becauſe that  [...] of the Fa­ther is not with this  [...] as in effect you doe ſaie, and therein de­nie [Page] the  [...] reuealed in Scripture; which is a foule errour in Diuinitie. It is pittie that vnlearned men be permitted to vent in writing ſuch ſtuffe, fit for nothing but to breede Apoſtaſie, and vndoe the ſim­ple reader.
Nauim ſi poſcat ſibi perornatus a­rator
 Luciferi rudis, exclamét Melicerta periſſe
 Frontem de rebus.
 If he who knowes no ſtarrs, should come from plow,
 And in his ſtart-ups moderate the sterne,
 The Sea-god might exclaime, shame's no where now
 When dunces needs will do, before they learne.


Apologiſt.So then this ſimilie makes nothing againſt vs, ſince it onlie illuſtrats ſuch a figure as to which the thing ſigni­fied is preſent.

Cenſure.If it doth that, it doth all for which is was brought. But ſee your giddines; you ſcarce haue breathed [Page] ſince you ſaid; this instance proues not your diſtinction which maintaines a figu­re to haue the veritie ioyned with it.

Apologiſt.The king in triumph may be the ſame king which ouercame in the warre: but he in this ſolemnitie repreſents ſome paſt actions, and poſtures of his be­hauiour in the conqueſt; not himſelf. that triumph is the figure of the kings victorie not his perſon.

Cenſure.One inſtance was enough to make the diſtinction vnderſtood; and after much adoe, you haue, in fine, granted as much; vzt, that the for­mer inſtance doth illuſtrate ſuch a figure as to which the thing figured is preſent: wherefore I neede not proceede vnto the ſecond, wherein it was ſaid that the King shewing in triumph how he did be­haue himſelf in the warre, Rclat. pag 15. VVaf pag. 24. is in this latter action a figure of himſelf as in the former. and the leſſe neede there is, becauſe inſtantlie you accord & ſaie T'is true. If it be true then it may ſtand, to shew that the ſubſtance of the thing ſigni­fied or repreſēted, may be in the ſigne or figure; for the king in the warres [Page] and the king in the triumph is the ſame King, the ſame bodie, the ſame ſubſtance. Whether he be in this po­ſture or in that; whether he fight or floorish; whether he be in this motiō, or in that other; he is one and the ſame mā: the actions are diſtinct, but not the perſon. Moreouer, as the King triumphing is the ſigne, he figure, the thing repreſēting, ſo is the King vi­ctorióus, & ſubduing his enemies, the thīg ſignified, called to mind, repreſē ­ted. By the glorious shew at home, he would repreſent & bring to mind his Royall comportment abroad; by this triumph, that warre. He would haue men call to mind that He was in that action, that there He shewed his va­lour, making it appeare how that His hand merited the ſcepter, and His head the crowne. And whilſt you cō ­ceaue it otherwiſe, you come short of the nature of the shew. you take a­way the grace of the royall action re­preſented, in taking out of it the kings Perſon, which is the life and luſtre in it. you take, the ſoule out of [Page] the bodie, the diamond out of the ring, the ſunne out of the daie. To ſay nothing of your ſubtilitie in con­ceauing (by occaſion of that repre­ſentation or ſigne) poſtures without members, wounds without bodies; a battell fought & a victorie obtained without thinking on a man. If your braine be the theater of ſuch ſpecta­kles, you muſt needs purge.
Nauiget—

Apologiſt.His laſt ſimilie (or in­ſtance) is the weakest. Bread, ſaith he, expoſed in the shop is a figure of it ſelf as to be ſould. But (by the Doctors leaue,) bread as it is to be ſould is not it ſelf, Ergo it is not the figure of it ſelf.

Cenſure.Now you are in forme, and therefore your Aduerſarie had need to looke about him, leaſt with your Ergo, you draw the ſtrings and shut him in the bagge. You are examining the laſt inſtance, Bread as expo­ſed, is no [...]or then bread as vendible. A ſtone, or the bakers Cat in that place, is no ſigne of it. wherein it was ſaid that bread (ſuppoſe a white loafe) ex­poſed in the bakers shop, is not onlie [Page] bread but a ſigne, and not onlie a ſi­gne but bread; it is both It is a ſigne of vendible bread, and it ſelf is the verie thing whereof it is a ſigne, as you may preſentlie knowe, if you will but a­gree with the baker for it. You need not aske of him whether he will ſell it or no; he ſignified his mind to ſell it by expoſing it there. Wee doe not ſay that the vendibilitie is the ſigne of the vendibilitie, but that the ſame thing which is expoſed, (the loafe of bread) is the ſubiect of both the deno­minations, for, it is the [...]e vendible, you graunt: and it ſtands there to ſig­nifie that bread (euen that loafe if you like it) is there vendible. And if the ſame ſubſtance may be in the ſigne, & the thing ſignified, wee looke no fur­ther into the ſimilie: we do not contēd that to ſignifie is to be ſignified; that is not in our thoughts.
I would here haue left you in the bakers shoppe, but that you le [...]t ou [...] into the margine to ſee whether poſ­ſiblie the manna, as in the Arck, could be a ſigne of it ſelf, as in the deſert. By [Page] that which hath beene ſaide about the two former inſtances it appeares that it might. The ſame ſubſtance is, according to ſeuerall reaſons,Your coloure hath a referen­ce to your bodie. your bodie hath a referen­ce to your ſoule that is within it, why may not the Sa­cramen­tall ſpe­cies haue a refe­rence to the bodie that is inuiſiblie within it? See the place of Gratian, Arg 4. or to the bo­die viſiblie on the Croſſe? Ibidem. where you confeſſe as much. See alſo Peter Martyr, ſuprà pag 55. capable of both denominations. I ſay ſeuerall; becauſe the reaſon founding the one denomination, is diuers from the reaſon foūding the other. You looke perchance for a reall order or relation betwixt the ſigne and the thing ſig­nified; but ſuch an order is not ne­ceſſarie: nor, in ſome caſes, poſſible. The King (you ſay) by his triumph doth repreſent actions paſt: that relation can­not be reall, becauſe thoſe actions are paſt. yet, an underſtanding hath power to make them, or rather (as I told you before) to make the king in that action, ſtand before our appre­henſion obiectiuè: and ſo may com­pare, this to that; or (rather) the King in th [...]s poſture, to the king in that po­ſture. And reflecting againe vppon [Page] this compariſon, finds a reference. But theſe nicities which you call in­to the diſpute, are troubleſome to the Reader that neuer was in ſchooles The An eſt, he perceaues better then the quid; let vs put that, the An eſt, in an example within his reach.
Your tailor hauing made you new cloathes, brings his bill, and bidds you caſt it vp. NOW let it be ſuppoſed, that you haue onlie shillings in your pocket, and vſe them as counters in caſting vp this bill. It will happen that, as they, (the shillings) ſtand for pounds, and pence, ſo they may ſtand for shillings too. When all is done; and all abated that may be; be the ſumme rigorouſlie due, fiue pound and three shillings, which three shillings you may let the tailour take, whilſt you go in­to your cloſet to fetch the fiue poūd: and to ſtudie, whether thoſe shillings were the ſignes of themſelues. Vpon the table in the account, they were ſignes of shillings; and when you firſt tooke them out of your pocket, they were [Page] shillings: if now, you will not haue the ſame to be the ſigne and the thing ſignified, you muſt giue other, to the taylor: and let thoſe be hereafter bul­lion, for hauing once beene ſignes.
If this caſe had any difficultie, yet in ours there is none. Who cannot con­ceaue that the ſpecies of bread may be referd to a bodie, as a ſigne of it, if it be indeed inuiſiblie within? He is verie ſtupid that cannot vnderſtand it. Well Sir, if you be reſolued about your shillings, bring Tertullian out with you: for the next buſines is a­bout a place in him, Acceptum panem, Profeſ­ſus ita­que ſe concupi­ſcentia concupiſſe ed [...]re Paſcha vt ſuum (indignum enim vt quid a­lienum concupiſceret Deus) acceptum panem & diſtributum diſcipulis, corpus ſuum illum fecit, hoc eſt corpus meum dicendo, id eſt figura corporis mei, figura autem non fuiſ­ſet, niſi veritatis eſſet corpus, caeterum vacu [...] res quod eſt phantaſma (vide quod infrà citatur ex li. 5. c. 20.) fi­guram capere non poſset▪ aut ſi propterea panem corpus ſibi finx [...]t quia corporis carebat veritate, ergo panem debuit tra­dere pro nobis. Faciebat ad v [...]nitatem Marcionis vt panis cru­ciſigeretur. cur autem panem corpus ſuum appellat, & non magis peponem quem Marcion cordis loco habuit, non intelligens veterem fuiſſe istam figuram corporis Chriſti, dicen­tis, per Hioremiam, aduerſus me cogitauerunt cogitatum, di­centes Venite conijciamus lignum in panem eius, ſcilicet crucem in corpus eius? itaque illuminator antiquitatum quid tunc voluerit ſignificaſſe panem, ſatis declaruit, corpus ſuum vocans panem. Sic & in cali [...]is mentione teſta­mentum conſtituens, ſanguine ſuo obſignatum, ſubstan­tiam corporis confirmauit, nullius enim corporis ſanguis po­teſt eſſe, niſi carnis, nam & ſi qua corporis qualitas non car­nea opponetur nobis, cerie ſanguinem niſi carnea non habe­bit ita conſiſtit probatio corporis de teſtimonio carnis, proba­tio carnis de teſtimonio ſanguinis, vt autem & ſanguinis ve­terem figuram recognoſcas aderit Eſaias, quis inquit, qui aduenit de Edom? rubor veſtimentorum eius ex Boſor &c. multo manifeſtius Geneſis in benedictione Iudae, ex cuius tri­bu, carnis cenſus Chriſti proceſſurus, iam tunc Chriſtum in Iuda deliniabat.  [...]auabit inquit, in vino ſtolam ſuam, & in ſanguine vuae amictum ſuumiſtolam & amictum carnem demonſtrans, & vinum ſanguinem, ita & nunc ſanguinem in vino conſecrauit, quitunc vinum in ſanguine figurauit, Tertull. adu. Marcion. lib. 4. c. 40. Vide Cyprian. lib. 2. Epiſt. 3. & distributum diſcipulis, corpus ſuum il­lum fecit, Hoc est corpus meum dicendo, id est, figura, corporis mei, and the reſt, [Page] recited in the margent. Out of which wordes M. Featlie did argue for ſuch a ſigne as had not the veritie ioyned with it.

Apologiſt.It is most plaine that Tertullian (in thoſe wordes) meanes to interprete himſelfe againſt tranſubſtan­tiation, for if he had held his bodie to be[Page]trulie and ſubſtantiallie in the bread, why would he haue added to theſe wordes, he made it his bodie, this interpretation, that is, the figure of his bodie?

Cenſure.The words figura corporis mei, are not an interpretation of corpus, in that ſpeach corpus ſuum illum fecit, as you may eaſilie know not onlie by the Authors diſcourſe, but alſo euen by the Syntaxis of the wordes. Panem fecit corpus ſuum, id eſt fecit figura cor­poris, is no congruitie in Latine. And againe, that mei, which followes, doth repugne to the conſtruction which you make; panem fecit corpus ſuum, id eſt, panem fecit figura corporis mei,
Suum, id eſt, mei. this is ſo vntow­ard that you will neuer be able to perſwade a man, Tertullian meant it should runne ſo. The words id eſt fi­gura corporis mei, are an expoſition of the ſubiect, hoc, as your Doctor was told in the Conference: and the Authors intention was to ſay, that our Sauiour by the wordes of conſe­cration hoc eſt corpus meum, turned an old figure, bread, into his bodie. Acce­ptum[Page]panem, corpus ſuum illum fecit. Wherein he is ſo ſo farre from inter­preting himſelf againſt tranſubſtan­tiation, that he doth auouch and teach it.

Apologiſt:T'is meere Sophiſtrie to attribute thoſe wordes (that is a figure of my bodie) to the ſubiect, (this.)

Cenſure.This is all which is retur­ned in anſwer to four ſeuerall reasōs, demonſtrating, and out of this Au­thors owne wordes, that his meaning was, by theſe words id est figura corpo­ris mei, to interpret and declare what before, that thing was, which our Sa­uiour now, by Conſecration turned, into his bodie. Some thing, he ſaith, our Sauiour made; fecit; and by ſpea­king theſe wordes, Hoc eſt corpus meū. Fecit, hoc eſt corpus meum dicendo. the thing he made it of, was bread, Acceptū panem, &c. The Queſtion is, Whether cōcerning this bread Tertulliā would ſay, that of no figure he made it a figure; or, Whether he would ſaie, that being before a figure of his bo­die, he now turned it into the ſame [Page] bodie. the wordes are Acceptum panem corpus ſuum illum fecit, dicendo, hoc eſt corpus meum. the interpretation is, id eſt figura corporis mei. Which interpreta­tion, if you ioyne to the ſubiect hoc, it makes the later of the two ſenſes: if you ioyne it to corpus, the predicate, it may be drawne to the former pla­cing it thus, hoc eſt figura corporis mei, this is my bodies figure, putting inſteed of corpus, figura &c. Which your owne men, Chamier, Hooker, and o­thers will not endure; (and with rea­ſon, for the word which is the predi­cate, corpus, ſignifies the thing cruci­fied, as appeares by ſaint Paul This is my () which is broken for you. you cannot put figure there, inſteed of bo­die; & ſay, this is my figure which is bro­ken, for you.) whereupon they take corpus properlie  [...]. And allthough our tenet would ſuffer no preiudice by admitting that the Eu­chariſt is a figure, and conſequentlie by ſaying that our Sauiour by conſe­cration made it ſo, for you were told there is a figure though not an emptie fi­gure, [Page] and in the Conference my Lord told your Doctor that of curteſie he would admit the word figura, pag. 22. figure, to be referd to the word corpus, bodie, that his argument might runne on; yet certain it is that Tertullian doth intend the later ſence, and not the former. For, the figure which he ſpeakes of was before; and our Sauiour did not, you you confeſſe, make by conſecration, that which was before. Figura autem non fuiſſet. Non intelligens veterem iſtam fuiſſe figuram. quid tunc voluerit ſignifi­caſſe panem. Birk­beck pag. 61. doth make a Syllo­giſme, where­of if you chang the mi­nor put­tng this, But bread was an old figure of Christs bodie, His Ar­gument is anſwered. He tranſlates there alſo, figura, non fuiſſet, a figure it could not be, to make it ſerue i [...] turne. Vt autem & ſanguinis vete­rem figuram in vino. and the reſt, which you find in the Relation.

Apologiſt.In other places he makes bread the ſubiect in this propoſition, as in theſe panem quo ipſum corpus repre­ſentat, bread by which he repreſentes his verie bodie, Againe panem corpus ſuum appellans, calling bread his bodie, and preſentlie after corporis ſui figuram pani dediſſe, he gaue to bread to be the [Page]figure of his bodie; in which places he is eaſelie vnderſtood to meane that bread re­preſents Chriſts bodie as a figure, not to be ſuſtantiallie the ſame.

Cenſure.It doth not follow out of the affirmation of a figure that the ſubſtance of the bodie is not heere:Plane de ſubſtan­tia Chri­ſti putant & hic Marcionitae ſuffragari Apostolum ſibi, quod phan­taſma carnis fuerit in Chriſto cum dicit quod in effigie cō ­ſtitutus non rapinam exiſtimauit paria [...]i Deo, ſed ex­hauſit ſemetipſum accepta effigie ſerui, non veritate. & in ſimilitudine hominis, non in homine; & figura in­uentus homo, non ſubſtantia, id est non carne: quaſi non & figura, & ſimilitudo, eſt effigies ſubſtantiae quoque acce­dant. Benè autem quod & alibi Chriſtum imaginem Dei in­uiſibilis appellat. Numquid ergo & hic qua in effigie eum Dei collocat? aeque non erit Deus Chriſtus vere, ſi nec homo vere fuit in effigie hominis conſtitutus. Vtrobique enim veritas neceſſe habebit excludi, ſi effigies, & ſimilitudo, & figura, phantaſmati vindicabitur. Quod ſi in effigie & in imagine, qua filius patris, vere Dei praedicatus eſt; etiam in effigie & imagine hominis, qua filius hominis, vere hominem inuen­tum. nam & inuentum, ratione poſuit, id eſt, certiſsime hominem: quod enim inuenitur, conſtat eſſe. Tertull. li. 5. aduo r. Marc. c. 20. Faciliùs intelliges quod in hac ſententia obſcurum eſt, ſi legas hoc modo. numquid ergo & hic quia in effigie eum Dei collocat, aeque non erit Deus Chriſtus? vere; ſi nec &c. & poſtea. vere Deus predi­catus. [Page] this being not a meere emptie ſigne or figure, but ſuch a one as hath in it the ſubstance of the thing ſignified and repreſented, as your Doctor was told in the beginning. And according to this Author, our Sauiour turning the ſubſtance of bread into his bodie, did by this meanes put the veritie within the figure; and ſo left it ſuch a figure as we ſpeake of; not emptie (as before in Ieremies tyme) but full. The very ſame is imported by the the wordes which you cite in the firſt place. repre­ſentare, is, rem aliquam praeſentem ſiſte­re, to exhibite a thing preſent. And our Sauiour by turning the ſubſtance of bread into his bodie, doth thereby, exhibite his bodie preſent; vnder the figure of bread: and ſo properlie doth repreſent it. In this ſignification Ora­tors, Lawiers, and Deuines, vſe the word. and Tertullian himſelf, very frequentlie, as, where he ſaith that our SauiourTer­tull. de Reſurr. car. repreſented the thinges foretold by the Prophets; that theIbid. ge­nerall Iudgment shall conſist of a re­preſentation of all mankind; that God [Page] li. 4 con. Marciō. See ſto­re of te­ſtimo­nies of this kind in Card. Peron. pag. 211. 212. repreſenting Chriſt, ſaid This is my ſonne &c. itaque iam repreſentans eum. And this is the natiue and proper ſig­nification of the word. To exhibite a thing preſent in a ſigne or figure, is not ſo properlie rem ſiſtere praeſentem, as is the other exhibition of the thing in it ſelf; wherefore that ſignification is leſſe proper. yet in this ſence alſo, the word is heere verified; for, the Sa­crament is a ſigne or figure of the bo­die; and it hath alſo the bodie in it. Our Sauiour himſelf who did inſtitu­te it, was the figure of his Fathers ſubſtance, and had his Father in him. ſuprà pag. 178.
The ſecond place you bring is this, panem corpus ſuum appellans. where you ſuppoſe the word panem to be the ſubiect, and to be taken properlie,Subiectiō eſt in Gram­maticae prior no­minati­nus, de quo aliquid dicitur: Grammatici vocant ſuppoſitum. vocatura nonnullis antecedens, quia in ipſo ſenſu debet sem­per antecedere, etſi in oratione interdum ſequatur. Deus erat verbum  [...]. nobilitas ſola eſt atque vnica virtus, Keker. ex Melancth. which (if it could be proued) would not yet ſerue your turne: for we could eaſilie expound the wordes, by [Page] others of the ſame Author before ci­ted: panem corpus ſuum fecit dicendo hoc &c. The calling, would I then ſay, was practicall; ſuch as turned the bread into his bodie: dicendo hoc est &c. corpus ſuum illum fecit. Dixit & factum eſt. he made it to be ſo, and he made it dicendo. Call to minde the Speaker, and you will not think the thinge to him hard or difficult. It is he, per quem omnia facta ſunt. He that ſendeth forth light, Baruc. 3. and it goeth, calleth it againe, and it obeieth with trembling. The ſtarres haue giuen light in their watches and reioyced, they were called and they ſayd we are heere, and they haue shined to him with cheerfullnes that made them.
Benedi­ct [...]one et­iam na­tura ipſa mutatur. S. Ambr. de myſt. init. c. 9. Ante verba Christi Calix eſt vi­ui & aequae plenus: vbi verba Chriſti operata fuerint, ibi ſan­guis efficitur qui plebem redemit. Idem Sacram. l 4. cap. 5. Inuenimus Calicem mixtum fuiſſe quem Dominus obtulit; & vinum fuiſſe quod ſanguinem (practice) dixit. S. Cypr. li. 2. Ep. 3. Sacrificium verum & plenum tunc offert (Sacer­dos) in Eccleſia Deo Pa­tri, ſi ſic incipiat offerre ſe­cundum quod ipsum Chriſtum videat obtuliſſe. Ibidem. And had there beene in this Father any obscure ſpea­ches touching this matter, the diuine Prouidence hath not left vs without meanes to learne his minde: for to­gether with his booke there is come into our hands from Antiquitie, ſuch a comment, (Sermo de Coena) that wee neede not ſtudie long to finde it out, Panis non effigie. &c. Did the word panem ſtand for Ba­kers bread, I would ſay, that this bread was by the wordes of conſe­cration, [Page] changed, panem corpus ſuum fecit dicendo hoc est &c. and ſo no mo­re bakers bread after conſecration, though before it were, it is after­wards, the bodie of Chriſt, ſupernatu­rall, heauenlie bread; the bread of life.  [...]. it ſeemes bread it is in the shape of bread; but in ſubſtāce it not bread. Cyrill. Qui est à terra panis  [...] percipiens vocationē Dei, iam non communis panis est, ſed Eucharistia, ex duabus rebus conſtans, terrena &c Caeleſti. the bread which hath being from the earth, receauing the call or inuocation of God, is now, not common bread, but Eu­chariſt conſisting of two things, the earthlie, and the heauenlie. Iren. lib. 4. c. 34.
This anſwer you ſee is readie, if [Page] that ſuppoſition of yours could be made good. But your obiection is not ſo farre aduanced as to require an anſwer: and you are engaged in a fur­ther buſines: being to proue, that when the conſecration is donne, the bakers bread remaines according to this Author, which is contrarie to his words before alleadged, corpus ſuū il­lum (panem) fecit. the bodie of Chriſt is not (you know) bakers bread. and by conſecration our Sauiour did this, Hoc eſt corpus meum dicendo.
By the order of the wordes you cannot get aduantage as before I did inſinuate, & now confirme it by this, that indifferentlie he puts either firſt: lib. 3. contra Mar. c. 19. Panem corpus ſuum appellans. and lib. 4. cap. 40. corpus ſuum vocans panem. See the margent a­boue pag. 191. Wherefore omitting that diſpute, which is not heere ma­teriall, let vs inquire what the word panem (be it the ſubiect or the predi­cate) doth ſignifie in that propoſitiō, Whereunto it is eaſelie anſwered out of the ſame Author, that it ſignifies, [Page] not proper, but myſticall, not earthlie, but Heauenlie bread. The veritie of which anſwer appeares by the ſcope of his diſcourſe. He is expounding an obſcure place of antiquitie, found in Ieremie the Prophet, Mittamus lignum in panem eius: which wordes are vtte­red in the perſon of the Iewes. By lignum he meanes the Croſſe. that eius is referd to our Sauiour of whom the Iewes ſpake, mittamus lignum, let vs caſt wood vpon, let vs crucifie panem eius. the word panem (and that word onlie) is obſcure. If it be taken for earthlie, bakers bread: the sēſe would be, let vs crucifie bakers bread. which could not be the ſence. What bread; then, is this which they threaten to crucifie? it is Heauenlie, mysticall, bread; not bread in ſubſtance, but the bodie of Ieſus Chriſt. Againſt this bread, they did afterwardes conſpire, they did cru­cifie, this bread.Itaque ill. &c. pag. 192.
And that indeed this myſterie was couched vnder thoſe words in the Prophet mittamus lignum &c. our Sa­uiour himſelf, beſt able to tell the meaning of Antiquitie, declared, in [Page] calling his owne bodie bread, Ioh. 6. and afterwardes exhibiting it (the ve­ry ſame that was crucified,) in the forme of bread by turning bread into it, and ſo giuing it, Matt. 26. Lue. 22.
On the other ſide, if we make of the words that conſtruction which you would haue, you I ſay, who con­tend that in the propoſition before alleadged, panis ſtands for earthlie bread, figuratiuelie repreſenting the bodie; the ſence would be, that the croſſe was caſt vpon that earthlie bread; that bakers bread was crucified. which is falſe, and ridiculous. Si panem eo ſenſu corpus ſuum Dominus appella­uit, faciebat ad vanitatem Caluini, vt panis crucifigeretur: Why? becauſe the croſſe was to be laide vpon that bread whereof our Sauiour did interprete the ſpeach or words of Ieremie, mitta­mus lignum in panem.
You had from me in the former place (obiected) one reaſon why Tertullian did not vnderſtand impro­perlie the predicate corpus in our Sa­uiours [Page] words, hoc eſt corpus meum. Heere now you haue an other out of this ſecond place, which declares that he vnderſtood it to be ſo farre from a meere figure, or bread-a-figure, that it is (he beleeued) the thing it ſelf which was crucified, which agreeth well to the determination that our bleſſed Sauiour himſelf doth adde by way of difference to diſtinguish it from corporall bread-a-figure. He doth not (as you would haue Tertullian againſt his owne diſcourſe expound him) meane to ſay, this is a figure, or, vnderſtand by the predicate or word corpus, the figure of a bodie, the whole ſence then had beene this, This  [...]s a figure which is crucified for you: but he ſaith, this is  [...] my ve­rie bodie, which is giuen for you. And ſo much you Chamier doth acknow­edge againſt Featlie. Quaeritur quid ſit corpus meum, ſanguis meus. Nos candi­  [...]e & liberè ac libenter reſpondemus  [...] interpretandum, cum He­  [...]ychio in Leuit 22. Sancta Sanctorum ſunt propriè Christi mysteria, quia ipſius eſt [Page]corpus de quo Gabriel ad Virginem dice­bat, Spiritus Sanctus ſuperuenier &c. — Eſt igitur corpus illud, id eſt ſolida ſubſtantia humanae naturae, quam aſſum­ptam in vtero Virginis circumtulit in Hy­poſtaſi ſua verbum— Etenim omnino Chriſti corpus, non niſi dupliciter no­minatum eſt, vel proprium illud a nobis deſignatum, vel myſticum quod eſt Ec­cleſia, the Queſtion is, what is Corpus meum my bodie, ſanguis meus my blood. whereunto wee anſwer inge­nuouſlie, openlie, and willinglie with Heſichius that it is litterallie to be interpreted. The myſteries of Chriſt are properlie the holie things of holies, for it is his bodie of whom Gabriel ſaid to the Virgin, the Holie Ghoſt shall come from aboue &c. It is therefore that very bodie, that is to ſay, the ſolid ſubſtance of humane nature, which being aſsumed in the Virgins woombe the word caried about in his Perſon. For Corpus Chri­ſti ſignifies but two things in all; the pro­per bodie which wee haue now ſpecified; and the myſticall, which is the Church. ſo he: a proteſtant, and he inſtar om­nium; [Page] you know the man that ſaid ſo, and if it be ſo, then a greater ſcholler then he that ſaid ſo, your Maſter Featlie.
The third place, corporis ſui figuram pani dediſse, will neither yeeld ſolid proofe for you; nor vs; becauſe (omit­ting the cauſe of doubting whether they be Tertullians words or no, which is inſinuated, together with the reaſon, by Pamelius out of whom you reade pani) the lection (and it ſeemes by ſome defect in a copie out of which other later were tranſcri­bed) is doubtfull: whether it should be pane, as Latinius thinks; or panis as moſt do reade with Beatus Rhena­nus; or pani, as Pamelius found in one of the three Vatican copies whi­ch he had, and where the ground shakes, none but W—build on it. Moreouer none of thoſe lections do fauour you, and were it pani, the ſence would be that he gaue to cele­ſtiall bread (his bodie) the figure which was before, by turning the ſubſtance of it into the ſubſtance of [Page] his bodie, and with the exteriour shape which was left couering the ſame: ſo ioyning figure and veritie to­gether, and by the one confirming to vs the other. leauing the Church withall, a Sacrament, conſiſting of them both: not the bodie onlie; that were not a Sacrement; and the com­municant would haue horrour to re­ceaue naked flesh: nor the figure on­lie, that would haue beene elementum egenum, futurorum vmbra, a ſigne and nothing but a ſigne: but figure, and bodie to; and ſo, that (the tyme of meere figures exſpiring,) the former ſubſtance of the figure,Vt ergo in Geneſi per Mel­chiſedeth Sacerdo­tem be­nedictio circa A­braham poſſit rite celebrari, praecedit ante imago Sacrificij in pane & vino scilicet constituta. Quam rem perficiens & adimplens Dominus, panem & cali­cem mixtum vino obtulit. Et qui eſt plenitudo, veritatem praefiguratae imaginis adimpleuit. S. Cypr. l 2. Ep. 3. bread, by conuerſion paſſeth into the veritie, the bodie. thus, (were it pani) the pla­ce would make for vs; and imply a tranſubſtātiation as I haue declared. neither would the words admitte any other ſo genuine a ſence, as his. for, if you take pani for bakers bread, the conſtruction (ſuppoſing which [Page] is a thing manifeſt and aboue demon­ſtrated that the figure he ſpeakes of was an old figure) would be, corporis ſui figuram pani dedit, he gaue to (bakers) bread the (old) figure of his bodie, (which figure alſo was bakers bread) which is as much as if he had ſaid, he gaue bread to bread, old to new; iumbling belike both together to make one loafe of two, as ſome doe mingle beere, old and new together, when the one is newlie made, and the other growing ſoure. Pane, and panis, were further from your pur­poſe, as I could eaſilie shew if any should pretend it; the fitteſt (if you could find it in any copie) were pa­nem; but hitherto no ſuch appeares; and if it should in time, we should not be to ſeeke a ſolution, hauing allreadie ſaid that the ſacrament, cal­led alſo by the name of bread (for diuers reaſons els-where ſpecified) is a figure of the bodie, but not a mee­re and emptie figure.
I had allmoſt forgot to take notice of your translation of the wordes, cor­poris[Page]ſui figuram pani dediſse, he gaue to bread to be the figure of his bodie. If he had donne ſo, either at the ſupper by making of it the bleſed Sacrament, which is a figure (though not em­ptie) of his bodie: or in Ieremies time (as he was God, Tertullians word being Deus: ſic enim Deus in Euangelio &c. vt hinc iam eum (id eſt, Deum) intelligas corporis ſui figuram pani dediſ­ſe: mark alſo the preterit:) if, I ſay, he, as God, be ſaid in Ieremies time, to haue giuen to bread to be the figu­re of his bodie: yet should you not haue tranſlated the wordes ſo as you do. I do not ſpeake of tranſlating de­diſſe he gaue; I ſuppoſe you meant dedit: but, of tranſlating the word, ſuppoſe dedit, he gaue to be. Which tranſlation in other matter your ſelf would not endure. Sempronius Lepido dedit aſinum. were this Lepidus a frinde of yours, you would not turne dedit, he aue to be.
In the margine pag. 23. S. E. had cited other words of Tertullian for [Page] a further expoſition of his meaning; Caro corpore veſcitur; and theſe next you gloſſe.

Apologiſt.the meaning of Tertullian in thoſe wordes, caro corpore & ſangui­ne Chriſti veſcitur, vt & anima de Deo ſaginetur; is, that the bodie receauing in the outward element (which otherwhere he cals the figure of his bodie) the ſoule preſentlie apprehends the thing ſignified, vzt, the bodie of Chriſt.

Cenſure.See Maſters! a golden ex­poſition; cleere, natiue, proper, ſub­tile, accurate. The bodie eates the flesh, that is, the ſoule doth apprehend it. O monſtrous wit, able to make quidli­bet ex quolibet▪ I can not ſufficientlie admire, I am aſtonished when I con­ſider thy ſtreingth and perſpicacitie. Before, I knew thou couldſt make cō ­tradictions: (which omnipotencie it ſelf cannot;) and now I ſee thou canſt: finde ſenſes, where they be not. But, ‘Pluribus intentus minor est ad ſingula ſenſus.’ Whilſt you were looking beyond the [Page] obiect of Gods power, to tell vs what he cannot do, you did not conſider that Tertullian being in that book whence the wordes are cited, to de­fend the Reſurrection of bodies, which Hereticks did impugne, chieflie out of the baſenes of flesh; and it's origen at firſt, & corruption at laſt; as appeares by the fourth ch [...]pter of that booke: he, on the contrarie, ſpeakes much in commendation of it. Vituperationem laudatione dep [...]llas. ita nos rhetoricari quoque prouocant haeretici, &c. you may refute and repell the diſpraiſe of a thing by the praiſe and commendation of it, and Hereticks prouoake vs to plaie the Rhe­thoricians in this kind. ſo he, ca. 5. where he beginns to praiſe it, continuing to the tenth chapter. in the middeſt of of which diſcourſe, hauing ſpoken in the praiſe of humane flesh in com­mon, he betakes himſelf to ſpeake of the dignitie of the flesh of Chriſtians, particularly. So much quoth he, be ſaid out of the publik forme as it were of humane condition in the behalf of flesh: let vs conſider now, how great a prero­gatiue[Page]this friuolous (as Hereticks in contempt, ſtile it,) and baſe ſubſtance hath from God in as much as it is the forme of Chriſtian men, Porro ſi vniuerſa per car­nem ſub­iacent anima, carni quoque ſubiacēt, &c. Et hac qui­dem velut de publica forma humanae conditionis in ſuffra­guim carni procurauerim: videamus nunc de propria etiam Chriſtiani nominis forma quanta huic ſubtantia (heretici.) friuolae ac ſordidae apud Deum praerogatiua ſit, & ſi ſuffi­ceret illi quod nulla ommino anima ſalutem poſſit adi­piſci, niſi dum est in carne, crediderit; adeo ca­ro ſalutis est cardo, de qua cum anima Deo al­legitur, ipſa eſt quae efficit vt anima allegi poſ­ſit. Sed & caro abluitur, vt anima emaculetur. Caro vaguitur, vt anima conſecretur. Caro ſigna­tur, vt & anima muniatur. Caro manus impo­ſitione adumbratur, vt & anima ſpiritu allumi­netur. Caro corpore & ſanguine Chriſti veſcitur, vt & anima de Deo ſaginetur. non poſſunt er­go ſeparari in mercede, quas opera coniungit. Ter­tullian. de Reſurrect. carnis. cap. 7. & 8. O­biter aduertet Lector quot in hac vna ſenten­tia Tertullianus indicat ſacramenta. and there come in the wordes aboue cited; wherein, (as appeares both by the wordes them ſelues and alſo by the ſcope of his diſcourſe) it is euident that he meanes to ſay, the flesh euen that which Hereticks vilified, [Page] doth receaue into it ſelf by the mouth the bodie and blood of Ieſus Chriſt, to the end the ſoule by the worthie re­ceauing of it, be diuinelie fatned: the flesh, ſaies he, caro, veſcitur. and what doth it eate? a meere ſigne or figure, bakers bread? is this the greate pre­rogatiue? no, veſcitur corpore, the bodie it ſelf: that his ſacred and diuine bo­die, his creature man, by his bodilie mouth, the flesh, doth eate: and there­by the whole hath benefite; the ſoule grace; (ſo he receaue woorthelie,) & in time glorie: and the bodie, (as other auncients haue more clearlie expreſ­ſed themſelues) immortalitie. He that eateth this bread shall liue for euer. In another place he ſaith the hands alſo touch it: wherein he doth agree with S. Auguſtine, De I­dol. n. 31. & 34. out of whom the next argument was taken, who ſaith, our Sauiour had his owne bodie (euen that which was crucified) in his owne hands, and that we receaue it with our mouth. Citat. inſerius.

Apologiſt.He (D. Smith, or S. E) ſaith he hath good reaſon to referre that [Page]which followes the propoſtion (this is my bodie) vzt the figure of my bodie, to the ſubiect (his,) and not to the predicate bo­die, becauſe it may be shewed otherwhere in him, that what followes the propoſi­tion in that manner muſt be referred to the ſubiiect and not the predicate.

Cenſure.This is willfullie to my­ſtake and miſreport. when D. Featlie in the conference had ſaid, it did not follow that Tertullian in the place obiected had diſordered his words becauſe he had done the like elswhere,pag. 17. my Lord anſwered (as you find in the Relation) that he did not inferre that Tertullian did heere ſpeake ſo, becauſe he had donne the like in other places, but be­cauſe he doth affoorde in this verie place (cited) four ſeuerall reaſons why he muſt be ſoe vnderſtood. which thing was in­culcated againe by S. E. ſo that you doe manifeſtlie impoſe, againſt your owne knowledge, when you tell vs the authour ſaies he hath good reaſon to referre &c. becauſe it may be shewed o­ther where in him that what followes &c.
[Page]In the end of this your firſt ſe­ction, you bring a place out of the Sermon de vnctione, which makes a­gainſt your ſelf, and for vs; as will ap­peare to him that reades it:Dedit itaque D.N. in menſa in qua vltimū cum A­poſtolis partici­pauit conui­uium, propriis manibus panem & vinum, in cruce verò manibus militum corpus tradidit vulnerandum, vt in Apoſtolis secretius impreſſa ſyncera veritas & vera ſynce­ritas exponeret gentibus quomodo vinū & panis caro eſſet & ſanguis; & quibus rationibus cauſae effectibus conuenitent, & diuerſa nomina vel ſpecies ad vnam re­ducerentur eſſentiam; & ſignificantia & ſignificata eiſdē vocabulis cenſerentur. His gratiae ſupernae priuile­giis, eſu ſanctificati panis refecti, &c. to which purpoſe I haue cited the wordes at leingth in the margine. He ſpeakes of conſecrated bread, eſu ſanctificati panis refecti, and ſaith the bread is flesh, and the wine blood, (vt exponeret gentibus quomodo vinum & panis, caro eſſet & ſanguis.) and that diuers ſpecies are re­duced to one eſsence, which is donne by turning the bread into the bodie. whence it comes that this thing hath both names; it is called bread, as being made of bread: and being in the exte­riour forme of bread. and it is alſo the [Page] bodie it ſelf, which bodie is the thing ſignified by the ſacrament, and is re­allie (according to the ſubſtāce, in it. This chāge of the ſigne into the thing ſignified, and the being of the ſame thing (that which was ſignified) now vnder the forme of bread, is more cleerelie deliuered by the ſame Au­thor in a former ſermon de Coena, Pa­nis iſte quem Dominus Diſcipulis porri­gebat, non effigie ſed natura mutatus, om­nipotentia Verbi factus est caro: & ſicut in perſona Chriſti humanitas videbatur & latebat diuinitas, ita ſacramento vi­ſibili ineffabiliter diuina ſe infundit eſſen­tia. that bread which our Lord gaue the Diſciples, being changed not in shape but in nature, is by the omnipotencie of the Word made flesh: and as in the perſon of Chriſt the humanitie did appeare and the diuinitie lie hid, ſo (heere) a Diuine eſsen­ce doth vnſpeakablie powre it ſelf into a viſible ſacrament.
Some graue Deuines think this Author to be ſaint Cyprian that glo­rious martyr and prelate of the Church Primitiue, other writers, [Page] amongſt whom is Eraſmus, eſteeme him at leaſt a very learned man of that Age, and ſo much appeares by the work it ſelf,Ad D. Corneliū Papam &c. ti­tulus. E­go quidē nec a meipſo neque ab alio quae­ro nomē, neque e­nim ali­quid me existimo eſſe cum nihil ſim, qui hoc a vobis maxima ſupplica­tione quaeſiui, vt non eſſem quod sū, &c. in Praefat. operis. dedicated to Cornelius then Pope. He was a Catholike Father as all know, ſaies your patron, Mortō pag. 125. yet you, but an infant at the time of this Conference, pag. 2. (hauing not what to anſwer to the forſaid words wherein he hath expreſſed himſelf ſo plainely againſt your He­reſie as nothing can be imagined mo­re plaine and oppoſite,) call him before you in the peremptorie ter­mes of a Pedant; and vouchſafing his work no better words then bastard, and ſurreptitious brat, will needs giue him the ferula, becauſe he did not compound his Orations by your Thomaſius Dictionarie: or call vpon you to teach him what words were then in vſe, in honore vocabula; what out of date, verborum vetus interit aetas; what had not obtained the Gramma­rians leaue to paſſe, being as yet ſtrang and new, cinctutis non exaudita [Page]Cethegis. The beſt is, and it is well for him, that he is ſo far of, your Maſter-ship cannot reach him: ferulae manum ſubduxit.
Being now come to the end of this argument which you would haue grounded in Tertullian, I cannot omit to tell you that your owne great Euangeliſt Martin Luther, exa­mining the ſame words in his book entituled Defenſio  [...] verbo­rum coenae, accipite, comedite, hoc est corpus meum, contra phanaticos Sacra­mentariorum ſpiritus; concludes that in them Tertullian doth auouch the preſence of the bodie it ſelf,Debent demon­ſtrare quod di­ctum Ter­tulliani non tantum poſſit ſed omnino neceſſe ſit in eam ſententiam quam ipſi (Sacramentarii) habent, accipi. Quod ſi non faciunt, iure eos mendaces & falſarios accuſamus cum glorientur ſe ſuae cauſae certiſſimos eſſe & manifestiſſimam veritatem habere. Luth. Def. verb caenae, pag. 406. Tertullian is affirmat Chriſtum in caena panem corpus ſuum feciſſe, ſecundum verba ſua Hoc est corpus meum. Hic nullum verbum ambiguum aut amphibolou audias. nam panem facere corpus ſuum expreſſe, clare, & ſignate dicitur. Ibidem. Vocabulum figura, obſcurum & ambiguum est. Ibidem. Quod ſi Oecolampalius demonſtrare non poteſt figuram hic imagi­nem ſignificare, manifeſte deprehenditur deprauator Tertulliani & falſarius, & cum ſuo corporis ſigno occumbit. Quando autem de­monſtrauerit? ad calendas Graecas, cum cuculus in Luſciniam muta­tus fuerit. Ibidem. in the ſa­crament. [Page] ſatis aperté videmus Tertullia­ni ſententiam eſse quod verum & natu­rale Christi corpus ſit in pane coenae, pag. 407. and that the ſence which Oeco­lampadius then (and Featlie now) would put vpon the words, is forced and violent; Tertulliani dictum violenter in ſuam opinionem trahit, vt figura hic coactè ſonet ſignum, contra ſuam natu­ram; cùm tamen nec poſsit nec id Tertul­lianus admittat. pag. 406. He is large and ſpends diuers pages in exami­ning Tertullians mind; and was your Maſters Maſter, the great light and Euangeliſt, and Reformer, top-full of the Spirit Proteſtant. Refute him firſt. If you, ſlight him, primarium E­uangelij propugnatorem, (Swinglius Sa­cramentariorum poſt Diabolum Princeps,Cum au­tem panis ſit figura corporis Chriſti, plane neceſſa­rium eſt vt verum Chriſti corpus vere ibi adſit vbi figura eius eſt, quae ex pane per verbum figura eius facta eſt. (Eſt haec alia verborum interpretario, qua contendit eſſe figuram corporis praeſentis) Hanc eſſe Tertulliani ſententiam mihi exploratiſsimum eſt; nec verba eius quicquam obſcuritatis & perplexitatis habent. pag. 407. Ex his liquido conſtat Tertullianum omnino velle vt in pane ſit cor­pus quod pro nobis datum eſt, ne oporteat aſſeuerari merum pa­nem pro nobis eſſe datum. Ibidem. Ex his omnibus luce meridiana clarius eſt, vt mea fert opinio, quod Tertullianus figuram hic non eo ſenſu vſurpet quo Oerolampa­dius, pro ſimulachro aut ſigno, ſed pro re viſibili, quam eo nomi­nat figuram corporis Chriſti, quod ei corpus Chriſti inſit aut ſubſit. Ididem. M. D. Smith told M. Featlie that of curteſie he vvould admit the vvord figura to be referd to corpus that his argument might runne on, and he make the beſt he could of it. In the relation; ſu­pra, pag. 22. in Exegeſi fol, 335.) take it not in ill part if others heereafter [Page] forbeare to look more vpon your ſcriblings, allreadie confuted and condemned by the Leader of your Sect.


The ſecond Argument was of Saint Auguſtines words of eating the flesh of the ſonne of man, Figura eſt &c. lib. 3. de doct. Chriſtiana. And it was anſwered that this ea­ting is figuratiue according to the manner, for this flesh is not diui­ded (in the eating) in it ſelf; as other flesh: but not figuratiue accor­ding to the thing, the flesh.
[Page]
In the margine of the relation, S. E. put theſe words, which Waferer (though he diſpute oft againſt mar­ginall notes,In relat. ſupra pag. 35.) takes no notice of; Were it denied that Saint Auguſtine [Page]ſpeakes there (li. 3. de Doct. Chriſtia. c. 16.) of Sacramentall eating, the Miniſter could not proue it. recon­dendum in memoria &c. This is ano­ther ſolution of this ſecond Argu­ment; for the ſame may be anſwe­red diuers waies, as the former alſo might. But, to inſiſt vpon that which was giuen: what hath Waferer brou­ght againſt it?
Apologiſt.I will maintane that the verie bodie of Christ is not corporallie preſent vnder the shapes of bread and wine. And firſt I may deale with Doctor Smith, as &c.

Cenſure.Hauing donne with the firſt argument, you come now to the place of the ſecond, where for­getting that you came into the field as a ſecond onlie, to make good your Doctors obiections, nothing els; you beginne others: and will fight againſt ſome bodie, (if any bodie pleaſe to looſe time and fight with you) with argumentes out of your owne learned head, and maintaine that [Page]the bodie of Christ is not corporallie pre­ſent vnder the shape of bread and wine. Where, by the word corporallie, if you meane the naturall manner of being which bodies cōmonlie haue, conſiſting in the extrapoſition of par­tes in order to place; all being not in the ſame part of the place, but one part of the bodie in one part of the place, and an other part of the bo­die in another part of the place; as your partes are; your eies, your no­ſe, your eares, your handes, your leggs, your feete: if you take the word corporallie, to ſignifie this man­ner of being, I know not who doth hold or auouch it in the Sacrament. Catholikes doe not. If by corporallie, you meane ſubſtantiallie, or, accor­ding to the ſubstance of the bodie; and in this ſence vnderſtand  [...], you do vndertake more then all your maſters cā proue. And you ouer­mach your ſelf in ſingling out a Do­ctor; ſome Logician, that knowes his Catechiſme, and hath heard that the Euchariſt is ſuch a ſigne or image as [Page] hath in it the bodie and bloud, ac­cording to a ſupernaturall, ſpirituall manner; and that the Fathers do ſpea­ke ſometimes of ſacramentall, ſome­times of ſpirituall receauing onlie: might ſerue to combat with you, if perchance he did not eſteeme it vnworthie of him to meete one who comes tilting at him with a—.
You are prouided no doubt, of a goodlie sheffe of ſpeares; had eue­rie one of them beene headed with an Ergo, they would haue penetra­ted a braine that had beene armed double-coxcomb. And had you thought on it, you might haue ad­ded in your dedicatorie to the greatChal­lenge. Challēge Challenger, your Father in God 
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Or vinum, wine; that rather: for if your launces wound, there is no blood: if they pierce, there is no bo­die: but ſuddainly inſteed of a mans [Page] bodie, bakers bread; and wine, in­ſteed of blood. ‘Pectora percuſsit, pectus quoque —’ You looke perchance that ſome bo­die meete you, in this new field of your owne pitching, that with your fearfull engines you may do, what Featlie could not with his argumen­tes. alas! poore, man! faine he would, and can not find an aduerſarie to pro­ue himſelf vpon.
How? The Church? o no. that is to great a task for you. It hath beene to hard for whole Legions of furious Heretickes. it hath ſtood againſt all Errours that euer were. There are in it millions, of great ſchollers: and you but in your ABC yet. It is an ar­mie, caſtrorum acies ordinata. What, you. you, fight againſt the church? as you loue Mirth Waferer, talke no more of that. if you do, men will thinke you be madd.
The compaſſe, Maſter Waferer, wherein the battle was to be, was drawne with your Champions owne ſword; the Arguments to be anſwered, [Page] the Scriptures to be expoūded, the Fa­thers to be looked into, were thoſe, & thoſe onlie, which he brought. The ſubiect of the writing which you will needs ſtickle in, was a Conference wherein Doctor Smith, now Bishop of Chalcedon, defended againſt D. Featlie. The Controuerſie was about the reall preſence. Some twentie yeeres after it was paſt, your Doctour ſet forth a Re [...]ation of that he ſaid had paſſed in it; which Relation being par­tiall, S. E. ſet out an other. That which the Reader did expect to learne here by, was to know how the matter wēt; what were the Arguments, what the Anſwers: and which of the two Com­batants had the honour of the daye. In which caſe it is impertinent to al­leadge other Argumentes, or to heare you diſpute four and twentie waies more, againſt that and other tenets.
When S. E. came to repreſent a­gaine what had beene donne before, he kept himſelf within the compaſſe which your Doctor had preſcribed. He made no diſcourſe to shew how [Page] in all ages our doctrine had been held, by the Fathers, and Deuines, & the Chriſtian Churches generallie Which thing it had beene eaſie fo [...] him to do, after Garetius, & Sainctes and Gualterius, and Bellarmine, Pero [...] and others, he did not gather toge­ther, and vrge, the texts of Scriptur [...] with all their circumſtances, euer hetherto vnderſtood, and neceſſarily to be vnderſtood, properlie: he did not cite any Fathers at all but ſuch onlie as your Doctour had obiected, whoſe meaning he was to declare by their owne writing: euerie one knowing beſt his owne minde, and being the beſt interpreter of his ow­ne wordes. He did forbeare to make Arguments, and kept himſelf vnto the matter obiected by Doctour Featlie; who otherwiſe, would haue cried out againe that the lawes of anſwering were violated. If you would needs vndertake to repreſent the tother part, you should haue donne the like in that kind; not haue gonne out of the compaſſe, to florish there, where [Page] no man was: but haue ſet vpon the Solution where you found it, and this  [...]oo, not by way of anſwer to diſtin­ctions, as elswhere you do for the moſt part, repeating ſtill, Doctor Smith  [...]oth not proue, (which if he had vn­dertook, your Champion would haue runne out of the roome) but by further diſcouering the force of Ar­guments there propoſed, and the Anſ­wers inſufficiencie. If you think your ſelf better able to make choiſe of Ar­guments for your Doctours tenet  [...]hen he himſelf was, he is not much beholding to you for your opinion of his art or iudgment: And vnles you  [...]hought his to be of themſelues to weake, what neede had your witt  [...]o ſend a new ſupplie? This offi­ciouſnes of yours makes litle for his honour.
Hauing giuen a ſight of your for­ces, to thoſe who pleaſe to looke on  [...]hem: you diſplaie in the the rereward our Opinion: which is, it ſeemes, ſo  [...]aſie as any child may conceaue it, and  [...]er ſo hard as it exceedes mans capa­citie. [Page] Elephants are ouer head and eares, and Emmets wade thorough the ſame water.

Apologiſt.Euerie punie can tell you that though bread ſeemes onlie bread to the eie, and in ſuſtance be nothing els, yet in it's ſpirituall vſe and ſignification it's the bodie of our Sauiour: not that Christs bodie is preſent vnder the acci­dentall formes of the element, though it be therewith ſpirituallie eaten. This I confeſſe to be a mysterie, but if you de­maunde what it is, Ile anſwer you as Octauius did Caecilius when he expected to heare what God was, Nobis ad in­tellectum pectus anguſtum eſt &c. ſo if you expecte to heare exactlie what this myſterie is, I anſwer it is a Myſterie; and if I could perfectlie diſcloſe it's ſecretes, and shew you what it were, then twere no Mysterie.

Cenſure.Magnum ſibi fatuitas quaedam videtur eſſe myſterium, ſaint Cyrill ſaies. Is it not belike ſome Chimera you ſpeak of, that is ſo clearlie dark, and darklie cleare?
[Page]But maſter Waferer, what difficul­tie were there to conceaue bread-a-fi­gure, bread-a-ſigne? are you con­founded at the myſteries of an Iuie­bush, or a letter? they be ſignes, as vnlike the thinges they ſignifie, as bread is vnlike flesh, or wine vnlike blood. Or, if God should pleaſe to tell vs, he would giue him grace that recea­ued bread the ſigne, worthelie; what vnconceauable matter were there in in this? is it not eaſie to conceaue that he is able to do ſo; or that (if he promiſe) he wil performe it? The­ſe, forſooth, you call myſteries; in­explicable vnconceauable myſte­ries: leaſt (when Catholikes ob­iect the Fathers, admiring in­deede our Sauiours being in the Sa­crament) you be without the fantom of an anſwer.

Apologiſt.Doctor Smith ſaith that a figuratiue ſpeach ſeemes to haue adioyned vnto it a certaine negation, but there is non egation in a figuratiue ſpeach as figuratiue, ſaue onlie the negation of, or [Page]translation from the natiue ſignification, which helps to confirme what I ſaid be­fore, that a proper ſence and a figuratiue are as much as natiue and not natiue, pro­per and not proper.

Cenſure.Before indeed you com­plained of thoſe who ſaid you plea­ded for a meere figure in the words Hoc est corpus meum; and if you be re­membred,Apol. pag. 9. you ſaie Doctour Smith would faine father a falſe opinion vpon you, that you held there is in them a meere figure. which former ſpeach of yours, is not confirmed, but contradicted rather, if now you ſay that a ſpeach any way figuratiue hath a negation ofDo thoſe hold the ſame, who ſay Nobis vo biſcum de obiecto conuenit? all proprietie, or a proper ſpeach a gation of all impropreitie. For, were that ſo the one of thē were meerelie & in all reſpects proper: & the other, meerelie & whollie figuratiue, which thing you there denie. You know Wee do not ſay that the ſame ſpeach is either purelie, or abſolutlie, both proper and improper: but we ſay that it may be proper according to the thing ſignified; and figuratiue, in regard of the māner of the ſame thing, [Page] as you were told before. which is farre from contradiction in the vn­derſtanding of him that vnderſtands what a contradiction is. as, for an Ethiopian to be abſolutlie ſaid black, and yet ſecundum quid, according to his teeth, white, is no contradi­ction but a truth, in the iudgment of euerie one that euer ſaw thoſe men.
That a figuratiue or improper ſpeach hath a negation ioyned to it, as farre as it is figuratiue or improper, it is manifeſt: for the word improper, ſi­gnifieth a priuation; and a priuation doth participate of a negation. Priua­tio ſaies the Philoſopher in his Me­taphyſick, contradictio quaedam eſt, lib 10. t 15. aut impoſsibilitas determinata, ſiue ſimul accepta cum ſuſceptiuo. I ſaid, as farre as it is figuratiue or improper; whence it followes that, if it be purelie figu­ratiue, it hath ioyned to it a perfect or whole negation of proprietie: as in this your example, Herod is a fox. if it be figuratiue onlie as it is rela­ted or compared to the manner of the [Page]thing ſignified, it hath not ioyned to it a negation of the thing, but of the manner onlie. and conſequentlie, the ſpeach may ſtill remaine proper as farre as concerneth the ſubſtance of the thing, which ſubſtance is by it directlie ſignified. as in our exam­ple This is my bodie: which wordes, in aſmuch as they ſignifie the ſubstan­ce of our Sauiours bodie, be verified properlie; though they be not pro­perlie verified according to the man­ner which the ſame wordes, if they were taken fullie in their whole vſuall ſence, would alſo import.
When you ſay that in a figuratiue ſpeach as figuratiue, there is no ne­gation, ſaue onlie the negation of, or tranſlation from, the natiue ſigni­fication, you ſay true conſidering the force of that your as—But frō thence you can no more inferre what you pretend, vzt that it is abſolutly figuratiue, then one might inferre of an Ethiopian, that becauſe he is, white ſecundum quid, according to [Page] his teeth, Ergo he is abſolutlie white.

Apologiſt.Doctor Smith laies downe this rule, that a propoſition is abſolutlie and ſimplie to be eſteemed proper or figu­ratiue, rather from the thing which i [...] af­firmeth then from the manner; which rule is abſurd, for there is the ſame thing affir­med in a figuratiue propoſition which is in a proper.

Cenſure.Heere is a trick of leger­demain, cunninglie vſed, to ſteale a­way the truth, before proued, and approued. The iugling will appeare if your diſcourſe be put in forme. The reaſon firſt, There is the ſame thing affirmed in a figuratiue propoſitiō which is in a proper, as Herodes eſt vulpes: He­rodes est cal [...]idus; they be your exam­ples. then your inference, Ergo it is ab [...]urd to ſaie that a propoſition (which is proper in regarde of the thing ſi­gnified by it, and improper in re­gard of the manner of the ſame thing vſuallie alſo ſignified by the word) is abſolutlie & ſimplie to be eſteemed pro­per or figuratiue rather from the thing[Page]which it affirmeth then from the manner, to wit, of the ſame thing, who ſees not the incoherēce of this argumēt, & that you labour to deſtroy one truth with an other? The Controuerſie was, and is, about a mixt propoſition, ſuch a one, as in regard of the thing directlie ſignified is proper; and im­proper in regard of the manner of the thing. It was ſaid and maintained a­gainſt Doctor Featlie, that this, Hoc eſt corpus meum, is ſuch a propoſition: and your ſelf muſt needes graunt it to be ſo, vnleſſe you will haue it to be meerelie figuratiue, or meerelie pro­per; both which you diſauow, as a­boue hath beene declared. If it be not meerlie figuratiue, nor meerlie pro­per, then ſure it is mixt: for a figura­tiue ſpeach pure, and vnmixt, is meer­lie figuratiue. Moreouer this propoſi­tion, being not meerlie figuratiue, is proper as farre as it regards the ſub­ſtāce of the thing ſignified: according to the tenet of the Catholike Church, which holds and beleeues, the bodie, ſignified properlie by thoſe words, to [Page] be reallie and trulie there, according to the veritie and ſubſtāce of the thing, which, euen according to your owne rule, is enough to make the ſpeach proper, in that ſence: for you ſaye, that propoſition is proper in which the predicate doth in i'ts natiue ſence ſignifie that thing which agrees to the ſubiect. & the ſame propoſition, in as much as it is compared to the manner of the thing, is figuratiue and improper; for the bodie hath not in the Sacrament the common manner of a bodie, as, extenſion of parts in order to place, and viſibilitie: but another manner, as your Doctor was alſo told. Which being ſo, the Queſtion was touching the modus loquendi, Whether this mixt propoſition, being proper in re­gard of the ſubſtance, and improper in regard of the manner, (or general­lie, Whether a propoſition which is proper in regard of the ſubſtance, & improper in regard of the manner,) be flatlie and ſimplie to be ſaid pro­per, or improper? Whereunto it was anſwered, and well, that a propoſition [Page] is abſolutlie and ſimplie to be eſtee­meed (proper or figuratiue, proper or improper) rather from the thing which it affirmeth, then from the manner: and conſequentlie, ſince the propoſition (hoc eſt corpus meum) is proper in regard of the thing it affir­meth, it is abſolutelie to be ſaid a proper ſpeach. The reaſon of the rule is manifeſt, for the denominatiō is to be taken from that which is the principall; and the thing, doubtles. is more principall then the manner of the thing: the ſubſtance, more princi­pall then it's accidentall manner. an E­thiopian though he be white ſecun­dum quid, is abſolutelie or ſine addito ſaid black.
Your owne rule before cited, con­firmes all this, but this is not the firſt time you fight againſt your ſelf we know, the ſame thing may be ſigni­fied by diuers propoſitions, whereof ſome be proper, & others figuratiue: as in holie Scripture we find the Di­uine perfections to be ſignified ſome­times by proper ſpeaches and ſome­times [Page] by metaphoricall. But the Que­ſtion was, Whether one, and the ſame propoſition, (not diuers, but one) being proper in regard of the thing ſi­gnified, and improper and figuratiue in regard of the manner, were to be called abſolutlie, ſine addito, proper; and onlie ſecundum quid, according to the manner, figuratiue? As if it had beene demaunded, whether one that is white onlie ſecundum dentes, and all the reſt black, be flatlie or ſimplie to be ſaid white, or black, the Anſwer was, that the propoſition, hauing in it the foreſaide mixture, was rather to be ſaide proper; and the man, rather to be ſaide black, which is true, not­withſtanding that there be other mē, ſome white ſome black: and other propoſitions, ſome figuratiue, ſome proper, reſpecting the ſame thing.

Apologiſt.No propoſition is figura­tiue according to the thing ſignified.

Cenſure.You meane that it hath not that denomination as it is vnder a reference to that thing. Before you ſaid it, I thought otherwiſe, and shall [Page] do ſo ſtill, euen of that which you bring for Inſtance, Herodes eſt vulpes. that your propoſition, is figuratiue in compariſon to the thing ſignified, which is Herods Wilines. this wilines of Herod, the propoſition doth ſigni­fie and affirme; not properlie, (it is not the proper ſignificatiō of vulpes,) but metaphoricallie, and by tranſla­ting the word to ſignifie that wherein Herod hath ſome kind of analogie or agreement with a foxe;Orators look not for Me­taphors in things but in words. Ad vnum verbum contracta ſimilitu­do. as you know by the nature of metaphors, out of Ariſtotle, Tullie, and others. And be­cauſe vulpes, the predicate, doth not properlie, but metaphoricallie, ſigni­fie that thing which is affirmed vpon Herod, therefore is the propoſition figuratiue and improper, euen by cō ­pariſon to that thing, it is an impro­per ſigne of that which you would haue me to conceaue. The word in­deed hath an other ſignificatiō, which is that we call proper, which your di­ctionarie leads you to, but according to the thing which anſwers to that, [Page] it's proper ſignification, the propoſi­tion is not verified. In all other pure figuratiue propoſitions you shall find the ſame, and therefore you muſt al­ter your vnlearned aſſertion, that no propoſition is figuratiue according to the thing ſignified; and all your diſcourſe that depends vpon it, wherein, im­pertinentlie to the matter in Queſtiō, you compare one materiall obiect or thing, to ſeuerall propoſitions: whereas you should compare one propoſition to the principall and proper, or ſe­cundarie and improper obiect of it's termes. The proper obiect of this word or ſigne vulpes, is a foxe. it ſignifies that thing, properlie, and taking it as it ſignifies to vs that thing, the pro­poſition is falſe: the improper obiect whereunto by tranſlation it is exten­ded, is a wilie fellowe; and taking it in this ſenſe, the propoſition is true. neither are theſe thinges in this man­ner ſignified, one and the ſame thing: vnles a wilie man perchance be pro­perlie, with you, a foxe.
[Page]Moreouer, the manner of ſignifying in wordes, is either proprius, natiue & proper:Senſus ſacrae Scriptu­rae, lite­ralis, myſti­cus, Sen­ſus lite­ralis, pro­prius, impro­prius. Senſus myſticus, alleg. tropol. anago­ric. vt infra. or improprius, and tranſlatitius, metaphoricall, and improper. Euerie word that hath a metaphoricall ſig­nification, hath a proper alſo; as ap­peares by the etymologie of the na­me. and the way to know in which ſenſe the propoſition (wherein it ſtands) is verified, and conſequentlie whether it be taken in the proper or the metaphoricall ſence, is to compa­re it to the thing. Herod is a fox, Mirth is a locuſt. If you compare the propoſi­tion in it's proper ſignification, to the thing, it is improportionable, diffor­me, and falſe: if you compare the ſame (material) propoſition in it's metapho­ricall ſignification, to the thing, it is proportionable, conforme, true. Wherevpon we conclude the ſpeach to be metaphoricall. If the propoſi­tion be according to the natiue ſence verified vpon, or in, the thing, we ſay that it is proper: as theſe other. Herod is wilie, Mirth is an Heretick. If it be ve­rified according to the ſubſtance of [Page] the thing properlie ſignified, not ac­cording to the manner; it will then be called proper abſoluté ſine addito, ta­king the denomination frō that which is principall;For wee ſay that a thing is white, or not white, not be­cauſe all is ſo, but becauſe the grea­teſt or moſt parts be ſo. (Dicimus enim aliquid eſs [...] album aut non album, non quia totum es [...] tale ſaith the Philoſopher, 6. Phys. tex. 38. ſed quia maximae partes eius, & plures, ſunt tal [...]s;) though not omnibus modis, in regard of the improprietie annexed, reſpectiuelie to the manner. as this: hoc eſt corpus meum.
Before I leaue this point I muſt put you againe in mind how you do ſtill weaken your owne opinion more & more, and fight againſt your fellowes whilſt you contend that heere corpus the predicate is taken improperlie. It is true that if it were taken improper­lie according to the thing ſignified by it, the propoſition were figuratiue or improper: but it is falſe, euen in the iudgment of the learnedeſt of your owne men (ſo ignorant you are in the cauſe you vndertake) that it is ſo ta­ken. The word corpus, (I repeate the ſame againe) is not taken improperlie [Page] according to the thing by it ſignified not, as the word vulpes, in your pro­poſition (which is your great Maſters inſtance in this very matter) Herodes eſt vulpes. no. But properlie,  [...] for that ſubſtance quam cruci affixam, & in ſepulchro depoſitam Verbū ſuſcitauit à mortuis, de qua ſuſcitata di­ctum eſt, videte manus meas & pedes meos contrectate me & videte, nam Spiritus carnem & oſſa non habet prout me con­ſpicitis habere. quam denique tranſtulit in coelos inde reddendam terris poſtremo ad­uentu. denique quicquid dici poteſt ad de­scribendū, circumſcriben dūque, ſuis veris proprietatibus illud ipſum indiuiduum. for that ſubſtance which being nailed to the Croſſe, and laid in the ſepulcher, the Word raiſed from the dead; of which (ſubſtance) it is ſaid, See my hands and my feete, feele me and ſee: for a ſpirit hath not flesh and bones as you ſee I haue. Moreouer that ſubſtance which h [...] caried into heauen, to render it againe a [...] the laſt comming, and finallie, what eue [...] can be ſaid to deſcribe and circumſcribe the very ſame indiuiduall ſubſtance with[Page]it's true propertie. So your Chamier, l. 10. c. 2. confeſſing Corpus to be, by our Sa­uiour, taken litterallie  [...] not in a borrowed but in the natiue ſence: howeuer you, Maſter waferer, will haue it not to be taken heere in it's natiue but in a borrowed ſence: and the propoſition (this which you ſpea­ke of) therefore to be figuratiue be­cauſe the word that is the predicate is ſo taken.
I omit to note further how you be troubled with an equiuocation of a ſpeach figuratiue according to the man­ner, hauing not wit enough to diſtin­guish the modus eſſendi, which is in the obiect, from the modus ſignificandi, which is in the word or ſpeach: or to know vnder what referēce a word hath proprietie; vnder what, it hath not; & how, and when, theſe denominations be pure or vnpermixte. But I haue now giuen you occaſion (enough for for a Scholler) to reflect vpō the mat­ter. On you go to ſeeke: and if you cannot finde, to make, abſurdities.
[Page] Pugnantia ſecum
 Frontibus aduerſis componere.


Apologiſt.S. E. ſeekes to iustifie that anſwer of his Lords of a figure mixt of a figuratiue and proper action, for he ſaith that the ſame ſpeech may be proper and fi­guratiue, as a garment of a mingled colour is white and black: but let him know that it is not the ſame ſpeech if either the ſigni­fication or the manner of ſignifying be changed.

Cenſure.you and your Doctour in his Relatiō, purpoſelie inuolue things that in thēſelues are cleere. My Lord had ſaid, not of a figure, but of a ſpeach, (that of our Sauiour vnles you eate the fleſh &c.) that, according to S. Auguſtine, it was mixt, which he de­clared at large in the Conference. & M. Featlie himſelf takes notice of it, telling vs that he ſaid our Sauiours ſpeech,Feat. Relat. pag. 294 vnles you eate &c. is proper and figuratiue according to S. Auguſtin: figu­ratiue according to the manner of eating, but according to the matter it ſelf, proper: and ſo it is a mixt ſpeach of a proper and a figuratiue, thus your Doctor himſelf [Page] at laſt relates it; obſcuring the ſame a­gaine preſentlie in the accommoda­tion of the diſtinction to the thing in Queſtion.
What that is which you would teach S. E. touching the ſpeach of our Sauiour, (which is not meerelie figuratiue euen by your owne con­feſſion;) neither I, nor you know. The Holie Bible is ſtill the ſame, though there be in it both proprietie of ſpeach, and figures. A mingled gar­ment is ſtill one, though there be in it white and black, and a propoſition which is verified improperlie, accor­ding to the manner of the obiects being, which is vſuallie by the wordes (conſequentlie as it were) imported; and properlie according to the ſub­ſtance of the thing directlie ſigni­fied, is ſtill one and the ſame pro­poſition.

Apologiſt.Why doth S. E. inſtance in that propoſition (1. Cor. 15. it is ſowne a naturall bodie, it is raiſed a ſpiri­tual,) to proue that a proper ſence, [Page]and a figuratiue may be in one pro­poſition?

Cenſure.It had beene requiſite you had firſt beene able to vnderſtand what is ſaid, before you began, to take vpon you to refute it. S. E. brings ex­amples to shew that it is not peculiar to S. Auguſtine onlie, to call a thing ſpirituall in regard of the manner, though ſubſtantiallie, or according to the ſubſtance it be not ſo; for in like manner Sainct Ierome doth call on Sauiours flesh, which is flesh indeed and reallie, ſpirituall in regard of the manner which in the Sacrament it hath; Spiritualis atque diuina caro de qua (Chriſtus) dixit, Caro mea vere est cibus &c. And S. Paul for the like reaſon doth call the bodie after it is riſen a­gaine, ſpirituall, ſeminatur corpus anima­le, ſurgit corpus ſpirituale. Confer. pag. 47. His words are, And as S. Auſtine heere calls this ſpeach figuratiue in regard of the manner, though the ſame ſpeach in regard of the ſubſtance receaued be not figuratiue, So doth S. Ierome call the flesh of our Sa­uiour in the Euchariſt ſpirituall in regard[Page]of the manner, though the ſubſtance of flesh be not a Spirit; and the Apostle tear­mes the bodie ſpirituall in regard of the condition it shall haue in the Reſurrection though for ſubſtance it conſiſtes of matter ſtill, and by corporeum differ from a ſpirit intrinſicallie as much thē as it doth nowe So he.
Next vnto this willfull miſtake, you enter into a diſcourſe of diuerſe ſenſes in one and the ſame place; which diſcourſe laies your ignorance more open: but is little to the matter of the Conference. That there are not two ſenſes a figuratiue and a proper in one place of Scripture, you will proue, VVaf. pag. 36. you ſay. If you meant to proue that one and the ſame place, cannot be fi­guratiue ſecundum quid, in regard of the māner, & abſolutè, proper, as hath beene defended before, in ſeuerall occaſions, you quicklie forget what you meant to do, or were not able to do what faine you would haue donne: for you bring not anie ar­gument at all to make it good. Of [Page] litterall ſenſes in generall, you wri­te ſomething, confuſedlie, and ſee­me to denie there may be manie in one place or text of Scripture: but not one argument appeares to proue the thing which wanted proofe, vzt, that one and the ſame place could not be figuratiue, ſecundum quid, and proper abſolutè or ſimpliciter. If you meant to proue that one & the ſame propoſition could not be proper abſo­luté, ſimpliciter; and improper or fi­guratiue abſoluté ſimpliciter; your la­bour was impertinent, ſince the pro­poſition in Queſtion was neuer ſaid by my Lord or S. E. to be ſuch. nei­ther haue they ſaid that any other pro­poſition had the two ſences mentio­ned, in that manner. That the ſame man may be white ſecundum quid, and abſoluté black; the ſame ſpeach, im­proper ſecundum quid, and abſoluté proper, hath beene ſaid; and the ſpeach obiected, hoc eſt corpus meum, is ſuch. That this, or anie other, is abſoluté proper, and abſoluté figurati­ue [Page] or improper; or the ſame man abſolute white, and abſolutè black, is the meteor of your braine, which like an Ignis fatuus leads your argument ſtill out of the right way.
The ſence of a place of Scripture is either literall or myſticall. Some pla­ces haue both; as that, Abraham It is written that A­braham had two ſonnes, the one by a bond-maid, the other by a freewoman. But he who was of the bond-woman was borne after the flesh; but he of the free-woman, by promiſe (24.) which things are ſaid by an Alle­gorie: for theſe are the two teſtaments, the one from the mount Sina which gendreth to bondage, which is Agar. &c. (26.) But Hieruſalem which is aboue, is free, which is the mother of vs all. &c. Now wee brethren, according as Iſaac, are the children of pro­miſe. (29) but as then he that was borne after the flesh perſecuted him that was (borne) after the Spirit: euen ſo it is now. Ad Galat. 4. duos filios habuit, vnam de ancilla, & vnam de libera; ſed, qui de ancilla ſecundum carnem natus eſt, qui autem de libera per repromiſsionem. Gal. 4. The mysti­call ſenſe is threefold, allegoricall, tropologicall, and anagogicall, and the ſame place may ſome times haue all three. For example, in the place [Page] now cited, and as it is expounded by the Apoſtle, there is the Allegori­call, Haec ſunt duo testamenta &c. v. 24. the Anagogicall, illa autem quae ſurſum eſt Hieruſalem &c. v. 26. and the tro­pological, ſed quomodo tunc is qui ſecun­dum carnem natus fuerat perſequebatur eum quiſecundum ſpiritum, ita & nunc. v. 29.
Concerning literall ſenſes, it is the tenet of S. Auguſtine lib. 12. Confeſ. that there may be diuers; tWo three, four, or more; in the ſame words, and ſince a word may haue many ſignifications, why might not the Holie Ghoſt, vnderſtanding all verities, and all ſignifications, of all words, vſe the ſame words, in the ſame ſpeach, (as that; in the begin­ning God created Heauen and Earth,) in many ſignifications, at once? This ſpeach in Iſaie, generationem eius quis enarrabit, the Fathers vnder­ſtand ſometimes of the temporall, ſometimes of the eternall generation of our Sauiour; and that of God the Father, in the Pſalmes, Filius meus es [Page]tu, Ego hodie genui te: the Apoſtle takes in one ſenſe, Act. 13. and in an other ſenſe, Heb. 1.
Touching the mixture of proper & figuratiue; it hath beene tould you that the ſame place may be proper abſolutè, ſimpliciter; and figuratiue ſecundum quid: you crie out for one ſuch, and do not mark that before your face you haue alreadie two: niſi manducaueritis carnem filii hominis &c. and hoc eſt corpus meum. That this is proper according to the ſubstance of the thing ſignified, we proue by the common rule of interpreting the Scripture, when it propoſeth do­gmaticallie matters of Diuine belee­fe, and the ſame is confirmed to vs abundantlie by other places of Holie Scripture which do concerne this Sa­crament and ſacrifice, and by the teſtimonie of the Holie Ghost in the Catholik and vniuerſall Church, which did euer beleeue it ſince our Sauiour (truth it ſelf) ſpake theſe wordes. That the ſame ſpeach is figuratiue & [Page] improper in regard of and reſpectiue­lie to the manner of the thing which māner vſuallie the word corpus doth import, it is euident; for, the bodie hath not in the ſacrament, extenſion of parts in order to place: but is the­re, all in euerie part of the dimen­ſiōs of bread, according to the man­ner of a Spirit.
When M. Mirth had come thus farre, imagining (poore man) that he had got ſome victorie, he puts a crowne vpon his head; and ſnatching the trumpet, giues notice of a new battle; wherein he meanes to ſet vpon the little digreſsion of S. E. which digreſſion he cruellie diſmem­bers; and ſpurnes the pieces of it ouer the reſt this Section, to and fro; con­temptiblie. I cannot without pittie ſee the thing ſo miſuſed; perhaps if the parts be gathered together, the diſcourſe may ſtand againe; and affri­ght him, in the middeſt of his triumph.

Apologiſt.Next I will runne ouer againe this ſection, and page by page will [Page]anſwer the daintie ſubtilities of Maſter S. E. and iuſtifie our Doctors diſcourſe againſt his Notes.

Cenſure.If you will proue your tenet, you muſt ouer againe, and a thouſand times againe; and then will find your ſelf (as the mill-horſe doth after all his labour) euen there in the end where you were in the begin­ning. Did not this appeare in your Doctors first argument, and in this you now proſecute, which is the ſecond? can you do more then he? but now, forſooth, you will anſwer page by page: and in matter of Logick & Philoſophie. We haue loſt allreadie to much time in hearing your  [...], and this (though the matter come neerer to your cap) will (moſt liklie) be loſt alſo, but you teach, & wee muſt harken, you will anſwer ſubtilities you ſay, page by page, that is, exactlie.
Fortaſſe cupreſſum
 Scis ſimulare.


Apologiſt.you ſay words do ſignifie conceptions, I would haue you know [Page]there is a great deale of differēce betwixt conceptio, and conceptus.

Cenſure.Satis pro imperio. What S. E. meant by a conception you haue preſentlie in his next words, The con­ceptiō is an Image repreſenting the thing which wee think on. This Image, vi­tallie proceeding in the minde, is pro­perlie in English named a conception of the vnderſtanding.Confer. pag. 8. Some name your Maſtership will allow it in our language; ſuch as may diſtinguish it from the obiect or the thing concea­ued. I pray you turne your Dictiona­rie and find what name this is. turne to which word you pleaſe, conceptus, or, conceptio. S. E. vſed neither, but onlie ſaid words do ſignifie the conce­ptions of the mind. which English, you cauilling at, should haue mended; (ſeeing you will needes make your ſelf his Maſter:) and haue taught him, and your owne Dictionarie to ſpeake it better, in good English: and ſuch english as doth not equallie ſi­gnifie things obiected, whether they be feigned, or not feigned.
[Page]For proofe of this Aſſertion, words do ſignifie the conceptions of the mind, he needed not your helpe, hauing cited in the margine theſe words of Ariſtotle, (which it ſeemes you do not vnderſtand,) ſunt ergo ea quae ſunt in voce, earum quae ſunt in anima paſsionum notae. neither had he neede of Smiglecius, hauing cited the Commen­tators interpretation, which is clea­re enough, dictiones ſignificant primó intentiones quae ſunt in anima.

Apologiſt.you tell how the ſpecies which together with the vnderſtanding concurre to the framing of verbum mentis, are ſent into the mind or vnderſtanding by way of ſence; but you are deceaued; the­ſe ſpecies which concurre with the vn­derstanding to frame verbum mentis, are ſpecies intelligibiles, and the obiect ſends no ſpecies into the eie, or anie other ſen­ce, but ſenſible ſpecies, and thoſe ſenſi­ble ſpecies are not ſent into the vnderſtan­ding by way of ſence.

Cenſure.It would haue well be­come a Maſter, (Maſter Waferer,) if he finds a fault, to shew the way [Page] to mend it. and if you do not shew that it is indeed a fault, howeuer your ſillie Pupils may be content to beleeue it on your word without euidence of reaſon (and will profit accordinglie in their ſtudies,) your aduerſaries in the matter, will not.
If the ſpecies of paper, be not ſent into your mind by paper, and by the way of ſence, how came it thether? did you know what was in this Cen­ſure before you reade it? are you able to make vs a particular deſcription of that part of the world which is not yet diſcouered, and to write vs their hiſtorie? it ſeemes you can; for you gather not your knowledge by waie of ſence. your Intellect, by priuiled­ge, was otherwiſe ſtored from the beginning, which is the reaſon why you teach diuinitie before you learnd it; and talke non-ſence, ſo familiar­lie: whilſt others comming more nakedlie into the world, with their Quo omnia fieri, the paſſiue or poſsible: and quo omnia facere, the agēt; [Page] are faine to learne before they teach, and to abſtract from the phantaſmes (which exteriour obiectes by the ſence cauſe in them) the formes of thinges, whereby they may conceaue or vnderſtand.
Ariſtotle thought that the poſſible vnderſtanding or intellect, is,Arist. 3. de Ani­ma.  [...]. 4. & 13. as a painters table that hath yet no picture in it: and his reaſon doth demonſtrate what he ſaith. In this table, the Soule (whoſe inſtruments all the powers be) doth with her actiue intellect, as with a ſpirituall hand, deſcribe the ſpecies of that which is repreſented and offered to her by the phantaſie: & then doth vſe it (the ſame ſpecies) to conceaue intellectuallie the obiect of it,Imagi­natio a­liud est a ſenſu, & ara­tionatio­ne. Ariſt. 2. de Ani­mat. t. 153. which obiect it had onlie imagined or by the phantaſie conceaued be­fore.
The phantaſme of it ſelfe was not able to deſcribe the foreſaid ſpecies or Image in the ſpirituall table which the ſoule hath, as wanting actiuitie in this higher kind; but there is in the ſoule power enough to make it. A [Page] faire picture in a tranſparent glaſſe-window, is not of it ſelf able to make it's ſpecies in the aire, or in your eie; but light comming vpon it, the ſpecies is made: ſo heere the picture which is in the Imagination cannot of it ſelf worke a ſpecies in your vnderſtāding, but the ſpirituall light comming on it,Species impreſſa, the ſpecies is imprinted. This way, ac­cording to the Philoſopher, the ſpe­cies comes into our mind: and from the thing conceaued. Firſt into the exteriour ſence: from thence; (not the ſame ſpecies numero, but in equiualēce the ſame) into the interiour ſence; and ſtill further, till at laſt (being purged of it's materiall conditions, or abſtra­cted from them,) it arriues in the vn­derſtanding: where it is not corporeall, as in the ſenſes, but ſpirituall accor­ding to the nature of the power whe­rein it is receaued, and is not a ſenſible ſpecie (that is, ſeruing for the ſenſe to know by) but an intellectiue ſpecies, as being in the vnderſtanding, and ſeruing it to conceaue the thing that [Page] was offered to the ſenſe; a man, paper;Quoniā autem vt in v­niuerſa natura eſt ali­quid, al­terum materia cuique geners: quod ia [...]o ſic eſt, quod potentia eſt illa omnia▪ alterum cauſa & effecti­num, eo quod omnia efficiat, quae res vſu venit in arte ſi cum mate­ria comparetur: ita etiam in anima hae adſint differen­tiae neceſſe est. Atque est quidam intellectus talis quod omnia fiat, quidam quod omnia faciat, veluti habitus, perinde ac lumen: nam lumen quoque quodammodo ſacit actu colores, eos qui ſunt potentia colores Ariſt. 3 de Anima. t. 17. & 18. In nobis intellectus agens & poſsibilis eſt per comparationem ad phantaſmata. quae quidem com­parantur ad intellectum poſsibilem vt colores ad viſum: ad intellectum autem agentem vt colores ad lumen, vt patet te [...] ­tio de Anima. S. Tho. 1. p. qu. 54. a. 4. whitenes.

Apologiſt.That which preſents it ſelf to the eie ſaith S. E. is not the pure eſſence or quidditie of a thing as they ſpeake in Schooles; it is an extended coloured thing, which thing we do ſee, and cōceaue, and name, agreeing that ſuch or ſuch a word shall be in ſpeach the ſigne of it. And do they in the Schooles indeed ſay that we do con­ceaue a man as we ſee him, not in the pure eſsēce or quidditie of a mā but as an exten­ded or coloured thing? and do wee agree that this word (mā) shall be a ſigne of that extended coloured thing?

[Page]
Cenſure.Had you meant to make ſuch a comment, you should haue left out the text by which the Reader preſentlie ſeeth your miſtak. Doth S. E. tell you that in ſchooles we do not conceaue a man in the pure eſſence and quidditie of a man? he knowes well enough how a man is cōceaued, both in the ſchooles of Metaphyſick, which doth abſtract from ſenſible matter; & in the Schooles of naturall Philoſophie which doth not abſtract from it, but it ſeemes that you do not; and there­fore if you were yet to begge your grace for Maſter, you were in dan­ger to be put back, leaſt the Vniuer­ſitie in your ignorance should be diſ­graced. And the rather, becauſe you do not vnderſtand a peece of plaine English, which you take vpon you to refute. In S. E. thus it is. That which preſents it ſelf to the eie to be ſeen (mar­ke that,Confer. pag. 51. to the eie,) is not the pure eſsen­ce or quidditie of a thing as they ſpeake in schooles, and you by experience know it, but it is a thing ſenſible, and to be per­ceaued with this organe and facultie, [Page] (mark that alſo, with this organ; this organ and this eie, is not our vnder­ſtanding, one would think;) it is an extended coloured thing, which thing, we do see, and conceaue, and name, (I pray you haue not you a name, did your Godfather if you be Chriſned, vnderſtand or conceaue the thing he named; or did he not conceaue it? how knowes he you, his God ſonne, from an other man or woman?) a­greeing that such or such a word, shall be in ſpeach a ſigne of it.

Apologiſt.Looking on a man, ſaith S. E. we conceaue in our minde his figure, colour &c, (you had neede put in &c.) repreſenting all in one image, we ſubordinate, as a ſigne of it and of it's obiect alſo this word man. Now I perceaue you dreame that the ſen­ſible obiectes come into the vnderstāding; which makes you tell vs of an extended co­loured thing.

Cenſure.If S. E. can dreame ſo well, it ſeemes that his dreames are better then your watchings; and that he can diſcourſe of Philosophie in his ſleepe [Page] better then you can do whē you pre­pare your papers for the print. That which firſt of all moues our vnder­ſtanding (whilſt it is heere in our bo­die) is a ſenſible thing, ſending into it a ſpecies in manner aboue ſpecified. Were all ſuch remoued out of the world, and that a man by no ſence at all euer perceaued any thing, his tabu­la picturae aptata that he brought with him into the world, would be in the end as naked as it was in the begin­ning of his life. When he hath once gotten the ſpecies of ſome things, he can finde out ſome others; as by the effect he finds a cauſe; by Creatures, God:Rom. 1. Inuiſibi ia ipſius (D i) a creatura mundi per ea quae facta ſunt, intellecta a cō ­spiciuntur, sempiterna quoque eius vir­tus & diuinitas; but firſt his vnderſtan­ding muſt be moued by ſomething that offers it ſelf vnto the ſence, whoſe nature it abſtractes from the materiall or indiuiduall conditions, and ſo directlie conceaues it;S. Thom. 1. p. q. 84. a. 6. being able alſo (by reflection at leaſt) to cō ­ceaue ſingulars, which the ſence per­ceaues [Page] directlie. The parcell which you cite out of S. E. is ſo maimed that it hath loſt all ſence, but I will preſen­tlie reſtore it.

Apologiſt.Heare what your owne wordes say, this word man ſignifies a man is a thing not in his pure eſſence and quidditie as they ſpeake in ſchooles, but an extended coloured, figured thing &c. Is not this a prittie brat of your owne conception, and laid at the Schooles like a bastard to see who will father it? either blush your ſelf or giue me leaue to laugh: I thought before that all that this name (homo) doth import were animal rationale, ſure I am the defi­nition doth anſwer perfectlie to the defi­nitum, & is exactlie true without reſpect had to colour or figure.

Cenſure.The whirlewind in your braines hath ſo confounded the ſpe­cies of things, that all is now troubled which comes from you, whether you relate or diſpute: wherefore I muſt looke vpon S. E. his booke, & thence tranſcribe his wordes which you ca­uill at. Next vnto thoſe by me before [Page] cited, he ſaid thus, Looking on a man, we cōceaue in our mind his figure,  [...] 51. colour, &c. repreſenting all in one Image, to which Image we ſubordinate (as a ſigne of it, and of it's obiect alſo) this word, a man. Where he ſaith (you ſee) that this word man, is impoſed to ſignifie that ſenſible thing whoſe Image we had conceaued in our mind; and to ſuch things men vſe to giue names. Aske your neighbour what a calf, or ā oxe, or a bull, ſignifies; and he will tell you of a ſenſible figured thing. & the ſame ſubſtance may be, ſucceſſiuelie, all; ex­cepte there be oxen with you that neuer were calues. and aske a ſchol­ler, he will ſtill tell you there is diffe­rence betwixt an oxe, and a calf; they be not ſynonyma. you are not a child you think; yet are a man: what is become of your other ſubſtance, that indiuiduall ſubſtance which longe agoe you had? or is it ſtill the ſame?
But either S. E. muſt blush, or he muſt giue you leaue to laugh. What needs the diſiunctiue, M. Waferer? [Page] he may blush, and you laugh too. neither neede you his leaue to laugh where and when you will. Though much laughing in others be no good cognizance, it agrees with you ſo well that it were inciuilitie to denie you the vſe of it, your priuiledge, and naturall propertie; for you are Mirth. And he may blush, and ſo may Alban-Hall, and Oxford, and your Mother, all may blush; and haue cauſe to blush in you: the firſt in an aduerſarie; the ſecond in a pu­pill; the third in a graduate, and the fourth in a ſonne.
But whilſt you laugh, do not di­ſtracte me too; for I am ſtudying hard and ſeriouſlie, vpon a Queſtion; which your diſcouſe hath occaſioned in my mind: and my poore inuention hath ſearched all the ſpecies and for­mes in her litle cloſet to find a ſolu­tion for it, and none will ſerue; vn­leſſe peraduenture one, which she hath put aſide. I can not well propo­ſe it in common; but I will ſoftlie tell it you. Sir this it is: Whether [Page] your mother were a man?S. E. (Do­ctor) was not de­ceaued. Forma dat nomē & eſſe. the reaſon of doubt which occurres out of your diſcourſe (and not to doe her any wrong, I haue indeede no other reaſon to moue ſuch a doubt, though ſometimes her ſonne doth argue wi­thout reaſon,) is, becauſe, if the definition of a man, all that the word or name doth ſignifie, do agree to her, the name alſo doth, and may be verified on her: now the definition of a man Animal rationale, (which you would haue your Reader to be­leeue is all that the word ſignifies,) doth agree to her; for I ſuppoſe your mother was ſome reaſonable creature: whence it followes, vnles you will diuorce the definition and definitum, that the name (which doth ſignifie that definition, and that onlie if you ſaie true,without reſpecte had to co­lour or figure or any other accidens) doth agree to your mother:VVaf. pag. 41. and con­ſequentlie this is true, that your mo­ther is a man.
A man, I ſay: that is the word in Queſtion; that was the word of S. [Page] E. in his example; and if it be graun­ted once that it ſignifies more then the ſubſtance or quidditie, more then animal rationale (as it muſt do if it ſi­gnifies not your mother, aſwell as you:) then his diſcourſe is currant, and your exception both vnlearned, and impertinent, he did not inſtan­ce in the latine word homo; he meant to giue the Readers who do not all vnderſtand latine, an example of that he had ſaid, in our owne language, which hath names alſo, you might haue knowne too, that ſome latine wordes ſignifie more then ſome other, English, or latin do that be taken ſome times for the ſame, homo, ſignifies more then vir. May it pleaſe your learned Maſtership to conſider with your ſelf how this argument may be ſatisfied; but let none els know. The forme I laide aſide, was the ſpecies of an hermaphrodite. I ſup­poſe you will make no further ſpeach of it. Lapidi dictum puto.

Apologiſt.You (S. E.) adde that without colour and quantitie the na­me [Page] is not perfectlie anſwerable to the intellectuall image; as if the vn­derſtanding did conceaue man as coloured: you muſt conceaue coloratum is the pro­per obiect of the ſence of ſeeing, and the­refore can not be the obiect of the vnder­ſtanding formallie and qua ſic.

Cenſure.Nullo thure litabis
 Haereat in () breuis vt semiuncia recti.

If a reasonable creature, without adding more, doth anſwere fullie to the name we ſpeake of, (man,) your mother Maſter Waferer, is a man, there is no waie to ſcape;Laeto. vnles you ſay that she hath not all this, and ſo either is no creature, no animal; or not rationale, not reaſonable; or, nei­ther animal nor rationale; Or that the word (man) ſignifieth more then animal rationale that is not in your mother, which were to retract your Apologie and to let the diſcourſe of S. E. ſtand againe, as firſt it did.
Moreouer, you muſt acknowledge that a mans vnderſtanding can con­ceaue, not onlie ſubſtance, but alſo [Page] colours, and quantitie, and figures: and conſequentlie, it may be able to conceaue an extended, and figu­red, and coloured, liuing ſubſtance. How do you conceaue the Predica­ments, the ten genera, and their spe­cies? whith your intellect, or with your heeles? or not at all? if your heeles ſerue your turne, you may runne ouer them apace without troubling of your head: if not at all, he was forſworne that preſented you for your grace: if with your intellect, then ones vnderſtanding may con­ceaue a man coloured, he may con­ceaue colour as well as man; and co­lour in a man, and, for that as, you may keepe it till there be neede; to­gether with your formallie and qua ſic. Let coloratum or what els you pleaſe be the proper obiect of the ſight; it is all vnder the obiect of the intelle­ctiue power, which may know what all the ſences can; and more, where­by it comes to paſſe, that coloratum cannot be the proper or adequate ob­iect [Page] of this power; but ſome thing lar­ger, that includes it.

Apologiſt.If (homo) ſignifie co­lour, what colour is (homo) I pray? If you ſay white, then ſay I a black man is no man▪ if black then a white man is not perfectlie a man.

Cenſure.This is but to make waie for a conceipt as you think, which your head was great withall; albus an ater (homo) ſit neſcio. VVaf. Ibidem. Suppoſe I put color, into the place of homo; & argue (as you do,) thus; If the la­tine word color doth ſignifie colour, what colour is (color) I pray you? if white, black is none: if black, white is none. To Which Queſtion your Maſtership thinks there is no o­ther Anſwer poſſiblie to be made, but this, albus an ater ſit neſcio. The Philo­ſophers are wont to ſaie that in gene­re latent aequiuocationes: do you vnder­ſtand this? I think not. But, to your in­terrogatorie; the ſpecies or differences in colour, which you ſpeake of, are not properties of the nature of man [...] but the one, of this, the other of that, [Page] Indiuiduum; from which the ſpecies or nature is abſtracted▪ and no man is without colour; it is found in all and euerie one:An black for exā ­ple. though this or that (a) determinate colour be not in euerie one. In the extraction of a definition, we looke wherein all agree; begin­ning firſt as we can, with a fewe;The conclu­ſion. & ſtill comparing more and more, till we find the notion common vnto all. Facilius eſt ſingula de finire quàm vniuer­ſale; Ariſt. 2. Poſt. A­nal.  [...]. 82.83. qua propter oportet a ſingularibus ad ad vniuerſalia tranſire: aequiuocationes enim latent magis in vniuersalibus quàm in indifferentibus, quemadmo­dum autem in demonſtrationibus o­portet (a) eſſe ipsum, syllogizatum fuiſſe, ita & in definitionibus manifestum eſt. hoc autem erit ſi per ea quae ſingulariter dicuntur, ſit in vnoquoque genere defi­nire ſeorſum, vt ſimile non omne, ſed quod in coloribus & figuris, & acutum quod in voce, & ita in commune progredi ob­ſeruantem, ne aequiuocatio incidat. Cum ad ſenatum redire­mus, atque vt miſſa in vniuerſum aboleretur ageremus &c reſtabat aahuc non minimus conatus quo ſcilicet exempla proderemus qua nulla cum parabola coniuncta forent coepi­mus omnia cogitare, attamen aliud nihil exemplorum occur­rebat, &c. cum vero tredecima dies adpeteret, vera nar [...]o, &c. viſus ſum mihi in ſomno multo cum taedio denuo contendere cum aduerſario ſcriba, ſicque obmutuiſse vt—ibi tanquam é machina viſus eſt monitor adeſſe, ater fuerit an albus nihil memini (ſomnium enim narro) qui diceret, qum ignau [...] reſpondeses quod in Exodo ſcribitur, eſt enim Phaſe, id eſt, tranſitus Domini protinus vt hoc phaſma viſum eſt ſimul expergeſio, & e lecto exilio, locum apud ſeptuaginta pri­mum vndique circumſpicio, ac de eo coram tota concione pro virili diſſero. Swinglius lib. de ſubſid, Euchariſt.
[Page]The acumen of your ieſt, albus and ater. (Wherewith you bred your ſelf a difficultie, your aduerſarie ſuffering none, as you haue ſeene,) hath let your cauſe blood (ſo vnwarie you were) in the head-veine,See the liues of Luther, Swin­glius, Corol­ſtadius, &c. By Maſter Brier­ley. by directing the minde of the hearer to the ſtories of your predeceſſours, the glories of your Goſpell, Luther, Caraloſtadius & Swinglius; who were inſtructed by a black thing, the Deuill; againſt the Maſſe. Luther ſaith in plaine tearmes, it was Diabolus and Satan. & Swinglius ater fuerit an albus nihil memini. But Con­radus Scluſselburg (himſelf a Proteſtāt) with diuers other Proteſtantes, affir­me [Page] that, without doubt, it was tho Deuil, Sole meridiana clarius est non Deum verum, ſed Diabolum ipſiſsimum, Swinglio per ſomnium ſuam Haereſin Sa­cramentariam inspiraſse. Schlu. Theop. Caluin. in pro­oem, It is more cleere then ſunne light at mid-day that it was not the true God but the very Diuell him­ſelf that inſpired into Swinglius in a dreame his Sacramentarian hereſie. Not albus then, but ater.
Thus farre touching the Philoſo­phicall part of that Digreſſion, (the reſt you were content to lett paſſe, as you do ſtill the greareſt part of S. E. his Notes, without replie,) in the exa­men wherof you haue shewed your ignorance in that kind of learning too. It is needles to examine that poore Inference which you build vp­on your owne miſtakes. that will fall of it ſelf▪ it tottered, and was ſenſles when I looked on it. Next, you will needs, thruſt in a diſpute, of the veritie of propoſitions.

Apologiſt.A propoſition is not ſaid to true or falſe becauſe it is anſwerable to the [Page]intellectuall image, but answerable to the thing.

Cenſure.That which S. E. had ſaid, was this; that in attributing the name to a thing (for example the name man, to your mother) we ſeeme to ſaie that it hath in it ſelf, Confer. pag. 52. al which the name doth ſignifie; that is, all which the conception (wher­unto this name was ſubordinated as a ſigne) doth repreſent: which is not exactlie true (you will ſweare in the exam­ple of your mother) if the forſaid exte­riour forme be wanting. Apolog. pag. 44. Heere was, you ſee, little cauſe for you to come in with your let me tell you that a propoſi­tion is not ſaid to be true &c.
Did wee ſuppoſe a vocall propoſi­tion had formallie in it ſelf, veritie, in compariſon to the thing or obiect, ſtill the diſcourſe of S. E. doth ſtand good: for euen in that caſe, you muſt ſaie that words had their ſignifications giuen them by men that vnderſtand; who appointed them to be ſignes, not of what thinges ſoeuer, but, of thoſe which they conceaued. whence it will follow that, the word or name cannot be exactlie verified in the thing, [Page] if in the ſame thing be not all, impor­ted by the name. But, formall veritie, if Ariſtotle may be iudge, is in the vn­derſtanding; non enim eſt falſum & ve­rum in rebus ſed in mente. 6. M [...]t. tex. 8. And vocall propoſitions are ſaid true, inaſmuch as they be ſignes of true mentall propoſitions. Sunt ergo ea quae in voce earum quae ſunt in mente paſsionum notae: & ea quae ſcribuntur earum quae ſunt in voce. lib. 1. de Interp. tex. 1. For the interpretation of which words we will not be beholding to Smigle­cius as you would haue vs. many write Philoſophie, that vnderſtand not the Philoſoper: and whether he be one of thoſe, or not, I neither know, nor meane to looke. the words are cleere without a Comment. Wherein for­mall veritie doth conſiſt, wherein tranſ­cendentall veritie, and how the vnder­ſtanding whilſt it doth attribute the predicate to the ſubiect doth in actu ex­ercito know truth; are things not ap­pertaining to this place: nor (if one may iudge of your skill in this by the reſt which you haue vttered) within [Page] the ſphere of your knowledge.
I had almoſt forgot to take no­tice of two other paſſages in this your Examen of the Digreſsion; the one is, how eaſilie in the heate of your paſ­ſion, you bring a man (had it beene your Aduerſarie you might haue begd a ſolemne Triumph) to almoſt no­thing. Hauing defined him, (you ſay, out of S. E.) a thing not in his pure eſſence and quidditie, but extended and coloured &c. firſt (yourHeare what your owne words ſay, this word man ſignifies a thing—ſo then we will be beholding to you for perfecting the definition of a man thus, homo est animal quantum & coloratum; as good as that of Plato Homo eſt animal bi­pes & inplume. and as the Philoſopher put a cock with his feathers pluckt of, into Plato his ſchoole & cryed Ecce homo Platonicus, ſo might wee put a picture of a man into yours and crie Ecce homo Ieſuiticus, becauſe you will be content with this definition Homo est quid quantum & coloratum. VVaferer pag. 42.43. words are in the margine) you laugh at this man. (belike your Father was not ſuch a thing; but one of the naked, abſtracted ſubſtances, which other­while [Page] conuerſe with women,) you firſt (I ſay) laugh at the man. and then begin to diſpoile him of his de­finition. the difference rationale you cut of; and define him, animal quan­tum & coloratum: then you laugh at him againe, and bring in Diogenes ghoſt to keepe you companie. After this you take out animal; and ſo ma­ke him ſenſles, thus; homo eſt quid quan­tum & coloratum. He is mangled enough, now, one would think; hauing neither eies, nor hands, nor eares: you haue made of him a lump of earth, quid quantum & coloratum. one blow more and you may beat him into duſt. but that will not ſatiſ­fie your rage; you turne him thus diffigured, this quantum & coloratum into a meere shape or picture, that he may be without ſubſtance: and then you ſtab him through, with an Ecce homo Ieſuiticus; wherewith you fixe him to the paper, where he han­ges Pag. 43. till he be torne out, to light tobacco, and ſo turned into ſmoke.
[Page]The other paſſage is about ſucking will you ſaie that an Ivie bush is not a ſigne that wi­ne is to be ſold there, becauſe you cā ­not ſuck ſack, claret, & white wine out of an Ivy leafe? VVafer. pag. 44. wine out of an Iuie bush. you do but bungle in the application; I will help you to do it better. It is an Em­bleme of your communion; wherein you ſuck, blood, out of wine. your opinion is that it is nothing indeede but wine, ſtanding for the ſigne of blood; as an Iuie bush before the tauerne dore, is nothing but Iuie, ſtanding for a ſigne of wine. You ſaie alſoe, that it doth exhibite to you real­lie the blood of Ieſus Chriſt, euen that which was shed vpon the croſ­ſe. Is not this like ſucking wine out of a ſigne wherein it is not; out of a bush of Iuie? It is as fit an expoſition, as apt a ſimile, as one would haue deſi­red, onlie we muſt recite ſome of your doctrine which it doth illuſtrate. Pag. 10. you ſaie, Though the verie bodie and blood of Christ be not ſubſtan­tiallie contained vnder the shapes of bread and wyne, yet they are reallie com­municated by the holie Ghoſt vnto vs at & by (marke that by) the faithfull & worthie receauing of thoſe mysteries. Pag. [Page] 13. bread is more then a bare figure of the bodie, for it hath the effectuall preſence of the bodie ioyned with it, though ſub­ſtantiallie it be not become the ſame. And though the bread be not in ſubſtāce Chriſt, yet the faithfull receauer hath (ſince to giue him effectuallie and in ſubſtance is the ſame) the ſubſtance communicated to his ſoule as veritie as the bread enters his mouth. Pag. 62. Ile graunt you that the out ward ſignes are ſignes of Chriſts bodie preſent after conſecration, but I denie that the bodie is there preſent after the manner you define. Tis not there corporallie but myſticallie, and ſacramentallie, and yet ſo as beſides the intellectuall preſence, there is alſo a reall & exhibitiue preſence in reſpect of dona­tion on Gods part, and reception on mans part. Heere, beſides the intelle­ctuall preſence, (by faith) is a reall exhibition; and a reall reception of the bodie: the verie ſubſtance of it, is as reallie communicated to the ſoule and as verilie, as the bread (deliuered by the Miniſter) is receaued in the mouth: and [Page] all this is donne by meanes of the ſi­gnes, exhibiting thoſe thinges vnto vs. Is not this ſucking blood out of wine, and wine out of an Iuie bush?
To our tenet, (which is the Catho­lick) that embleme doth not agree; for in our Sacrament there is vnder the exteriour ſignes, flesh and blood, ac­cording to the ſubstance and veritie: the whole bodie, the whole humani­tie of our Sauiour, the Mediatour; he himſelf, with all the ornaments of his humanitie, and all the infinite perfe­ctions of his Diuinitie, is there: and, receauing the bleſſed Sacrament into our mouthes, wee do receaue, in it, all this. The vintners wine be not thus in his Iuie bush, that you may ſucke ſac­ke from thence.
After this, M. Waferer enters into the matter of tranſubſtantiation, which matter was not handled in the Con­ference. He might haue ſaued himſelf the labour he takes, and looſeth, in talking of it, had he (as he might and should) haue obſerued (but that he was willing to confound Queſtions [Page] and runne out of one into another) that which my Lord in the beginni [...] gaue the auditorie then preſent, to vnderſtand.Confer. pag. 7. See alſo Featli Pag. 288 That the Conference was to be, not of Tranſubſtantiation, but of the reall preſence onlie, which by order of diſputatiō ought to be firſt. and ſo it was agreed, and nothing ſaid of that mat­ter. What he brings againſt it, is ordi­narie ſtuffe, and the manner of deli­uering it, worſe then ordinarie. The authors which he cites are Caietan & Scotus: who notwithſtanding (as is well knowne to Schollers that are a­ble to read their books) do maintaine and defend, and that,Caiet. 3. p. q 75. Scotus in 4. d. 10. & 11. The words obiected againſt vs out of him to proue the doctrine of tranſſubſtantiation to be new, be theſe d. 11. qu. 3. where he ſpeakes of the Lateran Councell. Quicquid ibi (in Concilio Lateranenſi) dicitur eſſe eredendum, tenendum eſt eſſe de ſubſtantia fidei: & hoc poſt illam declarationem factam ab Eccleſia. Et ſi quaeras quare voluit Eccleſia elige [...]e iſtum intellectum ita difficilem huius articuli cum verba ſcripturae poſ­ſent ſaluati ſecundum intellectum facilem & veriorem ſecundum apparentiam, de hoc articulo; Dico quod eo Spiritu expoſitae ſunt Scripturae, quo conditae. Et ita ſupponendum eſt quod Eccleſia Catholica eo Spiritu expoſuit quo tradita eſt nobis fides, ſpiritu ſcilicet ve­ritatis edocta; & ideo hunc intellectum elegit quia verus est. Non enim in poteſtate Eccleſiae fuit facere iſtud verum vel non verum, ſed Dei inſtituentis: ſed intellectum a Deo traditum Eccleſia explicauit directa in hoc vt creditur Spiritu veritatis. He that well conſiders theſe words, will eaſilie perceaue there is in them no occaſion giuē to pretend that he denies the doctrine to be auncient, ſince he affirmes it to be contained in the Scripture; & that the Church by directiō of the Holy Ghoſt whoſe aſſiſtance the Catholicks beleeue, found it there. Eo Spi­ritu expoſitae ſunt Scripturae &c, &, ideo hunc ſenſum elegit quia—. you will not I hope, accuſe the Scripture of no­ueltie. See Saint Auguſtine Contra Epiſt. fundam. c. 4. E­pist. 118. de bapt l. 2. c. 4. & 9. l. 5. c. 17. Contra Creſcon. Gram. l 1. c. 33, Scripturarum in hac re tenetur veritas cum hoc facimus quod vniuerſae iam placuit Eccleſie &c. It is the Church that is to teach vs, the meaning of the Scripture; docete. and the holy Ghoſt directs her in it, docebit vos. larglie and pro­feſſedlie, both the Real [...] presēce, which [Page] was the matter of the Conference; &  [...] tranſubſtantiatiō, which matter he would faine runne into, to make a further demonſtration of his igno­rance and vnſufficiencie. Next he ſaies the churches of Aſia and the Greeke churches diſſented, that is, [Page] denied tranſubſtantiation. He might aſwell haue tould his Reader that wee do: they hauing as fullie de­clared them ſelues in their Profeſsion, bookes and Councels; And that verie Councell of Florence whēce he would (againſt the whole ſtreame of autho­ritie) make good his rash aſſertion, in the Inſtruction of faith giuen to the Armenians, which was made in pu­blick ſeſſion, ſacro approbante concilio, that verie yeere he ſpeakes of, 1439. doth ackowledge it, in theſe wor­des, Ipſorum verborum virtute ſubſtan­tia panis in corpus Christi & ſubstantia vini in ſanguinem, conuertitur; ita ta­men vt totus Chriſtus continetur ſub ſpe­cie panis, & totus ſub ſpecie vini: ſub qualibet quoque parte hoſtiae conſecratae & vini conſecrati ſeparatione facta, to­tus eſt Christus. by vertue of thoſe verie words (of conſecration) the ſubſtance of bread is turned into the bodie, and the ſubſtance of wine into the blood: yet ſo, that whole Chriſt is contained vnder the ſpecies of bread, and whole vnder the ſpecies of wine, and alſo [Page]whole Chriſt is vnder euery part of the conſecrated hoaſt and conſecrated wine, when there is a ſeparation or diuiſion made. See Cardinall Peron, his booke againſt P. Mornay, pag. 812. & ſ [...]qq. and Cenſu. Eccleſ. Orient. Reſponſ. 1. ad German. c. 13. & Reſponſo 2. c. 4.
He ſaies pag. 47. and moſt igno­rantlie, that the Churches tenet of a ſubſtantiall change vnder the ſpecies; which change wee call tranſubstan­tiation, was a thing not knowne or taught for 1215. yeeres after Chriſt. which is a lie, many times confuted, by our Deuines; Bellarmine, Peron, Allen, Gualterius, and others, yea, and by your owne too, Maſter Mirth, your owne men, Proteſtants, confeſſe that Damaſcen taught it, that Gregorie and Auſtine brought it into England, that it entred early into the Church. Cited in the Pro­teſt. Ap. tract. r. ſect. 7. ſubd. 4. See alſo ſect. 2. ſubd. 2. Reade the diſcourſe of M. Brierley p. 184.
Leaſt you should outface ſuch as want bookes, ſome few of thoſe which held the change, shall (for their ſakes) be repreſented on the by. I told you that Proteſtants cōtradict your aſſertion; and your frind Crak [...] thorps [Page] alſo, (Birkberks learned kinſ­man,) whō you cite in your margine. But I come neerer,pag. 232. this your Doctors frind, Birckbeck, will admit, (and with his aduiſe,) that it was publik­lie taught, in England by Lancfranc, long before the time you ſpeake of. So will (I come neerer yet) Maſter Waferer of Alban-Hall, and with the ſame Doctors approbat, Who ſaith pag. 48. (ſo ſoone he forgot himſelf) your tranſubſtantiation is no better then the coynage of the monk Damaſcen; who liued anno 730. This I note by the way only, to shew your ignorance and temeritie in your aſſertions; and how little your word is to be regar­ded. The point it ſelf, I do not heare examine, becauſe I will not leaue the matter of the Conference, as you ſtri­ue to do. 2
[Page][Page][Page][Page][Page][Page]S. E. had ſaid that Berengarius bro­ched yourAbout the yeere of our Lord 1060. the deny­ing of tranſubſtantiation began to be accounted Hereſie; and in that number was firſt one Berengarius who liued about  [...]. 1060. Fox pag. 1121 Brier. hereſie, and this you [Page] Maſter Waferer, take heynouſlie; telling vs that you haue it from the Apoſtles. If you had ſaid that one of them (Iudas) was of your opinion, you might peraduenture haue found Scripture for it, in the 6. of S. Iohn. where after our Sauiour had ſaid the bread which he meant to giue was his flesh, that flesh which he would giue alſo for the life or redemption of the world, the Iewes began to diſpute of the modus, how that could be, quomodo poteſt hic nobis carnem ſuam dare ad manducandum, how can this man giue vs his flesh to eate? whervpon our Sauiour told them that his flesh was meat indeed, and that his blood was drink indeed, and that they were to eate this flesh and to drink this blood. heereat ſome of the Diſciples were ſcā ­dalized, and ſaid, as you do, durus est hic ſermo, this is a hard ſpeach, they had not the patiēce to heare of it; they beleeued not; and amongſt thoſe was the man, I ſpake of. Sunt quidam ex vobis qui non credunt, ſciebat enim ab initio Ieſus qui eſſent non credentes, & [Page]quis traditurus eſſet eum. there are ſome of you that beleeue not. For Ieſus knew from the beginning who they were that belee­ued not, and who should betray him. you know the man; he was of your opi­nion. yet Berengarius being the firſt that taught it openlie as a doctrine, he may well be ſaid to haue broached it firſt. and, if inſteed of the word opinion, or hereſie, you put in, Sacra­ment; that it runne thus, Berengarius broached your Sacrament; it may be no metaphor, for it is wine that is in your communion cup, & nothing els but wine.
Heere is an end of your ſecond Se­ction. I will leaue you now alone, in your recreation roome, and go ſpeake with others, at the dore, you shall heare of me againe by that time you haue ſtepped into your third Se­ction; where if you can compoſe your ſelf thereunto, we will be more ſeriouſe. It is not my labour (it was your Mothers,) to breed Mirth.
Nobis non licet eſſe tam diſertis
 Qui Muſas colimus ſeueriores.

[Page]Maſter Mirth is a merrie man; he can laugh out anothers eies: and his owne, it ſeemes, (is not laughing the cauſe?) be not fullie open, he hath ſtudied ſo long in the Vniuerſitie, and talkt there ſo much of homo, that he hath forgotten part of his owne mo­ther tounge. I haue beene diſputing with him about a peece of it, and would haue left him ſooner being wearie in the verie beginning, (dat ſine mente ſonum,) to heere ſo manie words with ſo litle ſence, but that he would haue taken occaſion there­by to make the preſſe labour againe in the edition of an other as imperti­nent a diſcourſe; not omitting to ap­point his title-pages to ſtand, and proclaime me coward at euerie cor­ner-poſte in Londō where the players put vp their bills, vnles I come the ſecond time to the Comedie muſt I call it, or, Mirth's Tragedie.
Our diſpute was about the ſignifi­catiō of this English word man, whe­ther it doth onlie ſignifie the ſub­ſtance, the quid as they ſpeake in [Page] ſchooles, animal rationale; or, whether it doth import, or bring into the vn­derſtanding of him that heares or reades it and knowes our language, and in that kind ſignifie, more then animal rationale. It is an eaſie Queſtion, (and ſcarce a Question but that he will make it ſo) which euerie English man or woman, or child, may determine. The child hath not yet learned to ſpeake, and the old woman dotes, that knowes not the difference bet­wixt theſe two names, man, and, wo­man. and should one write the ſtorie of his Petegrie, changing theſe names & expreſſing the female by the word man, the male by woman, ſchollers would think that he were madde. If you looke into the lāguage, you shall finde the like in other wordes. Thoſe who gaue to thinges their English names, came not to the ſtudents in Metaphyſick to haue them firſt abſtra­cted. Men were, and had ſocietie, and could ſpeake, before they met to build Schooles. The Scottish, and Welsh, and Irish, were not inuented [Page] in Vniuerſities; and they which made bricks at Babell were not all Maſters of Art.
I neuer hard that a ſoule, in it ſelf had any ſex, or that animal rationale meta­phyſicallie abſtracted from all acci­dētes, was an hermaphrodite, though thoſe words haue a good ſence in them, forma dat nomen & eſſe, and ra­tio quam ſignificat nomen eſt definitio. Before ſuch abſurdities were inferd out of theſe words, it would be de­maunded what is this definitio? What this forme? manie formalities haue na­mes which haue not proper definitiōs; rationale, ſenſible, corporeum, and other differences, haue none: and the prima genera (ſubſtantia, quantitas, ad aliquid, and the reſt) non habent genera; there­fore no proper definition. Neither are the ſubſtantiall differences of things, ſo knowne, as that, without taking into our vnderſtanding their properties which are of another kind or predica­ment, we can vnfold or conceaue them. Wherof he may preſentlie haue proofe ſufficient, that would but en­deuour [Page] himſelf, or put another, (you Maſter Waferer,) to define the ſeuerall ſpecies of liuing thinges, beaſtes, trees, flowers, &c.
When naturall things were by man firſt named in vulgar language, their definitions or notions (which they who named them conceaued) were proportionable to their nature, which did occurre to the ſence in­ueſted with certaine proprieties; & neuer otherwiſe; in which caſe, the Philoſopher himſelf ſaies, it is hard to make (a) abſtraction▪ neither was a [Page]Metaphyſicall one, neceſſarie to the firſt impoſition of the word or name, ſince the thing conceaued with it's properties, is ſufficientlie diſtinguished from other thinges, and capable enough of a different name or ſigne. & in this manner, the Latine word Homo, (to ſpeake of that language too, for your ſake,) needed to ſup­poſe no other notion then that which might be gathered by obſeruing a mans motion, diſcourſe, figure, con­tenaunce, and other accidents found in all men that came to notice and not in any other thing but in mā. Thē further, as mē came to the knowledge of the Metaphyſick, and therbey were able to abſtract a ſubſtance frō ſenſible [Page]properties, and figure and quantitie, the name was applied to ſignifie that abstracted thing alſo, yet ſo, that it left not, to be withall, that it was before. Whence it comes to paſſe, that the ſame word, ſignifiing, ac­cording to diuers abſtractions, more, or leſſe, may be ſayd to be, or not to be, entirelie verified in the ſame thing.
Ariſtotle in his firſt de Anima puts a difference betwixt the Logician & the naturall Philoſopher, in their manner of defining, Differenter definiet natura­lis & Dialecticus &c. where he ſaith, the Logician defines by the forme, the Philoſopher by the matter; and brings an example of each. In the ſixt of his Metaphyſicks he shewes how the Na­turall Philoſophers way of defining isDifferē ­ter defi­niet Na­turalis & Dialecticus vnumquodque ipſorum. Vt ira quid eſt. Hic enim, appetitum recontriſtationis, aut aliquid hu­iuſmodi; Ille autem, feruorem ſanguinis, aut calidi circa cor Horum autem, Hic quidem aſſignat mate­riam, Ille veró formam & rationem. Ratio enim haec ipſius rei. Neceſſe autem eſſe hanc in materia huiuſ­modi, ſi erit. Sicut domus haec quidem ratio &c. Arist. l 1. de Animat. 16. Qui accipit materiam in definitione, & dimittit formam, diminuté accipit: qui autem acci­pit formam & dimittit materiam, exiſtimatur quod dimittit aliquid non neceſſarium, ſed non eſt ita: quo­niam forma debet accipit in definitionibus ſecundum diſpoſitiones in quibus exiſtit. Commentator, Ibidem. [Page] diuers frō that of the Mathematician, or the Metaphyſick. The Naturarall Phi­loſopher doth (in his definition) ab­ſtract from indiuiduall matter (which he calls vltima, 7. Me [...].  [...].35. others ſignata,) for his definition muſt be conſtant and vniuerſall; otherwiſe it would not ſerue his turne to make a demon­ſtration: but he doth not abſtract from ſenſible matter, or that which is affe­cted with ſenſib [...]e qualities, as the other two doe.Ariſt. l 6 Me­taphyſ. t 2. vide Com­mentat. Ibidem. Eorum quae definiun­tur, & ipſorum quid eſt, quaedam qui­dem ita ſunt vt ipſum ſimum, quaedam vt ipſum concauum. Differunt autē haec quo­niam ſimum quidem vna acceptum eſt eum materia, eſt enim ſimum conca [...] us naſus, concauitas vero abſque materia ſenſibili. Si cuucta igitur naturalia ita vt ſimum di­cuntur, vt naſus, oculus, facies, caro,[Page]os, omnino animal, folium, radix, In defi­nitione enim carnis & oſſis o­portet quod ponatur calidum & frigi­dum ali­quo modo cōtem­peratū; & ſimi­liter in aliis. S. Tho. ibidem. Ariſtot. cor­tex, omnino planta, (nullius enim eorum ratio abſque motu, ſed ſemper habet ma­teriam;) manifeſtum eſt quomodo in natu­ralibus oportet ipſum quid eſt quaerere, & definire; & cur etiam de quadam anima ſpeculari Naturalis eſt, quaecunque non ſine materia. Accordinglie, he doth elſwhere define ali. 2. de Ani­ma. t. 4. & 5. Actus primus corpo­ris orga­nici &c. ſoule. and as for ſingulars, he ſaith they cannot be defined.Ari­ſtot. l. 7. Meta­phyſ. t. 35. Totius verò, vt circuli hu­ius, & ſingularium alicuius ſenſibilis aut intelligibilis (dico autem intelligibiles quidem, vt Mathematicos, ſenſibiles verò vt aeneos & ligneos) horum inquam non eſt definitio, ſed intellectione aut ſenſu cognoſcuntur. cum verò abeant ab actu, non est manifestum vtrum ſint al.-quando an non ſint: tamen ſemper dicun­tur & cognoſcuntur vniuerſali ratione; Materia vero per ſeipſam incognita. Materia verò quaedam ſenſibilis, quae­dam intelligibilis: ſenſibilis quidem vt aes & lignum, & quaecunque mobilis materia: intelligibilis verò quae in sēſibilibus exiſtit non prout ſenſibilia, vt puta ipſa mathe­matica. The metaphyſick doth ab­ſtract [Page] from all theſe three matters, ſigna­ta, ſenſibili, intelligibili: he can ab­ſtract a ſubſtance from quantitie, ſenſi­ble qualities, and indiuiduation, and ac­cordinglie define it; without expreſ­ſing any of them in the intellectuall; or adding them, in the vocall defini­tion.
Thus far in common. Now to co­me to our particular cauſe. The Scien­ce which contemplates a ſubſtantiall bodie and according to whoſe abſtra­ction it was named, is Naturall Philo­ſophie, which Science, (according to the knowne doctrine of the ſchooles, wherunto the beſt Peripa­teticks, and the greateſt ſchoolmen alſo, do ſubſcibe,) doth not abſtract from ſenſible matter; but defines by it. It abſtractes à materia ſignata; and according to this abſtraction & way of defining, doth impoſe names to things naturall; ratio quam ſignificat nomen eſt definitio. Wherfore this La­tine word corpus, and this English word, bodie, (it is the like of all others impoſed according to this ab­ſtraction,) [Page] in the iudgment of the Naturall Philoſopher do not abſtract from ſuch matter, but do ſignifie a thing ſenſible. And if the thing whe­rein they be verified be not ſuch, he doth not eſteeme the ſpeach to be entirelie proper; becauſe the words import or brīg into his vnderſtāding ſuch a thing, howbeit, the ſpeaker is not tied to this notion, for he may vſe another kind of abstractiō; & according 4 [Page] to that may peake his mind.
Heereby appeares the truth of thoſe paſſages againſt which M. Wa­ferer moſt ignorantlie did cauill: as that of S. E. pag. 51. That which pre­ſents it ſelf to the eie to be ſeene is not a pure eſſence or quidditie as they ſpeake in Schooles, but it is a thing ſenſible, and to be perceaued by this organ and facul­tie, it is an extended coloured thing, which wee do ſee and conceaue; agreeing that ſuch or ſuch a word shall be in ſpeach a ſigne of it, and the reſt, which you [Page] may reade in him. And of Cardinall Allen pag. 57. A thing being put out of it's naturall manner of being, and out of  [...] naturall conditions and ſenſible pro­prieties agreeing to ſuch a name, and en­dowed with ſtrange accidentes, although it keepe it's ſubſtance, yet becauſe it wants the conditions of ſubſiſting which together with the ſubſtance come to the ſence and conceit of man, and are com­prehended vnder the proper name, it almoſt leeſeth it's proper name; or if it keepe it, yet not ſo properlie as if it kept it's proper manner of being. And of my Lord, pag. 39. I admit that in theſe wor­des, This is my bodie, there is a figure, not a meere or naked one void of the truth & proprietie, but a figure ioyned with the truth and with proprietie: becauſe allthough they ſignifie that the Euchariſt is the bodie of Chriſt trulie, reallie, and properlie according to the thing; yet they do not affirme it to be the bodie of Chriſt after ſuch a corporall and naturall manner as other things are the things that they are ſaid to be, but after a ſpirituall, inui­ſible, myſticall, ſacramentall manner, &[Page]ſuch a one as doth figuratiuelie shew and repreſent the naturall manner of being of the ſame bodie in another place.
In which wordes there be two things more ſpecified, the one is that the Sacramentall manner of exiſtence, is figuratiuelie the naturall manner of exiſtence; which alſo came to paſſe by the Inſtitution, as appeares more fullie in the Goſpell, do this in remem­brance of me. The other, that the wordes This is my bodie, do likwiſe inſinuate the ſpirituall manner of exi­ſtence which the bodie hath heere in the ſacrament; for, they do not ſi­gnifie the bodie in what manner ſoeuer, or abſtracted (I ſpeake of the propoſition, not of corpus, which is a ſimple tearme) but they ſignifie determinatlie our Sauiours bodie with this kind of exiſtence which it hath in the species or forme of bread.
Out of the former diſtinction of a double abſtraction; if you should hea­re an vnderſtanding man denie, that there is any kind of improprietie in the word corpus, you were to know [Page] that he takes it according to the Me­taphyſicall abſtraction; in which ſen­  [...] the terme is entirlie proper, as be­fore was obſerued, not according to the Phyſicall. So eaſilie you may recō ­cile him, with the others cited by S. E. and thereby ſee how little it doth import the maine, whether in the word, there be, or be not, admit­ted a kind of improprietie. In the word, I ſay, or terme; for it is one thing to ſpeake of that ſingle word, and an other thing to ſpeake of the propoſition; whoſe ſence I haue vn­folded, as far as occaſion hath beene offered; and shall doe further as I shall finde cauſe. I muſt now to M. Waferer againe, who is gotten to his next ſection and there expects me.


The third argument was about the killing letter; out of Origen, who by the killing letter meant (as it was Anſwered) not the Catho­like ſence, but the Caphar­naiticall.
[Page]
Apologiſt:S. E. makes a noiſe with the Capharnaiticall ſtraine, as if it diffe­red from their carnall eating: but I re­ferre the Reader for ſatisfaction to D. Featlie his Conference, which vnanſ­werablie conuinceth their shifts of weak­nes and obſtinacie.

Cenſure.Vide Bellar. li. 2. c. 8. §. tertius l [...]eus. Sunt cer­ti deni­que fines quos vl­tra ci­traque nequit conſistere rectum. Had you ſetled a litle your countenance whilſt you were alone, it would haue mended the matter ſomething, for much laughter doth [Page] not well conſiſt with Magiſteriall grauitie; but to put on a braſen face,  [...]d auouch to the Reader what by reading without further ſtudie or inſtruction, he knowes to be other­wiſe, is an extreame, more abſurde. What kind of eating the Capharnaiets did meane, my Lord told your Doctor out of the Fathers, and, S. E. repea­ted the it againe. They thought S. Au­gustine ſaith, that our Sauiour would cut of ſome peeces from his bodie and giue them to eate. Carnaliter putarunt quod praeciſurus eſſet Dominus particulas quaſ­dam de corpore ſuo & daturus illis. whe­runto Chamier your great Panſtratiſt, from whom now & thē you borrow matter for your Pamphlet, ſubſcri­bes in theſe wordes. Et hoc quidem ve­rum, quod ipſa lectio indicat; and, Quis non videt (lo what Andabatarians he makes you two, Doctor Featlie and your ſelf,Cham. lib. 11. c. 19. n. 30.) in hanc formam argumenta­tos eſſe Capharnaitas? Omne corpus car­naliter manducandum, laniandum eſt, at ſecundum Christū eius corpus carnaliter eſt manducandū Ergo idem laniandum eſt.[Page]This is true, as one may ſee by the verie reading of the place. Who ſees not that the Caphernaits argued in this manner? Euerie bodie that is carnallie to be eaten is to be cut or torne in peices; but accor­ding to Chriſt, his bodie is carnallie to be eaten; therefore it is to be cut or torne in peices. So they, as your Maſter Cha­mier tells you▪ wheras we beleeue, that the bodie of our Bleſſed Sauiour is receaued whole and entire vnder the forme of bread, as S. E. told you in his Notes, and my Lord in the Confe­rence defended againſt your Doctor. Is there no difference M. Waferer betwixt theſe two? betwixt eating of flesh in it's proper shape and recea­uing it in the forme of bread; betwixt receauing a bodie whole, entire; and eating but a peece? Belike there is no difference with you betwixt all, and ſome; betwixt a part, and the whole; betwixt a liue, and a dead thing; bet­wixt a corporall, and a ſpirituall man­ner of exiſtence; betwixt the exteriour formes of flesh, and bread, who would haue thought a man of your name & [Page] nature, could be ſo melancholie, as not to diſcerne this?
But you are not your ſelf diſpoſed, & therefore ſend him that will haue ſatisfaction to Doctor Featlies Conferen­ce. Suppoſe he go.
Intererit multū—Is there more then was when S.E. read it ouer? Nothing at all. But S. E. hath not Anſwered, why ſo good M. Waferer? Becauſe it vnanſwerablie conuinces thoſe shifts (that is, S. Auguſtins expoſition,) of weaknes. Is that all? (S. Augustine might be weake to grapple with a Lion;) and obſtinacie.
Away with this melancholie M. Waferer▪ what? may Featlie diſſent from your Oracle Chamier, and from the Scripture interpreted by his Spi­rit, and from Sainct Auſtin, and other auncient Fathers, and from the Catho­lick and vniuerſall Church, with com­mendations; and S. Auſtin not diſſent from Featlie without obſtinacie? What Vertigo brings this about? may no­thing be ſaid for him, nothing anſwe­red in his behalf? No▪ for the Do­ctors [Page] Argument doth Vnanſwereablie conuince.
And who dares looke ſuch an Ar­gument in the face? S.E. belike ran a­way, let's ſee that firſt: for if he durſt abide, greater Scholers neede not feare. The Doctors obiection I will put downe all, as he relates and hath amplified it himſelf; and will com­pare it with the Anſwer that was made.
Featlie. Origen ſaith Hom. 7. in Leui­ticum. If you follow the letter in theſe words, vnles you eate the flesh &c. that letter killeth.
Anſwer. He ſpeakes of the litterall ſence wherein the Capharnaites vn­derſtood thoſe wordes; not of that wherein the Church doth vnderſtand them. This anſwer you may read more at large in the Relation, pag. 63.
Featlie. what is litera Capharnaitica, the litterall ſence wherein the Capharnai­tes vnderſtood the words?
Anſwer. They thought, as S. Augu­ſtine ſaith, that our Sauiour would cut [Page]of ſome peeces from his bodie and giue them to eate; quod preciſurus eſſet parti­culus quaſdam de corpore ſuo; this being the common, obuious, carnall way, of vnderſtanding ſuch a ſpeach. They neuer thought of receauing a mans bodie whole, vnder the forme of bread: which is the ſence, left vnto the Church by the Apoſtles; and confirmed by the Hole Ghoſt the Spirit of Truth. The words be not meant of dead, na­ked, flesh: they containe Spirit and life. Pieces of flesh, not vnited to the Diuine Perſon, ſuch as they thought he would haue them take, and carnall eating of ſuch pieces in their proper shape and forme, profites nothing to ſaluation; the thing were horrible in it ſelf. It is the Spirit, the Diuinitie, giues a quick­ning vertue to that which is vnited to the word, Cyr. Al. Anath. 11 and this ſame word doth teach another ſence which is the verie life of that letter; and doth alſo (in it's kind) giue life to the receauer: Spiritus eſt qui viuificat Caro non prodest quic­quam; verba quae ego locutus ſum vobis Spiritus & vita ſunt. Let Saint Augu­ſtine [Page] ſpeake againe, Non crediderunt aliquid magnum dicentem, & verbis illis aliquam gratiam cooperientem, ſed pro [...] voluerunt ita intellexerunt, & more ho­minum, quia poterat Ieſus aut hoc diſpone­bat Ieſus, carnem qua indutum erat ver­bum, veluti conciſam distribuere creden­tibus in ſe, Durus est inquiunt hic ſermo. which imagination of cutting in peeces, and conſuming it, our Sauiour, as he ſaies, refutes in the next words, Si ergo videritis filium hominis &c. Illi putabant, ſaies he, erogaturum corpus ſuum, (conciſum vt ſuprà,) ille autem di­xit ſe aſcenſurum in coelum, VTIQVEIN­TEGRVM. Where he doth oppoſe inte­gritie to chopping or cutting into pee­ces. He goes on. Certe vel tunc videbi­tis quia non EO MODO quo putatis ero­gabit corpus ſuum. certe vel tunc intelli­getis quia gratia eius non CONSVMETVR morſibus. And againe afterwards in the ſame place. Magister bone, quomodo caro non prodest quicquam, cum tu dixe­ris niſi quis manducauerit carnem meam, & biberit ſanguinem meum non habebit in ſe vitam &c. Non prodeſt quic quam,[Page]ſed quomodo illi intellexerunt: carnem quippe ſic intellexerunt quomodo in cada­uere dilaniatur, aut in macello venditur, S. Augu. tract 27. in Ioan. non quomodo ſpiritu vegetatur. They be­leeued him not, affirming a great matter and couering a grace vnder thoſe words: but as they liſted ſo they vnderstood, and as men vſe to do, becauſe Ieſus could or diſpoſed it ſo, that he would diſtribute vnto thoſe who beleeued in him the flesh which the word had put on, cut in peices as it were. This ſay they is a hard ſaying. Ibidem. They thought he would giue them his bo­die, (cut in peices) he ſaid he would aſ­cend into heauen, intire verilie,  [...] bona gra­tia. de vocabu­li ſup­poſitio­ne vide Theo­logos. Vide Turrian. de Euch. tr. 2. c. 13 & 19. not cut in peices. Surelie then at least you shall ſee that he will not giue his bodie eo mo­do quo putatis in that manner you ima­gine▪ then at least you will vnderſtand that his grace will not by bitts be conſumed. Good Maſter, how doth the flesh profit nothing, when as thy ſelf haſt ſaid Vnles a man eate my flesh and drink my blood he shall not haue life in him, &c. It profiteth nothing, but as they vn­derſtood; for they imagined it, as it is torne[Page]in peices in the carkaſse, or ſould in the butchers shop: S. Aug. Ibidem. not as it is quickned with the ſpirit.
Featlie. For ought appeares by Scri [...] ­ture or any auncient record, the Capernites errour was in this that they construed Chriſts words groslie and carnallie as you do▪ which you and thay should haue taken ſpirituallie: my wordes are Spirit and life.
Anſwer. Seeing our Sauiour (I repeate my Lords words) ſaith his flesh is trulie meate, and that his words are trulie life, they are to be vnderſtood ſo that they be expounded both properlie and alſo ſpiri­tuallie or mysticallie▪ which thing we rightlie doe when wee ſay they are to be expounded properlie according to the ſubstance of the thing eaten, becauſe that ſubſtance which in the Euchariſt we eate is the verie ſubſtance of the bodie of Chriſt: and alſo ſpirituallie according to the manner, becauſe wee do not eate cutting and mangling it (as the Caphar­naites did conceaue) but without hur­ting it at all, no otherwiſe then if it were a meete Spirit. Thus farre my Lord▪ [Page] who did alſo declare out of S. Augu­stine (whoſe antiquitie I ſuppoſe Featlie will not call into queſtion) & out of another more auncient then he, what kind of eating the Caphar­naites did vnderſtand. Quidam quia non credebant, nec poterant intelligere abierunt retrò, Serm. de Coe. Cypr. quia horrendum eis & ncfarium videbatur veſci carne humana, exiſtimantes hoc eo modo dici, vt car­nem eius vel elixam vel aſſam, ſectamque membratim edere docerentur, cum illius perſonae caro SI IN FRVSTA PARTI­RETVR, non omni humano generi poſset ſufficere; qua ſemel conſumpta VIDERE­TVR INTERIISSE (mark this by the way) RELIGIO, cui nequaquam vlte­rius VICTIMA ſupereſſet. Sed in cogita­tionibus huiuſmodi caro & ſanguis non prodest quicquam, quia (ſicut Magiſter expoſuit) verba haec ſpiritus & vita ſunt, nec carnalis ſenſus ad intellectum tantae profunditatis penetrat niſi fides accedat. you heard S. Auguſtine before, Pu­tauerunt quod preciſurus eſset Dominus particulas de corpore ſuo. Carnem veluti conciſam diſtribuere quomodo in cadaue­re[Page]dilaniatur aut in macello venditur non quomodo ſpiritu vegetatur. Some, becau­ſe they did not beleeue nor could vnder­stand, went back, for that it ſeemed to thē wicked and horrible to eate mans flesh, thinking it was meant they should eate it roaſted or boiled, and chopt in peices; whereas the flesh of that perſon (Chriſt) were it diuided into portions or bitts would not ſerue all mankind: and being once conſumed, Religion would ſeeme to haue perished withall; no victime or ſacri­fice then remaining. But in ſuch thoughts as theſe, flesh and blood profiteth nothing for (as our Maſter himſelf hath expoun­ded) theſe words are ſpirit and life; and vnles faith comes in, the carnall ſence pe­netrateth not vnto the vnderſtanding of ſo great a depth. Breiflie; they meant the common, carnall way, of eating flesh, in it's owne forme and shape, peece after, peece, whereby the thing eatē by degrees is conſumed. Of which kind of eating our Sauiours words were not indeed to be vnderſtood, for his bodie was not to be cut in peeces and to be conſumed; nor in it's [Page] proper shape to be deuoured, but to be receaued in another shape, and ſtill to remaine whole, entire.
Featlie. There is no ſuch thing (as that which in this anſwer is attributed to the Capharnaites) implied in the litte­rall meaning of theſe words (vnles you eate my flesh) nor can be gathered from any circumſtance of the text.
Anſwer. The Queſtion is not whe­ther that be the true ſence of the letter; wee know it is not: but whether the Capharnaites did vnderſtand or con­ceaue it ſo. And that they did, it hath beene prooued, firſt by the teſtimonie of S. Augustine; and he not alone neither. Secondlie by the confeſſion of your owne Chamier out of whoſe quiuer you take the chiefeſt of your bolts; who thinks them blinde that by reading the place perceaue it not. Thirdlie our Sauiour himſelfe corre­cting them, doth inſinuate what they meant, by telling thē, caro, the carnall meaning of his words, nō prodeſt quic­quam, doth nothing auaile, there is a higher meaning which the Spirit, the inte [...]our man, and, by faith onlie, can [Page] perceaue, in them. Spiritus eſt, qui vi­uificat, flesh apart and ſeparate from the Word, who for vs was made flesh, giues not ſpirituall or eternall life. You miſtake in thinking he meanes to let it be conſumed with eating, or cut in peeces; he will keepe it ſtill, & in the ſight of men appeare againe & aſcend, immortall, impaſſible, entire. Si ergo videritis filium hominis aſcenden­tem (vtique integrum ſaith S. Auguſtin) you will then ſee that he vnderſtands and can effecte more then you are able to conceaue; and therefore meri­ted to be beleeued in this. and, that he meant not to haue his flesh conſu­med, cut in peeces, and eaten that way which you imagine. Fourthlie, they (the Capharnaits,) meant that eating which the word eate doth first ſignifie & which at the hearing of it mē com­mōlie do cōceaue, (ſee aboue, pag. 2▪ 3) not reflecting vpō that peculiar notiō which our Sauiour tooke it in, which notion by Philoſophers had neuer beene thought vpon.
Featlie. A man might eate flesh accor­ding[Page]to the rigour of the letter, though he neither buy it in the market nor cut it.
Anſwer. For buying, there is no dif­ficultie▪ but I pray you Maſter Featlie, was it euer heard that one man did with his mouth eate an others bodie, in its owne shape and forme, without cutting or tearing? did the Anthropo­phagi ſwallow men whole? their mouthes then were great▪ greater thē the Capharnaites, who were as other men: and therefore thought not of that way, but of the common. Nei­ther did they think of eating a mans bodie entire in the forme of bread: that eating of mans flesh neither the Phi­loſophers nor thoſe who gaue the name (anthropophagie) to man eating nor thoſe Iewes (the Capharnaits) euer had ſeene, or could haue inuen­ted: it was the Eternall wiſdome who did (not reproue, but) ordaine it, as appeares more diſtinctlie in the Inſti­tution of the B. Sacrament which we ſpeake of. This thing in my hand in the exteriour forme of bread is my bo­die, the verie ſame that shall be deliuered [Page] ſcourged, nailed on a croſſe, woun­ded, for you; take, and eate, it.
Featlie. The horrour of the ſinne of anthropophagie or eating mans flesh, is not in buying mans flesh nor in cutting it: but in eating it with the mouth and chamming it with the teeth. If wee should do ſo in the Sacrament wee should follow the killing letter Origen ſpeaketh of, and runne vpon the point of Saint Cyrills sharp re­proof, doeſt thou pronounce the Sacramēt to be man eating: and doeſt thou irreli­giouslie vrge the minds of the faithfull to groſſe and carnall imaginations?
Anſwer. Groſſe and carnall eating, eating peece by peece, eating by the mouth a mans bodie in it's proper forme, that horrible anthropophagie, we deteſt. What and how, wee eate, ac­cording to our Sauiours Inſtitution, you haue beene told ouer and ouer; and in the former Argumēt this mat­ter of anthropophagie is diſcuſſed.Suprà, pag. 67. Reade the Notes againe: they ſtand good. Neither is any new thing heere obiected, but onlie wee are told (and it is forſooth, a great myſterie) that [Page] the ſinne of Anthropophagie or eating mans flesh, is not in buying, nor in cut­ting it that is to ſay, to buy or cut, is not to eate. Sure, a learned obſerua­tion.
Featlie. I oppoſe againſt your Inter­pretation S. Chryſoſtome, who ſaith. To take Scripture according to the letter, is to take it according to the ſound of the words. To which Doctor Smith replyed, when I ſee the words of Chryſoſtome I will anſwer them▪ you shall when you please quoth Maſter Featlie.
Anſwer. Neither is heere any thing new. what this word eate, and eating mans flesh, See pag. 301. & ſeqq. do ſound in the eares of men neuer inſtructed in the Chri­ſtiā ſchoole, who knows not? But why did not Doctor Featlie, if he thought the words worth the reading, cite the place? could he not find it out in all the time betwixt the Conference and the printing of Relation, which were neere twentie yeeres.
Featlie. Now I appeale to the Eare of all that are heare preſent, whether theſe wordes, niſi manducaueritis carnem, ſound [Page]after Doctor Smiths Caperniticall ſtraine. I heare nothing but the eating of the flesh, which you do as properlie as the Caper­nites could conceaue, with the mouth and teeth.
Anſwer. And I apeale to the Iudg­ment of all that reade this Cenſure, or the Relation of S. E. (which hath the ſame in ſubſtance, all,) whether this vnanſwerable Argument be not anſwe­red; And whether S. Auguſtine (whoſe expoſition it was that by this vnanſ­werable Argument was impugned) be not freed from that vnworthie impu­tatiō wherewith the Pedāt chargeth the maintainer, of weaknes & obſtinacie.
In the margine Featlie cites the Confeſsion of Berengarius: & S. E. in his margine (it being a quarrell onlie on the by) cites the place where he may find my Lords Anſwer: in his booke, againſt a prating Miniſter of Raſchall who (take his owne wordes, for I can not imitate his elegancie) challenged all English Ieſuites, and Ieſuited Pa­piſtes, in the world, tagge and ragge, to anſwer his (confuſed, sillie) bookes, or anie piece, or parcel of  [...]hem. [Page] which bookes (ſince you ſeeme not to know ſo much M. Waferer I now tell you) were anſwered. his Babel was ſurpriſed, Bell confounded. A further Anſwer to that marginall citation then a marginall citation, S. E. did not eſteeme neceſſarie; eſpeciallie conſi­dering that the ſaid Confeſsion was not obiected in the Conference. Nei­ther could it beſeeme ſo great a Chā ­pion as you proclaime your Doctour, to ſtricke whē he was out of the feild▪ and to your owne diſaduantage you ſollicite a melius inquirendum. Featle pag. 296. mar­gine.
For, caſting my eie vpon it, I finde that your Doctor deales not, in it, fai­relie. He refers the words tractari, frangi, dentibus atteri, to Corpus na­kedlie, putting it thus, Credo corpus D. N. I. C. ſenſualiter & in veritate manibus ſacerdotum tractari, frangi & fi­delium dentibus atteri; whereas Berenga­rius in his Confeſsion doth not ſo▪ the Confeſsion (which is recited heere in this margine)Ego Be­renga­rius— conſentio Sanctae Romanae & Apoſtolicae Sedi; & orae, & corde profite or de Sacramentis Dominicae menſe eandem fidem me tenere quam D. & Ven. Papa Nico­laus, & haec ſancta Synodus authoritate Euangelica & Apoſtolica tenendam tradidit, mihiquo firmauit: ſcili­cet panem & vinum quae in altari ponuntur, poſt con­ſecrationem non ſolum Sacramentum ſed etiam verum corpus & ſanguinem D. N. Ieſu Chriſti eſſe, & ſenſuali­ter non ſolum ſacramento ſed in veritate manibus ſa­cerdotum tractari, frangi & fidelium dentibus atteri, iurans per ſanctam & homouſion Trinitatem, & per haec ſancta Chriſti Euangelia. De Conſecr. distin. 2. c. 42. hath whithin it's owne [Page] termes an explication, if wee looke well vpon it. which explication that you may ſee the better, I will firſt take the ſenſe of the Confeſsion into partes; and then looke vpon the connexion or coherence of the wor­des. which donne, the Reader may reflect againe vpon it as it is in it ſelf, altogether.
The firſt part of the ſenſe is this, Profiteor panem & vinum poſt conſecra­tionem, non ſolùm Sacramentum ſed etiam verum corpus & ſanguinem D.N.I.C. eſſe. I profeſſe that the bread and wine, be, after conſecration, not a ſacrament only but alſo the true bodie and blood of our Lord Ieſus Chriſt. Heere is (I do not [Page] ſay all the wordes, but one) part of the ſēce. importīg that the cōſecrated bread & wine be a Sacrament; & not onlie a Sacrament, but alſo the true bodie and bloud of our Lord Ieſus Chriſt. ſo that, vnder the name of conſecra­ted bread (it is the like of conſecrated wyne) Berengarius in this Confeſsion comprehendeth two thinges; the viſible Sacrament, (by which he mea­nes the ſpecies:) and the bodie which is inuiſible. Non ſolùm Sacramentum, ſed etiam corpus. you know the force of the particles, and can reſolue the propoſition (I ſuppoſe) according to the rules of Logick. The like you haue in the Canon Hoc eſt. which af­terwards the Doctor obiecteth, Con­tendimus Sacrificium Eccleſiae duobus confici, duobus conſtare, viſibili elemen­torum ſpecie, & inuiſibili D.N.I.C. car­ne. Wee contend that the Sacrifice of the Church doth conſiſt of two things; the viſible ſpecies of the elements, and the in­uiſible bodie of our Lord Ieſus Chriſt. And in ould Irenaeus, Qui est à terra pa­nis[Page]percipiens vocationem Dei,  [...]. iam non communis panis est, ſed Eucharistia, ex duabus rebus constans, terrena, & coeleſti. The bread which hath being from the earth, receauing the inuocation of God, (being conſecrated,) is now, not com­mon bread, but Euchariſt, conſiſting of two things, the eartlie, (the ſpecies,) and the heauenlie, (the bodie.) And another ould Father before cited, Panis iſte non effigie ſed natura mutatus, omnipotentia Verbi factus est caro. That bread being changed not in shape (there is the ſpe­cies remaining:) but in nature, is by the omnipotencie of the word made flesh. (there is the inuiſible ſubſtance, the flesh, or bodie of our Sauiour Ieſus Chriſt.If you finde in authors teritur with corpus other­while; you finde a caution with it, Sub vtraque ſpecie, & ſub vtriuſque ſpeciei particula ſingula, totus eſt Chriſtus Ieſus; & ſumitur reſidens in coelo, ſedens ad dextram Patris: ipſe verè eſt in hoc Sacramento, dētibus teritur (ſecundum ſpecies) & integer manet. Manduca­tur & non corrumpitur. Immolatur & non motitur. Stephan. Eduen. lo. de Saciam. Altar. c. 15. vixit circa annū 950. Credimus terrenas ſubſtantias quae in menſa Do­minica per ſacerdotale miniſterium diuinitus ſanctifi­cantur, ineffabiliter, incomprehenſibiliter, mirabili­ter operante ſuperna potentia, conuerti in eſſentiam Dominici Corporis; reſeruatis ipſatum rerum ſpecie­bus, & quibuſdam aliis qualitatibus, ne percipientes cruda & cruenta horrerent; & vt credentes fidei proe­mia ampliora perciperent; ipſo tamen Dominico cor­pore exiſtente in coeleſtibus ad dextram Patris immor­tali, inuiolato, integro, incontaminato, illaeſo: vt verè dici poſſit, & ipſum corpus quod de Virgine ſumptum eſt nos ſumere, & tamen non ipſum: ipſum quidem quantum ad eſſentiam, veraeque naturae proptieta­tem, atque virtutem; non ipſum, ſi ſpectes panis vini­que ſpeciem, caeteraque ſuperius comprehenſa. Hanc fidem tenuit à priſcis temporibus, & nunc tenet Ec­cleſia quae per totum diffuſa orbem Catholica denomi­natur Lanfrancus Archiepiſcopus Cantuar. li. de Euchariſt. Vix [...] circa annum 1059. & cum Bérengario diſputauit.) I proceede vnto
The ſecond part of the ſence, Profi­teor panem (eundem) ſenſualiter non ſo­lùm Sacramento ſed in veritate manibus[Page]ſacerdotum tractari, frangi, & fidelium dentibus atteri. I profeſse that the (con­ſecrated) bread, is ſenſiblie touched with the bands of Prieſts, broken, and by the faithfull chewed, not in ſacrament onlie but in verie deed. This is the ſecond part of (I do not ſaie the words: but) the ſence: wherin you will haue more adoe to finde a difficultie, then I shall [Page] haue to finde the ſolution,The Queſtiō is not what o­ther men ſay of them: but what is con­tained manife­ſtlie in them. which the wordes, if they be ſuppoſed to ſtand thus, offer of themſelues. That the Preiſt doth touch the conſecrated bread with his hand, and his mouth, and his tongue, euerie one knowes; and our Sauiours bodie being therein reallie, in rei veritate, not in ſigno tantū, he, doth alſo touch it, more, then the woman touched it, who toucht im­mediatlie but his garment. yet, you can not denie but that indeede and trulie she did touch it. Some denied, then, that any had donne it; and our Sa­uiour himſelf confuted them, and af­firmed, and proued it. The hiſtorie is in the Ghoſpell. A woman that had a bloodie flux, came behinde our Sa­uiour, and touched his garment, the border of it; he demaunded, who it was that had touched him, they denied that anie had done it. Negantibus om­nibus &c. he ſtood in it, ſtill, that it was ſo:And a woman — came behind him, and touched the border of his garment: and im­mediatly her iſ [...]ue of blood ſtanched, And Ieſus,  [...] who touched me? When all denied, Peter and they that were with him ſaid, Maſter the multitude throng thee—. And Ieſus ſaid ſomebodie hath touched me, for I perceaue that vertue is gonne out of me. And when the woman ſawe that the was not hid, she came trembling, and falling downe before him she declared vnto him before all the people for what cauſe  [...] had touched him,—Luc 8. tetigit me aliquis: and proued it, nam & ego noui virtutem de me exijſse, where [Page] vpon, the woman fell vpon her knees at his feete, and confest it.
It is not neceſſarie when wee ſaie wee touch or ſee a thing, that euerie thing in it, euerie eſſentiall part be according to it ſelf an obiect of the ſenſe; or that the ſenſe perceaue eue­rie part of it that is ſenſible. He who lookes you in the face, ſaith he ſees you, though the reſt of your bodie be within your cloathes. and if you, being an  [...] cataphract in your proteſtantish  [...] should for feare pull downe your beuer be­fore you come into the liſt, your Ad­uerſarie for all that might light vpon your () vnleſſe you bring with you Giges his ring, ſo to make your ſelf inuiſible; as other of your Cham­pions it ſeemes did, manie hundred [Page] yeares together; for none of them ap­peared, vnles it were to Swinglius one, Ater an albus, he knew not; and an o­ther to Luther, With a great voice.
I ſee a man, yet my eie doth not diſ­cerne the ſubſtance of his ſoule; or his matter; or his ſauour. and, by touching him, I doe not feele his colour, or diſ­cerne his forme from his matter. Wee should end manie controuerſies in Philoſophie ſoone, if ſoules could be ſeene with eies, and matter touched. There is a diſtinction amongſt the Peripatetiks, of perſe, and per accidens, appliable to many thinges. and, per accidens is ſaid manie waies, M. Mirth; which had you learned, you might haue beene a better Scholler then many be, and more worthie of your cap.
You haue heard the ſence of Beren­garius: I come now to looke vpon the coherence of his wordes, which one cannot miſtake in as far it appartai­nes to the former part. Conſentio autem S. R. Ap. Sedi & ore & corde profite or &c. ſcilicet panem & vinum quae in altari [Page]ponuntur poſt conſecrationem non ſolum ſacramentum, ſed etiam verum corpus & ſanguinem D. N. I. C. eſſe: The ſumne whereof is this, Profiteor panem & vi­num poſt conſecrationem non ſolum Sa­cramentum eſse ſed etiam verum corpus & ſanguinem.
The later part is this, & ſenſualiter non ſolum ſacramento ſed in veritate ma­nibus ſacerdotum tractari, frangi & fide­lium dentibus atteri. where, though he do not repeate the word panem, yet the conſtruction of the ſentence doth inforce the repetition of it. Profiteor panem, eſse corpus; & manibus ſacerdo­tum tractari, what? the ſame panem. This is the natiue conſtruction of the wordes. The coniunction &, doth but couple diuers attributes, est corpus, & tangitur, & atteritur; leauing the ſubiect ſtill vnchanged. as if I should ſay, Petrus eſt ſubſtantia, & currit, & diſcurrit; Subſtantia, and currens, and diſcurrens, were attributes; and Petrus the ſubiectum to them all.
If anie should demaund how corpus [Page] and Sacramentum both, can be predi­cated vpon this ſubiect panis: I deſire him firſt of all to looke againe vpon the former part, and he shall ſee dire­ctlie without all controuerſie that it is ſo. Profite or panem & vinum poſt con­ſecrationem non ſolum Sacramentum ſed etiam verum corpus & ſanguinem eſſe; Supra pag. 239 there both are affirmed▪ and the like is in the Canon Hoc eſt, before alſo ci­ted. whereunto may be added the wordes of S. Ireneus. And the thing is eaſilie conceaued; for, the Conſecrated heauenlie bread, the Eucharist, the Bleſſed Sacrament, hath the exteriour forme of bread; it is a Sacrament: and within that forme, or exteriour ſigne, it hath the bodie of our Sauiour it containes, or concludes, both, vnder the name:Berenga­rius. Qui dicit panis & vinum altatis ſolummodo ſunt Sacramenta, vel panis & vinum alta­ris ſolummodo ſunt verum corpus Chriſti & ſanguis, modis omnibus panem & vinum ſupereſſe conſtituit.  [...]anfrancus. Nihil horum Romana Synodus or dendum eſſe decreuit: nec Humbertus Epiſcopus ad confiten­dum vel iurandum horum tibi aliquid tradidit. Prior quidem ſententia per quam dicitur, panis & vinum al­taris ſolummodo Sacramenta ſunt; tua eſt tuorumque ſequacium. Poſterior verò quae enunciat, panis & vinum altatis ſolummodo ſunt verum Chriſti corpus & ſan­guis, nullius hominum eſt. Nam, & tu veritatem carnis & ſanguinis negas; & Eccleſia Chriſti ſic panem in carnem, vinum cred [...]t conuerti in ſanguinem, vt tamen ſalubriter credat & veraciter recognoſcat Sacramen­tum eſſe Dominicae paſſionis, diuinae propitiationis, concordiae & vnitatis; poſtremò aſſumptae de Virgine carnis & ſanguinis, ſingula ſuis diſtinctiſque modis. Lanfrancus lib. de Sacrament. Altaris, aduerſus Beren­tium. wherefore both together, may well be affirmed on it.
[Page]And if Berengarius had affirmed the one onelie (abſtracting from, but not denying, the other, abſtrah [...]ntium non est mendacium) as, when I ſay, the Heauenlie bread is the bodie of our Sauiour, Panis conſecratus est corpus Chriſti, and ſtop there; it had beene eaſie, in this caſe alſo, to giue the true ſenſe: for, ſometimes the word panis, and Sacramentum, and Euchariſtia, ſup­ponunt pro corpore, connotande ſpeci [...]s; as Deuines well remember. To ſa [...]e nothing of that figuratiue kind of ſpeach, wherein the part is elegantlie [Page] taken for the whole; I preſu­me you know the di­ſtinctiō betwixt ſuppoſitio and ſignificatio. or, the whole for the part: which figure, if wee should vſe in ſpeaking of this myſterie, (as S. Iohn did in ſpeaking of the Incar­nation, Verbum caro factum eſt,) wee should not exclude, but include, and confirme the reall preſence; as he doth the Incarnation, in the wordes but now cited. Neither be wee ſo ſcrupu­lous, as neuer to vſe a figure in this matter of the bleſſed Sacramēt. though none, without contradicting God him ſelf, can auouch, in it, or in the wordes of Inſtitution, a meere figure.
But to returne againe to the Profeſ­ſion; you may perceaue now (if you will but ſet aſide your humor of par­tialitie, and iudge according to the plaine ſenſe and conſtruction which the words offer (that what ſome other (ſuppoſe a Schoole-man) might haue expreſſed in a larger diſcourſe; ſaying for example, that, the bodie, not ac­cording to it's owne forme and na­ture, but according to the Sacramen­tall ſpecies and figure wherein it is, is touched with hands and teeth, euen [Page] that, Berengarius in fewer wordes doth profeſſe, in ſaying, the conſe­crated bread is touched with hands and teeth. making the ſubiect of his ſpeach bread, which word (bread) he had im­mediatlie before profeſſed to ſignifie both, the ſpecies or Sacrament, and the bodie. and therefore chooſeth ra­ther the ſame word be reſumed agai­ne, when he ſpeaketh of touching, then to put corpus, in place of it, leaſt the Reader by that occaſion conſide­ring the thing ſignified by it, apart, & not as in that Sacramentall forme, might miſtake him. Which now (if he attend to his wordes, and their con­ſtruction, and coherence,) he cannot do; being not able to finde whereun­to tractari and atteri be related, or what is in the ſpeach, the ſubiect of touching or chewing, till he comes to panem in the beginning: where he findes withall that it ſignifies both corpus and the ſpecies together.
And, did panis (which is to be reſu­med in the ſecond part as I haue shewed) ſtand there, in that ſecond [Page] part, for corpus, connotando ſpecies, or by a Synecdoche ſtand (it ſelf ſignify­ing the Whole,) for a part: yet ſtill the ſame warines doth appeare, in that tangi and atteri were not attributed to the bodie, but as ſignified by a name bringing the ſpecies withall into the hearers mind; by a name ſignifying the whole: and not ſtanding for a part but as it is within the whole. The ho­nour of which prudent circumſpe­ction is not indeed due to Berengarius, but to thoſe who conceaued & drew the forme.
Conſider now the ſpeaches Maſter Waferer, and ſee how they differ, that which Featlie puts in his margine as Berengarius wordes, Credo orpus Do­mini &c. manibus ſacerdotum tractari, frangi, & fidelium dentibus atteri: and Berengarius his owne wordes, as they are to be ordered according to the right Syntaxis. Profiteor de Sacramentis Panem (he meanes that which is con­ſecrated, the Sacrament) manibus Sa­cerdotum tractari, frangi, & fidelium dentibus atteri. who doth not perceaue [Page] how the later brings with it an expli­cation, whereby it is made intelligible, which the former doth not? He who ſaies the Sacrament is handled, broken, touche▪ with the teeth; is eaſilie vnder­ſtood, but when you ſaye the bodie is handled, broken, touched, the ſpeach is obſcure, and needs an explication.
Yet with an explication, he that beleeues the reall preſence, will percea­ue the meaning of it (of your propo­ſition, for of that I ſpeake now) to be that according to the forme of bread wherein the bodie is, it is ſaid to be tou­ched, handled, broken, though not ac­cording to it's owne proper forme. and with this explication he will belee­ue it.
Thoſe who denie God to be Incar­nate, will neuer beleeue that he could be ſeene with mens eies, that he could be nailed vpon a croſſe. He that is infinite, might he, ſaie they, haue a figure? he that is impaſſible, ſuffer? he that is immortall, could he die? yes, he could.
Being in the forme of God, he esteemed [Page]it no robberie himſelf to be equall to God; but he made himſelf of no reputation, ta­king on him the forme of a ſeruant, made into the likenes of men, and found in the fashion of a man, he humbled himſelf and became obedient vnto death, euen the death of the croſſe. Phillippenſ. 2. He was God and in the forme of man. as he was God, according to his diuini­tie, he could not ſuffer; he was infini­te, immutable, immortall, impaſſible. as man, according to his humanitie, he had a viſible shape, a figure, in which he was ſeene, and touched, and ſuffered; and died. No man euer ſaw God. Ioan. 1. yet, He was ſeene vpon the earth, and conuerſed amongst men. Baruc. 3. God is a Spirit. Ioan. 4. and a ſpirit cannot be touched, or felt with hands. it hath not flesh and bone. Luk. 24. but yet, feele and ſee, &c. Ibidem. reach hither thy hand—my Lord and my God. Ioan. 20. The Word was with God, and the Word was God; the ſame was in the be­ginning with God. all things were made by him. Ioan. 1. true. and, the Word was [Page]made flesh, and dwelt amongſt vs. Ibidē. That which was from the beginning; which wee haue heard, which wee haue ſeene with our eies, which wee haue loo­ked vpon, and our hands haue handled of the word of life: and the life was manife­sted, and wee haue ſeene it, and beare wit­nes, and shew vnto you that eternall life which was with the Father, and appea­red vnto vs; that which wee haue ſeene and  [...]eard, &c. 1. Ioan. 1 Heare you this Maſter Wa [...]erer? life, eternall life, that which was with the Father, that life, appeared vnto vs; wee ſaw it, with our eies; wee toucht it, with our hands.
Touched life, touched the intelle­ctuall Word, touched God, a Spirit; with bāds. What? would you haue mo­re light to ſee how this might come to paſſe? behold. The life was the light of mē. It was the true light which doth illu­minate euerie man that cōmeth into the world. This light is neere. it is neere you; you are a man. Ioan. 1. The word was made flesh. Now you ſee it. that Word, that life, that Spirit, God, was in the forme, [Page]of man, and according to that forme, he was touched, with hands.
You beleeue it▪ and ſee withall how ſacred mysteries, when they be deliuered in ſome termes be more ea­ſilie conceaued, then in others. When I ſaie, Chriſt, was touched with hands, torne with whips; nailed vpon the Croſſe; you conceaue me without a commē ­tarie: but, when I ſaie, God was torne with whips, or, nailed vnto the Croſse, you expecte an explication, leaſt the the hearers miſtake the meaning as thoſe Hereticks did that thought the Diuinitie ſuffered. So, when wee ſaie, the Sacrament is touched with hands, or teeth; panis, (conſecratus,) or ſacra­mentum, manibus tractatur, frangitur, I shall be eaſilie vnderſtood. But if one ſaie, as Featlie puts it, Corpus Domini noſtri manibus Sacerdotum tractatur, frangitur, there will be expected an an explication, leaſt the hearers mi­ſtake, and think, that our Sauiours bodie according to it's owne dimenſions and forme, is vſed ſo.
[Page]As for thoſe wordes in rei veri [...]ate, whether you take them to ſignifie that the bodie is trulie touched, accor­ding to that Sacramentall forme whe­rein it is; or, that this touching of the bodie, is diſtinct from touching of it in a meere ſigne or Sacrament; it will come in the end all to one. For, being reallie in the forme which is touched, it is trulie ſaid to be touched otherwiſe then it could be by the touch of an emptie ſigne▪ and a further determi­nation of it was not neceſſarie. It is not ſuch as that of the Iewes, or of the woman; touching him. one of thoſe was by the garment; the other was, ſecundum inhaerentem formam. this forme heere which immediatlie receaues the touch and communicates the denominatiō to the bodie as in it, is more vnited then the one of thoſe, and therefore more apt to communicate the denomina­tion; howeuer it be ſaid leſſe vnited then the other. Whether the denomi­nation be, in regard of the bodie, (for the ſpecies there is no difficul­tie,) proper, or improper, or leſſe pro­per; [Page] the Confeſsion doth not ſpecifie. Should I talke of Analogie, Mor­tons ri­gour would haue wine broken proper­lie: though he were not well aware it enſued vpon his pretence you would not vnderſtand me; and if I ſpeake of Aequiuocum à conſilio, you will take occaſion to make inuectiues againſt mentall reſeruation, for you are cu­rious to paint dolphins in a wood. wherefore I will onlie repeate what hath beene ſaid allreadie. the bodie is ſo approximated to the hand, and mouth, by a reall preſence in the forme of bread, that it cannot be trulie ſaid to be touched Sacramento ſolùm.
Neither is this manner of ſpeach found heere onlie in this Confeſsion whereunto Berengarius did ſubſcribe. Others before had it; and they were ſuch as vnderſtood better then you, the power of words: and in what ſort (in myſteries of this nature) they might be verified. Sapientum est rebus imponere nomina, and to thoſe who are skilfull in reuealed Theologie it appertaines to name formalities where they find names wanting to things appertaining to this obiect: or to ap­ply [Page] words, before inuented,Stephan Epiſc. Eduen­ſis, ſuprà pag. 3, 1. to ſigni­fie more thē thoſe inuentors thought on: ſo making them Analogicall, or E­quiuocall; as they ſee cauſe.
Tertullian. Zelus perorabit ingemens C [...]ristianum &c. eas manus admouere Corpori Domini, quae Daemonijs corpora conferunt. He ſpeakes of thoſe who made Idols. Proh ſcelus! ſemel Iudaei Chriſto manus intulerunt, iſti quotidie corpus eius laceſſunt. ô manus praecidendae! Ter­tull. i [...] de Idol. c. 7 Zeale will plead lamenting and gree­uing that a Chriſtian touches the bodie of our Lord with thoſe hands that made bodies for deuils. Ibidē. Oh the villanie! the Iewes once laid violent hands on Chriſt; theſe molest his bodie dailie. ô hands worthie to be cut of! This is he, if you remember, who ſaid, Caro veſcitur cor­pore. S. Cyrill of Alexandria Iure ſan­ctae Congregationes d [...]e octaua in Eccleſ [...]is fiunt, & foribus ſublimiore modo clauſis viſibiliter ſimul atque inuiſibiliter Chri­ſtus omnibus apparet. Inuiſibiliter quidem vt Deus, viſibiliter in corpore. praebet e­nim nobis carnem ſuam tangendam, vt fir­miter[Page]credamus quia templum verè ſuum ſuſcitauit. and in an other place vpon thoſe wordes, Ego in ipſis & tu in me, vt in vnum ſint conſummati. Corporaliter (ſaith he) Filius per benedictionem mysti­cam nobis vt homo vnitur, ſpiritualiter autem vt D [...]us, &c. Cyrill. Alexan. l. 12 in Ioan. c. 58. Hol [...]e aſsemblies are rightlie made in Churches vpon the eight daie, and the doores being shut after an higher manner Chriſt appeares to all, viſiblie and inuiſiblie both: inuiſiblie as God, viſiblie in his bodie. For he g [...]ues vs his flesh to be touched, that wee may conſtantlie beleeue he truly did raiſe his temple, (or bodie.)Idem li. 11 in Ioa. c. 27 The ſonne (of God) by the myſticall benediction (con­ſecration) is vnited vnto vs as man, cor­porallie: as God, ſpirituallie. S. Chryſo­ſtom. Quemadmodum in Regijs, non pa­rietes, non tectum aureum, ſed Regium corpus in throno ſedens omnium praeſtan­tiſsimum est, ita quoque in Coetis Regium corpus, quod nunc in terra, vien­dum tibi proponitur. Neque Angelos ne­que Archangelos, non Coelos, non Coelos Coelorum, ſed ipſum horum omnium tibi[Page]Dominum ostendo. Animaduertis quo­nam pacto quod omnium maximum eſt at­que praecipuum, in terra non conſpicaris tantum ſed tangis (he is approximated  [...]hen ſufficiētlie to verifie thoſe words which were obiected) neque ſolum tan­gis ſed comedis, & eo accepto domum re­dis? Chry­ſoſt. Hom. 24. in Ep. pri. Corint. As in royall pallaces the walls and the gilded roofes are not eſteemed the moſt magnificent thing of all, but the roy­all perſon ſeated in his princely throne: ſo is the kings bodie in heauen. Now this ma­keſt thou ſee heere on earth. For heere I shew thee, not Angels, nor Archangels, nor heauens, nor the heauen of heauens, but I shew vnto thee him who is the verie Lord of all theſe things. Thou perceauest now in what manner thou doeſt behold heere on earth that thing which is moſt pretious and moſt honourable of all other: and how thou doeſt not ſee it onlie, but alſo doest touch it; and that thou doest not touch it onlie but alſo doeſt eate it, & hauīg receaued it returned vnto thy houſe. Hoc Corpus affixum, verbe­ratum, morte victum non eſt Hoc corpus ſol cruci­fixum videms, radiosauertit.— Hoc corpus in praeſepi reueriti ſunt Magi, & viri impij & barbari longo iti­nere confecto cum timore & tremore plutimo adora­uerunt. I mitemur igitur ſaltem barbaros, nos qui coe­lorum ciues ſumus. Illi enim cùm id praeſepe & tugu­rium tantùm, neque eorum quiequam quae tu nunc in­tueris viderent, ſumma acceſſerunt reuerentia & hor­rore: tu verò non in praeſepe id, ſed in altari; non mulierem quae in vlnis teneat, ſed Sacerdotem praeſentem & ſpiritum perabunde fuper propoſito diffuſum ſacrifi­cio vides, nec ſimpliciter vt illi corpus intueris, ſed & eius potentiam & omnem cognoſcis adminiſtrationem, & nihil eorum quae per ipſum facta ſunt ignoras, & di­ligenter es initiatus in omnibus. S. Chryſoſt. Hom. 24. Pri Cor. Aſcende ad coeli portas, & diligenter attende non coeli ſed coeli Coelorum, & tunc quod dici­mus intueberis. Etenim quod ſummo honore dignum eſt,  [...] id tibi in terra ſitum oſtendam, Ibidem. Non eſt teme­rè hoe excogitatum, nec fruſtra memoriam mortuo­rum inter ſacra myſteria celebramus, aut accedimus pro iſtis agnum illum iacentem (in altari) & peccata mundi tollentem deprecantes; ſed vt his conſolatio il­lis aliqua ſiet. Idem Hom. 41 pri. Cor. Pro omnibus o­ramus qui ante nos vitâ functiſunt, maximum creden­tes animarum iuuamen pro quibus offertur obſecra­tio ſancti illius & tremendi  [...] quod ante nos iacet Sacrificij. S. Cyrill. Hier. Catech. myſt. 6. Sanctum ac viuiſicum, i [...]ruentumque in Ec­cleſia celebramus Sacrificium,  [...]n hominis alicuius nobis ſimilis & communis cor [...]us; ſimiliter & precio­ſum ſanguinem eſſe  [...] quod proponitur, credentes, ſed magis tanquam proprium vinificantis verbi corpus accipimus. Anathem. 11. Conc. Epheſ. That which lieth, on the Altar, before the Priest, heere on earth; may be touched, with hands: what hinders? And what this thing is, it is made out of Controuerſie, by theſe words, proprium verbi corpus; quod in praeſepi reueri­ti ſunt Magi; affixum, verberatum; quod ſummo ho­nore dignum eſt: agnus peccati mundi tollens; obſe­cratio ill [...]us quod ante nos  [...]acet Sacrificij. Vide S. Dio­niſ. A [...]eopag [...]. 3. Hierarch Eccleſiaſt, which bookes are well defended by Maſter Brie [...]ley in his treatiſe of the Maſſe. [Page] [Page] Before he ſaid that our Sauiour after his Aſcenſion exhibited his bodie to vs, vt teneremus & manducaremus, quod, ſaith he, maximum dilectionis ſignum eſt. quos enim amamus nonnunquam etiā morſu petimus. And before that againe, shew­ing how the words of S. Paul (which are prīcipallie vnderſtood of vnbloo­die immolation) be verified alſo in breaking of the hoſt, which action is (though not an eſſentiall, yet) an in­tegrall part, as it were, of the vn­bloodie immolation, Quare addit, ſaith he, quem frangimus? and he anſwers, Hoc in Euchariſtia videre licet, in cruce autem minimè: ſed omnino contra, os enim [Page]eius non comminuetis ex eo. Sed quod in cruce paſsus non eſt id in oblatione patitur. The ſame Father in an other place, Quos radios ſolares non deberet excedere manus illa quae hanc carnem perrumpit, os quod igne impletur ſpirituali, lingua quae cruentatur hoc admirabili ſanguine? in which words he doth moſt vehemēt­lie vrge a reall preſence to the Prieſts hands and mouth and tongue, in regard of the ſpecies of bread, and wine, whe­rein they be. And againe. O miracu­lum, ô Dei benignitatem qui cum patre ſurſum ſedet, in illo temporis articulo om­nium manibus pertractatur! there is no miracle in being touched in a meere ſigne. Quum Spiritum Sanctum inuoca­uerit ſacrificiumque illud horrore & re­uerentia pleniſsimum perfecerit, communi omnium Domino manibus aſsidué pertra­ctato, quaero ex te quoto illum in ordine collocabimus? And Quis daret nobis vt e­ius carnibus impleremur? quod Christus fecit vt maiori Charitate nos aſtringeret, & vt ſuum in nos oſtenderet deſiderium, non ſe tantum videri permittens deſide­rantibus,[Page]ſed & tangi, & manducar. Idem in eadē Hom. Why doth he adde, which we break? this in the Euchariſt wee may ſee: not vpō the Croſſe, but quite otherwiſe, you shall not bruiſe a bone of him. But what he ſuffered not vpon the Croſſe, that he ſuffers in the oblation, (the Maſſe.)Idem Hom. 26. in Matth. Then what ſun-beames had not that hand need to be more pure, that breaketh vp this flesh, that mouth which is filled with this ſpirituall fier, that ton­gue which is embrued or ſprinkled with this wonderfull blood? Idem de Sa­cerdo­tio l 3. O the miracle! o the benignitie of God! he that ſitteth a­boue with the Father, is touched at the ſame time with euerie ones hands.Idem de Sa. cerd l. 6 Dare you, Mirch, Featlie, Morton, publik­lie call your cōmu­nion bread ſo? when he (the Prieſt) hath inuocated the holy Ghoſt and celebrated the moſt reue­rend and dreadfull Sacrifice, touching dailie with his hands the Lord of all, I demaund of thee in what rank or order wee shall place him? Idem Hom 46 in Ioa. Who would graūt to vs to be filled with his flesh? this Chriſt hath donne to oblige vs vnto him with more loue, and to demonſtrate his affectiō to vs: ſuffering, himſelf not onlie to be ſeene of ſuch, as deſire it, but to be tou­ched [Page] alſo, and eaten. Reflect on this. Chriſt himſelf, the Lord of all, he that ſitteth aboue with the Father, (this is not bakers bread,) is touched with hands, andEt den­tibus carni ſuae infigi. Ibidem. teeth alſo.Cyrill. Hier. Catech. myſt. 5. Accedens ad communionem, non expanſis manuum vo­lis accede, neque cum diſiunctis digitis, ſed ſinistram veluti ſedem quandam ſubijcias dextrae quae tantum regem ſuſceptura eſt, & concaua manu ſuſcipe corpus Domini. Approaching to the communion, come not with the palmes of thy hands ſpred out, nor with thy fingars parted; but, hol­ding thy left hand as it were a reſting pla­ce vnder thy right hād which is to re­ceaue ſo great a king: that with the hollownes of thy hand thou maiest recea­ue the bodie of our Lord. Before you hea [...]d Saint Auguſtine ſaie that wee receaue the Meditatour,Supra pag. 45. God and man, with our mouth.
If againſt theſe Fathers, you should obiect that the flesh of Chriſt is im­paſſible in it ſelf, and that our Sa­uiour vnder the conſecrated ſpecies doth not appeare in his owne forme to our eies: they would Anſwer that; [Page] yet notwithſtanding he may be ſeene and touched, with hands, and mouth according to the Sacramentall forme wherein he is. God, in himſelf, is im­paſſible; but becauſe he was in the forme of man, he might ſuffer, and be nailed vppon the Croſſe; and this, without driuing the nailes (as you ſeeme to conceaue) through the Di­uinitie. And, according to the ſame (humane) forme he was trulie ſeene, though the mens eies diſcouered him not according to the diuine forme, with­in. For, had they knowne it, they would hot haue crucified the Lord of glorie.
If ſecondlie you obiect the Ca­pharnaites interpretation; the Rea­der (by that which hath beene ſaid before out of S. Auguſtine) will take notice of your willfull errour in that behalf; and acquit theſe great Schol­lers heere cited from ſo foule an im­putation. Wee neither eate, not touch with mouth, or hands, the flesh of our Sauiour according to it's proper [Page]forme, (which was the Caphernaietes errour;) but in the forme of bread, we touch, and eate it. The bread which I will giue is my flesh. Ioan. 6. Mat. 26. 1. Cor. 11. My flesh is meate in­deede, take (with your hand) and eate (with your mouth) this (in forme of bread) is (what?) my bodie,  [...], this is my bodie which is broken for you.

Apologiſt.To that part of the ſection where he miſtakes S. Auguſtine to main­taine a corporall eating when he affirmes that Iudas receaued the price of our Re­demption, not by his faith for that was shut, he being reprobated, therefore into his bodie. I anſwer that there are two kinds of eating in the Sacrament, one both corporall and ſpirituall, wherein the bo­die feeds on the outward elements corpo­rallie, whilst the ſoule receaueth the true bodie and blood of Chriſt by faith, the o­ther onlie corporall wherein the receauer partakes onlie the outward ſigne, and not the bodie ſignified. So I ſay, Iudas recea­ued the last waie onlie, and not the firſt,[Page]though his faith had shut out Chriſts bodie yet his mouth was open to let downe the Sacrament of his bodie. He (as all the wicked) receaued panē Domini the bread of the Lord, Sacramento tenus, according to the viſible ſigne: the other eleuen (as all the faithfull) did alſo reuera indeed par­take panem Dominum of bread which was the Lord.

Cenſure.It is well you confeſſe, that your Anſwer is but to part of the diſcourſe: it hath hetherto beene your manner, the reſt is ſuch as you know not how to cauill at it. The words of S. E. which you pick out be theſe, Iudas (according to S. Auguſti­ne) receaued the price of our Redemption not with the mind ſure (he was then a trai­tor) but with the mouth. The ſubſtance of your Anſwere is, that he receaued bread, and wine; the ſignes or elemen­tes; but, not the bodie, and blood. which anſwer is ſo farre from ſatis­fying the place of S. Auguſtine, that it is directlie cōtradictorie.S. Aug. Epiſt 162. his words are, Tolerat ipſe Dominus Iudam, Diabo­lum,[Page]furem, venditorem ſuum, ſinit acci­pere inter innocentes Diſcipulos, quod fi­deles nouerunt precium noſtrum. Our Lord himſelf ſuffers Iudas, a deuill, a thiefe who ſould him; he lets him receaue amōgſt the innocent Diſciples that which the faithfull know our price. That which the faithfull, the Apoſtles, knew to be the price of our redemption, that he, Iudas tooke, what was that? wine, or blood? non corruptibilibus auro vel argen­to redempti estis, ſaith our Paſtor, ſed pretioſo ſanguine quaſi agni immaculati Chriſti. 1. Pet. 1. You were not redeemed with corruptible things, gold and ſiluer; but with the precious blood of Chriſt, as of a lambe without ſpot or blemish. And the Saints in the Reuelation,Apoc. 5. Redemiſti nos in ſanguine tuo, thou haſt redeemed vs in thy blood. This is the price of our Redemption as the faithfull know; and this, Iudas, though he was a trai­tor, did receaue amongſt the reſt of the Diſciples; not, with deuotion, nor with faith neither; not corde, no; he was one of thoſe qui non crediderunt: [Page] but ore tantum, with his mouth, onlie▪ whereas the other, both with heart, Aug. l. 2. con. Ad­uerſ. leg. c. 9. and mouth, into themſelues, did recea­ue it. And ſo did the Church in S. Auguſtines time. Wee receaue with faithfull heart and mouth, the mediatour of God and man, man Chriſt Ieſus (this is not bakers bread) giuing vs his bodie to be eaten, and his blood to be drunck: though it ſeeme (to ſuch as Waferer is,) more horrible (euen thus, with the mouth) to eate m [...]s flesh then to kill, and to drinck mans blood then to shed it.
In Baptiſme wee were incorporated into Chriſt, made one flesh: and this v­nion he doth conſummate, as S. Au­guſtine doth inſinuate by the reall ex­hibition of his bodie in the Sacrament. But this matter is to high for M. Wa­ferer; who at leaſt should haue re­garded the words of Origen (before his eies) who ſaies of our Lord in the Sacrament,Suprà Conf. pag. 65. Where he enters vnworthilie there he goes in to iudgment, to the recea­uer. Mark well, there He (He, to whom Origen will haue the communicant [Page] ſaie,Vt ad perficien­dum my­ſterium vnitatis accip [...]a­mus ipſi d. ſ [...]o, quod ac­cepit ipſe de noſtro Cap. fir­miter ex Conc. Lateran. as the Church doth at Maſſe, Domine non ſum dignus vt intres ſub te­ctum meum, Lord, I am not worthie that thou enter vnder my roofe: this is not bread, he would not haue you call bread, Lord, as S. E. told you in his Notes) Where He enters vnworth [...]lie, there He goes in to Iudgment to the recea­uer. The like, of inuocating our Lord there, in the forme of bread, on the Alter, wee haue inRogā ­tes Ag­num pro­poſitum. S Chry. Hom. 41. in 1. Cor. S. Chryſoſtome, Obſe­cratio ſancti il­lius & tremendi quod in altari poſitum eſt Sacrificij. Saint Cyrill. Hier. Ca­thec. Myſt. 5. S. Cyrill, and others, the thing which heere I vrge is, that the Church did in S. Auguſtines time, receaue that which he calles the Mediatour, not with heart onlie, but alſo (hoeuer to infidels the thing might appeare horrible,) with the mouth: that the A­poſtles did eate panem Dominum, bread the Lord; which bread, vnderſtood well what they did: and that Iudas, notwithſtanding his malicious infi­delitie, [Page] receaued (he doth nor ſaie the outward ſignes, onlie, as you do, but) the price of our Redemption; adding that the faithfull know it ſo to be. Thoſe know it that haue learned the diffe­rence betwixt blood, and wine, bet­wixt panis Dominus, the Mediatour, and bakers bread. He knowes itS. Au­guſt. tract. 62. in Ioan. qui di­iudicat, hoc est, diſcernit à caeteris cibis, Dominicum corpus with the eie of faith who perceaues that  [...] S Cy­rill. Hier. Catech. t. 4. that which appea­re bread, is not bread (in ſubſtance.) what then?  [...] but the bodie. the bodie? how? did not our Sauiour take bread? yes, he did; but thatSerin. de Caena Cypr. bread being changed, not in shape, but in nature, is by the omnipotencie of the word made flesh: as you were told from An­tiquitie.
You will replie that the reſt of the Apoſtles hauing faith did receaue two thinges, one with the bodie by the mouth, to wit, the outward ele­mentes or ſignes: the other With the ſoule by faith, to wit the bodie and [Page] blood: which later, Iudas (wanting faith) could not do, and therefore on­lie with his bodie by the mouth re­ceaued the ſignes, this, S. Auguſtine, you think, inſinuates when he ſaith of him that he receaued panem Domi­ni, hauing ſaid of the reſt that they re­ceaued panem Dominum.
Anſwer. of panis Dominus bread the Lord, the Mediatour, you heard before from S. Augustine, that the Church in his time, (it is the ſame of the Apo­stles,) receaued it, not onlie with their heart or ſoule, but alſo with their mouth: that mouth which, in his words is diſtinguished from the ſoule or heart. Of the bread of our Lord, panis Domini, (which S. Auguſtine, expoun­ding the 40. Pſalme, qui edebat panes meos, &c. ſaith, Iudas did eate contra Dominum againſt our Lord, according as it was before prophecied,) I will ſpeake afterwards; Per buccellam illum deſignauit, vt appareret de illo dictum, qui edebat panes meos. S. Aug. Enar. Pſal. 40. he deſigned him by the morſell, to make it appeare that it was [Page]ſaid of him, He that eateth my bread. Let that bread alone a while, and let vs conſider whether Iudas (who did not receaue ſpirituallie) tooke anie more, according to S. Auguſtine, then onlie the outward ſigne. Sure, our Sauiours blood, the price of our Redem­ption, is more then your outward ſigne which you ſpeake of; and Iudas, ac­cording to S. Auguſtine, receaued (he doth not ſaie the ſigne of the price, but) that which the faithfull know to be the price of our Redemption. ſuch indeed as had not faith, Iudas himſelf, thought it bread and wine; but the faithfull, the reſt of the Diſciples, they knew that, in ſubſtance, the thing was not bakers bread, as before con­ſecration, but panis Dominus, bread the Lord; not wine from the grape, but the price of our Redemption, Act. 20.28. the verie blood of God. Number now the thinges re­ceaued by the reſt (all that is antecedēt to the effect which the Sacrament doth giue,) and the thinges receaued by Iudas, and ſee whether you can [Page] find what ſuch thing they receaued more, the ſignes, both receaued: the bodie and blood, the price of our Re­demption, both receaued; what is there els in the Sacrament that is ante­cedent to the effect which it produceth in the worthie receauer?
If wee conſider the effect of the Sa­crament, the Apoſtles by it (by the Sa­crament) receaued increaſe of grace, they receaued it to life: but Iudas cō ­ming vnworthilie, with treaſon in his heart, increaſed by a ſacrilegious act the grieuouſnes of his ſinne. A man ought to come with great reuerence and preparation to receaue the bene­fites of God, but peculiarlie to this Sacrament wherein with the benefi­tes he is to receaue God himſelf, he ought to examine himſelf well and look into euerie corner of his conſ­cience that there be nothing amiſſe in it when he comes that ſearcheth Hie­ruſalem with a candle, and hates iniquitie with his heart. If malice, if abomina­tion, be not remooued, if due prepa­ration [Page] be not made, the Diuine Iuſti­ce will reuenge the contempt or ne­glect; and that alſo, for example of others, euen (oft) in this life, which made the Apoſtle giue a generall war­ning vnto all that offer to come to this table, to trie themſelues firſt.1. Cor. 11 Let a man examine himſelf, and ſo let him eate of that bread and drink of that cup, and the reaſon. For he that eateth and drin­keth vnworthilie eateth and drinketh damnation to himſelf, not diſcerning the Lords bodie, not omitting to mention the execution of Gods vindicatiue iuſtice vpon the tranſgreſſors. For this cauſe many are weake and ſicklie amongſt you, and many ſleepe. There are in S. Cyprian, and other auncient Writers,S. Cypr. Serm. de lapſis. diuers examples of Gods iudgmentes in this behalf vppon ſuch as ante ex­piata delicta, ante exomologeſin factam criminis, (mark this by the waye, for Confeſsion;) ante purgatam conſcientiam, haue preſſed in amongſt communi­cantes to receaue; and thereby offerd violence (as he ſpekes) to the bodie and [Page] blood of Ieſus-Chriſt. But wee need not goe ſo far to fetch examples, the example of him, wee were but now ſpeaking of, Iudas, being notorious and moſt fearfull. He had receaued vnworthilie, and quicklie after (his crime being enormous) the Diuine Iuſtice permitted the Deuil to take poſſeſſion of him, and to vſe him in the betraying of the ſonne of God; and after, in the vtter vndoing of him ſelf.
Our bleſſed Sauiour knowing this, did ſignifie it in the reaching of a peece of bread.Ioan. 13. Luc. 22. Cum intinxiſset panem, dedit Iudae Simonis Iſcariotae. Et post bu­xellam introiuit in eum Satanas. When he had dipped in, the bread, he gaue it to Iudas Iſcariotes the ſonne of Simon, and after the ſop Satan entred into him. After which, exiuit continuo, he preſentlie went out about the treaſon, this was panis Domini, quem manducabat contra Dominum. the poena, the execution of the Diuine Iuſtice, did accompanie it, he had before made himſelf liable [Page] hereunto: but heere beganne the ma­nifeſt execution, and, by a new act of ingratitude in reſoluing to betraie his Lord, and Maſter, who had admitted him to his table, and with his owne hand reached him bread, he merited (ſo we ſometimes vſe the word) that the execution should beginne at this inſtant or moment. Which ingratitude was ſo great that God in the Prophet, at the forſight of it, could not (as it were) forbeare to complaine, long before,Pſal. 40. Auguſt. tract. 59. in Ioan. qui edebat panes meos (Saint Au­guſtine reades, in the place obiected panem meum  [...] magni­ficauit ſuper me ſupplantationem. mine owne familiar freind in whom I tru­ſted, he that did eate of my bread, hath greatlie troden me vnder foote. And this buccella, this panis Domini, was not the Sacrament according to S. Augu­ſtine. Non vt putant quidam negligenter legentes, tunc Iudas Chriſti corpus acce­pit; intelligendum eſt enim quodiam omni­bus eis diſtribuerat Dominus Sacramen­tum Corporis & ſanguinis ſui, See S, Auguſt. tract. 62. in Ioan. vbi & ipſe [Page]Iudas erat, S. Tho. 3, p. q. 81 art 2 Card. Peron. Paſſag. S. Aug. pag. 226 S. Aug tract 62 in Ioan. Quid autem erat pa­nis tra­ditori datus, niſi de­mon­ſtracio cui gra­tiae fuiſ­ſet in­gratus? Intrauit autem Satanas poſt hunc panem in Do­mini traditorem, vt ſibi iam plenius poſsideret, in quem prius intrauerat vt deciperet. S. Augu. Ibidem. ſicut Sanctus Lucas euidentiſsi­me narrat: Ac deinde ad hoc ventum eſt, vbi ſecundum narrationem Ioannis aper­tiſsimè Dominus per buccellam tinctam at­que porrectam ſuum exprimit traditorem. Iudas did not then receaue the bodie of our Lord, as ſome who read negligentlie do think: for wee muſt vnderſtand that our Lord had alreadie giuen the Sacrament of his bodie and blood to them all, where Iu­das alſo was, as Saint Luke most plainelie relateth, and then afterwards this hapned, where according to the relation of Saint Iohn, our Lord by the morſell dipped and giuen, did manifeſtlie deſigne the partie that would betraie him. So he, in his Cō ­mentarie vpon S. Iohn; where he hath more to this purpoſe. By this heere cited, it is cleere what he meant by panis Domini. he is his owne interpre­ter. What he meant by panis Dominus, and Mediator Dei & hominum, you know too, not bread, not a meere [Page] ſigne or figure, not the Sacramentall e­lement as you ſpeake, with a reference to the bodie or grace; that is not panis Dominus, bread the Lord; it is not Me­diator Dei & hominum, the Mediator of God and men, Who then? it fol­lowes, Homo Christus Ieſus. Vide ſu­prà in Praefat. & pag... See againe the words of S. Chryſoſtome pag. 349 S. Cyrill pag. 350. and Origen pag. 65.
I will not heere diſpute what the more learned of your men, Bilſon, Hooker, Andrewes, &c. (ſome of them be cited by Montague in his Appeale c. 30)  [...]old in this point whe­reon depend others of great waight. Either they take the words, Hoc est corpus meum, in theirIf they do not: the propoſi­tion is with thē meerelie figuratiue Feat: Pag 294 & VVa­fer. pag. 35. vido ſup. pag. 159. as it is w [...]th others pag. 163. natiue, pro­per ſence,  [...] or they do not? If they do not, the difference is in obie­cte; ſince wee do. As, betwixt vs, and Arians, about theſe Words Ego & Pa­ter vnum ſumus, there is difference in obiecto. If they take them in their na­tiue, proper ſence,  [...], they are conſequentlie to admit (yourMor­  [...]ō  [...]ed aboue pag 293. Pa­tron tells you,) the conſequēces which [Page] you Puritans denie. amongſt which conſequences you may finde the mo­dus. Nobis vobiſcum de obiecto conuenit, ſaith Andrewes to Bellarmine.Per am­biguita­tes bi­lingues, communem fidem adfirmant, &c. Tertull. aduerſ. Va­lentin. Citatur inferius in ſolutione Arg. quinti. Do Con­ſilium vt apertè fidem Eccleſiae praedices, aut loquaris vt credis. Diſpenſatio etenim ac libratio iſta prudens verborum, indoctos decipere poteſt: Cautus auditor & lector citò deprehendet inſidias; & cuniculos qui­bus veritas ſubuertitur, apertè in luce demonſtrabit. Et Ariani quos optimé noſti, multò tempore propter ſcandalum nominis homouſion ſe damnare ſi­mulabant, venenaque erroris circumliniebant melle verborum. Sed tandem coluber ſe tortuoſus aperuit, & noxium caput quod ſpiris totius corporis tegeba­tur, ſpirituali mucrone confoſſum eſt. S. Hieron. Adu­err. Ioan, Hieroſol. Ep. ad Pammach. Quod ſi quando vr­geri coeperint, & aut ſubſcribendum eis fuerit, aut ex­eundum de Eccleſia, miras ſtrophas videas. Sic ver­ba temperant, ſic ordinem vertunt, & ambigua quae­que concinnant; vt & noſtram & aduerſariorum con­feſſionem teneant: vt aliter haereticus aliter catholi­cus audiat; quaſi non eodem ſpiritu & Apollo Delphi­cus atque Loxias oracula fuderit, Craeſo & Pyrrho di­uerſis temporibus ſed pari illudens ſtropha. Exempli cauſa pauca ſubijciam. Credimus, inquiunt, reſurre­ctionem futuram corporum. Hoc ſi bené dicatur, pu­ra confeſſio eſt. Sed quia corpora ſunt coeleſtia & ter­reſtria, & aër iſte & aura tenuis iuxta naturam ſuam corpora nominantur, corpus ponunt non carnem: vt orthodoxus corpus audiens, carnem putet: haereti­cus ſpiritum recognoſcat. Haec eſt eorum prima deci­pula, quae ſi deprehenſa fuerit, inſtruunt alios dolos, &  [...]nnocentiam ſimulant, & malicioſos nos vocant; & quaſi ſimpliciter credentes, aiunt; Credimus reſurre­ctionem carnis. Hoc veró cùm dixerint, vulgus indo­ctum putat ſibi ſufficere, maximé quia idipſum & in  [...]ymbolo creditur. Interroges vltra, circuli ſtrepitus  [...]ommouentur, fautores clamitant: Audiſti reſurre­  [...]tionem carnis; quid quaeris amplius? Et in peruerſum  [...]udiis commutatis, nos ſycophantae, illi ſimplices ap­  [...]ellantur. Quod ſi obduraueris frontem, & vrgere  [...]oeperis, carnem digitis tenens, an ipſam credant re­  [...]urrecturam quae cernitur, quae tangitur, quae incedit  [...] loquitur. primò rident: deinde annuūt. Dicentibuſ­  [...]ue nobis, vtrum capillos & dentes, pectus & ven­  [...]em, manus & pedes, caeteroſque artus ex integro  [...]eſſurrectio exhibeat: tunc verò, riſu ſe tenere non  [...]oſſunt, cachinnoque ora ſoluentes, tonſores nobis  [...]eceſſarios & placentas & medicos ac ſutores ingerunt.  [...]dem S. Hieron. de Error. Orig. in Epiſt. ad Pammach &  [...]cean. Congregatis Epiſcopis, volentibuſque voces im­  [...]etatis ab Arianis inuentas è medio tollere.— & litte­  [...]rum ſacrarum voces certas & confeſſas ſcripto com­  [...]ecti; nimirum, ex Deo eſſe ſilium, & natura vnige­  [...]tum eſſe verbum, cumque ſolum virtutem & ſapiē ­  [...]am eſſe patris, & verum Deum eſſe, vt Ioannes dixit,  [...] ſplendorem gloriae, & formam ſubſtantiae patris vt  [...]aulus ſcripſit: hic Euſebiani prauas ſuas opiniones quentes, inter ſeſe muſſitate: Imus quoque & nos, inquientes, in veſtram ſententiam. Nam & nos quo­que ex Deo ſumus, &c S. Athanaſ. Epiſt ad Epiſc. Aphric. Epiſcopis verò denuò interrogantibus paucos iſtos, Anne agnoſcerent Filium, non creaturam eſſe, ſed vir­tutem & vnicam ſapientiam Patris, & per omnia ima­ginem indemutabilis patris, & Deum verum? Depre­henſum eſt Euſebianos inter ſe conluſuriate & annue­re; nimirum, quaſi iſta etiam ad ipſos pertinerent. Nam & nos, inquientes, imago & gloria Dei ap­pellamur, — Quod ſi etiam Deum verum Filium nuncupent, id & nos quoque non malè habet, quo­niam verus Deus factus eſt. Haec Arianorum cor­rupta & pe [...]uerſa mens. Caeterum Epiſcopi intelle­cta eorum fraude, collegerunt in vnum has voces &c. Ibid. Non omnibus dormio. Poſt panis vinique benedictionem, ſe ſuum ipſiu [...] corpus praebere ac ſuum ſanguinem diſertis ac per­ſpicuis ve [...]bis (Chriſtus) teſtatus eſt. Quae verba à ſanctis Euangeliſtis commemorata, & à D Paulo po­ſtea repetita cùm propriam illam ac apertiſſimam ſi­gnificationem praeſe ferant, ſecundum quam à Patri­bus intellecta ſunt, indigniſsimum  [...]nè flagitium eſt ea à quib [...]ſdam contentioſis & prauis hominibus ad fictitios & imaginarios tropos quibus veritas carnis & ſanguinis Chriſti negatur, contra vniuerſum Ec­cleſiae ſenſum detorqueri. Conc. Trident. Seſſ. 13. c. 1. Animam ſub vtraque, vi naturalis illius connexionis & concomitantiae qua partes Chriſti Domini &c. c. 3. Quid? credant ne filio ita dicenti. Ego & Pater vnum ſumus? Certè inquient, quia ita ſcriptum eſt, credimus, Sed quomodo vnum ſint &c. S. Athan. vbi ſupra. and [Page] [Page] [Page] more particularlie in his 9. Sermon Of the Reſurrection, pag. 476.At the name of IESVS euerie kn [...]e should bow &c Philip­penſ 2. If to his name, then your ar­gumēts againſt relatiue image wor­ship are confeſ­ſedlie inualid. His name, He, Ieſus, hath left behind to vs, that wee may shew by our reuerence and reſpect to it, how much wee eſteeme Him; how true the Pſalme shall be, Ho­ly and reuerend is his Name. But if wee haue much adoe to get it bow at all: much more shall wee haue to get it donne to his name. There be ſome that do it not. What ſpeake I of not doing it? there be that not only forbeare to do it themſelues, but put themſelues (he ſpeakes of Puri­tans) to an euill occupation, to finde faults where none is, and cast ſcruples in­to mens mindes, by no meanes to do it. Not to do it at his name? Nay at the Holy mysteries themſelues, not to do it: where his name is (I am ſure) and more then his name, euen the bodie and blood of our Lord Ieſus Chriſt; and thoſe, not with­out his ſoule; nor that without his Dei­tie: nor all theſe, without ineſtimable high benefits of grace attending on them. So he, your Doctor Andrews. Are theſe things, all, within your commu­nion-bread? [Page] ſurelie no,Ieſus, a Sauiour. ſecundū rationē ſpiritu­alis & Vniuer­ſalis ſa­lutis, nomen eſt pro­prium Chriſto. S. Th. 3. p q. 37. a. 2. Ego ſum Dominus, & non eſt abſque me Saluator. Iſa. 43. Not more, nor ſo much, as in his Name, the ſoule, (for example,) is not there, at all, any way, no not as in a ſigne. vnles at leingth, the words of Inſtitution, ſoūd with you thus, Hoc, est, corpus meum; this bread, doth ſignifie, my ſoule. Which interpretation had yourDoctor Carolſtadius ex his ſacroſanctis vocabu­lis, Hoc eſt corpus meum, miſerè diſtorquet pronome [...] Hoc. Suinglius autem verbum ſubſtantivum Eſt, ma­cerat. Oecolampadius nomen Corpus, torturae ſubii­cit. Alij totum textum excarnificant & inuertunt.— Alij dimidiam partem textus crucifigunt, — Alij dicunt non eſſe articulos fidei, ideoque non eſſe de hi [...] contendendum, liberum enim cuique eſſe vt hic ſen­tiat quicquid velit. Hi omnia pedibus conculcant & deſtruunt Veruntamen Spiritus Sanctus eſt in his ſin­gulis & nullus vult erroris argui in his tam diuerſis & contrariis probationibus & textus ordinationibus cùm tamen vnam tantùm textus collocationem vera [...] eſſe oporteat. Adeo craſsè & manifeſté Diabolus no [...] naſo ſuſpendit. Luther. Deſenſ. verb. coenae pag. 387, Grand-Father heard of, he would with open laughter haue redoubled his craſsé & manifeste Diabolus vos naſo ſuſpendit.


The fourth Argument was taken out of Gratian and the Gloſſe, that the Heauenlie bread is the flesh of Christ ſecundum quē ­dam modum. It was Anſwe­red that the Gloſſe which doth vſe the word Sacramentum, ſpeakes of that which is Sacra­mentum tantum: and Gratian of the Canon, ſaith the Heauen­lie bread which includes the flesh of Chriſt, is the viſible flesh or bodie ſecundùm quemdam mo­dum.
[Page]
Apologiſt.For ſatisfaction concerning Gratian, if you but pleaſe to reade D. Featlie on another occaſion, you shall fin­de[Page]him inſtead of yeelding that Gratian contradictes himſelf, proue that he oppu­gnes your tranſubſtantiation. See the Cō ­ference betwixt D. Featlie and M. Muſ­ket, pag. 60. &c.

Cenſure.He muſt looke for ſatisfa­ction ſomewhere els, it ſeemes, who doth expect it; as no man euer did frō you to my knowledge. Well! at your requeſt, I haue turned vnto the Con­ference, and the page 60. What is there?
Featlie. I make a breach vpon you with two Canons; the Canon-lawe, and the Canon of your maſſe.
Anſwer. Nonne hoc ſpumoſum?
But ſtay: let vs make a demurre vp­on the Doctors preface, and conſider whether it be likelie that he doth vr­ge Authoritie, ſincerelie. He who doth offer to perſwade vs, that the Canon-lawe, that Gratian, that the Maſse it ſelf is againſt the reall preſence, as heere in this argument he vndertakes to do, what will he not affirme? what teſti­monies will he not preſſe to ſerue him? what ſo ſtrong that he will not [Page] wreſt? what ſo ſacred that he will not violate? he might aſwell vrge againſt vs the Canon made at Trent, in this matter, and outface me, that in this defence, I, do not auouch, but oppo­ſe it. I cannot think him in his wits that vndertakes to perſwade me, white is black: neither is he much wi­ſer that takes on him to know the meaning of the Church better then Shee her ſelf. Ea quae in voce, Ariſt. sūt earum quae in anima paſsionum notae. Where the wordes are obſcure or ābiguous, it is better the ſpeaker interprete his ow­ne mind: then you that are not of his counſel.
I am ſent hither by Waferer, to ſee how the Doctor doth vrge the Canon of Gratian; which I will examine, God willing, before I returne to looke a­gaine on his pamphlet: but, ſince in­ſteed of one Canon I find two, drawne together, to make the greater noiſe; I muſt giue the one a lift, to remoue it out of my waie, before I meddle with the other. Which waie the mouth of it ſtands, the Doctour (he ſtood in his owne light,) could not ſee. He tels vs  [...] [Page] it is againſt the Reall preſence. Why ſo Maſter Featlie? becauſeFeatl. Conf. with M. Muſk. pag 66. it is verie incongruous to pray to God to looke dow­ne mercifullie vpon Chriſt, and to accept the bodie and blood of his ſonne, as he did Abels ſacrifice of firſt fruites: yet the Canon of the Maſſe doth ſo, Offerimus tibi de tuis donis & datis hostiam puram &c. panem ſanctum vitae aeternae & cali­cem ſalutis perpetuae: ſupra quae propitio ac ſereno vultu reſpicere digneris & acce­pta habere ſicut accepta habere dignatus es munera pueri tui Abel. Wee offer vnto thee of thy benefits and guifts, a pure hoast, — the holy bread of eternall life and the chalice of euerlaſting ſaluation. Vpon which vouchſafe to looke downe with a fauorable cleere countenance, and to accep of, and auow them, as thou haſt vouchſafed to accept of the guifts or o­blations of Abel thy child.
Anſwer. That quae, is not referd, as you pretend, to Chriſt, or his bodie abſolutè. reade againe and marke it. Neither would anie ſcholler conclu­de (ſuppoſe your premiſes had beene [Page] right,) ergo the Canon denies the reall preſence: it affirmes it, and in thoſe verie wordes. But rather thus, ergo that prayer is not well conceaued. or, is incongruous. Which is farre from your mark.
Wherefore to help out your argu­ment, you adde an other peice. Per quem (Chriſtum) haec omnia Domine ſem­per bona creas, sāctificas, viuificas, benedi­cis & praestas nobis; by whom o Lord thou doeſt euer create, ſanctifie, quicken, bleſſe, and beſtow vpon vs all theſe good things. Whence, your inference is, as before, that the Canon is againſt the reall preſence. But I turne it vpon you. The words cannot be verified with­out a reall preſence, ergo the Canon, by them, doth make for the reall preſen­ce. And the auncient Fathers who de­declare themſelues to be directlie for the reall preſence, vſe the ſame kind of ſpeach. To beginne in S. Cyprians time, one, as auncient as he, tels vs, vſque hodie veraciſsimum Corpus ſuum creat, & ſanctificat, & benedicit. till this [Page]verie day, he doth create, and ſanctifie, & bleſſe his owne moſt true (not a meere figure then,) and moſt holie bodie. How ſo? let the ſame Authour tell, how the Sacrament (for of that the Canō ſpea­kes,) is made, Panis iſte non effigie ſed natura mutatus omnipotentia verbi factus est caro. Well, but how quickned? & ſicut in perſona Christi humanitas vide­batur & latebat Diuinitas, ita Sacramen­to viſibili ineffabiliter Diuina ſe infundit eſsentia. Another; Influit oblatis vim vitae conuertens ea in veritatem propriae car­nis, vt corpus vitae quaſi quoddam ſemen viuificatiuum inueniatur in nobis. Serm. de Coe­na Cyp. S. Cyril. Alex. E­piſt. ad Caloſ. That bread being changed not in shape but in nature, is by the omnipotencie of the word made flesh: and as in the Perſon of Chriſt the Humanitie did appeare and the Diui­nitie lie hid, ſo (heere) a Diuine Eſſence doth vnſpeakeablie infuſe it ſelf into a vi­ſible Sacrament. He doth flow into the things offered the power of life, conuer­ting them into the veritie of his owne flesh: that the bodie of life might as a cer­taine quickning ſeed be found in vs. The like is in S. Chrryſoſtome, S. Ambroſe, [Page] and others; as you might haue lear­ned partlie out of Gratian whom you cite, had you but read him.
Moreouer, in Scripture it ſelf, theſe words haue a larger ſence then that which you conceaue.Ioan. 17. Ego pro eis ſanctifico meipſum. there ſanctifico is offero, or ſacrifico: himſelf being (as the words import) both the victime and the Prieſt. Pſal. 101. Populus qui creabitur laudabit Dominum. Pſal. 50. Cor mundum crea in me Deus. Praecipio 1. Ti­mot. 6. tibi coram Deo qui viuificat omnia. Theſe words, viuifi­cat, and creabitur, haue a latitude as you ſee. And, ſince allmightie God doth not onlie giue life, but ſtill con­ſerue it,Hebr. 1. portans omnia verbo virtutis ſuae; why may not he be ſaid in that regard alſo, ſtill to quicken; why cānot an action of omnipotencie able to abſtract accidents from the ſubiect ſtill keeping them in being, and vnder them to make a ſucceſsion of ſubſtances, be called (in large ſence at leaſt) crea­tion? ſince none but the Creatour can, in chief or as principall, produce this [Page] effect? and he, who puts in the Sacra­ment the bread of life, which heauenly bread liues it ſelf, and giues life to the receauers, why may he not be ſaid (in a large ſence at leaſt,) to quic­ken the thinges that are before the Prieſt?
And you Maſter Featlie, that are ſo ſtrait-laced as not to ſuffer words to be euer vſed but in one ſence, and that (of all) the moſt rigorous, what ſence will you find in Scripture, where words are not, euer vſed ſo? or, to for­beare that queſtion and come neerer, how will you expound (of bread and wine, which is your intent) theſe wordes by you obiected? Haec omnia Domine ſemper bona creas, ſanctificas, vi­uificas; and the like before cited out of the Fathers? was your communion-bread made of nothīg? is it aliue? did the Church in her liturgie meane to pro­feſſe this? was this the Fathers mea­ning? shew me (to vſe your owne wor­des,Featl. pga. 68. Maſter Featlie) in what tolerable ſence (thoſe elementes) may be ſaid cō ­tinuallie[Page]to be created and made aliue, ſith before they cannot be ſaid not to haue beene, or to haue beene dead. Creatio est ex nihilo, Viuificatio eſt rei prius mortuae aut non viuae. So you, inuoluing your credit in a difficultie, out of which you will neuer extricate your ſelf till you beleeue as we do.
But, there is a prayer (to reſume that argument for the Readers ſake) ſupra quae propitio & ſereno vultu reſpicere di­gneris &c. True, there is indeed ſuch a prayer: & the quae, that is in it, (which word you catch at,) reflects on things otherwiſe, and more, then you ima­gine. Haec quotieſcumque feceritis — vnde offerimus— ſupra quae propitio & ſereno vultu reſpicere digneris, & accep­ta habere, ſicut—vt quotquot ex hac al­taris participatione — repleamur per Chriſtum—. See the like (and withall the meaning of it,) in the Liturgie of S. Iames, Reſpice in nos, & ad noſtrum hoc rationabile obſequium, idque accipe vt Abel dona accepiſti, — ita quoquee manibus noſtris qui peccatores ſumus, re­cipe  [...] [Page] Apocalyps, a Prophecie which thou haſt beene pleaſed to inſpire and ſug­geſt vnto one of his Diſciples, wee reade that an Angel came and ſtood before the Altar (the Altar of thy mercie)Apoc. 8. with a golden cenſer, and that there was giuen vnto him much in­cenſe, that he should offer of the prayers of the Saints. and, that the ſmoke of the in­cenſe aſcended from his hand before thee, ô God. And wee, though not yet Saints, be cōſecrated vnto thee in the blood of thy deare Sonne, wherefore let our incenſe, our prayers, aſcend too. Iube haec perferri per manus ſancti Angeli tui in ſublime altare tuum in conſ­pectu Diuinae Maiestatis tuae, vt quotquot ex hac Altaris participatione ſacroſanctū filij tui corpus & ſanguinem ſumpſerimus omni benedictione coeleſti & gratia replea­mur per eundem Chriſtum Dominum no­ſtrum. Commaund, o God, theſe things to be brought by the hands of thy holy An­gell vnto thy holie Altar in the view of thy Diuine Maieſtie, that wee, as many of vs as by this participation of the Altar[Page]shall receaue the most holy bodie and blood of thy Sonne, may be replenished with all heauenlie bleſsing and grace through the ſame Christ our Lord. So the prayer which you ſpeak of; in the Canon of the Maſſe.
I haue ſtaid ſo long vpon it, that Waferer, who ſent me to looke vpon the place of Gratian: will think I haue for feare, taken Sanctuarie, and dare not appeare to anſwer it againſt his Maſter Featlie; who hauing  [...]got the Canon readie, is leuelling it againſt our cauſe: and (ſince now I am de­fending it) againſt me. The Miniſter by a ſtratagem hath gotten me iuſt before his Doctor, and I may not (without loſſe of honour) ſteppe back or runne away.
Well: ſtand I muſt. But is this thinne paper (my poore armour) Canon-proof? the bullets will flie thorough & thorough; or, I shall be blowne a­way out of rerum natura. If I be killed, Maſter Mirth, youle ſinge my Dirge [...] and laugh, a peale or two. I leaue you [Page] this writing for a remembrance of me; and for your greater comfort, will tell you mine; that if I die in this cauſe I shall neede no more Cano­nizing.
Your aime is (M. Featlie) to proue that our Sauiours flesh, is not vnder the ſpecies or accidentes of bread, after Conſecration. I am directlie oppoſi­te. I ſaie, it is there. Giue fire to your Canon.
Featlie. Gratian hath theſe wordes. As the Heauenlie bread, which is Chriſts flesh after a ſorte or māner is called Chriſts bodie, whereas indeed it is the Sacrament of his bodie: and the ſacrifice of the flesh of Christ which is donne by the Prieſts hands is ſaid to be his Paſsion, death, and crucifying, not in the truth of the thing but in a ſignifying myſterie. Thus Gra­tian.
Anſwer. And well: had it not beene your miſfortune (shall I mitigate your action by that word?) to corrupt the text, by omitting that ſubſtantiall and intrinſecall part of the ſentēce which [Page] anſwers directlie to that argument you made out of it; as will appeare in the enſuing citation and diſcuſſion. In regard whereof, in the otherSee the Cō ­fer. pag. 68. and Feat. Relat. pag 295. Con­ference where you did obiect the ſame words (as vnanſwerable) you broke of the citation before you came to them: which was no great argument of faire dealing in the triall of ſo great a cauſe. Was it not this which Waferer meant when he ſaid Feat­lies argument wasVVa­fer. pag. 50. mincinglie produced? If the Canon thus cor­rupted, do chance anon to burſt, and and the peices flie about your eares, each enough to confound you, thank your ſelf. To the text of Gratian, ſo al­leaged, you ioyne wordes out of the Gl [...]ſſe, which are cited aboue in the Catholicke Relation pag. 68. and shall be brought againe when their turne comes. The text muſt go firſt.
Featlie. In this allegation, vnleſſe you will taxe Gratian with falſe quoting, there is a threefold Cable which can­not eaſilie be broken, firſt Saint Augusti­nes[Page]authoritie, out of whom S. Proſper collecteth this ſentence: ſecondlie S. Proſ­pers, who in effect relates it, and appro­ues it: and thirdlie Gratians, who inſerts it into the bodie of the Canon-lawe, and citeth both for it.
Anſwer. We shall be held hard to it (it ſeemes) with this triple Cable. & this muſtering of men together, to make good the breach which the Ca­non (you preſume) will make in our Cauſe, makes a great noiſe amongſt the vnlearned, who expect by this time when the mountaines will bring foorth.
Featlie. The words of Gratian and the Gloſſe heere are ſo cleere againſt your reall preſence of Chriſts bodie vnder the accidentes of bread and wine, Brutum Fulmen. that neuer any Protestant ſpake more expreſlie and directlie againſt it.
Anſwer. Implerunt cornua bombis.
Featl. pag. 62. I think I muſt bid you, as Maſter Muſket did, Frame your argument out of thoſe wordes.
Featlie. Gratian heere ſpeakes of the [Page]bread after conſecration, for before it is conſecrated it is not Coeleſtis panis hea­uenlie bread, much leſse caro Chriſti, Chriſts flesh; by your owne confeſsion. But heere he ſaith this heauenlie bread is but after a ſort Chriſts bodie and not in­deed, as the oppoſition betwixt ſuo modo, after a ſort, and reuera indeed, plainlie sheweth (as if I should ſaie, that picture is after a ſort, or in ſome ſence, Caeſars, it being indeed the true picture of Cae­ſar) Therefore after conſecration the Sa­crament is not in truth Chriſts bodie, but onlie in a ſignifying myſterie.
Anſwer. If you take the bumbaſt out of this Argument, it will be more in fashion; though not altogether. The Sacrament conſiſteth (you were told before) of two things; the one viſible, the other inuiſible: the Con­trouerſie is not whether all this be the bodie, (the ſpecies or shape of bread, may ſignifie but cannot be, a mans bodie;) but whether the bodie be reallie according to the ſubſtance within that accidētall shape, whether [Page] it be contained (as the Councell ſpea­kes) in the Sacrament. Conc. Trid. Seſſ. 13. Suprà, pag 182. & ſeqq. Suprà, pag. 73. You haue beene tould alſo that a thing may repreſent or ſignifie that which (according to the ſubſtance) is within it: and that a ſubſtance, vnder two ſeuerall formes, may by the one ſignifie it ſelf as in the other.
The Doctours Argument out of the Canon doth touch vpō theſe two points, wherefore I am to ſee whe­ther it doth affirme or denie them. 1. Whether the bodie be or be not in the Sacrament. 2. Whether by the Sacramentall forme be ſignified the naturall forme or shape as it was vpō the Croſſe, the ſubſtance vnder them both being the ſame.
In his Minor, (for his Argument is an ill fauoured kind of Syllogiſme,) he hath impoſed: for, theſe words, this heauenlie bread is but after a ſort Christs bodie and not indeed, (what euer mea­ning they might haue) be not in the text, ſeuerall peices be deceitfullie patcht together, for aduantage. That [Page] the Reader may ſee, and iudge, I will repreſent heere the Canon it ſelf;VVafer. p. 50. by parts, for the Doctors engine may be taken in peices; & at leingth, becauſe the Apologiſt complaines this Argu­ment was mincinglie produced. The firſt part.
Hoc eſt quod dicimus, hoc modis om­nibus adprobare contendimus, Sacrificium ſcilicet Eccleſiae duobus confici, duobus conſtàre; viſibili elementorum ſpecie, & inuiſibili D. N. I. C. carne & ſanguine: Sacramento & re Sacramëti: ſicut Chriſti perſona conſtat & conficitur Deo & Ho­mine, cū ipſe Chriſtus verus ſit Deus & ve­rus homo: quia omnis res illarum rerum na­turam & veritatem in ſe continet ex quibus conficitur, conficitur autem Sacri­ficium Eccleſiae Sacramento & re Sacra­menti, id eſt corpore Chriſti. Eſt igitur Sa­cramentum & res Sacramenti id est cor­pus Christi. It is this wee ſay, this it is which wee labour by all meanes to proue, namelie that the Sacrifice of the Church is made and doth conſiſt of, two things, the viſible ſpecies of the elements and the inui­ſible  [...] [Page] and blood of Chriſt. And this is that mincha, that cleane oblation (as the Fa­thers tell vs,) which is offered by the Church euerie where; according as the Prophet Malachie did foretell. I come now to the ſecond part of the Canon wherein the difficulties that might occurre about this, be diſſolued, our cauſe more confirmed; and yours di­rectlie contradicted.
Caro eius (Chriſti) eſt quam formá pa­nis opertam in ſacramento accipimus, & ſanguis cius quemſub vini ſpecie & ſapo­re potamus. Caro videlicet carnis, & ſan­guis Sacramentum eſt ſanguinis: carne & ſanguine, vtroque inuiſibili, intelligibili, ſpirituali, ſignificatur viſibile Domini N. I. C. corpus palpabile, plenum gratia omnium virtutum, & Diuina Maieſtate. His flesh it is which in the Sacrament wee receaue couered with the forme (or ſpe­cies) of bread, and his blood which wee drink vnder the ſpecies & ſauour of wine. The flesh indeed is a Sacrament of the flesh, and the blood is a Sacrament of the blood. By flesh and blood both inuiſible, intelligible, ſpirituall, is ſignified the viſi­ble,[Page]palpable bodie of our Lord Ieſus Chriſt, full of the grace of all vertues & of Diuine Maieſtie. You ſee how it ſaith first that our Sauiours flesh is couered in the Sacrament with the (exteriour) forme of bread; & the like of his blood, which is in the forme of wine: Caro e­ius eſt quam forma panis opertam &c. with what face then could you ſaie that Gratians words are cleere againſt the reall preſence of Chriſts bodie vnder the accidentes (or exteriour forme) of bread? or,Featlie pag. 61. that this heauenlie bread (ac­cording to the ſubſtance) is not indeed Christs bodie, but a ſigne onlie? Secōdlie it ſaith (which ruines vtterlie all Wa­ferers ſillie diſcourſe againſt S.E. vpō this occaſion) that the flesh heere, is a Sacrament of flesh; and the blood, a Sa­crament of blood. Caro videlicet carnis & ſanguis Sacramentum eſt ſanguinis. in explication whereof it ſaith Thirdlie, that the inuiſible and ſpirituall flesh which is heere couered with the ex­teriour forme or accidents of bread doth ſignifie the viſible and palpable bo­die [Page] of our Lord Ieſus Chriſt and the like it is of the inuiſible and ſpirituall blood. carne & ſanguine, vtroque inuiſi­bili, intelligibili, ſpirituali, ſignificatur vi­ſible &c. Whereby wee are inſtructed againſt Featlie when he ſaith pag. 63. that Gratiā doth not oppoſe modū modo, Featlie pag. 63. the manner to the manner (when he com­pares the conſecrated bread to the ble bodie,) but modum rei verae, and veri­tati rei; the manner to the truth of the thing; and (that) therefore in ſaying it is ſuo modo there, Featlie Ibidem. he implieth that it is not there trulie, or in the truth of the thing, viſiblie or inuiſiblie. for the text of Gratian doth affirme the flesh to be there inuiſiblie; couered with the forme of bread. and, that this inuiſible ſpiri­tuall flesh of Chriſt is a ſigne of, or doth ſignifie, his viſible bodie; as hath beene obſerued from the wordes be­fore cited. After which enſue thoſe which Fealie ſtands vpon, being the third part of the Canon, in this te­nour.
Sicut ergo Coelèſtis panis qui vere Chri­ſti[Page]caro est (the Doctour, perchaunce according to the coppie which he did vſe, leaues out verè) ſuo modo vo­catur corpus Chriſti, cùm reuera ſit ſacra­mentum corporis Christi, (how ſo, if it be verè corpus Christi? it followes, and exactlie, according to the doctrine of the former part, carne inuiſibili ſignifi­catur viſibile corpus:) ill [...]us videlicet quod viſibile, palpabile, mortale, in cruce ſuſpen­ſum; (this Featlie conninglie left out: whereas it is indeed the ſolution of his Argument. Hetherto one  [...] of a compariſon; now followes another) Vocaturque ipſa immolatio carnis quae Sacerdotis manibus fit, Chriſti paſsio mors crucifixio, non rei veritate ſed ſignifican­te mysterio: (now comes the  [...] common to them both;) ſic Sacramē ­tum fidei, quod baptiſmus intelligitur, fi­des eſt. As therefore the heauenlie bread which indeed is the flesh of Chriſt, is after a ſort called the bodie of Chriſt, whereas in truth it is the Sacrament of the bodie of Chriſt, I meane of that which being vi­ſible, palpable, mortall, was put vpon the[Page]Croſse; and (as) that immolation of the flesh which is donne by the hands of the Priest is called the paſsion, death, and cru­cifixion, not rei veritate in veritie of the thing, but ſignificante myſterio in a ſigni­fying myſterie: So the Sacrament of faith, Baptiſme I meane, is faith. The force and life of which compariſon you haue in S.E. pag. 72. Heere breeflie I obſerue that this text, in the double  [...] ſpeakes of two things; the one is the flesh of Chriſt in the Sacrament, which it calls panem Coeleſtem: the other is the act of immolation performed by the Prieſt, which it calls immolationem car­nis. Of the firſt of theſe it ſaith agai­ne, two things: the one appertaining to the quid of it in ratione rei; telling vs that it is according to the interiour ſubſtance caro Chriſti: the other apper­taining to it as it hath put on rationem ſigni; telling vs that it is Sacramentum corporis Christi viſibilis & crucifixi. Of the ſecond alſo two; the one that it is a myſticall mactatiō, crucifying, death, of Chriſt: the other, that it is not his death [Page] or crucifyīg in rei veritate. Vocatur immolatio car­nis quae Sacer­dotis manibus fit, Chri­st [...] paſsio non rei veritate ſed ſigni­ficante myſterio. The two for­mer thinges, vizt the heauenlie bread, & the act of Immolation, Featlie (either of ignorance or of purpoſe) doth con­found: ſo to drawe vpon the one (a­gainſt the authours intention, expreſ­ſed in cleare tearmes, more then once, or twice;) all that is auouched of the other which prooceeding, in a matter of this nature, vrged and inſiſted vpō in two ſeuerall diſputations (to decrie the reall preſence of the bodie of our Sauiour in the ſignes, which when Lu­ther beganne, was beleeued by all the knowne Chriſtian Churches in the world, and is ſo plainlie deliue­red in Scripture that the greateſt Pro­teſtantes in the world were in con­ſcience thereby confeſſedlie conuinced;Luther. Melan­  [...]ton, &c.) and not vrged onlie, but alſo ſeuerall times printed, to the ruine of poore ſoules which eſteeme him a great clerck; giues vs iuſt occaſion to complaine of it as vnworth [...]e of a Scholler; and in it ſelf vnconſciona­ble. And to think, as Waferer doth, [Page] that he thereby proues Gratian to oppugne tranſſubſtantiation, or, that his diſcours doth ſatiſfie what S. E. had ſaid about the text, is a ſigne that the iudgment or vnderſtāding power is in the man defectiue. But ſtay wee are to anſwere his interrogatorie, that will kill the cauſe.
Featlie. Hath Chriſt tWo bodies, one viſible and palbable, an other inuiſible? & the (heauenlie) bread is trulie the one, and s [...] Sacrament onlie of the other?
Anſwer. Not two according to the ſubſtance, the Dualitie is in the man­ner, it is the ſame bodie, which on the Croſſe was viſible, in the Sacrament it is inuiſible, and, as hauing one of theſe manners of exiſtencie, it was a ſigne the text ſaith, of it ſelf, as in the other; carne & ſanguine vtroque inuiſibili, the­re is the bodie in one manner of exiſtē ­cie, ſignificatur viſibile Domini corpus, there is the ſame bodie in an other man­ner of exiſtencie againe, that caro quam forma panis opertam in Sacramento acci­pimus, &, the caro crucifixa, are in ſub­ſtāce [Page] but one. Corpus viſibile, palpabile, in cruce ſuſpenſum, and coelestis panis qui veré Chriſti caro eſt, or, as he doth o­therwiſe alſo call it, caro inuiſibilis in­telligibilis, ſpiritualis; are according to the ſubſtance, but one thing.
Had you caſt your eie on that which in Gratian followes, out of S. Ierome, you had ſeene a further confirmation of this double manner, together with the ſolution of your difficultie. Dupli­citer intelligitur caro Christi, & ſanguis: vel ſpiritalis illa atque Diuina, de qua ipſe ait (caro mea verè est cibus & ſanguis meus verè eſt potus, & niſi mand caueri­tis carnem meam & biberitis meum ſan­guinem non habebitis vitam aeternam;) vel caro quae crucifixa est, & ſanguis qui militis effuſus eſt lancea. The flesh and blood of Christ is vnderſtood two waies: either that ſpirituall and Diuine, whereof he himſelf ſaith my flesh is meate in­deed and my blood is drink indeed; &, vnles you eate my flesh and drink my blood you shall not haue euerla­ſting life: or the flesh which was cruci­fied,[Page]and the blood which by the ſoldiers launce was powred out. according to this diſtinction of the ſame flesh, ſecū ­dum d [...]uerſos modos, he doth reſolue an other difficultie of videbit & non videbit, both verified in the ſame, being taken according to diuers man­ners of exiſting. Iuxta hanc diuiſionem, & in ſanctis eius (Chriſti) diuerſitas car­nis & ſanguinis accipitur, Com. in c. 1. ad Epheſ. vt alia ſit ca­ro quae viſura eſt ſalutare Dei: alia caro & ſanguis quae regnum non queant poſsidere. According to this diſtinction, the diuer­ſitie of flesh and blood is taken alſo in the Saints: that it be one flesh which is to ſee the ſaluation of God; another flesh and blood which cannot poſseſse the kingdo­me. How another? how alia & alia? ſe­cundum ſubſtantiam? no that were not to reconcile Scripture, but to decrie Scripture, and the common Article of the Reſurrection: but, alia & alia ſecun­dum modum. And, of the flesh of Christ in like manner; that ſpirituall and Di­uine flesh which he ſaith we are to eate, and the flesh which was crucified [Page] be not alia & alia ſecundum ſubſtantiam; no: be they Maſter Featlie? diuina quae veré cibus, and crucifixa; be theſe alia & alia ſecundum ſubstantiam? you will not ſay they be: but alia & alia ſecundum modum.
When the Scripture ſaith, God gaue Saul another heart, the meaning is not that he tooke out that which was be­fore, and put in place, another, ſub­ſtantiallie diſtinct; but it was another in the manner or accidentall being and S. Auguſtine cont. Adamant. Cum indue­rit (corpus) in corruptionem & immortali­tatem, iam non caro & ſanguis, ſed in cor­pus Coeleſte mutabitur. &, de fide & ſym­bol [...]. In Coelestibus nulla caro, ſed corpora ſimplicia & lucida, quae appellat Apoſto­lus ſpiritualia. S. Aug. con. A­dimant. c. 12. when the bodie shall haue put on incorruption, and immortali­tie, (it shall be) now not flesh and blood but it shall be changed into an heauenlie bodie. Idem De fide & Symb. cap 10. Credi­mus & carnis reſurrectionem. Non tantum quia reparatur a­nima, quae nunc propter carnales affectiones caro no­minatur: ſed haec etiam viſibilis caro quae naturaliter eſt caro, cuius nomen anima non propter naturam, ſed propter affectiones carnales accepit. Haec ergo viſibi­lis, quae caro propriè dicitur, ſine dubitatione credē ­da eſt, reſurgere. S. Aug. Ibidem. Si mutatis moribus dicimus hominem non eſſe qui fuit, ſi denique muta­tis aetatibus ipſum corpus non dicimus eſle quod fuit: quanto magis ipſum non erit, tanta conuerſione mu­tatum vt non ſolum immortaliter viuat, verum etiam inuiſibilem videat. S. Aug. Epiſt. 111. Non hoc corpus quod videtis &c. Supra. pag. 53. Vide ibi marg. Ait mo­d [...]cum et iam non videbitis me, quia eum corporaliter tunc videbant quando iturus erat ad patrem; & eum deinceps mortalem viſuri non erant, qualem cum iſta loqueretur videbant. tract. 101. in Ioan. In the coeleſtialls, no flesh, but [Page]ſimple and bright bodies, which the A­poſtle calls ſpirituall. He that conceaues what is ſaid before of the manner of de­fining which theSupra, pag 301. & ſeq. naturall Philoſo­pher doth vſe, will vnderſtand this ea­ſilie. and this, heere affirmed, by theſe learned Fathers, according to the mā ­ner which the Scripture alſo doth fre­quent in ſpeach, is a double confir­mation of that Philoſophie.
Featlie. Gratian oppoſeth not modum modo, but modum rei verae and veritati rei.
[Page] Anſwer, This is anſwered allrea [...]ie: In the first part of this  [...] he doth oppoſe modum modo. he doth op­poſe the inuiſible flesh, conu [...]red w [...]th the forme of bread, to the ſame fl [...]sh as it is viſible: and ſaith that the former is a ſigne of the lather. Which I haue plai­nelie shewne by the text it ſelf, and haue produced the words wherein this is euidentlie affirmed. In the ſe­cond part of the  [...] he doth op­poſe one action to another; or, one manner of immolation: to another manner of immolation affirming the Conſecration or act of vnbloodie im­molation to be the bloodie paſſion, not in rei veritate, to conſecrate is not to crucifie; but ſignificante myſterio; as hath beene alſo tould you. Moreo­uer, the confounding of theſe two, thereby to conclude the flesh not to be there, in the Sacrament, according to the truth of the thing, viſible or in­uiſiblie, (ſo you ſpeake,) hath beene detected for à groſſe corruption, re­pugnant to the text.
[Page]Featlie. And now hauing brandished the ſword of the text of Gratian, let vs ſee how you can ward a blow with the ſcabbard, the Gloſſe.
Anſwer. The lightning of your ſword was like the thundring of your Canon. Surely Doctor, it was a violent Obie­ction, this.
Belli ferratas portas, vecteſque re­fregit.
 Warrs iron gates it hath burst vp, and Barrs.

Featlie ex Gloſſa. Dicitur Corpus Christi impropriè ſuo modo, non rei veri­tate, vt ſit ſenſus vocatur corpus Christi, id eſt ſignificatur.
Anſwer. If Souldiers whē the ſword cannot pierce, nor the Canon make a breach, should giue an onſet with their ſcabbards, what Elogium befits them, Doctour? the ſcabbard too should be fit for the ſword; the com­mentarie should be according to the text; or neither is good. Who told you that Deuines were to be directed in the vnderſtanding of matters purelie [Page] Theologicall, by a Canon Lawier? or, that the Author of the Gloſſe did ful­lie comprehend the text? which (as you haue ſeene, and ſo much he ſawe too) contradictes the fond Hereſie of emptie ſignes, and bakers bread mo­reouer, the Gloſse it ſelf in plaine tear­mes affirmes (as you find cited in S.E) that bread is tranſubstantiated into the bodie, Suprà, pag 75. that where before was bread and wine, there is now (after conſecration) the accidents (of them) onlie, that vnder thoſe accidents the flesh and blood (of Chriſt) doe lie hid and are couered; and the reaſon; least there might be horrour in receauing, if the shape of raw flesh and blood should appeare. And yet forſooth if wee beleeue you, the words of Gra­tian and the Gloſſe heere (in the ſcrappe you cite perchance) are ſo cleare againſt the Reall preſence of Chriſts bodie vnder the accidentes of bread and wine, that ne­uer any Proteſtant ſpake more expreſlie, Featl. pag. 61. as if an Atheiſt out that place Dixit in­ſipiens in corde ſuo non eſt Deus, should cite for himſelf onlie the later part [Page] non eſt Deus, and then auouch that ne­uer Atheiſt did ſpeake more expreſ­lie. Is this your ſinceritie? is this faire proceeding in the tryall of Religion? &, muſt the preſſe groane vnder this? the monument of the greate Diſpu­tant muſt it be built vpon theſe pil­lars? and his Statua be adorned with a garland of theſe flowers? O Conſciē ­ce! ô Religion!
In the Relation ſet foorth by S. E. Doctor Featlie is ſaid to haue ack­nowledged that Gratian did contra­dict himſelf:Pag. 70. who then can excuſe this his vrging of the place againe, in a ſecond Diſputation; and printing of it afterwards twice; ſtill preſſing the place againſt the Reall preſence; once anno 1624. in diuulging one Confe­rence; and againe anno 1630. in the pu­blishing of another, who cā ſaie that in vrging theſe mens Authoritie he did not impugne a knowne truth? or if he did not knowe it, if he could not vnderſtand their words, what miſt was there in his vnderſtanding? what [Page] ignorance, in ſo great a Rabbin?
But heare his Eccho, in the Apolo­gie. In this Section (wherein the place of Gratian and the Gloſſe are diſcuſ­ſed) ſo far as Doctor Smith and his Anta­goniſt argue, VVafer. pag 50. if you peruſe the places you shall find the arguments (though ſo min­cinglie heere produced) vnſatisfied, where you are forced to put a trick on Doctour Featlie, and make him confeſſe against Gratian, least his Lordſhip should be non-pluſt. I can not but pittie ſuch ſlender pollicie. But for ſatisfaction concerning Gratian if you but pleaſe to reade Doctor Featlie on another occaſion, (in his Con­ference with M. Muſket, pag. 61. &c.) you shall finde him inſteed of yeilding that Gratian contradicts himſelf, prooue that he oppugnes your tranſſubstantiation. Thus innocentlie, the godlie ſincere Brother ‘Cui nec Ara, nec—’
I now returne to the wordes obie­cted, putting you firſt in minde (which Featlie doth acknowledge was told him in the Conference)Featl. pag. 29 [...] that [Page] three thinges in a Sacrament are to be conſidered, as Diuines note; 1. that which is Sacramentum tantùm. 2. that which is res Sacramenti tantùm. Vide Suar. 3. p. to. 3. diſp 1, Sect 3. Tria di­stingnū ­tura Theologis in Sacra­mentis novae le­gis, res tantum, &c. Et diſp. 42. Sect. 1. 3. 4. Magiſt. in 4 d. 8. S. Tho. 3. p. q 73. a. 1. Ibidem­que Cō ­menta­tores. 3. that which is both res & Sacramentum that which is (heere) Sacramentum tantum, be the ſpecies of bread & wine, which are ſignes, but are not reallie, either, of the thinges by them ſignified: that which is res Sacramenti tantum, is grace which is ſignified by the Sacrament (as you may know by the generall definition) but it ſelf not being viſi­ble, is no ſigne, of this S. Bernard ſpea­kes in the place cited by Waferer pag. 49. rem Sacramenti nemo percipit niſi di­gnus. that which is both Sacramentum and res Sacramenti, as ſignifying and being alſo ſignified, is the bodie of our Sauiour in the ſigne. According to this diſtinction, commonlie receaued and knowne when the Gloſsatour ma­de his expoſition, it was anſwered that he ſpake of that which is Sacramentum tantum, to wit the ſpecie, which are not reallie and properlie the bodie and blood of Chriſt, but improperlie [Page] and ſignificatiue onlie. to which mea­ning his owne words would haue di­rected you. Sacramentum, ſcilicet ſpe­cies viſibilis, the Sacrament that is, the vi­ſible ſpecies. and, ſpecies panis ſub qua la­tet corpus Chriſti, eſt Sacramentum car­nis, the ſpecies of bread which hath vnder it our sauiours bodie, is the Sacrament of Poſt conſe­cratio­nem ſa­cerdotis, quae ſacrificium dicitur, duo ſunt ibi, ſcilicet Sacramentum & res Sacramenti; quae ante conſecra­tionem ibi non erent. Gloſsa. ad Can, Hoc est. and againe. Siue ſacrificium hic dicatur ipſum Sacramentum, ſcili­cet ſpecies viſibilis: ſiue corpus Chriſti: ſiue immolatio (ſo he tooke it when he ſaid it was conſecratio) corporis Chriſti: non eſt verum quod hic dicit, ſcilicet quod conſtat ex Sacramento & re Sacramenti; (none of theſe are constituted of the two things heer eſpecified) ſed tenen­tur collectiuè, pro ipſo Sacramento & re Sacramenti. Ibidem. Caro, id eſt, ſpecies panis, ſub qualatet corpus Chriſti, eſt Sacramentum carnis Chriſti. & ſanguis, id eſt, ſpecies vini ſub qua latet ſanguis Chriſti, eſt Sa­cramentum ſanguinis Chriſti, Ibidem. Coeleſtis panis, id eſt, coeleſte Sacramentum quod veré repraeſentat Ch [...]i­ſti carnem, dicitur corpus Chriſti, ſed improprié. Ibi­dem, Caro Chriſti poteſt intelligi ſecundum illam for­mam & quantitatem quam habuit in cruce: vel ſecun­dum quant tatem corporis glorificati quod ſpirituale videtur, quod nulli ſenſui ſubiacet. Idem, ad Can. Du­pliciter. Non hoc corpus manducaturi eſtis, id eſt, non in eadem ſpecie, vel groſſitie, vel repraeſentatione, ſed in Sacramento. Idem, ad Can. Prima. Licet enim vbique ſit etiam in altari quolibet in vera forma quam de Vir­gine ſumpſit; non tamen ſubiicitur corporeis ſenſibus. Ibidem. Vide quae de tranſubſtantiatione tradit, pag 75. flesh.
[Page]That he ſpake of this exteriour shape, and not of the thing within it, it is yet further manifeſt by that which hath beene cited out of him touching the reall exiſtence of the bodie, vnder that forme; and the tur­ning of bread into it. See the Confe­rence pag. 75.
An vnderſtanding Reader, by this which hath beene ſaid, will be able himſelf to finde the meaning ofb. others (if any be obiected) that vſe the [Page] [Page] [Page] like ſpeaches: & the better, if he beare in minde the varietie of ſuppoſition that happens in theſe words,Vide Suar. 3. p. to. 3. diſp. 42. ſect. 4. § Secun­do colli­gitur. Euchari­ſtia, Sacramentum, Panis conſecratus. you shal finde thē takē ſometimes pro cor­pore, connotando ſpecies continentes: Sometimes pro ſpeciebus, connotando corpus contentum: ſometimes pro toto compoſito, for the whole conſiſting of the bodie and the ſpecies, both. Ac­cording to which diuerſitie of accep­tion, ſuch propoſitions as ouer haſtie or vnlearned men think oppoſite, will be found to containe a good ſence.
Hauing freed the Canon from you M. Featlie, and got poſſeſſion of it a­gaine, I will turne it againſt your A­pologiſt to driue away that ſillie tro­ope of Arguments which he hath brought into this Section. You re­member the charge that was in it. This in ſubſtance:  [...] in the Sacrifice of [Page] the Church two thinges, one the ſpe­cies of the elementes, and this viſible; the other, the inuiſible bodie of our Lord. 2. the inuiſible thing, the flesh, is couered with the viſible. 3. the flesh is a Sacrament of the flesh. 4 the in­uiſible and ſpirituall flesh in the Sa­crament, doth ſignifie the viſible & palpable bodie which was vpon the croſſe. 5. the Heauenlie bread, which is indeed (according to the ſubſtance) flesh; is the ſacred ſigne or Sacrament of the viſible mortall bodie. 6. the act of immolatiō performed by the Prieſt is called the paſſion of Chriſt, non rei veritate ſed ſignificante myſterio. The Reader remembers all this. I requeſt him alſo to reflect vpon the diſcourſe of S. E. pag. 71 which Maſter Waferer with all his Arts doth impugne, and I am now defending, the ſubſtance of his Argumentes (for his words do not merit the tranſcribing) is without order (for he hath none at all) as fol­loweth.
Waferer. S. Auguſtine ſaith Epiſt. 23. [Page] Secundum quemdam modum Sacramentum corporis Chriſti corpus Chriſti est.
Anſwer. That which is Sacramentum tantùm, Aliqui putabāt ſpecies ſolas eſ­ſe Sacra­mētum. Vide Suarez diſp. 42. 2. is ſecundum quendam modum (to wit ſignificatiue) Corpus Christi: that which is res & Sacramentum, is corpus Chriſti; or caro ſpiritualis, veré. and the ſame, is corpus Chriſti viſibile vt viſibile ſecundum quendam modum; to wit repre­ſentatiue. the Canon, ſicut ergo &c. illius quod viſibile &c.
Waferer. The ſame thing cannot re­preſent it ſelf, for there is ſimilitude betwixt the repreſenting and the re­preſented, which ſimilitude cannot be in caſe it be the ſame thing.
Anſwer. Why not? if it be (as our Sa­uiours bodie is) in diuers exteriour formes or shapes at once? why may it not by the one repreſent it ſelf as exiſtēt in the other? the ſimilitude (ſuch as it is) is not founded, as you conceaue, in the ſubſtance preciſelie,where­fore they be not the ſame in that verie reſpect and point, and was aboue alſo anſwered Birckbeck pag 180. but in the ex­teriour shapes or formes, which be not heere the ſame, in the repreſenting, and [Page] the repreſented▪ Th [...] Canon. Carne inuiſ [...] ­bili ſignificat [...] viſibile Domini corpus.
Waferer. It is not onlie without ground [...]th the Goſpell, but alſo falſe, to ſaie  [...]he ſame bodie was in diuerſe formes or shapes at once.
Anſwer. Our Sauiours bodie was in the shape of bread, inuiſiblie. This in my hand is my bodie. and it was viſi­blie ſitting at the table at the ſame time; h [...] ſaid take, eate, this is &c. The Cànon. Carne inuiſibi [...]i, intelligibili, ſpi­rituali, ſignificatur corpus Domini viſi­bile, palpabile. The Quod then, is the ſa­me.
Waferer. If one and the ſame thing can be in ſeuerall formes, one forme may repreſent the other, but the thing repreſents not it ſelf.
Anſwer. had your oppoſition beene to purpoſe you should haue put it thus, but the thing by the one cānot repre­ſent it ſelf as in the other, which was the propoſition you vndertooke to diſ­prooue. I doubt whether your eies be fellowes, you miſtake ſo oft, that which is before them; and, it ſeemes, [Page] if I may ſpeak according to your Phi­loſophie, that either they be meere ac­cidents, or, the one is not like vnto the other. For in both, is, (am I not miſtaken?) the ſame forme or ſubſtan­ce. S. P [...]ete fishing, was a figure of S. Peeter preaching. What? did accidents onlie fish? & other accidents preach?  [...] was the fisher a figure of the preacher  [...] Peter in one action, of himſelf, as in the other? this matter is allreadie diſ­pacht, pag. 185. & ſeqq. where you shall finde an anſwer to your diſ­courſe about the Manna. The Canon. Caro carnis & ſanguis Sacramentum eſt ſanguinis.
Waferer. The bodie is not in the Sa­crament in it's proper shape,Sed & Chri­ſtus poſt reſurre­ct [...]onē ſu [...]m diuerſa actione diuerſa que temporum ratione, ſui ipſius ty­pum geſſit & figuram. Vt enim a [...]t Auguſtinus; appa­rens duobus Diſcipulis &c Alger de Sacram. l. 1 c 18. Ille contendat Chriſtum mentitum eſſe ſingendo, qui negat eum quod ſignifie  [...]ui [...] impleuiſle faciend [...] S. Aug. de mend.  [...]on, Conſ c 13. ad illud, ſinxit ſe longius tre. longius nāque profectus ſuper omnes coelos, &c. Ibid. how then can the Sacrament repreſent it as ſo exiſtent.
[Page] Anſwer. The shape repreſented is the viſible shape and forme our Sa­uiour had. The Canon. Carne inuiſibili ſignificatur viſibile corpus. and againe, Sacramentum est corporis, illius videlicet quod viſibile. Neither is this repreſen­tation, vniuocall; or the relation, na­turall to the ſpecies, as you ſuppoſe: but it is founded in the Diuine action or institution, which ſerues it ſelf of that analogie which the matter doth afford. Reade your owne wordes pag. 60. Moſt certaine it is that the ſacramen­tall ſignes and actions are the memoriall & figure of no other bodie then that of our Sauiour on the Croſse.
Your Questions about the meaning of the word hoc, into which you would haue the whole propoſition (ô worthie man to write Diuinitie!) to be tranſubſtantiated, will finde an anſwer in the next Sectiō, though you muſt not expect that I repeate there againe in terminis, ſo choiſe a peece of M. Mirth. No more with Gratian for this time.
[Page] Waferer. The ſpecies (you now diſ­pute againſt that which was anſwe­red to the wordes of the Gloſse) can­not be called Coeleſte Sacramentum in regard of their reference (the wordes of S. E.) to our Sauiours bodie which they couer.
Anſwer. Why ſo?
Waferer. Nothing is a ſacrament in reſpect of couering.
Anſwer. That which inuiſiblie cō ­taines, and exhibites to vs, not onlie grace, but the Authour of grace, may therefore well be called a Sacrament. ſuch couering well deſerues the name; though couers, be not all, Sacramen­tes. Howbeit you miſtake S. E. who told you the reference to the bodie in­cloſed was enough to draw vpon it this title Coeleſte, Heauenlie. The ſa­cred bodie of our Sauiour is within the ſpecies: whence it comes that the one hath rationem contenti, the other continentis: which notions are concea­ued, you know, relatiue, and, ſince a relation is ſpecified by the terminus, that relation is not naturall which is [Page] terminated vnto, and reciprocated with, that which is aboue nature. To inquire for an action making imme­diatlie theſe r [...]ferences, were needles. Euen in thoſe that are naturall the Phi­loſopher lookes for no other action then that which makes the founda­tion, which he calls the fundamentum. where one thing containes another, the reference followes of it ſelf. That by the conſecration the bodie is put within the ſpecies, the Gloſſ [...] (whoſe Authoritie you are againe ſcanning) told you, and by the words of Inſtitu­tion it is manifeſt.Suprà pag. 75 Matth 26. The Canon. Caro e­ius eſt quam forma panis opertam accipi­mus.
But why should you make anie difficultie about the title of ſacred and heauenlie, drawne vpon the ſpecies in a ſence equiuocall, by reaſons of the refe­rence? When wee vrge againſt you, the Fathers, to proue that our Sauiour in the Euchariſt is to be reuerenced and adored, then you tell vs that the wor­ship is exhibited to the formes becau­ſe [Page] they be ſacred; and you can fetch examples from Baptiſme: how then comes it to paſſe that whilſt you diſ­pute againſt vs,The words Reuer [...]n­ce, Ho­nour, & Adoratiō ſimplie in themſelues, without the adiunct and addita­ment Diuine, cannot conclude the Diuine woship proper to God.— Vnder the degree of Diuine wor­ship, wee our ſelues yeild as much to the Euchariſt, as S. Auguſtine did to baptiſme whē he ſaid (epist. 164) wee reuerence baptiſme whereſoeuer it is, Morton. of the Maſſe l 7 c 2, ſec. 3, Diuine Nazianzene teaceth that the Angels are preſent at baptiſme, and do magnifie or Honour it with their preſence and obſeruance, Idem Sect 2. VVere the Crucifix as glorious as either art could fa­shion— it is but a meere ſigne inuented by man; and th [...]refore how infinitely more honorable in all Chri­ſtian eſtimation muſt a Sacramentall ſigne be, wh [...]ch onlie the God of heauen and earth could inſitute? Idem li. 4. c. 2. Sect 3 in the Challeng. Reuerence is a due reſpect had vnto things or perſons, according to the good qualities that is in them, this is either inward, or outward, the inward is our eſtimation of them, ac­cording to their conditions and properties: the out­ward is our open expreſſion of our ſaid eſtimation, whether by words or acts, their inward &c. Idem. l. 7. c. 9. See the words of D. Androes cited p. 373. and what both of them ſay to Theodoret, & adorantur (ſymbola) vt quae illa ſint quae creduntur, whereof Andr, in his Op. poſth. and Mort l. 7. c. 2 and ceaſe to declaime againſt vs for the re­latiue honour wee giue to reliques and other holy things: ob­ſeruing withall that they both come short of Theodoret, ado­rantur vt quae illa ſint. they looſe their ſan­ctitie? But ſee! your braines turne a­bout, and you will beſtow the ſame [Page] title vpon bread and wine; and that, (the thing which iuſt now you diſli­ked,) in regard of reference to flesh & blood: Take my opinion (ſay you) that meere accidents can neither properlie nor improperlie be called Coeleste Sacramentum in regard of their reference to our Sa­uiours bodie which they couer, VVafer. pag 57. but bread and wine may be ſo called, (and why?) in regard of their myſterious vſe and ſigni­fication, (how ſo?) the reference vnto that Coeleſtiall foode which they are then made instrumentes to conuay vnto vs, gi­ues them that denomination. So you.
The ſeuerall compariſons of the Sacramentall ſpecies comes heere too, into the Miniſters head, and troubles him: ſo many relations, in one thing; to the bodie viſible exiſtent on the [Page] croſſe, to the bodie inuiſible contained within, and to the grace which (being a Sacrament) it doth alſo relate vnto. Three relations, in one thing; this makes him ſweate, with labour to cō ­ceaue it. But there is one thing, your owne ſelf Maſter Waferer, wherin there be more then thirtie, to your Father, to your brothers, to the communitie whereof you are a part, to your (alas! poore) flocke, to your mother Vniuer­ſitie, to your maſters there, to your ſeruant, what ſpend I time to reckon? as many ſenſes, and powers, & partes; as manie ſeuerall accidentes, and qua­lites, and habits, as you haue; as manie ſeuerall vertues as are in you, (but I muſt not found on them leaſt my nū ­ber proue to short;) as manie ſeuerall compariſons as you haue to bodies, (I omit all other thinges which would make the number more then double) liuing or not liuing, celeſtiall or ter­reſtriall, greater or leſſe, then you; ſo [Page] manie relations you Maſter Waferer, haue. Number them, if you can; a [...]d you shall finde for euerie one that I promiſed, a thouſand, do you ſweate vnder the burden?
You told vs but a while agoe that bread and wine haue a reference to the bodie and blood of Chriſt;VVafer. pag. 34. and it is your common tenet and the great my­ſterie which you do mngnifie and ex­toll as a thing aboue the capacitie and conceipt of Chriſtian men though neuer ſo learned: yet, leaſt you want an Aduerſarie, you pleade againſt this alſo now your owne ſelf. There is, ſaie you, a relation inter ſignum and ſignatum, which relation cannot be founded in the colour of bread, VVafer. pag 58, becauſe no relation is founded in qualitie, but relatio ſimilitudi­ninis, now the colour of flesh and bread is not a like, and ſo there can be no relation of ſimilitude betweene them. and ſo on you go to conclude that the relation which wee admit is no where but in a Ieſuites doting head. See your owne k [...]kerm. of the inſtitution of ſignes. VVas it not you  [...]hat ob­iected out of Tertull. and the Gloſſe, the word repreſentat? and are not you the men would haue the Sacrament to be a ſigne? which if it were [Page] ſo, his condition were yet better then yours; for he hath within the conſe­crated ſpecies that which is indeed heauenlie, the beſt thing (to ſpeake with S. Chryſostome,) that is in all the world: whereas your Sacrament is reallie nothing els but bakers bread, with the relation of a ſigne, which relation (your owne argument comes back vpō you) is not founded in the colour nor in the ſubſtance of bread, flesh and bread are not alike, but onlie in the ſuppoſed institution, which kind of relations being not reall, giue me leaue to conclude in your Logick, yet more ciuillie, that, it is no where but in the ſacred pia mater of a Catha­riſt.
Waferer. I haue four reaſons why I diſlike your opinion which defends meere accidents to be called a Sacra­ment.
[Page] Anſwer. you are content that a peece of bread, wherein there is no thing els but bread, the reſt being in your head onlie, be called a Sacrament? why then may not thoſe ſpecies be ſo called which do couer and infold that great myſterie of pietie which was manife­ſted in the flesh, iuſtified in ſpirit, ap­peared to Angels, and was preached vnto Nations? if the price of our Re­demption, the Mediatour betwixt God and man, the holie of holies, if Deus ab­ſconditus be within thoſe ſpecies, with­drawne from our ſight, and they not onlie ſignifie, but exhibite him to the receauer, why may they not be called a Sacrament?
Waferer: They do not ſignifie by inſtitution.
Anſwer. That inſtitution which brings in, the bodie, vnder them, doth alſo make them to containe it. ſo comes relatio continentis. Could a man put more wit into your head,In ad a­liquid non eſt morus; Contingit enim altero mutato, verum eſſe alterum, nihil mutans: quare ſecundum accidens, motus horum eſt. Ariſt. 5 Phy [...] tex. 10, Motus non eſt per ſe in ad aliquid, ſed ſolum per accidens. S. Th. ibidem. the relation would follow without other trouble. [Page] When your meate is in your bellie who makes the relation? when, how, by what meanes? looke on Ariſtotle 5. Phyſicorum cap. 3.
Waferer. the pronounce hoc in the words of Conſecration, doth not ſig­nifie theſe accidentes, therefore theſe accidents cannot get a relation by vertue of the words of Conſecra­tion.
Anſwer. He that fills a cup or chalice doth not make it, yet the relatio conti­nentis ad rem contentam, followes vpon that his action, his action brings wine into the cup; and conſecration brings our Sauiours bodie into the forme of bread: which donne, the relations be not wanting.
Waferer. The bodie is not produced by conſecration, nor the ſpecies, there­fore the relation of one of theſe to the other, followes not vpon the con­ſecration.
[Page] Anſwer. Whether the bodie be pro­duced or be not produced by conſe­cration, is not the matter heere diſ­puted; but whether it be preſent. Nei­ther would your argument conclude if wee ſuppoſed your antecedent to be whollie true. When you fill a chalice, you neither produce the cup, nor the wine; yet the relation of conti­nencie doth follow, and ſo doth it when you fill a place, though you produce not your ſelf that are in it.
Waferer. Relations following vpon actions are onlie betweene the agent or efficient and the effect or thing it makes,
Anſwer. You ſee this to be falſe in the example before ſpecified, could not you and I be neerer one to the other vnles the one of vs be made a­gaine? or is the Sunne made a new as oft as it is vnder a new ſigne? the mo­one perhaps you will ſaie is, becauſe there be new moones.
Thus farre concerning the four ar­guments of your diſlike,VVafer. p. 61. which you [Page] conclude with this iyngling clinch, that becomes your cap well, So much (mēd that word much, and put ſo little; you muſt not commend your ſelf,) for Doctor Featlies Illation againſt your Relation.
One thing more I muſt note (befo­re wee leaue this Section) that, whe­reas in it you haue shewed your ſelf much offended with S. E. for ſaying the ſpecies were alſo ſigna corporis Chriſti praeſentis, your conſciēce would not let you make an end before you had granted it, in theſe words,VVafer pag 62. Ile graunt you that the outward ſignes are, ſigna corporis praeſentis, ſignes of the bo­die preſent after conſecration, yet to shew your ſelf ſtill replenished with the ſpirit of contradiction, you tell vs you denie that it is there after the man­ner wee define, how then M. Waferer? is it obiectiue onlie?Ibidem. as the thing be­leeued is ſaid to be in the beleeuer; or as the men you looke vpon, are in your eie; or as the thing you loue is thereby ſaid to be in you or you ra­ther [Page] in it? heare a myſterie. Tis not cor­porallie but myſticallie and Sacramental­lie,VVafer. Ibidem.and yet ſo as beſides the intellectuall preſence (by faith and loue) there is alſo a reall and exhibitiue preſence (of the bo­die, I ſuppoſe,) in reſpect of donation on Gods part and reception on mans part. But what it this, great Apollo? Is the bodie, (antecedentlie to the effectes which follow the reception) reallie exhibited and reallie receaued more then intellectuallie? do men, with their bodilie mouthes, receaue heere, that which is in heauen onlie, no nee­rer?
‘Quid tanto dignum feret hic promiſ­ſor hiatu?’Your, Maſter, Caluin, hath lead you it ſeemes into the clowds, to mount there, for a banck is to low for you. Non ſolum beneficiorum Chriſti ſignifi­cationem habemus in Coena; ſed ſubſtan­tiué participes, in vnam cum eo vitam co­aleſcimus, and,Cited in Morton pag 151. Ergo in Coena miraculum agnoſcimus, quod & naturae fines & ſen­ſus noſtri modum exſuperat: Quod Chriſti[Page]caro nobis fit communis & nobis in ali­mentum datur. Wee haue in the Supper not a ſignification of the benefits onlie, but being made ſubstantiallie participant, wee do become one life with him. Where­fore wee acknowledge in the Supper a miracle, that tranſcends the bounds of na­ture, and compaſse of our reaſon, to wit, that the flesh of Chriſt is made to vs com­mo [...], and giuen vs for our nourishment. So hee. Now Waferer, mount you, though wee heard you once alreadie.  [...] Euerie Pu­nie can tell you that though bread ſeeme onlie bread to the eie, VVafer pag. 34. and in ſubſtance be nothing els, yet in it's ſpirituall vſe and ſi­gnification, it's the bodie of our Sauiour, (this your Punies you ſaie, know, what is there in it more; hark and learne,) not that Chriſts bodie is preſent vnder the accidentall formes of the ele­mentes though it be therewith ſprituallie And what hath Morton more then bread, with certaine references which be not reall? a ſigne, a ſeale, an instrument; what anſwers heere to theſe three names, à parte rei, more then bread? [Page] eaten, (this were Papiſtrie, take heede of it; but, what or how then?) This I confeſſe to be a Myſterie: but if you de­maund what it is; He anſwer you as Octa­uius did Caecilius when he did expect to heare him deſcribe what God was, Nobis ad intellectum pectus augustum est, & ideo ſic Deum digne aeſtimamus dum inaeſti­mabilem dicimus &c. ſo if you expect to heare exactlie what this mysterie is, I anſwer, it is a myſterie, and if I could per­fectlie diſcloſe it's ſecretes and shew you what it were, then twere no mysterie. So then, beſides the benefit of grace which is the effect of due receauing, and beſides the intellectuall preſence which is by faith, thoſe that will, muſt beleeue a mysterie, aboue mans appre­henſion, vnexplicable, incomprehen­ſible. Will you now ſee the mouſe? The bread is a ſigne of our Sauiours bodie; and the communicants take it in their hands;S Hier. Epiſt. ad Cteſ. and eate it with their moutheS. Eccleſiae victoria eſt, vos aperiè dicere quod fentitis.


The Fift obiection was that Hoc stands for bread, becauſe the Fa­thers, ſometimes call the Sacra­ment by that name, and the pro­noune relates to nothing els. The Anſwer was that Hoc, (who­ſe ſignification of it ſelf is confu­ſed) relates vnto the thing which is vnder the ſpecies when the forme is whollie vttered; and that this thing is Heauenlie bread and by the Fathers ſo called.
[Page]
6
[Page]In this Section (as appeares by the Synopſis which Waferer himſelf ſets before it,) be many thinges both im­pertinent to the Argument (which was of the ſignification of the word Hoc;) and without order, packt toge­ther. As. 1. Of the ſixt chapter of Saint Iohn, whether it ſpeakes of the Sacra­ment, which Queſtion he concludes negatiuè, ſo cashcering one of his ow­ne Doctors Arguments. 2. Of tranſub­ſtantiation. where he would haue the Reader know from him, yes, that the Fathers ſpeake hyperbolicallie, when they ſaie bread is changed by the power of omnipotence not in shape but in natu­re, that the nature it ſelf is changed; that it is tranſelemented. And hauing ſaid, for explication of thoſe places, that in tranſelementation, the materia prima (which is an element or principle of the thing; aswell as the forme) doth remai­ne; he tells vs, the Fathers meane a change in office. Your greateſt Prote­ſtantish polemicks come in fine to the ſame. Expectu eadem a ſummmo m [...]moque, as if that office (to re­preſent [Page] or ſignifie the flesh of Chriſt,) came in place of the nature or forme of bread: or that, a ſubſtantiall forme, or element, were turned into an ens rationis, which is in a Miniſters emptie braine. 3. Of adoration. where he would ridiculouſlie perſwade the Reader that the Councel of Trent will haue latria beſtowed vpon mee­re accidentes for being (Sacramentum tantum) ſacred and Sacramentall ſig­nes onlie: as if the Church eſteemed that a motiue of Diuine and higheſt worship. 4. Of Omnipotencie, where he profeſſeth not to meddle with Gods abſolute power, and yet denies things which we maintaine to be donne onlie by that power. 5. Of the Incarnation. where he ſaith that, ſince our Sauiours manhood is inſeparablie vni­ted to his Diuinitie in that ſence it may be ſaid to be euerie where preſent to it. and that the vnion of our Sauiours mā ­hood to the Deitie is extended as far as (th [...]) Deitie. 6. Of miracles. Where he ſaith that, that which is onlie ſpirituall [Page] (he meanes inuiſible, ſuch as the chan­ges made in the elements bread and wine, by conſecration, or by the Sacra­ments, in our ſoules; or by God in his Saincts:) is wrought no where but in the mind. Theſe effects, and other ſpirituall created things,S. Hier. ad Cteſ. all, (if this tenet hold,) are imaginarie. Non neceſse habet con­uinci, quod ſua ſtatim profeſsione blaſphe­mum eſt. I ſpare paper, to ſome other, better purpoſe: what neede I ſpend it?Ibidem. Sententias veſtras prodidiſse, ſuperaſ­ſe eſt.
This Euripus homo, Wauerer, in his diſcourſe, doth ſaie and vnſaie; and interprete himſelf (when ſome bodie it ſeemes warned him of his groſſe er­rours againſt the Commō Creede) no better in effect then, if hauing ſaid it is; I should adde for explication, that is,Quo te­neas vultus mutaintē protea nodu? it is not: wanting diſcretion to lea­ue out, what he had not wit enough to mend.
The Obiections which he brings, ſuch as he picks heere and there out of others, he thruſts together in a [Page] bundle, without order, like ſticks in a fagot; which if it were caried to Car­fox, and ſet on fire, would illuminate the four quarters of the Vniuerſitie. Will you heare ſome recited; and ob­ſerue in him whilſt from his extaticall throne or pulpit he ſcatters Oracles to ſanctifie the attentiue eares of a­ſtonished Pupils, an example of ſweete, ingenuous, faire, ciuill, gra­cious comportment.
Credite me vobis folium recitare—

Whiſt! he ſpeakes.
Apologiſt.let me ſee what you would haue this bread in the Sacrament to be. Such (ſay you) as whereunto the Diuine eſſence doth ineffablie power it ſelf, euen as in Chriſt vnder humane nature the Di­uinitie lay bid. And finallie ſuch bread, of which our Sauiour ſaith it is my flesh for the life of the world. O moſt inſufferable dotage! Firſt becauſe the blaſphemous compariſon of putting Chriſt ſo in the bread shaps, as his Diuinitie was in his humanitie, as if he were perſonallie vni­ted to them as he was to the humane na­ture.[Page]2. you would againſt ſenſe as well as the condition of a Sacrament make an in­uiſible thing namelie Chriſt, inuiſible vn­der the accidens of bread to be a ſigne of a viſible thing namelie of Chriſt viſible on the Croſſe, and ſo make either two Chriſts, or els the ſelf ſame bodie to be at the ſame time both eating and eaten, viſible and in­uiſible.

Cenſure.Who bolder then blind bay­ard? who more furious in charging men with errour and dotage, then tho­ſe who be moſt ignorant, and haue leaſt wit? I told him before of his te­meritie, but the Ethiopian will not change his skinne, nor the Leopard depoſe his ſpots. The Holie Ghoſt ſaies of Heretickes, (and wee finde the expe­rience of it) that they are2. Tim. 3. elati, ſu­perbi, criminatores, proterui, tumidi, Epiſt. Iuſt. Hi autem (the ſcriptures ſaies of them) quaecumque quidem ignorant, blaſphe­mant. 2. Tim. 3. As Iannes and Mambres with­ſtood Moyſes, ſo do theſe alſo reſiſt the truth, men of corrupt minds, reprobate concerning the faith; but they shall pro­ceede[Page]no further; for their follie shall be manifest to all; as the others was.
It is a peece of ſtupid ignorance (in a writer of polemicall bookes) to think, and an vnſufferable calumnie it were to report, that wee beleeue two Christ; or that he whom wee be­leeue, is vnited hypoſtaticè perſonal­lie to the bread shapes. To iuſtifie that wee ſaie, by you recited and ſo deep­lie charged, I neede do no more but pray the Authours themſelues to come foorth, and againe ſpeake it ouer be­fore your face. When you ſee parties, peraduenture you will blush.1 Cor. 11. Ieſus Chriſt our Redeemer, God and man. Take, and eate, this (in the forme of bread) is my bodie which is broken, Ioan. 6. gi­uen, for you. The bread which I will giue is my flesh for the life of the world. my flesh is meate indeed &c. the Com­ment you shall haue anon, out of S. Ierom. The Authour of the Sermons in Saint Cyprian, and of the ſame age,Motton pag. 25. Serm. de Coena. whom all know (your Patron ſayes) to be a Catholicke Father. That bread [Page]being changed not in shape but in nature, is by the omnipotencie of the Word made flesh. Theſe two places, the one out of S. Iohn, the other out of the Sermō that is in S. Cyprian, Waferer tooke notice of: and in his waie there were more;Cyrill. Catech. 4. Canon Hoc eſt, as that of S. Cyrill, That which ap­peares breade, is not bread; but the bodie. and of the Canon taken out of S. Au­gustine by S. Proſper. It is the the flesh of Chriſt which wee receaue couered with the forme of bread. and, by the flesh and blood, Ibidem. both inuiſible, intelligible, ſpiri­tuall, is ſignified the viſible, palpable bo­die of our Lord Ieſus Chriſt. and in Saint Ierome. Hieron. Com­ment. in 1 ad E­pheſ. ad Paulum & Eu­ſtoch. Idem in Ep. ad Hedib. q. 2. The flesh and blood of Chriſt is vnderstood two waies: either that ſpiri­tuall and Diuine, whereof himſelf ſaith My flesh is meate indeede &c. (marke this Comment Maſter Waferer,) or the flesh that was crucified. and; Our Lord Ieſus, he the gueſt, and the feaſt; he the eater, and the thing eaten.
But ſtaie! what is all this? a mans bodie, our Sauiours, in bread shape; flesh, inuiſible, vnder the forme of [Page] bread. an inuiſible thing vnder accidēts the ſigne of a viſible thing vpon the Croſſe. the ſame bodie at the ſame time eating and eaten, viſible and inui­ſible.

Apologiſt.O inſufferable dotage!

Cenſure.And this compariſon tooSerm. de Coen. in Cypr. As in the perſon of Chriſt, the huma­nitie did appeare, and the Diuinitie lie bid: ſo (heere in the Euchariſt) a Diuine eſſence doth vnſpeakablie power it ſelf in­to a viſible Sacrament. What is your opi­nion of this?

Apologiſt.O blaſphemous compari­ſon!

Cenſure.Com. in in Ioan. l. 4. c. 11. The malignant minde (S. Cyrill ſaith) preſentlie with arrogance reiects all as friuolous and falſe whateuer it vnder­ſtands not, yeilding to none, and thinking nothing to be aboue it ſelf. Belike ſome Spirit hath inſpired this man, and on the ſuddaine giuen vs a Diuine, that can teach without learning: the verie ſame which taught Luther to declai­me againſt the Maſſe. But, Maſter Wa­ferer, bethink your ſelf; is this langua­ge [Page] for a Maſter of Art but of yeſter­daie, to giue a graue Prelate, and a mā of knowne learning? and then alſo, when he ſpeakes in the verie words of Antiquitie, of holie Fathers, of Ieſus Chriſt? Is this the modeſtie ſuch a ſtri­pling should haue had, the learning which you promiſed, the charitie which you pretend? you, who do la­ment the Schiſmes of the Church, and are continuallie in thankſgiuing for the great light you ſee wherein you haue diſcouered how the ſolid and ſub­ſtantiall nature of bread is tranſelemented into a feigned reference. is this the vin­dicating of your Churches cauſe, and the cleering of your Doctor, it's abbetter? O the Pedanticall inſolencie! O moſt inſolent arrogancie of moſt arrogant Apoſtacie.
Of the firſt apoſtatizing Spirits it is ſaid in Sripture, their pride aſcendeth e­uer. They would haue thrones, for­ſooth, (each one, for they are all of one mind,) in the ſides of the North: from whence, without ſubmitting [Page] themſelues to any, they might con­trowle, all. and into the ſame region high pride hath raiſed this Apol. making her ſelf this chaire; and recea­uing him, in her lap. There he ſits, and controwles, Antiquitie. This it is when ſupercilious Pedants come from As in praeſenti, to print books and giue Diuines leſſons in Diuini­tie.

Apologiſt.Not to trouble my ſelf or my Reader with the repetition of all thoſe infinite ſoleciſmes which this opinion includes: take notice of this, that it di­stroies the definition of an Indiuiduum, & makes Christs indiuiduall bodie not to be indiuiduall. Indiuiduum according to lo­gick is quod eſt indiuiſum in ſe & diuiſum ab alijs omnibus, as Socrates is diſtingui­shed from Plato &c. now I ſaie this your tenet of there all preſence against this defi­nition diuide; an indiuiduall bodie from it ſelf, it diuides Chriſt ac Paris from Chriſt in the Sacrament at Rome.

Cenſure.He hath (if you beleeue him) an infinite companie of reaſons; [Page] but, leaſt he trouble the Reader, or him­ſelfe, (lucidum interuallum,) with ran­ging them all againſt vs, he picks out the ſtouteſt, (his Therſites, Achilles I should haue ſaid,) and thruſting him into the field, bids vs take notice of him. Sure, it is a goodlie reaſon. Lim­mes it hath, ſome; but it wāts ſinewes. like therefore to be ſome tough chā ­pion. Hath it the forme and shape of a good Argument? no: but it hath a head, the maior propoſition. O qua­le caput! ſed cerebrum where? non ha­bet.
The maior might haue in it a good ſence; and hath ſo, when others vſe it: when it is vnderſtood of intrinſe­call indiuiſion: but extrinſecall, is not that which doth conſtitute; or the want of it that which takes awaye, an indiuiduum: now the Miniſter vnder­ſtands it of this later, this extrinſecall indiuiſion, as will preſentlie appeare by his diſcourſe. Thus the Maior. The Minor is of no great weight neither; for it ſtands vpon his breath. NowMirths words. I [Page] ſaie this your tenet againſt this definition diuides an indiuiduall bodie from it ſelf, it it diuides Chriſt at Paris from Christ in the Sacramēt at Rome. You ſaie ſo well. Your Concluſion? let the Reader him­ſelf make it if he can. Supprimit Ora­tor—
But is there no proppe for the Mi­nor? if you ceaſe to ſaie it, what shall become of it then? yes; wee shall haue ſomething to ſupporte it.

Apologiſt.For, there being diſtance & diuerſitie of place, it cannot be the ſame numericall bodie.

Cenſure.Did I not tell before, that he meant extrinſecall indiuiſion? Place, is extrinſecall to a bodie. whether you be in Oxford or Odiham, you be the ſame indiuiduum ſtill, though the pla­ce be diſtinct. Oxford is not Odiham; but M, Waferer in Odiham is the ſame Maſter Waferer that was at Oxford. the Miniſter is the Maſter of Art; is he not Maſter Mirth? And a Maſter of Art might haue knowne further, that ſuperuenient vbications deſtroie [Page] not that indiuiduation which eſſen­tiallie they ſuppoſe. Your ſubſtantiall indiuiduation, that whereby you are ſubſtantiallie diſtinct from other men, (which is no accident of Maſter Wa­ferer, nor can be remooued from him as much as in your mind, without ta­king him away too;) that ſubſtantiall indiuiduation, is eſſentiallie preſuppo­ſed by euerie particular intrinſecall v­bicatiō receaued in you, as an accidēt in it's ſubiect, and is not changed by it, by the ſuperuenient vbication: if it were, the ſame thing could not bee as much as ſucceſſiuelie in ſeuerall places, as oft as you changed places ſo oft you should be an other man. One borne, another be caried to Church to be Chriſtned, a third brought home to ſuck the mother, and (which yet would trouble you worſe) another should take the benefice, which was giuen you; becauſe you tooke the de­gree, which an other (by the name of Waferer too)I will not ſweare that. deſerued.

Apologiſt.I praie what other diuiſion [Page]can there be of materiall ſubſtances, but by bounds of place?

Cenſure.Poore man! and what If I should come into your place and you into mine, should I then be you, and you be that indiuiduum which I am? this were as eaſie, as it is a ſtrange tranſubſtantiation. But I know you will denie it to be poſſible; leaſt by this meanes you be vnawares made a Papiſt. I thought, (this it is not to be ſo wiſe as you,) that your neighbour and you were ſubſtantiallie diſtingui­shed, that his ſubſtāce was not yours, nor your ſubſtance his. by ſomething which is in you ſubstantiall, you are di­ſtinguished from a ſtock; and by ſome­thing which is in you ſubstantiall, you are di­ſtinguished from an aſſe; and by ſomething which is in you ſubstantiall, you are diſtinguished from your neighbour. you will not denie this, what theſe are Called, euerie Punie can tell you.

Apologiſt.T's an infallible axio­me that one numericall ſubſtance can[Page]haue but one manner of Mirth I hope can di­ſtin­guish betwixt an acci­dentall preſen­tialitie, and, a ſubſtan­tiall ſub­ſiſtence. ſubſiſting.

Cenſure.If you meane naturallie, this axiome is nothing to purpoſe heere, nihil ad rhombum. wee talke of that which God hath ſupernaturallie effe­cted. If you meane ſupernaturallie, it is a meere begging of the Queſtion, to call that an axiome, which no man yet euer auouched; and your aduerſaries do denie. Where did you euer reade (vnles it were in ſome of your pufel­lowes lying pamphlets,) that the ſa­me indiuiduall ſubſtance could not haue ſupernaturallie diuers accidentall manners of being? or, that an indiui­duall nature could not haue an other manner of ſubſiſting, then naturallie it hath? The humanitie of our Sauiour hath another manner of ſubſiſting then ours; it ſubſiſteth in the Word. is this naturall, or ſupernaturall? and ac­cidentallie wee shall be changed, when this corruptible shall haue put on incorruption, and this mortall haue put on immortalitie. is not this likewiſe a­boue nature? or is the ſtate of a glo­rious [Page] bodie, naturall to the bodie, or impoſſible, that Maſter Waferers A­xiome forſooth, may ſtand and in the ſence wherein it were to ſerue his tur­ne. One numericall ſubstance can haue but one manner of ſubſiſting.

Apologiſt.Though place and quantitie be not in the eſſence of a bodie, yet it is a contradiction in it's existence to be with­out either, and conſequentlie to create Christ ſuch a bodie in the Euchariſt which is not indiuiduall is a meere contradictorie fiction.

Cenſure.I doubt I shall be thought a foole for diſputing with ſuch an one as you are. Maſter Mirth, who told you that the bodie which is in the Euchariſt is not indiuiduall? who ſpake of ſuch a bodie? who told you that it had not there quātitie? or that it was no where? or do you dreame? if you did not, and that the matter were not impertinent to this argument, I might hap to aſke you touching tho­ſe your imaginations, how you proue it a contradiction for a bodie to be [Page] without quantitie, or, a bodie hauing quantitie to be without a place? I learned once from Ariſtotle that, quan­titie is not ſubstance, nor ſubſtance quan­titie: which being ſuppoſed, (and the thing is certaine in it ſelf,) you will haue much adoe to inferre a contra­diction out of theſe two propoſitiōs, Substantia est. Quantitas non eſt. or theſe other; Quantitas est. Subſtantia non eſt. Contradiction being affirmatio, and negatio eiuſdem de eodem and ſecundum idem. you cannot Maſter Waferer. much leſſe can you proue it is a con­tradiction for a bodie to be without a place. Locus is4. A­riſt. 4. Phyſ. t. 41. continentis terminus immobilis primus: as the Philoſopher de­fines it. who tels you likewiſe that(b) vniuerſum non eſt in loco. the vttermoſt heauē or bodie, whateuer it be, is not properlie in a place. No other bodie, doth containe it; if it did, this were not vttermoſt. Yet wee ſaie not, that our Sauiours bodie is no where; or that it is not in the Church; or that it hath not quantitie, or that it is not in­diuiduall. [Page] theſe are, aegri ſomnia, they be your dreames Maſter Mirth, who vnderſtand not this mightie argument which you tooke out of your Maſter Featlie: in whom I will go ſee (for I cannot learne of you) what the mea­ning of it is. 7
[Page]He propoſeth it againſt Maſter Wood; and will needs proue the bo­die, if it hath diuers Sacramentall presēces (ſuch as wee beleeue it hath,) is therby diuided in ſe, in itſelf, ſo that it is no more one and the ſame, but diuers bodies, this he ſtriues to con­clude out of the diſtinction of the Sa­cramentall preſences,Featlie pag. 134. & ſeqq. wherof one is at Rome for example, and another is at Paris. But he ſtriues in vaine; for, the Dualitie is, of preſencies; not of bodies; there are two preſences in one, and the ſame bodie; and theſe two pre­ſencies [Page] which are accidentes, ſepara­ble from the forſaid bodie, relie vpon it as their ſubiect, and preſuppoſe it in being euerie moment wherein them­ſelues be, ſo farre they are from de­ſtroying it. Neither of them, is the ſubſtantiall indiuidualitie of the bo­die; for, the bodie was before, and will be the ſame after, when they be not at all, how then could it be con­cluded that two of them be two ſub­ſtantiall indiuidualities? they neither are ſubſtantiall indiuidualities; (which is as eaſie to be proued as it is eaſie to proue that your vbication in this pla­ce where you are, which you may be without when you will, is not that whereby you are ſubſtantiallie di­ſtinct from other mē;) nor out of their pluralitie doth there enſue a plurali­tie in the bodie their ſubiect. for, ac­cidēts take not away their proper ſub­iect, ſo to be, without any; but are in it: and theſe preſences (which we ſpea­ke of) are accidents, not of a bodie in common, what euer bodie; but, of [Page] this indiuiduall bodie of our Sauiour Ie­ſus Chriſt.
Featlie, pag. 140 This way failing your Doctor, he takes another, to proue againſt Maſter Wood, a ſubſtantiall dualitie (in the bodie) out of the motion of it; for if the ſame bodie be vnder two ſeuerall dimenſions, it might be (he thinks) the terminus à quo and the terminus ad quem of the ſame direct motion, & be moued from it ſelf; which is (ſaith he) a contradiction. But, neither can he bring about his intent this waie. That which is the ſubiect of locall motion, or the thing which properlie is moued, when the Prieſt (for example) takes an hoaſte out of the pixe, are the dimē ­ſions of bread: which dimenſions haue localitie or ſituall extenſion, and are in loco in a place, whoſe definition you heard, before out of the Philoſopher, the terminus à quo of which motion is not our Sauiours bodie, but the pixe where it was: and the terminus ad quem is the communicants mouth wherein he puts it. Our Sauiours bodie which [Page] is in thoſe dimenſions, is not in loco, per ſe; but per accidens: that is to ſaie, though that accident place, which is terminus continentis &c. doth not affect in in it ſelf, yet is it in the dimenſions of bread which dimenſions are ſo af­fected. And, as it is per accidens in loco, ſo is it locallie moued per accidens, not per ſe.
The Sacrament is not locus the place of the bodie, properly ſpeaking neither is it (the bodie) commenſura­ted to the place of the ſpecies. The bodie is not there after the manner of a bodie, extended ſituallie; but rather according to the manner of a Spirit: though not altogether that way nei­ther, but another more vndetermined and ſupernaturall way, whereof the Philoſopher wanting faith had no knowledge. The Soule Ariſtotle ſaith is in loco per accidens. 4. Phyſ. t. 45. and his Commentator there, Anima eſt in loco quia ſublectum eius quod est corpus, est in loco. And the Soule is moued per accidens, becauſe the bodie or the part [Page]  [...] [Page]  [...] [Page] wherein it is, vnited; is moued: this motion being nothing els but a ſuc­ceſsiue compariſon to place. Motis nobis neceſsarium eſt & quae in nobis ſunt om­nia, ſimul moueri, ſaies Ariſtotle 2. Topic. loco 24. and 4. Phyſ. t. 31. Motum autem aliud mouetur per ſe, & aliud mo­uetur per accidens. & illud quod mo­uetur per accidens, aliud eſt quod poteſt moueri per ſe, verbi gratia membra homi­nis & clauus in naui; & aliud non poteſt, ſed ſemper mouetur per accidēs, verbi gra­tia albedo, & cognitio; iſta enim non mu­tant ſua loca, niſi quia illa in quibus ſunt transferuntur.
The connexion or vnion of the Soule vnto the bodie (diſpoſed) wee know by nature; and by reaſon of this connexion it comes to paſſe that mouing the bodie vnto a place, the ſoule conſequentlie is alſo there. The connexiō of the bodie of our Sauiour with the ſpecies, is reuealed and made by the forme of conſecration which is practicall, This in the shape of bread is my bodie. And the Councels ack­nowledge [Page] it when they ſay it is con­tained in the ſpecies; ſub ſpeciebus panis & vini veraciter continetur, Conc. Later. ſub In­nocent. 3, c. fir­miter. §. vna eſt Conc. Trid. Seſſ. 13. c. 1. & 3, ſo the La­teran Councell: and the Councell of Trent, in the ſame tenour, In ſanctiſsi­mo Euchariſtiae Sacramento continetur verè, realiter, & ſubſtantialiter, corpus &c. and ſub ſingulis cuiuſque ſpeciei par­tibus ſeparatione facta totus Chriſtus con­tinetur. So that a double relation is vn­derſtood there, one of the bodie to the ſpecies: another of the ſpecies to the bodie; which remaine (ſo that no for­ce in nature can diſſolue or ſeparate them) whilſt the ſpecies remaine vn­corrupted, and this by vertue and power of conſecration and of the di­uine omnipotence. This for the an eſt of this vnion or connexion; the mo­dus of it in particular ſainct Thomas ſaith is ineffabilis. It ſufficeth to know there is ſuch a connexion: by which it comes to paſſe that mouing the ſpe­cies to a place, the bodie of our Sa­uiour is alſo there: for, the species and the bodie, cannot be ſeparated or di­uorced. [Page] And, as it is there, in place, in the ſence aboue ſpecified namelie; per accidens; ſo is it moued, per accidens.
It is further to be noted that when a thing, one in it ſelf, is multiplex ſecun­dum eſſe, (I take the word heere in a great latitude,) it may be moued, and not moued, ſecundum diuerſa. The Son­ne of God, our bleſſed Sauiour, who is in himſelf one, vnum Ens, was moued according to his humane forme,Vado ad Patrem, quia Pa­ter ma­ior me eſt. Ioa. 14. and according to his diuine forme he was immoueable. Your ſoule which is but one, may be moued in your arme, and vnmoued in your breaſt. and your bo­die may be moued according to one accidentall forme, as qualitie; though it be not at the ſame time moued ac­cording to another,VVere this in English he that is no Scholler could not vn­derſtand it. ſuppoſe quantitie. Cum aliquid est vnum ſubiecto ſaith our Doctour S. Thomas, & multiplex ſe­cundum eſse, nihil prohibet ſecundum ali­quid moueri, & ſecundum aliquid immo­bile permanere: ſicut corpori eſt aliud eſse album, & aliud eſſe magnum, vnde poteſt moueri ſecundum albedinem, & permanere[Page]immobile ſecundum magnitudinem. 3. p. qu. 76. a. 6. And in the ſame place anſwe­ring an Obiection which was made to proue that our Sauiours bodie is in the Sacrament mobiliter, quia nobis motis mouentur ea omnia quae ſunt in no­bis, as before was ſaid out of Ariſtotle, he anſwers, Dicendum quod ratio illa procedit de motu per accidens, quo ad mo­tum noſtri mouentur ea quae in nobis ſunt: aliter tamen ea quae per ſe poſſunt eſse in loco, ſicut corpora; & aliter ea quae per ſe non poſsunt eſse in loco, ſicut formae, & ſpirituales ſubſtantiae. Ad quem modum poteſt reduci, quod dicimus Chriſtum mo­ueri per accidens ſecundum eſſe quod ha­bet in hoc Sacramento, in quo non est ſi­cut in loco.
Out of theſe words I take an in­ſtance to declare the ſolution which I gaue to your Argument whereby you would proue that if our Sauiours bodie were in ſeuerall dimenſions ſacramētally, it might be moued frō it ſelf & ſo be ſubſtātiallie diuided in it ſelf. The Anſwer is that, diuiſion in it [Page]ſelf, followes not out of that motus per accidens. My Soule whilſt I write, is moued per accidens, from it ſelf, but yet remaines one. It were ridiculous to think that I cannot moue my fingers without diuiding an indiuiſible, and deſtroying that immortall thing on which the motion it ſelf dependeth. As for the termini, à quo, and ad quem, they be thoſe that be the termini of the motus per ſe. When your bodie is in London (in your Chamber) per ſe, your ſoule is there, in eodem loco, (your chamber,) per accidēs: the place is one; but the manner of being in it, is diuer­ſe. Per ſe, and per accidens, diſtinguish the manner. Whē your bodie is in mo­tion thither (to your chamber) per ſe, your ſoule is moued thitherwards too, to the ſame terminus ad quem, (your chamber,) per accidens.
Suppoſe you be ſitting in your ſtu­die, at your table, holding your right hand on the one end, and your left hand on the other end. When you moue your hands to the middle of [Page] the table, and put them there toge­ther, the termini a quibus in theſe two motions be not your ſoule, which is, and was, in either hand; but the two ends of the table where your hands were, be the termini from whence you moued them, and the terminus ad quem is not your ſoule which is in your hands now being together, but the middeſt of the table is the terminus ad quem. You muſt now keepe your hāds there together ſtill, for feare leaſt at parting them againe you diuide your ſoule (ſubſtantiallie) into two, by mo­uing it from it ſelf, whilſt you moue the right hand wherein it is, all, from the left wherein it is likewiſe all, or, put of your too melancholie imagi­nation of a contradiction to enſue in caſe a thing should per accidēs be mo­ued from it ſelf; or be in two dimen­ſions whereof one is locallie moued from the other. Of diſtance, or reſting it is the ſame. Whilſt your hands or ar­mes do moue, one from the other; your breaſt and other parts, may reſt; [Page] and the ſoule in the right hand is nee­rer to the (ſame) ſoule in the left whē they be ioyned, then is theOf it ſelf and by it ſelf it cānot be diſtāt from it ſelf. ſoule in the feete. Neerer, how? per accidē; that is, it is in a part that is neerer. moued, how? per accidens; that is, it is in a part of dimenſion which is moued. reſteth how? per accidens; that is, it is in a part that doth reſt. Of it ſelf it is not the ſubiect of theſe corporall accidents or affections, as I told you before.
Applie this to the bodie, exiſting according to the manner of a ſpirit, (& after a more eleuated high manner thē that of the ſoule, & more incontracted, more indetermined, more independent of locall affections) in ſeuerall dimen­ſions; ſome teſting, ſome moued; ſome neerer, ſome farther of: and when any man offers to conclude a contradi­ction,Some learned Deuines haue thought it probable that an angel can be naturallie in two pla­ces at once; as in two ſeuerall aſſumed bodies: and you will haue much adoe to demonstrate againſt them. Celarent. looke neere, whether there be affirmatio and negatio eiuſdem de eodem and ſecundum idem, according to the [Page] ſame dimenſion; and you will mile at their ignorance who by their wits do ſtriue to put Gods omnipotencie to the non-p [...]us.

Apologiſt.The next tedious buſines is about this propoſition This is my bodie, wherein that ſubſtantiall change which is aimed at is attributed to the power of that practicall propoſition.

Cenſure.That the propoſition is practicall, was the tenet of the firſt of thoſe witneſſes which your Doctor cited as for himſelf, & in thoſe words which he cited, Acceptum parem corpus ſuum illum (not illud, as in Featlies mar­gine) fecit (how ſo?) Hoc eſt corpus meū dicendo. if by ſaying thoſe words, Hoc eſt corpus meū, he made it his bodie, tho­ſe words were practicall. the like mā ­ner of ſpeach and more expreſſe too, you shall find in otherPer o­rationem Verbi Dei ab ip [...]o Eu­chariſtiā That factum  [...]ibum  [...] illius carnem & ſanguinem eſſe edect ſu­mus. S. Iuſtin. Apol. 2. Qui eſt à terra panis percipiens vocationem Dei, iam non eſt communis panis, ſed Eu­chariſtia ex duabus rebus conſtans, terrena, & coeleſti. S Iren. l. 4 c. 34 Benedictione etiam natura ipſa mutatur. S. Ambroſ. de myſt. init. c. 9. Quòd ſi tantum valuit humaná benedictio (de miraculis loquitur, per Moyſen, alioſ­que patratis) quid dicemus de ipſa conſecratione Di­uina, vbi verba ipſa Domini Saluatoris operantur? Ibidem. Vide eundem l. 4. de Sacram. c. 5. Panis per Verbum Dei & orationem ſanctificatur; non quia comeditur eo progre­diens vt verbi corpus euadat, ſed ſtatim per Verbum in corpus mutatur, vt dictum eſt à Verbo, Hoc eſt corpus meum. S. Greg. Nyſſen Orat, Catech c. 37. Vox illa (hoc eſt corpus meum) ſemel quidem dicta eſt, ſed per omnes menſas Eccleſiae vſque ad hodiernum diem, & vſque ad eius aduentum Sacrificio praeſtat firmitatem. S. Chry­ſoſt. de Prod. Iudae. vide eundem Hom. 2 In 2. ad Tim. Panis noſter & calix certa conſecrations myſticus fit nobis, non naſcitur. S. Aug. l. 20. cont. Fauſt. c. 13. Abſit vt de his quicquam ſiniſtrum loquar, qui Apoſtolico gradui ſuccedentes, Chriſti corpus ſacro ore conficiunt. S. Hier. epiſt. ad Heliod. Transformatur arcanis verbis panis iſte per myſticam benedictionem, & acceſſionem Spiritus S in carnem Domini. Theophilact in c 6 Ioan. Virtute Spiritus-S per Verbum Chriſti, fit ſanguis Domini, Paſchal. lib. de Corp. Dom. c. 12. Per eius virtutem, & prolatum ab eo Verbum, quae videntur tam ſanctificata ſunt, vt cunctum carnis ſenſum excedunt. I ſich. l. 6. in Leuit. c. 22. Auncients, whom you will not, I ſuppoſe, (yet I haue cauſe to feare the contrarie, but you should not I am ſure) offer to controule.
[Page]That which was aimed at, or diſ­puted of, was not the change, but the Read preſence, as you haue beene oft [Page] put in mind, though it be true alſo that thoſe words do ſerue to proue there is a change of ſubſtance. For, that which was vnder them before conſecration was bread;S Cyril. Hier. and that which is vnder them after conſecra­tion is not bread (to vſe the words of an auncient Father) but as the words import, the bodie of our Sauiour: Whe­refore doubtles there is a change. and our Sauiours words, the words of Conſecration, were (in their kind) the cauſe of it; though not the chief or principall. The principall cauſe was not the forme of conſecratiō,Serm. de Coe­na. but his omnipotencie, as Antiquitie before told you: Panis iſte non effigie ſed natura mutatus omnipotentia Verbi factus eſt caro.
Now becauſe you complaine that the matter of this Argument which your Doctour vrged, is tedious (you are wearied as it ſeemes with anſwe­ring of diſtinctions,) I will in few words tēder you the ſumme of it, and of the Relations, in it. The propoſition or [Page] enunciation is this, Hoc eſt Corpus meum. in which enunciation there is theSee the Pre­face. ſubiect, the attribute, and the note of identitie or copula. The ſubiect is Hoc; the Attribute, Corpus meum; the copula, eſt. About this Enunciation and theſe three partes of it, your Doctour in his Relation moues (what expreſlie what tacitelie,) ſix doubts, which S. E. doth reſolue in his Notes. The firſt; what kind of ſignification the ſubiect hath? the Anſwer is, that, if that word onlie be conſidered, the ſignification of it confuſed and vndetermined, ſo that vn­till the reſt of the propoſition comes, your vnderſtanding is vncertaine what ſubstance in particular it doth point at. The ſecond, whether it be ne­ceſſarie that the thing which it points at and deſignes according to the in­tention of the ſpeaker, (which inten­tion is more vnfolded in the words following,) be then exiſtent when that word is vttered? He anſwers, No [...] Falſum est in pronomine, aduerbiove de­monſtrandi requiri rem praeſentem. Non[Page]enim eſt perpetuum; ſaith your greatLi. 10. de Eu­ch. c. 18. Chamier, prouing it with examples out of Scripture. The third, whether in the copula there be a figure, The anſwer is the ſame that was giuen be­fore when the queſtion was of the place in S. Augustine, that according to the ſubſtance (you know what a kind of verbe it is) of the thing ſigni­fied, which is identitie, there is no fi­gure. and this (the identitie) is the principall. If further, your regard that which it doth conſignifie (ſo L [...]gici [...]ns vſe to ſpeake) there were no inconue­nience to admit ampliation, or im­proprietie; howbeit it ſeemes not be neceſſarie, as S. E. told you in his No­tes. The fourth, whether this propoſi­tion be meerlie ſpeculatiue. It was anſwered that it isSupra pag. 419 & ſeq. not. The fift, in what, this propoſition is verified. The anſwer is that, both the propoſition, and all the parts of it, be verified in the effect. The ſixt, when it is veri­fied? The anſwer is, that Veritie is the adequation of two, the propoſi­tion [Page] and the obiect; whereof one is the ſubiect, Diſtin­gue de tempo­re ſeu inſtanti quo oratio ſignificat, vel de tempore ſeu in­ſtanti pro quo oratio ſignificat: aliud eſt enim quando quod oratio conſignificat, & aliud eſt quando per ora­tionem conſignificatum: vt patet dicendo, Petrus cru­cifixus eſt. quando enim oratio iſta ſignificat, tunc eſt cúm profertur: ſed quando conſignificatum eſt tem­pus praetetitum. Significatio autem orationis non eſt niſi oratio ſit integra integritate eſſentiali, quoniam oratio non eſſentialiter integra, non eſt oratio. Caiet. 3. p q. 78. a. 5. Et quia conſignificare praeſupponit ſigni­ficare, vt pote adiacens illi, ideo oratio ſicut non ſig­nificat ita nec conſignificat niſi in termino ſuae prola­tionis. Nec eſt hoc ſolum verum de tota oratione, ſed & de partibus vt integrant totam. Et de copula quidem declaratur dupliciter; tum ex eo quod ly eſt, ſignificat compoſitionem, quam ſine extremis non eſt intelligere non enim poteſt intelligi compoſitio prior his quae componuntur; tum quia experimur quod huius oratio­nis, lignum est album, poſtquam prolatae ſunt primae di­ctiones, ſcil. lignum eſt, antequam proferaturly album, ly eſt, non ſignificat compoſitionem ligni cum albo, quod conuincitur ſi ponamus orationem ſiſtere, &c. Ibidem. De ſubiecto autem dupliciter etiam idem mani­feſtatur in propoſito, tum quia talia ſunt ſubiecta qua­lia permittuntur a praedicatis, & propterea ante praedica­ta non habent ſuppoſitionem ſuam; tum quia clarè per­ſpicimus quod dictis iſtis duabus dictionibus, homo est, vt formetur propoſitio de tertio adiacente, nullus in­tellectus habetur tam ſubiecti quam copulae. ſed va­riabitur Vtriuſque ſenſus iuxta varietatem praedicati, vt patet formando duas propoſitiones, quarum vna ſit, homo eſt albus; & altera, homo eſt ſpecies, clarè e­nim in his liquet & ſubiectum & copulam praedicatum expectare; ita quòd varietas praedicati varietatem in­ducit & in tota oratione, & in ſubiecto, & copulâ. Ibi­dem. the other the terminus of the [Page] Relation of conformitie, which rela­tion ſeemes to be among thoſe that be called rationis, the terminus or ob­iect of this conformitie is then onlie when the effect is exiſtent: the relatiō it ſelf is when it is conceaued. The ſubiect of the relation is the propoſitiō, to which the vnderſtanding doth ap­plie the forſaid relation; which pro­poſition was then when it was vtte­red, and after that manner as ſuc­ceſſiue thinges vſe to be, or haue exiſtence.

Apologiſt.There is no ſuch created vertue inherent (as you ſuppoſe) in the pronunciation of this propoſition, it is rather declaratiue of what was past then effectiue of ought which was not; your [Page]verie A. B. C. of Logick will teach you no other definition, or vſe of a pro­poſitiō then to be, an indicatiue congruous perfect &c.

Cenſure.You will pardon me for not writing out at leingth your long lōg definitiō. out of which whilſt you conclude that no propoſition is pra­cticall, you giue waie for me to infer­re, you not to be reaſonable; becauſe that is not in the definition of animal. Some propoſitions be practicall Ma­ſter Waferer; but all be not. ſome ſciē ­ces be practicall; but all be not. the genus doth abſtract. To ſaie that the words be not illatiue of anie effect in their kind, but declaratiue of what was paſt, and meerelie ſpeculatiue; is a begging of the Queſtion: and a con­tradiction to thoſe words which your DoctorPanem corpus ſuum fe­cit dicen­do. before ſtood vpon. And, if words may not be practicall, how co­mes it that your bread is a Sacrament? do you make the Sacrament without conſecrating the matter, or do you conſecrating without words? The forme [Page] of Baptiſme, is it meerelie ſpeculatiue? doth it onlie declare what was donne without it? That Sacramēts do cauſe grace, is your owne tenet; and things actiue, are ſo, by their formes. Quicun­que Sacramenta dixerunt nihil efficere, ſi­ue ij Meſsaliani fuere, ſiue Armeni, ſiue Anabaptiſtae, ſiue alio quocunque nomi­ne, cum ijs profitemur nihil habere com­mune. ſaies your Maſter Chamiere, ci­ting the Hugonots Confeſsion. Li. 2. de Sacr, c. 2 and though you haue not read ſo farre perchance in him, you should haue knowne at leaſt what yourSacra­ments ordai­ned by Chriſt be not onlie badges or to­kens of Chriſtiā mens profeſ­ſion, but rather they be certaine ſure witneſſes and effectuall ſig­nes of grace &c. Art. 25. owne article, teach in this point. You had examples in the efficacie of other words (whether the inſtance be ma­de in propoſitions, or ſpeaches which be not propoſitions, it imports not) Lazarus come foorth. which was the Royall Cyrill Caten. commaund of him whom all creatures obaie; and they were effica­cious too. the words (I ſaie) were effi­cacious, [Page] not the omnipotencie onlie, which was principall; but the words were efficacious in their kind. Dixit & factum eſt. S. E. did little think it would be neceſſarie to put a Scholler in mind that according to the Philoſopher, Propoſitions, ſome be practick, facti­uae, ſo his interpreter turnes the word (lib. de motu Animalium, cap. 4) ſome ſpeculatiue: that Science is diuided by ſpeculatiue and practicke: and that De­uines do conſider in God, not onlie ſpeculatiue knowledge, but practick alſo.Pſal 32. Sap 7. Heb. 1. Verbo Dei Coeli firmatiſunt. Dixit & facta ſunt. Omnium artifex ſapientia. Portans omnia verbo virtutis ſuae.
What kind of vertue thoſe words haue, whether Phyſicall or onlie Mo­rall, the Schoolmen may diſpute with­out preiudice to the generall conſent in matters defined, or vniuerſallie re­ceaued.

Apologiſt.That prettie kind of So­phistrie which perſwades me to heere out the propoſition operatiue before the conformitie betweene the ſubiect and the[Page]predicate can be graunted (as ſuppoſing the period of it to finish the ſubſtantiall change) beſides that it is ſ [...]ender and boyish it is alſo impertinent, becauſe it plaies vpō a ſtring allreadie broken, attributing that change, which is, to the pronunciation of this propoſition, which I haue allrea­die refuted.

Cenſure.Ex tripode; pedanticallie, as all the reſt. Can you iudge of the cō ­formitie or difformitie betwixt the ſubiect and the predicate, before you know what it is? or do you know what I would ſaie before you heere me ſpeake? Mirth is a— is this true or falſe? Your conſcience belike, tels you what the predicate is to be. S. E. cannot perſwade you, what can your owne Maſter do? Longè conſultius Sco­tus, (ſaies he;Cha­mier l. 10. de Euch. c. 20.) Conceptus qui cauſatur per orationem prolatam non habetur per eam niſi in vltimo inſtanti prolationis o­rationis. Recte. Certum est enim nunquam poſſe totum obtineri niſi ex omnibus ſimul partibus. Quia autem oratio ſucceſsiuè per­ficitur, non poſſunt omnes eius partes ſi­mul[Page]haberi, niſi in inſtanti eius poſtremo; ideoque nec ipſa tota. and I think you will not ſaie that you know the con­formitie, before you conceaue the propoſition.
But it is impertinent, why ſo? becauſe it plaies vpon a ſtring allreadie broken, at­tributing that change, which is, to the pronunciation of the propoſition. Were this the ſtring, ſtill he might (to keepe your metaphore) plaie on; for it holds as you perceaued in your laſt para­graff. But you miſtake; the ſtring which drawes a man to heare out the whole propoſition before he knowes or graunts the truth of it, or the con­formitie betweene the ſubiect & the predicate, is the light of reaſon, or a­bilitie to iudge: which ſtring, if you haue allreadie broken, you were beſt for your credit pleade, that it was high ſet. Nullum magnum ingenium ſiue mixtura dementiae.

Apologiſt.Let S. E. flourish it as he will, our Doctour iuſtlie laies tantalogie to his Lordships charge, which blow his [Page]Champion ſeeking to ward, laies himſelf and the weaknes of his cauſe to an eaſie cenſure.

Cenſure.If identitie of the thing ſi­gnified by the ſubiect and by the at­tribute of a propoſition, though the manner of ſignifying and conceauing be groundedlie or cum fundamento di­uers, ſuffice to note it of tautologie; then is it tautolegie to ſaie, pointing at Featlie, this is a man, a liuing creature, a ſubſtance, and the ſence will be, this is Featlie, Featlie, Featlie. For there is idē ­titie of the thing ſignified by the ſub­iect and the thing ſignified by thoſe attributes; man, liuing creature, ſubſtance: all theſe being reallie identified to the ſubiect, which is Featlie. And if the ſpeach be nugatorie, and the ſame cō ­ceit bread by the ſubiect & by euerie one of theſe attributes, the whole ſpeach may be reſolued by ſubordinating ſtill the ſame word to the ſame conceit: Ea quae in voce, ſunt earum quae in anima paſsionum, notae.
Whether in ſuch propoſitions, the [Page] attributes be ſuperiour predicamentall degrees, or be differences, or be meta­phyſicall properties, it matters not: ſo there be reall identitie betwixt the thing ſignified by the ſubiect and the thing ſignified by the attribute, wher­of S. E. gaue examples. God is wiſe, iuſt omnipotent, eternall. Omnipotens est ae­ternus, aeternus eſt omnipotens. Reade his diſcourſe againe: and obſerue in him theſe words,Confer. p. 923 9. This muſt be graunted (that identicall propoſitions, all, haue the vi­ce of tautologie) if the difference of for­malities be not to be regarded in ſpeach: & if the diſtinction of a double identicall propoſition be now to be reiected.

Apologiſt.ſimple, ſimple, ſimple, ſimple, ſimple, ſimple.

Cenſure.The truth is ſo; ſimple, verie ſimple: and the profeſſors of truth, should be ſo, ſimple. The word is ho­norable among Chriſtians: though filled with bitternes as it comes out of the mouth of Hereſie, which (it ſelf euer doubling) thinks there is a fault plaine dealing.
[Page]Wee tell our mind openlie; wee do not lap our cauſe vp in folds, as you, (ſonnes of the old Serpent,) do: telling vs, your tenet in this point is incompre­henſible, and yet eaſie: graunting and ſtrait denying againe, a reall preſence: and then, though no man can tell cer­tainlie what you ſaie, wee muſt be­leeue you: and if wee do not wee be ſimple, ſimple. It is an old trace, this. he that shewd it you, taught it others. Si bona fide quaeras, concreto vultu, Tertull. ſuſ­penſo ſupercilio, Altum eſt, aiunt. Si ſubti­liter tentes, per ambiguitates bilingues, communem fidem adfirmant. ſiſcire te ſub­oſtendas, negant quic quid agnoſcunt. Si comminus certes, tuam ſimplicitatem ſua caede dispergunt. Simplices notamur apud illos, vt hoc tantum, non etiam ſapientes: quaſi statim deficere cogatur à ſimplicita­te ſapientia, Domino vtramque iungente, Eſto prudentes vt ſerpentes, & ſim­plices vt columbae. Aut ſi nos propterea  [...]nſipientes quia ſimplices, num ergo & illi propterea non ſimplices quia ſapientes? Nocentiſsimi autem qui non ſimplices, ſi­cut[Page]ſtultiſsimi qui non ſapientes. Et tamén malim in eam partem, meliori ſumi vitio. Si fortè praeſtat minus ſapere quam peius, errare quàm fallere.—Facilius ſimplicitas ſola Deum & agnoſcere poterit & oſten­dere; prudentia ſola concutere potius & prodere. Abscon dat itaque ſe ſerpens, quantum potest, totamque prudentiam in latebrarum ambagibus torque at, altè habi­tet, in coeca detrudatur, per anfractus ſe­riem ſuam euoluat, tortuosé procedat nec ſemel totus lucifuga beſtia: Noſtrae colum­bae domus ſimplex, etiam in aeditis ſemper, & apertis, & ad lucem. Aske them in good earneſt, they with a contracted counte­nance and eye-browes drawne vp, ſay, t'is a myſterie. trie them cunninglie and with double-tougued ambiguities they profeſſe the common tenet. Take on you to know, and they denie whatsoeuer they (inward­lie) approue. combat with them, and with their whiffling they ſpred abroad & disperse your ſimplicitie. (ſimple, ſimple, ſimple, ſimple.) They call vs ſimple, onlie so; to note vs as vnwise: as if wisedome could not conſiſt with ſimplicitie, where­as[Page]our Lord doth combine them; be wiſe as ſerpents and ſimple as doues. Or, if wee therefore muſt be thought fooles be­cauſe wee be ſimple, muſt wee needes think them wiſe for that they be not ſimple? Su­re, thoſe do moſt harme that want ſimpli­citie, as thoſe be moſt ſottish that haue no kind of prudence. and yet I had rather be defectiue in this kind, then want ſimplici­tie: for he that hath but little wit is better then a ſtart foole: and it is leſſe hurtfull to miſtake ones ſelf, then to deceaue or bring others into errour. Simplicitie alone may more eaſilie acknowledge & showe God; prudence alone may moue rather,Dei fa­cies ex­pectat in ſim­plicitate quaeren­tes, vt docet ipſa So­phia, nō quidem Valentini ſed Salomonis. Ibidem. In ſumma, Chriſtum columba demonſtrare ſolita eſt. Serpens ve [...]ò tentare. Illa & à primordio diuinae pacis praeco. Ille à primordio diuine imaginis praedo. Ita facilius ſimplicitas ſola &c. Ibidem.& betray. Wherefore let the ſnake hide him­ſelf what he can, let him wreath and winde all his prudence within the tur­nings of his lurking holes, let the light-ab­horring beaſt dwell deepe within the[Page]ground, be tumbled into blind circuites, vnfold and open thoſe muolutions of his crinkling continuation, crawle writhin­glie, and not all at once. The houſe of our doue is ſimple, euer in places diſcouered, and open, and to the light.

Apologiſt.Doctor Smith in confirma­tion of his diſcourſe laies downe a rule, & giues two inſtances which I will ſift in order. His rule runnes thus, ſubiectes are ſuch as their attributes permitte them to be. Rather ſaie I é contrà, Predicates are ſuch as their ſubiects permit them to be: For wee neuer take that prepoſterous courſe to enquire whether a ſubiect agree to the predicate but whether the predica­te agree with the ſubiect.

Cenſure.Semper Leontini iuxta pocu­la. Still you teach Maſter Mirth, you be Doctour of the Chaire. Doctor Smith, he ſaith Subiectes are ſuch &c. & other Deuines too ſaie the ſame, and Logick doth admit it for a Rule in the matter of Suppoſitions. But I, (who are you?) ſaie the contrarie let Logicians ta­ke it as they will, I ſaie Predicates are [Page]ſuch as their ſubiects permit them to be. That Subiects beare ſwaie, the Pu­ritan thinks, is better Logick. Ipſe di­xit.
But yet, ſince you ſtand vpon termes let vs examine you. Do you know what is Suppoſitio terminorum, & how many kinds of ſuppoſitiōs there bee? if you do not, the Punies of your Hou­ſe will be ashamed of ſuch a Graduate: if you do, then tell me before them, whether the predicate do not deter­mine the ſuppoſition of the ſubiect in theſe propoſitions or ſpeaches fol­lowing, Homo eſt vox, homo eſt ſpecies, homo est animal, homo currit, homo eſt mortuus. It were to much honour to you to be poſed in Diuinitie, els I would aske whether there alſo, the ſame Rule be not currant. Deus eſt tri­nus, Deus generat, Deus procedit, Deus eſt immortalis. is it not the predicate which determines the acception or ſuppoſition of the word Deus, which word of it ſelf is indifferent to ſtand for the firſt or the ſecond or the third [Page] perſon; or for two, or for all three? and ſometimes in propoſitions it ſtāds for the first, ſometimes for the ſecond; ſometimes for the third. I might aske you further of words aequiuocall in themſelues, whether they draw their attributes to determination, or their attributes determine them? but the thinges are allreadie knowne to Pu­nies.
In the reaſon which, you bring, you diſcouer more your ignorance, for by it appeares manifeſtlie that in this diſcourſe you do not diſtinguish the things, from the names: and Queſtions appertaining to the thinges, (as why the paſſion is in the ſubiect? why co­lour is in a mixt bodie? which Que­ſtiō belonges to naturall Philoſophie;) from the Questions appertaining to the termes, (of a propoſition:) as why the attribute determines the ſignifica­tion or acceptiō of the ſubiect? which Queſtion belongs to Logick.
The flower of Sophiſtrie being dropt downe out of your ſubtile vn­derſtanding, [Page] you fall next a ſifting of inſtances: but the breaking of the ſtring made a hole it ſeemes in your () for ſee; the firſt comes out en­tire.

Apologiſt.As for your inſtances they will not hold triall, the firſt is this, as when I ſaie this is a croſſe, and make it withall, the word this, doth ſuppoſe for the Croſse &c. what of this? Chriſt was not about to make him another bodie when he ſaid. This is my bodie, for then Chriſt ſhould haue had two bodies.

Cenſure.Did I not tell you that it came out entire? and, by that which comes with it, me thinkes the cracke is wider then before.

Apologiſt.Your ſecond instance in taceo (as ſuppoſing for ſilence when the word is vttered) Aquinas reiects it. 3. p. q. 78. a. 5.

Cenſure.He hath much there in that Article, againſt you: as, 1. that the propoſition is practicall, ſuch as doth not preſuppoſe the thing it ſignifies, but make it; non praeſupponit rem ſigni­ficatam,[Page]ſed eam facit. 2. that hoc, doth not ſignifie bread, but contentum ſub his ſpeciebus 3. that it is hereticall to ſaie the bodie of our Sauiour is in the Sa­crament onlie ſicut in ſigno and not ſe­cundum veritatem. with many other things. But againſt vs, there is no­thing. Thata. taceo ſignifies as my Lord ſaid it did, Sainct Thomas de­nies not. neither doth he denie that the propoſition is to be vnderſtood ſecundum vltimum inſtans, as then to haue it's effect, which effect is the thing ſignified: yea he doth affirme it directlie; oportet intelligere praedictam locutionem ſecundum vltimum inſtans pro­lationis verborum. and in the precedent Article, he ſaith in vltimo inſtanti pro­lationis verba conſequuntur virtutem cō ­uerſiuam; wherby the ſame is alſo ma­nifeſt.
[Page]The propoſition, Corpus meum eſt corpus meum, was true before and was not made true by vertue of con­ſecration; but it was not true before that our Sauiours bodie was in the shape of bread, or had Sacramentall exi­ſtence. Per hanc formam fit vt corpus Chriſti ſit in hoc Sacramento ſecundum  [...]eritatem. S. Thom. Ibidem. and though this propoſition Corpus meum eſt cor­pus meum be identicall according to the manner; yet the propoſitiō which wee ſpeake of, is not; as you were told oft enough in the Relation; where you may reade ſtill your Doctors Pre­dicament, [Page] which will ſtand, vntill he graunts the diſtinction of a two fold identicall propoſition, one for matter onlie, another for manner too. where­fore no more of that.

Apologiſt.Put caſe I should graunt you ſuch power in thoſe wordes (this is my bodie) to tranſubſtantiate the bread, may I not challeng the ſame force in them to change the accidents as well as the ſub­stance, ſince they were likewiſe in his hand when he pronounced them?

Cenſure.No. you cannot, as will ap­pear, if you conſider them well. this (in the exteriours shape of bread) is my bo [...]. will you haue is to be in that shape, and yet the shape not to be; and our Sauiours intention being to inſti­tute a Sacrament, the exteriour ſpecies which immediatlie doth occurre vn­to the ſenſe, was to remaine. The Fa­thers alſo note, that, to take away the S. Cy­rill. A­lex. Ep. ad Ca­loſ. Theophilac. in Mat. 26.5. Ambroſ. l. 4 de Sacram. c. 4 Haimo in Paſſ. Chriſti ſec Mar. Lanfranc. lib. de Corpo. S. Bernard. Serm. de Coena Dom. horrour of eating mans flesh, and [Page] drinking blood in their owne shapes, they be couered in the formes of bread and wine, which vſuallie men receaue. you haue S. Thomas in your hands, it ſeemes; in him you may find more of this q. 75. a. 5.
Moreouer, tranſubſtantiation being a ſucceſsion of ſubstances vnder the ſame accidentall formes; you deſtroy the notion of it, if you take the ſame for­mes away. they muſt remaine the ſa­me. And that it is indeed ſo, that ſtill there is the exteriour shape of bread, you knowe by ſence: but whether vn­der them there be bread or flesh, the ſence is not able to certifie; you know that it enters not ſo farre. Some hi­gher power muſt iudge of it; and an vnderſtanding well diſpoſed (as being readier to beleeue God, then to relie on you, or on this foolish dotage that God can do no more then man is able of himſelf to know,) beleeues it is our Sa­uiours bodie; ſince God affirmes it But ſee! the Puritan is in his ruffe.

Apologiſt.Me thinks Master S. E. you [Page]cloſe this Section verie ſaucilie and ſillilie. For Doctor Featlie vrging you that iden­ticall propoſitions (ſuch as your diſcourſe makes this) proue nothing, to trie wether they can proue anie thing, askes this Que­ſtion: If I point to Chriſts bodie in Heauen at the right hand of his Father and ſaie, This, See abo­ue pag. 35. or that bodie of Chriſt, is his bodie; will it hence follow than bread or any thing els is ſubſtantiallie turned (into Christs bodie?) you forſooth anſwer him thus, No, but ſomething els it ſeemes is (turned;) how els could your mouth vtter ſuch an impertinent diſcourſe? It would haue argued you of more Schollership & iudgment either to haue beene ſilent or els to haue anſwered him how meere identicall propoſitions can proue any thing.

Cenſure.Quantulacunque adeo eſt oc­caſio, ſufficit irae.
Was it not euident that the propo­ſition was meerelie ſpeculatiue; as much, as if I, pointing at you, should ſaie this is Waferer: and, this face is Mirths owne face? and that it did ſup­poſe [Page] allreadie in being, all that it im­ported? and therefore was impertinēt­ie paralleled with this other which is not meerelie ſpeculatiue, nor ſuppoſeth  [...]n being that which it importes; but, both inferre it. Our Sauiours bodie Maſter Waferer, was not in the for­me of bread before conſecration; by conſecration it was there SainctNon erat cor­pus Chriſti ante cō ­ſecratio­nem: ſed poſt cō ­ſecratio­nem di­co tibi quod iam eſt corpus Chriſti. ipſe dixit & factum eſt S. Amb. l. 4. de Sacr. c. 4. ex pa­  [...]e fit corpus. Ibidem. vides quam operatorius ſit ſermo Chriſti &c. Ibidem. Ambroſe he tels you ſo directlie. ſo  [...]oSuprà pag 480. Should a lay man ſay ouer a peice of bread Hoc eſt corpus  [...] the propoſition would be falſe; wherefore it is not like Featlies. should a Prieſt with intention to conſecrate, pronounce them, they would be true. others.
That propoſitions which for mat­ter are identicall, may ſerue to prooue or inferre, you might haue knowne being Maſter of Art, and he (Featlie) being Doctor in Diuinitie, without further teaching; which, (had any beene thought neceſſarie,) was not alltogether wanting on the part of S. E. whom you reprehend for not tea­ching [Page] it. Did you runne ouer withou [...] reading; or reading, not vnderſtand thoſe words in him pag. 94. For mat­ter, a propoſition may be identicall, and prooue too; and ſuch are All thoſe (heere are infinite) which define the ſubiect (will you haue inſtāce for your eaſie [...] learning of his mind?) as this, A man is a reaſonable creature. And he that de­nies it can proue anie thing, shewes him [...]ſelf ignorant in the principles of Science and knowes not what a demonstration is. So hee. and ſo I, do tell you now a­gaine. Your Doctor (it is like) lookes higher, and would haue an inſtance in a matter more eleuated. Be it ſo God is eternall. will you haue a pro­poſition to proue it? take this, God is immutable. you can make the Syllogiſ­me your ſelf, I ſuppoſe. Whatever thing is immutable is eternall, &c. Will you haue a propoſition to proue that God [Page]is immutable? take this, Deus eſt actus pu­rus. diſpoſe it in forme of a Syllogiſme: Omnis actus purus eſt immutabilis; Deus eſt actus purus, &c. will you haue ano­ther to proue that God is actus purus? take this, Deus est ſuum eſſe. Diſpoſe it. It is eaſie to demonſtrate, in this mā ­ner, that God hath vnderſtanding; that he is wiſe; that he is free; that he is mercifull, Iuſt, Omnipotent; &c. ta­king ſtill to make the proofe good, ſuch propoſitions as are identicall for matter. And this likewiſe, S. E. did in­ſinuate vnto you pag. 92. wherefore there was no cauſe to tax him with either want of Schollership in the point, (yet a point, which neither you, nor your Maſter did vnder­ſtand,) or ingenuitie. But this is not all.
Immediatlie after, you cite an o­ther paſsage out of him, Which ſo wrought vpon your choller, that you terme him cup-valiant; and; the beere is in his head; and, he ſtumbles; and if his owne weaknes condemnes him not, [Page]you'l ſpare him. Your mercie, ſure, is great. if this be to ſpare, what will become of thoſe you do not ſpare? And this too, after you haue taxed him with want of Schollership and inge­nuitie; adding that he concludes the Section ſaucilie, and (one blow more, before you ſpare him,) ſillilie. I forbea­re to tranſcribe the reſt, 
Spiſsis indigna theatris
 Scripta pudet recitare, & nugis addere pondus.

 But, that none els vpon the like oc­caſion, incurre your high diſpleaſure, I will heere regiſter the fault in black characters; for it deſerues them bet­ter, then the redde you giue it. It is in his Notes vpon the ſeuenth argument, where he defends out of S. Lukes Goſ­pell, that at the laſt ſupper there were two cups; the legall, and the Sacra­mentall; interpreting S. Mathewes words (I will drink no more of this fruite of the vine,) of the legall cup. which interpretation the Doctor impugnes. Doctor Featlie.Pag. 111.should I take: a cup, and [Page]after I had drunck of it, ſaie I will drinck no more of this, you would vnderstand me of that which I drank last. The Anſwer of S. E. Did I ſee the whole action I should iudge according to that I ſawe, no doubt. and S. Mathew ſeeing our Sauiours action did conceaue it will enough. But should one or two tell me that Doctor Featlie at the table hauing drunk beare & wine, ſaid he would drink no more of this beere, I had no reaſon to think he meant wine, though wine were laſt mentioned before. Now by the relatiō of S. Mathew & S. Luke, it ap­peare, that our Sauiour drank of two ſe­uerall cups, and that he called the one of them the fruite of the vine; the other his blood, &, his teſtamēt. Thus S. E. Where it will be as hard to find a fault a­gainſt manners any waie, (were it that he did owe dutie to your Do­ctor) as to find in ſcirpo nodum, Et tua cum v­deas ocu­lis mala lippusin­unctis cur— if I be not much deceaued.
But, ſuppoſe a fault. What incen­ſed your vpright zeale (which he had not meddled with,) to flie on him ſo furiouſlie? what diſtemper of your [Page] ſtomack made you belch our ſuch bit­ternes vpon his Notes? what humor is it that makes your inke, to ſtaine, mens names, and honour? men, that offended not your Innocencie, whe­reof they neither ſpake, nor thought, nor heard.
‘Tantaene animis coeleſtibus irae?’You can teare with your mouthes the credit of whole multitudes of graue learned men; Deuines, Bishops, Councels,Sepul­chrum patens eſt guttur eorum. If the Reader euer heard Puritan Sermon he knowes what ſtuffe thoſe things be made of Popes, Church and all. v­nicuique ſepulchro ſufficit vnum funus; & clauditur: gutturi veſtro honorum funera minime ſufficiunt; & adhuc patet. you be ſtill readie to deuour vs. but your ſel­ues muſt not be told, not of your faults. Wee muſt not, againſt your bi­ting defend our good name. Why? be­cauſe you, ſtill, are Innocent. After all your inuectiues, and calumnies when with your bitternes againſt vs you haue ſcandalized your whole pa­rish; you can wipe your mouth, and ſaie, I haue donne no wickednes.
What you do muſt be though [Page] well donne, all. Men muſt adore your errours with the title of truth. the bit­ter ſpeaches that drop from your mouth muſt be eſteemed a ſacred kind of vrbanitie. and when you diſ­pute abſurdlie, wee muſt not as much ar ſmile. O no. that were againſt the religion due to your, more then ſa­cred, worth. You are holie, no pro­phane thing may come within your circuite: much leſſe touch you. Your fame is holie, your actions holie, your writings holie, and your lies and leeres, all, holie. O the holines of theſe holie ones ſo the puritie of theſe Puritans! o the candor of theſe ſepul­chers! you muſt not preſſe to neere, nor ſpeake much of them, neither; for your breath may ſtaine their white.
Hark! one cries out, Recede à me, noli me tangere, ſtand a farre of, keepe aloof, touch me not, (why ſo, faire pi­cture, will your colours come of ea­ſilie?)Ita ex Iſaiae 65. legit S. Aug. Hom. 23. ex Hom, 50. Eo­dem modo legunt Sep. tuag. apud S. Hier. quoniam mundus ſum; for I am cleane: quia ſanctior ſum te, En­glish bible. Pagnin. for I am [Page]holier thē thou art. Are you ſo? c'rie you mercie.I am not as other men are Phari­ſaeus, Luk. 18.11. Your Holines, I hope, will par­don thoſe who before did no ſo much reflect on the delicacie of a Puritans reputation, which is ſo tender (I per­ceaue now) that it ſcarce endures a man to reflect on it. and ſince it is ſo nice, the beſt counſell I can giue you, (pure Images of Sanctitie,) is this, that you forbeare challenging, and comming to anſwer diſtinctions; for you may chance to meete with ſome who will not put their hats of, to Maſters of Art, as ſoone as they come in ſight; eſpeciallie in the di­ſtance, wee are now. S. E ſure will not, if he be as you ſtile him, (let me change your harsh language,) deux fois tres-ſimple.


The ſixt Argument was groun­ded vpon the word Testament in S. Luke: where it is taken, as my Lord Anſwered, for an authentick ſigne of the inte­riour will or ſentence: and in this ſence our Sauiours blood, as vnder the forme of wine, is teſtamentum, a Teſtament.
[Page]
The Apologiſt hath made this Se­ction, and the next verie short; either becauſe he had very litle to replie for his Doctour, or els to keepe Decorum in his Comedie. More Acts then fiue be not in fashion, wherefore the reſt, (two short Scenes, or Sections,) is all, Epilogue.
In the former of the Sections, he [Page] ſaith, first, that it is onlie Chriſts blood heere as it is shed heere. where taking the word shed, in the ordinarie common acception (as he doth expound him­ſelf afterwards,) he doth but beg the Queſtion: as will appeare if we make the propoſition (and he doth him­ſelf ſomewhere make the like,) of the bodie in the Sacrament: and ſaie, it is onlie Chriſts bodie heere, as it is crucified heere. Who ſo poreblinde as not to ſee this is petitio principij? He would be loath (I beleeue) to put this Argument to thoſe Catholikes that neuer ſawe Master of Art in his habit, It is onli [...] Chriſts bodie in the Euchariſt as it is cru­cified in the Euchariſt; But it is onlie ſa­cramentallie (meaning in a ſigne) cruci­fied in the Euchariſt, Ergo it is onlie ſa­cramentallie (meaning a ſigne) in the Eucharist. For the Solution whereof if you demaund of anie Catholicke, i [...] our Sauiours bodie crucified in the Euchariſt? he tels you, No. demaund againe, is it there indeed reallie? he Anſwers yes: ſo I haue beene taught [Page] and I beleeue it. And heereby, Maſter Waferer, though he knowes not the termes of Art, He denies that which is your Maior.
A Scholler will tell you further, of another ſence of the word shed, whē it is attributed to the Sacramentall cup; and of the word broken, when it is attributed to the bodie; which you did not reflect vpon when you made your Argument. The bodie & blood of our Sauiour (the lambe ſacrificed for the world) are heere in the ſpecies of things inanimate; which exiſtence by reaſon of the exteriour formes gi­ues occaſion when wee ſpeake of the ſacred actions that are exerciſed tow­ards or about them, to vſe that kind of ſpeach which was proper to ſacri­fices of that kind; whereof, ſome were ſolid and drie; others liquid. among the ſolid was bread, which was bro­ken, to ſignifie the ſoueraigne domi­nion of Almightie God;Leuit. 2. among the liquid was wine, which to the ſame end was powred out vpon the Altar. [Page] hence thoſe words powred out or shed, and broken, are vſed to ſignifie the action of ſacrifycing when the things offered or ſacrificed be in for­mes inanimate, of bread or wine; and euen by our Sauiour himſelf, This is my bodie which is broken for you 1 Cor. 11. this is my blood, of the new teſtament which is powred out or shed for many. Matt. 26. This breaking for, and shedding for, is vnbloodie ſacrifycing. Which Caluin eſpied alſo, and confeſſed, when he expounded the breaking in S. Paul, Calu in Epi, pri. Cor. panis quem frangimus. frangi, ſaies he, interpretor immolari.
But the Apologiſt obiectes againe, out of the word shed. Howeuer it be shed, (ſaith he) it moueth being powred out, if it moue it is in a place, if in a place then either circumſcriptiuelie or definiti­uelie. Heere it appeares that (as before I noted) he ſpeakes of shedding accor­ding to the ordinarie common acception of the word without reflecting on the other acception according to which neither this nor the former Obiectiō hath any kind of apparēce. For, a thing [Page] may, by conſecration, be put vpō the Altar, in the forme of wine, without any locall motion of it. And this pre­ſenting of it on the altar by turning (not it, into an other thing, but) wine into it, donne to ſignifie the ſoueraig­ne dominion of allmightie God, is one part of the ſacrification which wee call vnbloody. the other part is the putting of the bodie on the altar by conſecratiō, in the shape of bread. and both theſe, make one repreſenta­tion, of the bloodie ſacrifice and obla­tion on the Croſſe.
But you are not yet accuſtomed to conſider how words are extended (by reaſon of analogie in the matters) to an equiuocall kind of ſignification, (whereof in the myſteries of Chriſtia­nitie, yea and in other matters too, there are frequent examples,) where­fore I come neerer to your conceptiō; and in anſwer to your doubt, tell you firſt that, as a thing may be in place ei­ther per ſe, or per accidens: ſo may it be ſaid locallie to be moued, either per [Page]ſe, or per accidens. your ſoule in your hand, and the blood of our Sauiour heere;Supra pag. 471 & ſeqq. are in loco, per accidens. I told you before more of this. Secōdlie thoſe two modi which you ſpeake of, do not ſufficientlie diſtinguish or expound that which wee call being in a place. God is in the world, yet neither of theſe two waies: and our Sauiours bo­die in the Sacrament, though not ei­ther of theſe wayes which you ſpeake of. The veritie of Gods word doth in­force a preſence diſtinct from both thoſe. and to ſuppoſe there is none diſtinct, is, in you that are Chriſt­ned, an hereticall begging of the Queſtion.
Inſteed of a third replie, you de­maund, whether wee beleeue that thing in the Sacrament, (which you deſcri­be by tranſubſtantiated bread & wine) to be the price of our Redemption? I anſ­wer that I beleeue Ieſus Christ, who told vs that, that thing in his hands, in the forme of bread, was his bodie deli­uered for our ſinnes; and that thing in [Page] the chalice his blood, shed for vs. This Maſter Waferer, though you shrink, and crie, Alas fond faith; is part of my Creede. That our Sauiour was borne of the Virgine Marie, is moſt certaine; I beleeue it. And I beleeue him (haue I not cauſe?) that was ſo borne. I wil­linglie ioyne with Antiquitie, & with the Catholike and vniuerſall Church of this Prince of peace, this Emmanuel, this Virgins-Sonne, this Heire appa­rent of all that God hath;Ioan. 16. who trulie ſaid Omnia quaecunque habet Pater mea ſunt, euen his Diuinitie, & his know­ledge, & his omnipotēcie: wherby He, Ieſus, he was able to make good his promiſe, the bread which I will giue is my flesh, & to verifie what he did affir­me, this (in forme of bread) is my bodie.
Whilſt you cenſured this faith, as fond, did not your conſcience trou­ble you Maſter Waferer? and whē you named the price of our redemption in the cup; did not your memorie ſuggeſt vnto you thoſe words of S. Augustine [Page] before diſcuſſed, where he ſaid that Iudas the traitour and a Deuill, drank it: Iudas, that tooke it not by the waie or meanes of faith; but onlie with his mouth yet he tooke it; he tooke that (himſelf an infidell) quod fideles cogno­uerunt precium nostrum. That precium, was not in the cup before conſecra­tion;S. Ambr. lib. 5. de Sacr. c 5. but after, it was there. Heare an­other as ancient, and his Catechiſt when he came into the Church. Ante verba Christi, calix eſt vini & aquae ple­nus, vbi verba Chriſti operata fuerint ibi ſanguis efficitur qui plebem redemit: Before the words of Chriſt, the Chalice is full of wine and water: but when the words of Chriſt haue wrought, there (in the Cha­lice) is made the blood which redeemed the people. Apol. pag. 89 So he. But Maſter Waferer wi­ſer then he, Alas fond faith! if ſo you be­leeue, Lord help your vnbeleefe.
This is all the little, he had in this matter to replie. he had wearied him­ſelf it ſeemes in the former Section; & his ſtring was broken too, he could not shoote rouing bolts as before he [Page] did. and therefore is now contented to lie downe.
Will you ſee how he lies? hauing nothing els to do, till he goes into the next Section, I will looſe a little time in counting how manie lies I finde heere in one page, the firſt of this Se­ction; taking in (that the ſence be cō ­pleate) two lines out of the former, & almoſt two lines of the later; leaſt I be forced abruptlie to break him of. I beginne, as he doth, with the Synopſis of the matter.
Apologiſt.This Section refutes their conſtruction of thoſe words, The cup is the new teſtament in my blood.

Cenſure.One.

Apologiſt.Shewes that there is no ſub­ſtantiall change wrought by them.

Cenſure.Two.

Apologiſt.That there is not identitie (materiall he meanes) in them, vzt of the blood, and the thing whereinto the wine is changed.

Cenſure.Three. So farre the Synop­ſis. Now the Diſcourſe.
[Page]
Apologiſt.By vertue of the words, This is my blood of the new Teſtament▪ This cup is the new Testamēt in my blood, He (who?) will firſt conclude a ſubstan­tiall change, and then conſequentlie He, will preſume identitie in them, but both vntrulie.

Cenſure.Four. And yet there is fa­uour too. For firſt, in the text, out o [...] which S. E. if you meane him, de­fends and auouches the Reall pre­ſence of the blood, there is more then you cite; & he inſiſteth on words by you omitted,
Your Doctour had obiected that no ſubſtātiall part of any teſtatour could be properlie his testamēt, in that sēce whe­rein my Lord heer tooke the words. S. E. anſwers that this aſſertion of you Doctour is contrarie to the Goſpell which importes as much as this, This drink in forme of wine is my teſtament which drinke is shed for you. & hence he doth auouch, If shed for vs, it was blood, blood a testament; and blood is  [...] part. The text he cites, is in Saint Luke [Page] whither he refers you to reade the wordes of our Sauiour, which be the­  [...], This the Chalice the new teſtament in my blood which it shed for manie vnto re­miſsion of ſinnes. Secondlie, in that you he, the chang of wine into blood, & the identitie of blood with the thing  [...]nto which wine is changed, be not  [...]ulie auouched out of the text, you  [...]peak at one time two vntruthes.

Apologiſt.I will diſtinctlie giue anſ­were to this confuſed Section.

Cenſure.Let this paſſe without a Note; though the Diſcourſe in the  [...]ection as he cals it, be diſtinct and  [...]leere, not confuſed: and this Apo­logiſt ſo farre frō giuing a diſtinct anſ­wer, that he doth not anſwer.

Apologiſt.Doctor Smith and his Se­cond, admit (what vpon further try all they denie) a figure in thoſe wordes of the  [...]up.

Cenſure.Fiue.

Apologiſt.Aske them how they vnder­ſtand theſe words (this cup is the new te­ſtament) and they replie properlie enough.[Page]What then is the new Teſtament? it can­not be denied but that it is the laſt and e­ternall will of Chriſt the teſtatour &c. now how a cup which is no other the [...] the work of an artificer can be ſai [...] properlie to be this, let who will iudge.

Cenſure.Six. They do not ſaie, that the artificiall cup is either the interiour will, or the authentick ſigne of it; as he who will iudge, may ſee pag. 100. & ſeqq.

Apologiſt.But they proceede to af­firme it, (the cup which is no other then the worke of an artificer,) pro­perlie to be called a Teſtament, becauſe (ſaie they) it is an authenticall ſigne of his will.

Cenſure.Seauen.
Iudge now Courteous Reader, whe­ther this be a man to write books an [...] teach Diuinitie. I will not ſaie he is ei­ther witles or willfullie malicious, t [...] vent ſuch things in print, the book [...] being yet extant which he doth thu [...] impugne: but the learnedſt freind h [...] hath will as eaſilie maintaine tha [...] [Page] black is white, as defend his innocen­cie; vnles (for I will not think him to be as he termes S. E. cup-hardie,) as he was an infant, by his Relation, at the time of the Conference, ſo yet he bee indeed an Innocent. I haue gonne o­uer but ſix and thirtie lines, all lying together or lying alltogether, and all­readie repent me of the loſſe (not of my labour, for without labour I found what I lookt for; but) of time.
Should a man runne ouer all your booke in this manner, Maſter Wafe­rer, he would finde this naſtie Centon made to couer your needie cauſe, as full of lyes, as a ſlouenlie beggars breech is full of (); though you pre­tend to be a ſworne enimie to that vi­ce; and ſo farre, that becauſe equiuo­cation doth ſeeme to reſemble it sō ­what, you bitterlie declaime againſt equiuocation too; and challenge mo­re credit to your bare affirmation thē  [...] Catholike is able to deſerue; ſending vs this inſinuation, publikelie, by the [Page] print, Let me tell you, a Proteſtant hath more reaſon to be beleeued on his bare word, VVafer. pag. 97. then a Papiſt, becauſe the Proteſtants religion ties him to ſpeake the truth from his heart without any mentall reſeruation, but the Papiſts doctrine tea­cheth him a pretie kind of deceipt called equiuocation, and will not ſtick to li­cenſe the loudest lie, ſo it be aduantagiou [...] to the cauſe of Rome.
And he too, Saint Ierome ſaies, to me ſeemes an Hypocrite, who ſaith vn­to his brother, ſtaie, let me take a mot [...] out of thine eie. Our Sauiour himſel [...] ſtiles him ſo; Hypocrite, firſt caſt th [...] beame out of thine owne. You tell th [...] Church of Rome there is in he [...] doctrine a prettie kind of deceit called equiuocation, which you ar [...] offering nicelie to take out; an [...] cannot ſee the monſtrous lies tha [...] lie in your owne booke. to whic [...] (for they come out of your mout [...] vpon the paper as thick as waſp [...] out of a neſt, whilſt you are ſpe [...] king of a prettie deceit which yo [...] [Page] your ſelf impoſe, you adde an o­ther in your book, that the Papists doctrine will not ſtick to licence the loudeſt lie. But who licencied your Book Maſter Waferer? whoſe ap­probat had you to it? I should ha­  [...]e thought, none, but the Father  [...]ies, would haue liked it; it is  [...]o enormouſlie peccant, againſt faith, and good manners; ſo full of  [...]ies, in matters of both kinds: had I not heard, ſix monthes  [...]nd more before the printer ma­  [...]e it a coate, where the babe was  [...]t nurſe; with other circumſtances, which are knowne to Miſtriſſe Feat­  [...]ie.


The ſeuenth Argument was ta­ken out of that place of S. Ma­thew where the cup our Sauiour drank of, is called the fruit of the vine. It was anſwered that there were two cups, the Le­gall and the Sacramentall; and that thoſe wordes (as appeares by by the relation of Saint Luke) were meant of the Legall cup though it had beene eaſie to anſwer the Argument had the [...] beene vnderſtood of the Sacr [...] mentall.
[Page]
M. Featlie would haue the word ſpoken of the ſacramentall cupTheſe words in S. Matt. This fruite of the vine, muſt haue relation  [...] the Cup of which S. Matt. ſpake before: But S. Matt ſpake of no Cup before, but the cup of the new Teſtament: therefore &c. Featlie, Relat. pag 302. o [...] lie; [Page] of no other cup then that of the new Teſtament. And he had his Anſ­wer. Now Waferer, ſeeing it proued in the Relation that they were ſpokē of the Legall cup; and Featlies Ar­guments being impertinent vnles they be ſpoken of the Sacramentall; ſaies that Christ ſpake them vndoubtedlie of both Apol. pag 91. cups.
Vndoubtedlie, Maſter Waferer? can you demonſtrate the thing by Theolo­gicall arguments vnauoidable, and ſo teach your owne Doctour? or point out in Scripture the place or places, that affirme it? No? not that; you haue nothing which S.E. hath not allreadie anſwered: what then?
Apologiſt.What incongruitie is it to determine the matter thus? S. Mathew and S. Marke relate them to the conſecrated cup, S. Luke after to the legall.

[Page]
Cenſure.What incongruitie? is your vndoubtedlie, no better grounded? vndoubtedlie your Doctour ſmiles, to ſee himſelf ſo vndoubtedlie confuted. The incongruitie in your explication, is eaſilie aſſigned; for, our Sauiour ſaid of the Sacramentall cup, this is my blood of the new teſtament which is shed for many vnto remiſsion of ſinnes: and it can­not without incongruitie and infide­litie, be affirmed, that this thing, is the fruit of the vine properlie. We were not redeemed with wine. Moreouer the words of conſecration were ſpo­ken, & thereby the ſacramentall cup conſecrated, after ſupper; ſimiliter & Calicem poſtquam coenauit &c. the o­ther words were ſpoken in ſupper time, of that cup which was drunck before the conſecration of the bodie of our Sauiour: and anſwerablie to the words ſpoken of the lambe which at ſupper they did eate. Deſiderio deſi­deraui hoc paſcha manducare vobiſcum antequam patiar: dic o enim vobis quia ex hoc non manducabo illud (paſcba) don [...]e[Page]impleatur in regno Dei. With deſire I haue deſired to eate this Paſſeouer with you before I ſuffer: for I ſay vnto you, I will not any more eate thereof, vntill it be full­filled in the kingdome of God. Lucae 22. reflect vpon the Notes of S. E. and you will eaſilie conceaue the matter.

Apologiſt.You cannot ſaie Chriſts bodie and blood can be receaued either vn­worthilie or to death, for to the receipt of them Chriſt hath annexed the promiſe of life.

Cenſure.The Apoſtle hath taught vs to diſtinguish two ſortes of Commu­nicātes: ſome do proue, examine, diſ­cuſſe their conſciences, before: and comming with due preparation, do receaue worthilie: theſe haue the pro­miſe of life, ſuppoſing they perſeuer. others, approaching vnto the table with their hearts bent on ſinne, do receaue vnworthilie; and theſe offend greiuouſlie in ſo doing. Thus Iudas the traitour, did receaue the price of our Redemption; which the reſt of the Diſ­ciples [Page] receaued the former waie. they to life: he, to iudgment; as hath beene declared els where more at large.
Pag. 357. And whilſt you denie that Chriſts bodie can be receaued vnworthilie, you contradict the Apoſtle,1. Cor. 11. v. 29. He that eateth and drinketh vnworthilie, eateth & drin­keth damnation to himſelf, not diſcerning the Lords bodie. Eateth vnworthilie: what? this bread. What is it? he tels you before,v, 24. in our Sauiours words, take, eate, this is my bodie which is broken for you. is it damnatiō to eate this vnwor­thilie? yes. Why ſo? becauſe it is our Lords bodie; and he that eates it vn­worthilie, diſcernes it not in the man­ner of receauing. he eates it as if it we­re commō bread, requiring of it's na­ture no ſpirituall preparation, no re­uerence; wheras it is in it ſelf a moſt holie thing, euen the bodie that ſuffered for vs; and as ſuch, with great reue­rence, to be receaued.

Apologiſt.Saint Paules meaning is that who ſo commeth to thoſe holie my­ſteries without that wherewith to diſ­cerne[Page]the Lords bodie, is guiltie of the bo­die and blood of Chriſt, not in that he hath receaued them; but in that he hath not receaued them: ſince they onlie can be re­ceaued by the mouth of faith.

Cenſure.Only by the mouth of faith! How then did Iudas receaue that which the faithfull knowe (though you do not) to be the price of our redemption; if that cā be receaued only by the mouth of faith, which mouth the traitour had not? And What a peruerſe expoſition is this, whoſoeuer shall eate this (conſe­crated) bread (which our Sauiour v. 24 ſaith, is his bodie, broken for vs,) vnwor­thilie, shall be guiltie of the bodie of our Lord, that is, he shall be guiltie of the bodie, not in that he hath receaued it, but in that he hath not receaued it. He recea­ues it the Apoſtle ſuppoſeth, and vn­worthilie: and heerby he ſaies, he shall be guiltie. You ſaie, No: he shall not be guiltie in that he receaues it, vnworthi­lie, is not this later contradictorie to the former? Waferers negatiue, to S. Paules affirmatiue: Againe, S. Paul puts [Page] the fault in ſo receauing; whoſoeuer shall eate &c, vnworthilie; v. 27. and v. 30 For this cauſe many ſleepe &c. Wafe­rer, in not receauing, Not in that he hath receaued, but in that he hath not re­ceaued. Thirdlie S. Paul ſaies, he eateth & drinketh damnation; thoſe acts in him are ſinfull acts.cōmiſ­ſion. omiſſiō Waferer; the damna­tion is for not eating, and not drin­king.

Apologiſt.Let not him therefore who without due preparation (and ſo propha­nes the holie ordinance of God) vnwor­thilie eates the ſacramentall bread and drinks of the cup, think that he d [...]th com­municate of the bodie and blood of Chriſt, for ſo he should receaue to his ſaluation, but let him aſſure himſelf howſoeuer he mixe himſelf with the faithfull at that ho­lie banket, yet he receaues barelie the out­ward food, and not the heauenlie, which can onlie be diſcerned and receaued by a liuelie faith.

Cenſure.This then Maſter Mirth, is the ſubſtance of the Catechiſme you giue ſuch as will beleeue you. The [Page]wicked receaue barelie the outward food. Out of which you shall giue me leaue to inferre, Ergo the bare outward food is the price of our Redemption, and, Ergo the bare outward food is the bodie that was broken for vs. The ſequele, S. Paul, and S, Augustine, yea and our Sauiour himſelf, will make good. Take 1. Cor. 11. v. 24. eate, this is my bodie which is broken for you. v 29. he that eateth vnworthilie (the thing giuen when he ſaid take, eate, this is &c) eateth damnation to himſelf, not diſcerning the Lords bodie. v. 30. For this cauſe (for ſo eating, vnworthilie,) manie are weake and ſicklie amongſt you. 1 Cor. 11. Our Lord himſelf tolerateth Iu­das, a Deuill, a thiefe, his ſeller, he lets him receaue amongſt the innocent Diſciples, quod fideles nouerunt precium noſtrum. that which the faithfull knew our price. S. Augustine, Epiſt. 162.

Apologiſt.After S.E. hath (ſo poore­lie as not worth the confutation) iumbled in falſe witneſses, & cunninglie ſmothered the teſtimonie of thoſe two who would cō ­demne him, he is ſo foole hardy as to affir­me[Page]that though Chriſt ſaid of the conſe­crated cup that it was the fruite of the vine, yet it destroies not his tenet of tran­ſubſtantiation.

Cenſure.Fie Waferer; will you neuer leaue your lying? if your booke perſe­uer in the vice vntill the end (and it is now verie neere,) t'will be condem­ned; vnles hypocriſie may ſaue things otherwiſe obnoxious to the fier, ‘Daré pondus idonea fumo.’ The witneſſes your Doctour brought were Clemens, Cyprian, Chryſoſtome, The Author de dogmatibus, vnder the name of S. Auguſtine, the Councell of wormes, and Innocent the third. Theſe were all, and S.E. tooke notice of and anſwered to them, all: and without adding any more; as he may know who will turne vnto the place, which is pag. 114. That Chriſt ſaid of the cō ­ſecrated cup, it was the fruite of the vine, you find not in his Notes; though he tels you, the Argument might haue beene anſwered if our Sa­uiour [Page] had ſaid ſo. See p. 108. & 117.
Your replie, videlicet, He is called a vi­ne who was, none ſubſtantiallie ſo wine is alſo called blood which was not ſo ſubſtan­tiallie, is a begging of the Queſtion, if you meane that your ſo; doth import the ſame manner: and ridiculous, if you intend to haue the later part an illatiō from the former. The thinge in the Chalice was the price of our Redemptiō, it was shed for the remiſsion of ſinnes; could this be wine ſubſtantiallie,Vide S. Chryſ. Hom. 24. in Pri. Cor or in proprietie? And if in your forme I ſaid thus, S. Iohn is called an eagle who was none none ſubſtātiallie, ſo alſo Wafe­rers Fathers was called a mā who was not ſo ſubſtātiallie, would you approue of the diſcourſe: t'is iuſt as yours. But now you come to your Poſtlegomena; where you recon vp your Doctors great ex­ploites. Whole men belike, he hath diuided at a blow.
‘Secuit Lucilius Vrbem, Te—Te—.’
Apol.What this booke ſpeakes of Do­ctour Featlie who will rega [...]d ſince it con­trarily appeares to the world, and can yet be iuſtified to the doubtfull by witneſſes[Page]now liuing that he often diſcouered yôur Fishers hookes, and tooke him with his owne angle; he hath euer beene Muſket proofe; he allwaiſe put Sweetes mouth of relish. Egle-stones ſimples could not work with him. How vnlikelie then is this report that Smith could ouerbeare him?

Cenſure.Ad populum phaleras. Wee knowe the man you ſpeake of. In the Vniuerſitie there was an other opi­nion of him; and that which hath pu­bliklie appeared ſince (euen in thoſe pieces you commend him for) doth confirme it. Did he but ſee the Chara­cter of himſelf, which a Scholler drew out of the firſt of thoſe you name; he would be ſorrie that he euer put it out.By one that was preſent. I haue heard too, what he ſaid at home in his owne howſe, touching the Catalogue then demaunded. A frinde of his, (Birckbeck in his Ca­talogue,) hath endeuoured ſince, to draw a skinne ouer the ſoare; but in vaine. So many ſeuerall Religions as he names, all thoſe men which he [Page] puts downe, could neuer be contai­ned in one Communion. The Wicklef­fiſts, Huſſites, Waldenſes, Lollards: & the Deuines that wrot againſt them, the Councels that condemned them for Hereticks: were not of one minde all; were they?Lateran Cōſtāce Yet do you acknow­ledge thoſe Hereticks your Predeceſ­ſors; and put the Deuines and Coū ­cels into your Catalogue. Your taſke had been to haue attoned them, ma­king it firſt appeare they were of one Religion, all: and then after, to haue proued by good Euidence that this one, was the Proteſtant, and no other.
To vnite thoſe Hereſies but now ſpecified, amongſt themſelues, and with Proteſtants, will be another ten yeeres work for this Collectour; at­que idem iungat vulpes: after which he may ſpend twentie more, to reconci­le the whole multitude of all ſorts, which he puts in: and then, when Eſt & non eſt be all one, the wound may be drawne vp.
[Page]He names Fathers and Councel [...] too, (who knowes not that Hereticks laie claime vnto the firſt Diſciples and Apoſtles, that they challen [...] the Scripture to themſelues, an [...] would draw God, ſuch is their arrogancie, to their ſide, obtruding thei [...] errours for his word?) whereas they contradict him flatlie, as hath appeared in the tryall; and by men of hi [...] owne ſide, more learned then himſelf, hath beene confeſſed. It hath beene confeſſed I ſay that in many, great matters, the Fathers, the Auncients, all the Fathers, all from the Apoſtles time, the Fathers with mutuall conſent, all An­tiquitie, the auncient Church, the Church of the firſt fiue or ſix-hundred yeeres, the Church in the very beginning, generall Councells, all Generall Councells, are op­poſite to them. This he may ſee proued out of their owne bookes in the Con­ference of Catholike and li. 2 c. 22. Proteſtant Doctrine: and in the Protestants Tract. 1. Sect. 3. A­pologie there is inſtance made in di­uers particular points. Neither were [Page] it hard for any vnderſtanding man that knowes well the true State of the Controuerſies betwixt vs and Proteſtants, to make this Euidentiſt confeſſe, that no generall Councell, no Father at all, would euer haue ſub­ſcribed to the booke of his Confeſſiō, the 39. Articles.
If you looke into him, to ſee how he proues that any one of the Aun­cients held their tenets, all; as they are expreſſed in the 39. Articles; you looſe your labour: he doth not (though this were the thing demaūded) as much as vndertake it. Vnles this be perchāce a demonſtratiō of the thing, (ſuppoſe I take yourIn the firſt he puts the Apo­ſtles. Dixit & facta sūt ſecond Age,) Iuſtine ſaies, that, as vponAli­mentum hoc (eu­chariſtizatus panis & vinum) appellatur apud nos Eu­chariſtia, quod nulli alij participare licitum eſt, quàm ve­ram eſſe noſtram doctrinam credenti, & lauachro pro­pter remiſsionem peccatorum & regenerationem ab­luto; ita vt Chriſtus tradidit, viu enti. Non enim vt cō ­munem panem neque communem potum iſta ſumi­mus; ſed, quemadmodum per verbum Dei caro factus eſt Chriſtus Seruator noſter, & carnem & ſanguinem ſalu­tis noſtrae cauſa habuit: ſic etiam per preces Verbi Dei ab ipſo Euchariſtiam factam cibum ex quo ſanguis & caro noſtra per mutationem aluntur, incarnati illius Ieſu carnem & ſanguinem eſſe edocti ſumus. Nam Apoſtoli in commentariis à ſe ſcriptis quae Euangelia vocantur, ita tradiderunt praecepiſſe ſibi Ieſum. Eum enim pane ac­cepto, cùm gratias egiſſet, dixiſſe Hoc facite in meam commemorationem, Hoc est corpus meum. Et poculo ſimili­ter accepto, & gratiis actis dixiſſe, Hic eſt ſanguis meus. Iustin. Apol 2 ad Antonin. Vide Bellar. li 2. de Euchar. c. 4. vbi dicit illa verba, Ex quo ſanguis & caro nostra per mutationem aluntur, eſſe periphraſim panis ex quo confi­citur Euchariſtia, vt ſit ſenſus; Panis vel cibus ex quo carnes noſtrae ali ſolent, cum praece myſtica conſecra­tur, fit corpus Chriſti. Gods dixit the Word became man; ſo vpō our Sauiours di­xit [Page] bread became flesh. or water, wi­ne. That, the Sacrament whoſe mate­ria tranſiens is bread ſuch as men eate, is the flesh and blood of Chriſt, and That, Chriſt commaūded, (this Birck­beck knowes not what.) Ergo he was a Proteſtant, and would haue ſubſcri­bed to the 39. Articles.
Pope Eleutherius toldSee M. Brou­ghtons Eccleſ. Hiſto­rie of great Brittai­ne. 2. A­ge c. 14. Lucius, that He (the king) was Gods Vicar in his kingdome: Ergo one of the two (if not both) was a Proteſtant & would haue ſubſcribed to the 39. Articles.
Policrates and the Eaſterne Churches [Page] contradicted Victor (who was in theVicto­ris ſen­tentiam proba­uerunt pp. Cō ­cilij Ni­caeni vt patet ex Euſeb. l. 3. de Vita Conſtant. Et deinceps Haeretici habiti ſunt qui contrarium ſenſerunt, vt pater ex Epiphan. haer. 50. & Aug. haereſ. 29 Bell. li. 2 de Pont c 19. Irenaeus victorem ne tam multas Eccleſias omnino propter traditionis ex antiqua conſuetudine inter il­las vſurpatae obſeruationem, à corpore vniuerſae Christi Eccleſiae penitus amputet — appoſitè & conuenienter admonet. Euſeb. l. 5. Hiſt. c. 24. right) about the time of keeping Eaſter: Ergo they were Proteſtants and would haue ſubſcribed to the 39. Articles.
Irenaeus held the Apoſtles Creed, and ſaies too that the Scriptures are (in their kind)f. perfect; that our Sa­uiour [Page] takingg. bread into his hands ſaid Hoc eſt corpus meum, the words [Page] of conſecratiō; that the G [...]oſticks vſed Heatheri [...]h rights towardsh im [...]g [...]s; that the Diſciples of Baſilices vſed in­chantments and called oni. Spirits, [Page] but the Church not; that there is no way to be ſaued but by beleeuing in Ieſus Chriſt; Neither is there ſaluation in any other, for there is no name vnder heauen giuen amongſt men whereby wee must be ſaued. Acts, 4. v. 12. Ergo he was a Proteſtant, and would haue ſubſcri­bed to the 39. Articles.
Melito putting downe the bookes of the old Teſtament ſaiesl. nothingk [Page] of Iudith &c. Ergo he was à Proteſtant and would haue ſubſcribed to the 39. Articles.See Gretſer his de­fence of Bel­larm. de verbo Dei.
Clemens Alexandrinus, ſaies our Lord† bleſſed (not beare, but)m. wine, [Page] that he had learned to walke vpon earth, not (abſolutely and for it ſelf) ton. worship it; Ergo he was a Prote­ſtant, [Page] and would haue ſubſcribed to the 39. Articles.
The Church of Smnirna could not be  [...]nduced to leaue Chriſt and worship [Page] any other for him; and they did [...] looke your Dictio­narie great Rabbin. And read a­gaine S. Iuſtins words, ſuprà pag. 546. ho­nour his honourers; Ergo they were Proteſtants, and would haue ſubſcri­bed to the 39. Articles.
Polycarp when he gaue thankes to God for calling him to Martyrdome, did not inuocate the Saincts; Ergo he was a Proteſtant, and would haue ſubſcribed to the 39. Articles.
Hegeſippus liued in this ſecond age he was of the Iewish Nation; and was afterwards conuerted to Chriſtiani­tie: Ergo he was a Proteſtant, and would haue ſubſcribed to the 39. Ar­ticles.
Theſe are the men, all that he na­mes in the† ſecond age, (Birckbeck▪ In the ſecond age from 100. to 200. Iuſti­ne the Martyr. Hegeſippus. The Church[Page]of Smyrna, touching the Martyrdome of their Bishop Polycarp. Melito Bishop of Sardis. Pope Eleutherius his Epiſtle to Lucius, the firſt Chriſtian king of Britai­  [...]e. Polycrates of Epheſus, and the Easterne Churches, touching the keeping of Easter.  [...]enaeus Bishop of Lions. Clemens Alex­  [...]ndrinus.)
Theſe I ſaie, be men which he brings; and I haue brieflie pointed at  [...]is proofe, running it as I did, ſud­dainlie ouer: for though he were long  [...]n making, I do not think the booke worth ſerious reading. If any of his Parish thinke the forſaid Arguments  [...]e good, I pittie them. Sapientia pri­  [...]a eſt stultitia caruiſse.
Some there, will ſee by this little  [...]ight, how eaſilie his pretence may be  [...]ut of by the neck. The head of it, is his claime to our Sauiour and his Apo­  [...]les, whoſe words in Scripture you thinke, and would force vs to be­  [...]eeue, be Proteſtantish. Whereas the  [...]earned on both ſides know the Scri­pture (and conſequentlie the Writers [Page] and Authors of it) to be for vs, ſo d [...] rectlie, that Proteſtants refuſe to ſtā  [...] vnto the proper ſence. An experienc [...] whereof the Reader hath ſeene in th [...] Queſtion here diſcuſſed, wherei [...] Scripture is for Catholikes ſo man [...] feſt that our Aduerſaries themſelu [...] confeſſe,Suprà, pag. 293 they muſt yeild vs the ca [...] ſe if it be taken  [...], properlie.
The trunc of a mans bodie bein [...] deuoid of life and ſoule that conta [...] nes and holds all together, quickl [...] reſolues, rendring to each element h [...] owne share. The imagination is n [...] ſooner quiet but the Chimera whic [...] it had made vp of diuers and repu [...] nant natures, ceaſeth to be; the n [...] tures remaining the ſame they we [...] before it fell a working. It was Birc [...] becks phantaſie that raiſed vp t [...] corps of his pretence, aſſembling d [...] uers and repugnant Religions to m [...] ke vp a Proteſtantish bodie: but no [...] that he hath betaken himſelf to re [...] things appeare iuſt as they were b [...] foré. [Page] Catholikes be Catholikes; A­  [...]ans, Arians; Lollards, Lollards. No  [...]atalogue appeares of men, whoſe  [...]eligion were currant amongſt you;  [...]ho did they liue now (beleeuing  [...] they beleeued) would ſubſcribe to  [...]e 39. Articles of your Church.
Had the Saints whom you recite,  [...]mbroſe, Austine, Baſil, Cyrill, Gregorie,  [...]eo, Chryſoſtome, &c. had the Fathers  [...]hat were in the Councels of Nice, E­  [...]heſus, Chalcedon, beene borne and  [...]ued amongſt you ſometime within  [...]ur memorie, one may gueſſe what  [...]ntertainement they should haue found. It doth appeare, by the teſti­monie ofVVhole ſuccee­ding A­ges, which profeſſe to haue receaued theſe things, and their Religion general­lie, from them. more men then are in England; it is knowne by their owne confeſſion, that they did beleeue and frequētb vnbloodie Sacrifice,c. of­fer [Page] for the dead, communicate wit [...] thed. See of Rome: and heare, ye [...] [Page] [Page] and many of theme. ſaie, Maſſe. I hope no Purſuiuant ouer heares me. Whiſt! let vs talke of ſome thing els▪ leaſt inquirie be made after S. Peeter too, who (be it ſpoken betwixt vs two) did the ſame. Hetherto he hath eſcaped, for no Purſuiuant with his commiſſion euer found the way thither where he is.
He that amongſt the Fathers is pretended in the Catalogue for moſt points, is S. Auguſtine, who is, Birck­beck ſaith, againſt Church-tradition, the reall preſence, worship of images, [Page] inuocation of Saincts, merit and ef­ficacie of workes donne in grace; and held onlie two Sacraments: whence he leaues his Parish to conclude, he was a Proteſtant. But when he thinks the thing is donne, the taske returnes againe. Saint Auguſtine did hold and maintaineS Aug Epiſt. 118 de Corr. & gra c. 13. de Spiri­tu & lit. c. 17. merit of works donne in grace, Ergo he Was no Proteſtant. He allowed inuocation ofL [...]. 20. cont. Fauſt. c. 21. l. 21 de ciuit. c. 27. de cura pro mort. c. 4. de bapt l. 7. c. 1. Saints, Ergo he was no Proteſtant. He did approue of honour giuen toc. reli­ques, holie ſignes, and the Croſſe or Crucifix, Ergo he was no Proteſtant. He admittedd. more Sacraments them two, Ergo he was no Proteſtant. He beleeued thee. reall preſence to the ſignes and mouth, Ergo he was no Proteſtant. He receaued bookes of Scripture according to the iudgment of the Catholikef. Church, Ergo he [Page] was no Proteſtant. He ſubmitted his iudgment to theLib. 1. de Bapt. c. 18. l. 2. c. 4. & 9. l 5. c. 17. de vnit. Eccl. c. 19. lib. 1. cont. Creſc. c. 32. 33. de vtil. cred c. 17 See the Cō ­feſſio Augu­ſtiniana. He that ſubſcri­beth muſt admit all your Articles but the deniall of one or two is enough to make one to be no Proteſtant. iudgment of the Catholike Church in a Plenarie Coū ­cell, Ergo he was no Proteſtant.
Shall I looke a little further into the Catalogue? Who be heere? Gre­gorie our Apoſtle, Austine the Monk, Venerable Bede, Charles the Great, Saint Anſelme, Remigius, Columban, Venantius Fortunatus, Theophilact, Oe­cumenius, gratian: what? Were theſe Proteſtants? It ſeemes by the Colle­ctour. And rather then want (impu­dence) he fills roomes with Monks and Abbots. and S. Bridget is there too. Schoolemen alſo, (for he hath opened a caſe to let in all,) Peeter Lombard, Bonauenture, Ockam, Holcot, Alexander Hales, Ariminenſis, Gerſon, Biel, Scotus: any bodie, euerie bodie.
So he but profeſſe himſelf a Chri­ſtian, what shall hinder? Suppoſe him a Papiſt, asa. Bernard; he may be in. Or a Pope, asb. Leo the great, he may be in. If he maintaine worship of ima­ges, [Page] asc. Damaſcen, he may be in. If he defend prayer to Saints and for the dead, asd. Durand, put him in too. Euſebius Caeſarienſis was ane. Arian, yet he is in. Tertulliā was af. Monta­niſt, he is in. The author of the bookesg. de Eccleſiaſtica & coeleſti Hierarchia, he ſtiles a Knight of the poſt; and yet hath put him in. Nothing that I can ſee keepes one out. S. Thomas held the lawfullnes of Communion in one kind, prayer to Saints, worship of images, merit of works, vnbloodie Sa­crifice, transſubſtantiation. He was a Friar, and a Maſſing Prieſt, (as they ſpeak;) he acknowledged the Popes Supremacie, and ſubmitted his iudg­ment to the Church: yet S. Thomas is in. Take heede Reader, (whateuer [Page] thou be,) of writing; for if he finde thy name in print, he will put it in too.
If he names not theſe for Prote­ſtants, where's theEdant origines Eccleſia­rum ſua­rum [...]e uoluant ordinem Epiſcopo­rum ſuorum &c. Tertull. lib. de de P [...]aeſc. c. 32 Qui eſtis? quando & vnde veniſtis? Quid in meo agi­tis non mei? — Mea eſt poſſeſ­ſio? O­lim poſ­ſideo, prior poſſideo Ibidem c. 37. Catalogue? In his Epiſtle to the Reader he tels of a Catalogue of their Profeſſors, which the diſpute in his Pariſh occaſioned him to drawe: and that Featlie did en­courage him to go on with it, and put in, and put out: and this is the ten yeeres work. In which time it ſeemes he forgot what he was all the while about.
The men he fawnes on moſt, be Wickleffiſts, Huſſits, and Leoniſts o [...] Waldenſians, who themſelues could not showe their Catalogue of Prede­ceſſors. neither were they of the Pro­teſtant Religion, as my Lord of Chalcedon hath demōſtrated in his book [...] de Authore & Eſſentia Religionis Proteſtanticae. But do you not think Maſte [...] Birckbeck, that ſome in England haue their eies vpon an vglie foule Cō ſequēce that attēdes the maintainin [...] [Page] of ſuch men, Wickleffiſts and Huſſits, to haue beene in their times the Church of God, and the purer part of it? One of their tenets is, (and if they we­re. the Church of God, their Autho­ritie was not little,) that a man by a mortall ſinne looſeth hisNul­lus eſt Domi­nus ci­uilis, nullus eſt Prae­latus, nullus eſt Epi­ſcopus, dum eſt in pec­caro mortali VVickleff. art. 15. Conc. Conſt. ſeſſ. 8. & Hus ibidem ſeſſ. 15. a. 30. dignitie, whether it be Eccleſiaſticall or Tem­porall. another, thatb. none but the Predeſtinated be in the Church. Whe­re ſuch Maximes (and they be their Maximes,) be fixed in the mind, what obedience, what loyaltie, what order can be expected either in Hierar­chie or in Monarchie? Sure, where all ſinnes are of their nature,c. mortall, (another Maxime a­mongſt [Page] amongſt Puritans) a Prince that had ſubiects ſo inſtructed, had need look about him.
But enough; to much much of this Waferer, is it not? Let vs diſmiſſe Birckbeck with his Euidence, and make an end of our owne work. Ye [...] ſtaie: take your Fathers bleſſing befo­re you go. Kneele you too, Mirth.
Martinusd. Lutherus. Haereticos ſeri [...] cenſemus & alienos ab Eccleſia Dei Swin­glianos & Sacramentarios omnes, qui ne­gànt Chriſti corpus & ſanguinem ore car­nali ſumi in Venerabili Eucharistia.
Fie, for shame: was this a godli [...] courſe; to ſollicite men firſt, from th [...] Catholike faith and Church; then t [...] ride to Oxford to look out anothe [...] (if any blind one might be found) i [...] D. Potters librarie? Did you note. [Page] feare, whē Coc­cius l. 8. a. 10. Lutheransh. Ibi­dem a. 4 Prot. A­pol. VVicklef­fiſts, and (h) Huſſites should be heard to diſclaime, as they do, from your Profeſſiō, that your nakednes would appeare? The partridg, Ieremie ſaies, gathereth yong which she hath not brought foorth. He gathered riches & not in iudgment; in the middest of his daies he shall leaue them: and his later end shall be a foole. A throne of glorie of height from the beginning the pla­ce of our Sanctification. O Lord, the expectation of Iſrael, all that forſake thee shall be confounded. Ie­rem. 17. 38
[Page]As the challeng of particular men doth appeare manifeſtlie to be vaine [Page] when the proofes be lookt into, ſo likewiſe doth the challeng of whole Churches. The Proteſtants haue tra­uelled ouer all the world, to ſeeke; & finde none: not a Church before Lu­ther (ſince indeed they haue corrup­ted ſome, as England for example,) whereof they can ſay This Church Was Proteſtant. They will tell you that there are diuers who do not ack­nowledge obedience to the See of Rome, (ſurelie, a deepe reſearch! who knowes not there haue been too many Schiſmaticks and Here­ticks? There must be Hereſies. 1. Cor. 11) but if you demaund whether they will iuſti­fie all the tenets of thoſe Churches, they shrink the shoulders and ſay plainly, [Page] No. whereas the demaund is for a Church or Churches whoſe tenets they will iuſtifie, and which reciprocallie would iuſtifie their tenets.
To ſay they were Proteſtant in the fundamentalls, is both falſe, and inſufficient. They ſay the ſame of vs; yet confeſſe wee be not Proteſtant. You shall heare them ſpeake of great multitudes of men, more then are in the Latine Church, (not ſure more then in the Catholike, which doth ſpeake all languages,) Neſtorians, Iaco­bites, Arm [...]nians, Abaſsines or Aethiopiās and Aegyptian Chriſtians: Greekes, and Muſcouites. but idlie.
To iuſtifie thea. Neſtorians is to condemne the Councell of Epheſus where their errour was oecumenical­lieb. condemned. And to iuſtifie thec. Iacobites, d. Armenians, e. Abaſsi­nes [Page] &f. Aegyptian Chriſtiās, is to cō ­demne the great Councell ofg. Chal­cedon, and with it the whole Church. And the Grecians (with whom the Muſco [...]ites, you confeſſe, agree,) when your communion was offered,h re­fuſed it. What then will you do with theſe names, Where be the men wee looke for? Where is the Catalogue of Proteſtantish Churches, in all former Ages?
You tell vs of Chriſtians in Europe, [Page] in Affricke, in Aſia, and in America the new world. This wee knew before. The Quaere was of yours. where were they?
To ſay that theſe, ſome, haue depo­ſed their Errours, doth not anſwer the demaund: but shewes it is not anſwe­red. For, the thing lookt after, is a Ca­talogue of ſuch Churches as you will iuſtifie; and, which the Fathers would haue allowed, as Orthodox: (of Here­ticall Churches euerie one can eaſilie make a Catalogue; there be manyi. Catalogues allreadie made:) whereas, if you confeſſe that theſe Churches haue depoſed their errour▪ (errours oe­cumenicallie condemned,) you con­feſſe withall, (a thing otherwiſek. e­uident,) that once they did maintaine them. and, if ſo, then by the iudgment [Page] of thel. whole Christian world the men were not Orthodox.
Howbeit, had they become ſound and Orthodox, it followes not that they would haue ſubſcribed to your Articles, or were Proteſtant. yea the contrarie would follow. They haue beene indeedm. returning to the bodie from which they ſeparated themſelues, the Catholike and Vni­uerſall Church; and were againen. vnited ſome of thē, which doth like­wiſe hinder their ſtanding in your Catalogue. But you cannot poſſiblie finde them in a ſtate wherein write [Page] them yours: much leſſe can you truely ſay they profeſſed your Religion (that which is now currant in England,) manyo. hundred yeeres together.
How many, and which, do ſtill per­ſiſt in their ould Hereſie or Schiſme, there is no neede to looke: ſince the men were not Proteſtant. The fewer, the better; no doubt: for you know thatp. Schiſmatickes andq. Here­retickes (howr. great ſo euer the multitudes of them be,) be not ſa­ued.ſ. Whoſoeuer is deuided from the Catholicke Church, how laudablie ſoeuer he ſeeme to liue, for this onlie crime that he is ſeparated from the vnitie of Chriſt, he shall be excluded from life, and the wrath of God shall remaine vppon him.
[Page]M. Waferer, where are you? mille  [...]ui Siculis errant in montibus—. you think I fell into this diſcourſe for want of a particular anſwer to that you ſaid in your Doctors commenda­tion. Repeate it, if you pleaſe, againe; and I will diſcharge the debt.

Apologiſt.What this booke ſpeakes of Doctor Featlie who will regard? ſince it contrarilie appeares to the world; and and can yet be iuſtified to the doubtfull by witneſſes now liuing, that he often diſ­couered your Fishers hookes, and tooke him with his owne angle; he hath euer beene Muſket proof; he allwaies put Sweetes mouth out of relish: Egleſtons ſimples could not work with him.

Cenſure.Heere you ſerue in, fanta­ſticallie after your manner, the Cata­logue (of Proteſtants? no: but) of your Doctors Conferences. And the firſt, not in time but in the booke, is that with the 2. Fathers of the Socie­tie. His Cauſe, which was (and but of late) engendred ex putri materia, com­ming (to moleſt and infect the world) [Page] out of the naſtie ſinke of damned Errours, and pretending to great An­tiquitie with good and honourable deſcent, was called vpon to giue ac­count thereof, and of ſuch as had knowne and entertained it formerlie in all ages thorough which it ſaies it came. At the ſight of which Queſtiō (after many shifts and much wrig­gling,) it became ſpeachles; and, out of weaknes falling to the ground, was giuing vp the foule ghoſt. When lo, the Doctour to reſtore and relieue it, beſtirs himſelf, and puts out the Relation which you point at, and after it, Additions, and, Aremonſtrance, and A Diſcuſsion. A defence. An Anſwer. A Replie. Another Replie. &c. So many, that the volume by the continuall a­gitation of his ſting, his ſtile I should ſaie, grew to be as bigge as peſtilent. Magnum de modico malum ſcorpium terra ſuppurat: tot venena quot ingenia: tot per­nicies quot & ſpecies Nicander ſcribit & pingit: & tamen vnus omnium violentiae geſtus de cauda nocere; quae cauda erit[Page]quodcunque de poſthumo corporis propa­gatur & verberat.
The name of this b. is in the for­head, in red and black characters. The Romish Fisher caught and held in his owne Net. But, laqueus contritus eſt. TheThis is your booke, S [...]tes illa nodorum ve [...]na­ta in­trinietus venula ſubtilis, ar [...]uato impetu inſurgēs, hamatilo ſpiculum in [...]mmo tormenti ratione reſtrangēs booke Maſter Waferer, (though M. Fishers Queſtion be not,) wasA Re­plie to D. whi­te and D. Featlie, anno 1625. anſwered.
I adde, that it hath beene proued by the confeſſion of the learnedeſt of of Proteſtants, and ſuch as haue la­boured to finde out Proteſtant prede­peceſſors, that before Luther there werec. none. So hard a thing it was for your Doctour, though he ſet a fa­ce on it and promiſed a buttery d. booke of names, to shew the Catalo­gue. And in the compariſon of your doctrine to the Scripture, it hath ap­peared that youe. contradict it, dire­ctlie, in many places; in ſo much that [Page] you refuſe to ſtand vnto the natiue andf. proper ſence of Gods words. So eaſie had it beene for M. Fisher (had he beene willing to diuert from the Queſtion propoſed in wri­ting) to haue anſwered the Doctorsg. coniuration.
The next of thoſe you point at, is the Conference with M. Muſket, whereof wee ſpake pag. 376. & ſeqq. looke there. The third is his Confe­rence in writing (that it is I ſuppoſe you meane,) with M. Sweete; where I finde an Embleme of that within your head, the Vertigo. Long agoe the Caluiniſts were on theh. whee­le. The Catholickes feare it not. [Page] He that beleeues the Scripture for the Church, and the Church for the Scripture, if the reſolue into them diuerſlie, windes not in a circle. The diuine authoritie auouching the booke,Motiuū principa­le. Motiuū ſubordi­natum. may be the formall motiue in­clining a man to beleeue both the bookes and the Church: and the pro­poſition of the Church may diſpoſe his vnderſtanding to beleeue that the bookes called Scripture (the Apoca­lyps for example, and the Epiſtle of Saint Iude,) are auouched by diuine authoritie. He that ſaidi. Ego veró Euangelio non crederem, niſi me Catholi­cae Eccleſiae commoueret Authoritas, did not exclude diuine Authoritie, but principallie reſolued into it; though the ſame act depended, as he profeſ­ſeth, on Church-authoritie withall. When the words are examined you [Page] will finde them to be of full waight. non crederem † niſi. and commo [...]eret au­thoritas Eccleſiae. and that Catholicae too.
The fourth, is his Conference with M. Egleſton, who did (as Featlie re­lates) vndertake to prooue againſt him that, for an Accident (quantitie) to be ſupernaturally conſerued with­out a ſubiect, is no contradiction. Is there any? Will it be true, Quātitas eſt; and Quantitas non eſt? It requires na­turallie a ſubiect, true: but it ſelf is not the ſubiect. and ſome thing may ſuper­naturallie haue leſſe then it doth na­turalliek. require: as well as others [Page] haue ſupernaturallie more then they naturallie do require.
Our Sauiours humanitie hath not the ſubſiſtence which were naturall vnto it; but another. It ſubſiſteth in the Word.
Doctour Egleſtons Argument, as it appeares by Featlie, was grounded in this, that God could ſupplie the action of the ſecond cauſe. Whereunto your Do­ctour anſwered that it was true in ge­nere cauſae efficientis, In Feat­lies Re­lat [...]ons, pag. 132. non in genere ſuſten­tantis. this was his diſtinction. It was replied, that ſuſtentatio was actio, and omnis actio eſt cauſae efficientis. Your Doctour anſwered, Omnis actio non est cauſae efficientis. adding that, there be three other cauſes haue alſo their action, (I cite the words of his owne Rela­tion,) and concurre A ver­  [...]all shift, vnwor­thie of a Do­ctor: in the triall of a point of faith. actiuelie to their ef­fect▪ and his firſt inſtance is in matter.
Staie Doctour! What? matter, po­tentia paſsiua, pure paſſiua, doth that concurre actiuè? is it an agent? hath it actiuitie? Is this doctrine currant now in our Engliſh Vniuerſities? I do not [Page] think it. Sure I am that it eſcaped the Peripateticks, whoſe ſlownes could not apprehend it. Their bookes muſt be mended, for paſſiue is actiue (it had beene a matter lamentable to haue ſaid this in the Grammar Schoole,) & as well, actiue may be paſſiue. The effi­cient vnde motus as ſuch may be mobi­le the ſubiect, becauſe the ſubiect now is vnde motus the efficient. This is one of the Doctours Victories, which he hath Chronicled himſelf: wherein I muſt needs ſay he procee­des conſequenter. For, where ſuffering is doing, vinci there is vincere. 66
[Page] After this laſt Anſwer giuen by Doctour Featlie (they be the Doctors owne words) in the verie words aboue written or to the like effect, Featlie p. 133. Doctour Egleſton notwithſtanding his former great vaunt, Of this diſputa­tiō with M Wood, ſee abo­ue, pag. 468. was content to giue ouer his Argument: & the companie intreated Doctour Feat­lie to oppoſe M. Wood &c. Thus the Chronicler of his owne proclaimed triumph, for which your lines adore him.
Theſe Conferences are all in that volume. That which S. E. lookt on, is not there; but in another booke cal­led the Sacriledge: wherein the Do­ctour would ſeeme to haue begunne his Catalogue, in one point; by naming men, in euerie Age, that did acknow­ledge and auouch a Diuine precept o­bliging the Laietie to both kinds to be cōtained in thoſe words of Scripture which the Proteſtants do cite for that [Page] purpoſe. I ſaid, he would ſeeme to do it: for he that reades the booke will finde no ſuchMeta­que fer­u [...]dis e­uitata rotis. matter as he preten­des. And yet, had he donne it, this had beene, he knowes, far from exhibi­ting that which was harangued for, or performing the taske wherein he was engaged; which was, to pro­duce and make good a Catalogue, of Proteſtant beleeuers, in all points, and all ages.
Notwithſtanding, hauing made a noiſe, he begins (as if Hercules labours had beene laboured ouer againe,) to shake his knottie club; and after a pu­blike challeng, ſolemnlie proclaimed and in bitter termes againſt M. Fisher (as;In his challēg. pag 252. his leaden treatiſe, his ragged ſtile, his white liuer, his Midas Reader, his collapſed Ladies, the diſtracted braines of the penner, &c.) he caſts him of con­temptiblie, to come into the Re­lation of his Encounter with my Lord.
Mouet ecceSophi­sticen.
 tridentem
 Poſtquam vibrata pendentia RETIA dextra
 [Page]Nequicquam effudit; nudum ad ſpe­ctacula vultum
 Erigit, & tota fugit agnoſcen­dus arena.

This is all: Maſter Waferer. I finde no more Victories in your booke, yet one more he might get, you think; if to help you, who hetherto haue en­deuoured to helpe him; he ſet on me. But the meaner Scholler I am, & the greater he conceaues himſelf to be, the leſſe I neede to feare. Genuinum fregit in illis. Bigger are but butterflies in his eſteeme; and eagles, you know, catch not after flies.
In tauros Libyci ruunt leones
 Ne ſint papilionibus molesti.

This motto he made to be inſcribed in his Eſcocheon, in the place where he tooke leaue of other Aduerſaries, to come to fight the combat which wee talke of. You and I, at moſt be but Seconds; and, if I be no better thē you, verie poore ones. Such as a Scholler without arrogancie may think no great honour to ouermatch. [Page] If twentie yeere ago he were a match as you pretend, for D. Smith, the now Bishop of Chalcedon; & hath labou­red and exerciſed himſelf in Contro­uerſies euer ſince; for him now, to crush me, were no conqueſt. I am not I confeſſe, more able then S. E. who did anſwer,VVafe­rers Elo­gium of S.E his Notes, which are a­boue, p. 9. & ſeq. you ſay, but ſtammering lies ſo poorelie as not worth confutation. his ſophistrie is ſlender and boyish. The ABC. of Logick may teach him. And would you haue your Doctour, your Champion, ſo much aboue S. E. to come, and with his hoaſt of Paralogiſ­mes, in your armour, leaſt he be know­ne; to ſet on me? Egregiam vero laudem, & ſpolia ampla!
Yet howeuer it happen, know this Maſter Waferer, Statuam quam erexiſti non adoramus. I honour the truth; I beleeue the Sonne of God; I am a Ca­tholike, ſo aſſured of the diuine pro­uidence directing his Church, that he who doth oppoſe it shall neuer be my Oracle. Your cenſer shall not come into my hand, though my Cenſure [Page] come into your Doctours, and be per­chance, torne by it.

Apologiſt.Senſere quid mens rite, quid indoles ‘Nutrita fauſtis ſub penetralibus Poſſet.’

Cenſure.Nouimus, expertis crede, 
QVANTVS
In clypeum aſſurgat, quo turbine torqueat haſtam.

 Occidit, óccidit,
Spes omnis, & Fortuna noſtri Nominis.
FuimusIs the Barche­lour a Brittan?
 Troes, fuit Ilium.



Apologiſt.How vnlike then is this report that Smith could ouerbeare him? If ſurelie he had no other tooles then theſe wherewith to quitte himſelf of thoſe blowes were giuen him, no queſtion but he was ſoundlie hammered. And whereas his Lordships Chaplaine ſeekes to ſalue vp the matter with this afterclap (the Rela­tion) thoſe which but ouerlooke it must needes confeſse, it hath donne him this ſecond iniurie, to publish his weaknes.

Cenſure.Smith, and toole, and hamme­red?[Page]quā frigid! Was it ſo ſoone out of your mind that an impenetrable ada­mant ſuffereth nothing, VVaf p. 94. whilſt the hand which offereth it violence is diſabled with it's owne blow? This it is, when a man hath the luck to light otherwile on a good metaphore, but hath not wit enough to ſee where to put it. Things come into your imagination, as ima­ges thorough a little hole into a dark roome; where men are ſeene walking with their heeles vpward. To rectifie them, arte is neceſſarie there; and re­flexion, heere: which if the Reader vſe, he will finde my Lorde, aboue; and your Doctor, vnder, in the combat. And theſe two Writings, of S. E. and the Bachelour that ſpeaks to you, to be ſo farre from diſcouering any we­aknes, that had our pens beene anſ­werable to his worth, this booke might remaine to poſteritie a liuing monument of his ſucceſſe in the Diſ­pute. But this our paines to him was not needfull; himſelf thereby did pro­uide vnto himſelf a fairer, in the ſou­le [Page] of M. Kneuet, who taking light, and conceauing life in the Conference, and  [...]ince dead in peace, is engaged now to thanke him in eternitie.

Apologiſt.Doctor Featlies able ſer­uice to Gods Church is farre to e­minent to be eclipſed by anie Doway Satyre.

Cenſure.In theſe times, when Mirth writes Diuinitie, I may ſaie as the Sa­tyriſt did, Difficile eſt Satyram non ſcri­bere. though the Readers will finde the booke of S. E. to be farre from that nature. Whilſt you talke heere of your Doctours ſeruice to eminent to be eclipſed, you bring againe into our mind how partiallie (not to ſaie ab­ſurdlie) you exalt him ſo high as to thinke his excellencie appeares vnto the world: and how irreligiouſlie you haue incenſed ſo many lines (all, in this Pamphlet,) to the Chimera of his opinion, which you think ſits in Maieſtie within the clowdes. Caput inter nuhila. condit. See aboue pag 448 and pag. 120.

[Page]
Apologiſt.The Papiſts doctrine te­acheth a prittie kind of deceit called equi­uocation.

Cenſure.That which is properlie e­quiuocation, hath for it the authoritie of God and man. No booke, I do not excepte Scripture, but hath it. One thing there is, which ſome think, is, others think is not, indeed, equiuoca­tion; that I meane which you glaunce at when you ſpeake of mentall reſerua­tion: which, howeuer it may haue pri­uate abbetters, as other opinions ha­ue, is no tenet of the Church.
But anſwer me one Queſtion Ma­ſter Waferer; He that should ſaie this is my bodie, when he meant onlie that it was the figure of his bodie, should he not equiuocate? And, if a world of ſincere people, taking his words plainlie as they come (without expli­cation) from his mouth, should be deceaued by this equiuocation, what would be thought of it? Reflect vpon the matter well. The lie which you adde to this your Cenſure of equiuo­uocation, [Page] is cenſured els-where. it is this, that the Papists Doctrine will not ſtick to licenſe the lowdest lie, ſo it be ad­uantagious to the cauſe of Rome.

Apologiſt.Supra pag. 526, There haue beene thoſe impudent pens which durſt traduce the moſt eminent patternes of Chriſtianitie, and affirme that worthie B [...]za, and Do­ctor King, recanted their Religion with their laſt breath.

Cenſure.If they did, the better it was for them. Whether M. Whether M.T. B. reconciled Doctor King, as I haue heard; or did not; imports not our cauſe. Lupus, the prouerb ſaies, pi­lum mutat non mentem.
As for Beza, what a patterne of Chriſtianitie he was being a Prote­ſtant, this white paper will not haue me paint vpon it. Some thing of him, & of the reſt of your great patternes, & out of Proteſtant Authours, you may reade in Maſtera. Brierleys booke, [Page] and more might eaſilie be added, fowler then the inke that were to characterize it, if men were diſpoſed to drawe them to the life. Such go­blins you should ſee, walking, at on­ce, (did the print conſpire in it) in ma­nie places, and ſo horrid, (were the in­ſide indeed turned outward) as would make many pale, to looke v­pon them.

Apologiſt.And now Sir S. E. not to dallie with you any longer, (hetherto, true, you did nothing els,) I am to let the world know (a merire world beli­ke, where Mirth is generall cryer,) that our Doctour is not that flincher, nor Ma­ſter Kneuet that turnecoate as you ſtorie them.

Cenſure.Proiicit ampullas. But it is to late now; for Featlie is ſuch a flincher, as he is ſtoried. The ſtorie of his tergi­uerſation is true. Lions theb. Philoſo­pher [Page] ſaith, ſometimes do runne away. And M. Kneuet thereupon did turne alſo. But to giue looſers leaue to ſpea­ke, what euidence do you preten [...]?

Apologiſt.For the liklihood of your Lords challinging Doctor Featlie in En­gland, the Reader may reflect on my anſw [...]r to your 23. page.

Cenſure.That he was challenged, was not told you. That Featlie refuſed to meete him in Conference, twice in En­gland; once, before a L. another time before two B. is true. The conferen­ces were vndertaken at the requeſt of others, who remember the circum­ſtances well enough: & ſo doth your Doctours owne Conſcience too. But wee muſt returne forſooth, to the be­ginning of your booke, for another ſtory, where we may looke for eui­dence to the contrarie, as lōg as your Doctor was lookt for by Maſter Kne­uet, when he was to defend his Cau­ſe; and not find it. Where is it in your booke? in the ſixt page. well; I am at the leafe; ſpeake on.
[Page]Waferer. In England there were two Proclamations out againſt his Lordship to attach him, and is it liklie that a man lurking to ſaue his life would (a great while before this happened; many yeersIt was before M. D. Smith was Bishop, in the time of his Pre­deceſſor my Lord VVilliā of Chalcedon. before:) ſend two challenges (one lie, as bigg as two,) to my Lord of Canturburies Chaplaines in his howſe?

Cenſure.Is this all? ſo, then we haue heard the firſt part of the procla­mation. On cryer, to the ſecōd thing which you were to ſignifie to the world. yet ſtaie. Now I am come to the former place whence I went, I finde another peece, appertaining to this half.

Apologiſt.Where you accuſe him for declining a ſecond conflict in Paris, I anſ­wer (that is well donne) that in Paris he could not meete his Lordship, (why ſo? he was ſent vnto, and as ſoone as he was found, was called vpon, from my Lord. ſee the Relation pag. 119. & ſeq.) becauſe his honour had ſo contriued the matter that he left the towne before D. Featlie had leaue from the Ambaſſa­dour,[Page]whoſe Chaplaine he was, to encoun­ter him.

Cenſure.How? Not leaue, from the Ambaſsadour, in Fraunce? This excuſe is to ſillie to acquit your Champion from cowardize. Not leaue? Belike the Ambaſſadour knew how he had diſ­graced himſelf before, when he brought his arguments in a paper, & Maſter Porie for pittie helpt him out. Could he get leaue in England, of his Lord of Canterbury, to diſpu­te, ſo many times: and afterwards to print his Diſputations, of Religion; & not get leaue in Fraunce, of an Ambaſsa­dour? Fie, Fie, Waferer; the more you ſtirre, the worſe— it is. Some other would haue feigned a better tale to ſaue his honour.

Apologiſt.That our Doctour did neither distrust his cauſe nor himſelf, in reſpect of him, is apparent, (that's good: now or neuer a demonſtration, or ſome cleere argument; for the game is at a dead lift. and your Doctours cre­dit hangs, inter ſacrum ſaxumque:) be­cauſe[Page]after this Conference with D. Smith he had a Diſputation at Paris with D. Bagshawe: (alac; this is no demonſtra­tion;) a man of greater note (did Featlie tell you ſo?) and antiquitie then his Lord­ship, (well: your inference?) and there­fore your ſlanders and detractions (heere is a bitter ſtorme,) are groundles and improbable.

Cenſure.And therefore—improbable. Is this all? vix vrceus. I lookt by your braue vndertaking for a conuiction by cleere euidēce. this, neither brings in the thing lookt for, nor hangs to­gether, Master Featlie diſputed ſince with D. Bagſhawe; Ergo, he diſtruſted not himſelf in regard of Doctour Smith. As well you might haue ſaid, Ergo he diſtrusted himſelf (& the tergiuerſatiō was a ſigne of it,) in regard of D. Smith. ſeeing that, neither then, nor ſince though meeting others, he durſt mee­te him. And, Ergo he tooke D. Smith to be the greater Scholler: as not da­ring to encounter him any more, though he had leaue and liſt and op­portunitie [Page] toI do not think him willing to ſee a true Re­lation of that Confe­rence, ab [...]oad in print trie himſelf, on ſome others.

Apologiſt.As for Maſter Kneuet that he died no Papist as you report, but a moſt zealous Proteſtant, one Maſter Ruſſ [...]l, & diuers other without exception, yet liuing are readie dailie to teſtifie againſt you.

Cenſure.Diuers other? Your ſelf, and Featl [...]e: be not you the diuers other? If you be; you may ſtrike out againe thoſe words, without exception. He ſpeakes in his owne cauſe; and makes vſe of you to vent his inuentions. In that regard your teſtimonie cannot ſerue: and in another too, Qui ſ [...]mel verecundiae limites tranſilijt—. It is not long ſince you were taken with a lie.
But, Maſter Ruſſell; where dwells he, in V [...]opi [...]? One who was in Paris at the time of the Conference, writes, (I haue it vnder his hand) thus. Maſter Kneuet after the Diſputation told me that he did like and think better of the Catho­lik Religion. He much commended M. D. S. new L. Bishop of Chalcedon, for his temper; confeſsing that Master Featlie was [Page]to weake to vndertake him: and that he thought fewe men could haue ſpoken bet­ter then my Lord did. He diſliked M. Feat­lies cariage, becauſe it was immodest. He highlie commended the ſolitarie and ver­tuous liues of the Carthuſians and other Religious perſons. In fine he told me that he would go for Italie, and prouiding himſelf for the iourney took with him four or fiue letters in his commendation; from Catholike Doctors of this towne to their freinds and acquaintance there. And I heard afterwards, that in Venice he died a Catholike.
It is ſtill to be ſeene in their Li­brarie, now at Arras Colled­ge in Pa­ris, with his na­me by himſelf written in it. Another, who was at the Cōference; thus. What opinion M. Kneuet had of the Diſputation and the Diſputant, appeared ſufficientlie in this, that he thereupon brought his Bible of the Heretickes trans­lation, which he had brought out of En­gland with him, to D. Smiths lodging being then in Cambray Colledge, giuing it to the common Librarie. But when M. Featlie according to his promiſe was to come into the liſt and anſwer before D. Smith, he like a coward cryed crauen, and [Page]quite forſook the field: for M. Kneuet ha­uing beene three daies in ſeeking him as he ſaid, could heare no newes of him. But, ſaith he, I ſee will enough how th [...] world goeth: and ſo reſolued to become a Catho­like. which Religion, he did afterwards profeſse in his life time, and alſo dyed in it, at V [...]mice: being marryed after the Catho­like manner to a Catholike Gentle wo­man.
Heere be two againſt your one. I will not name them, till I know whe­re to heare of your Maſter Ruſſel, who (if he will manifeſt himſelf and abide the tryall) may know their names time enough though it be not hard to gueſſe what meaſure thoſe are like to haue (if Puritans preſcribe it,) who come in to teſtifie againſt you. And in the meane time, the Reader deſi­rous of further ſatisfaction, may, if he pleaſe, inquire of M. Doctour Rainer, who liues in Paris at Aras Col­ledge, and was himſelf at the Confe­rence, & acquainted with M. Kneuet, what he knowes in the matter.

[Page]
Apologiſt.Your curteſie in lending me this work of your frinde S. E. hath made you the occaſion of a great d [...]ale of chari­tie, which hath cleered both our Doctour and our cauſe. In requitall of the large en­comium you gaue the author, I haue iu­ſtified our Doctors merit; from whoſe e­ſteeme he ſeekes to derogate. In ſome lines my pen may, ſeeme to gall him, but Ile make no Apologie.

Cenſure.You will do well indeed to forbeare making more Apologies; for your cannot make them well. But what charitie is that, you talk of? your diligence hath laid open the naked­nes of your beggarlie cauſe, call you that charitie? For vs to laie it open; that men deteſt and abhorre ſo fowle an hereſie; and to defend thoſe who maintaine our Sauiours doctrine, and the cauſe of God, this (Maſter Wafe­rer) is charitie. This vertue loues God aboue all: and riſeth vp when there is need, in defence of His and his ſer­uants, honour. It takes vnto it  [...] the whole armour of [Page] God, and armes it ſelf to the caſting  [...]wne of vaine imaginations and e­  [...]rie high thing that exalteth it ſelf  [...]ainſt the knowledge of God.
But, you haue cleered you ſaie your  [...]uſe. Becauſe perhaps, by your mea­  [...]es it appeares a meere fiction which  [...]efore your Maſters had acknowled­  [...]ed to be a meere figure. Yet ſometi­  [...]es, by your leaue, you would haue  [...]ſt a clowde ouer it, being asha­  [...]ed that men should ſee their con­  [...]eipt naked, bread-a-figure [...]: no more.  [...]ou are ashamed of this. If you mea­  [...]e other cleering, that is, giuing cleere  [...]nſwers as in the beginning you did  [...]rofeſſe to do, to diſtinctions, ſure you  [...]aue not made any thing cleere, vn­  [...]es it be this that indeed you cannot  [...]nſwer. Heere and there, you haue  [...]auilled at a fewe peices of the Relatiō:  [...]hat is all I finde in your long Pam­  [...]hlet. Wherefore I may tell you as  [...]aint Auguſtine once tould a Gram­  [...]arian who trifled in like manner, Si  [...]ropterea reſpondiſti quia tacere noluiſti,[Page]non quidem ad omnia, ſed tamen reſpo [...] disti.

Apologiſt.If the bodie be ſubſtantia [...] lie in the Sacrament, then is there a tr [...] The like Cō ­feſſion there is in D. Morton: and is cited a­boue, pag. 293. Sacrifice: and if ſo, then pro v [...] uis & defunctis. if for the dead, then ſ [...] ſuch as are capable of releaſe; and co [...] ſequentlie for releaſe of Soules out of P [...] gatorie.

Cenſure. Let me make vp the Syll [...] giſme.
But the bodie is ſubſtantiallie in th [...] Sacrament, by the teſtimonie of o [...] Sauiour himſelf, This is my bodie. Mat [...] 26, This is my bodie which is giuen f [...] you. Luk. 22. This is my bodie which broken FOR you. 1. Cor. 11. All the W [...] ferers in the world cannot proue th [...] was a meere Wafer.
Ergo there is a true Sacrifice, a [...] FOR, pro, viuis & defunctis, &c.
The Apologie hauing beene lo [...] time drawing towards an end, is the laſt period now, giuing vp t [...] Ghoſt. The faith it pleades for, is ſubſtance this, vizt, that is not o [...][Page]Lords bodie which he ſaid was his bodie:  [...]d the Authors Spirit is Proteſtan­  [...]sh, for he preſumes that he diſcernes (the bodie,) better then the Catho­  [...]ke and Vniuerſall Church that was  [...]fore Caluin, could. If now at his  [...]ſt Apologeticall gaſpe, he would but  [...]de an act of Hypocriſie to his Pro­  [...]ſsion, the Continuator of Acts and  [...]onuments might write his name in  [...]d letters.

Apologiſt.For my part it shall be part  [...] my continuall thankſgiuing to him in  [...]hom onlie wee can ſee light, that wee  [...]ue not ſo learned Christ, but can better  [...]ſcerne of the Lords bodie.

Cenſure.O the Saint!

Apologiſt. Vale.

Cenſure.Longum Iucunde Vale, Vale. Ah! littles Toyes! awaie awaie,  [...]ollow your Maſter. If I haue now &  [...]hen ſmiled in his companie, it was  [...]is companie drew me. Being quitt  [...]f it I returne to ſerious thoughts a­  [...]aine;
‘[Page]Et Laet longum valedico Nugis.’
Apologiſt.Hic Rhodus.

Cenſure.Mirth's.
But S.E. tould vs of another.

Apologiſt.Hic ſaltus.

Cenſure.Out of the frying pan into the fire.

Exit Magiſter.
Exit Baccalaureus.

[Page]
[Page]
[Page]



Notes
(a) Fit conuerſio totius ſubstantiae panis in ſubſtantiam cor­poris Chriſti, Conc. Trid. ſeſſ. 13. c. 4. Ex vt ſacramenti quantitas dimēſiua corporis Christi non eſt in hoc ſacramē ­to S. Tho. 3. p. q. 76 a. 4. proinde neque ea quae ſe­quuntur quantitatem. Ex vt realis concomitantiae eſt in hoc ſacramento tota quantitas dimenſiua corporis Chriſti, & omnia accidentia eius. Ibidem. vide eundem, 1. p. q 76. a. 4· ad 1.
 ↵
2 Non de nomine Quaeſtio eſt, ſed de re; ſubſtantiarum nempe diſtinctarum ordine sub iiſdem accidentibus: ſub quibus ante conſecrationem ſit natura vel ſubſtantia panis, poſt con­ſecrationem verum D. N. corpus. Celebratum eſt Lateran enſe Concilium ſaeculo 13. In ore duo [...]um vel trium teſtium ſtabit omne verbum. Matth. 18. Seculo 12. Petrus Bleſenſis Epiſt: 140. Pane & vino tranſubſtantiatis virtute verbo­rum coeleſtrum in corpus & ſanguinem Chriſti, acci­dentia, quae priús ibi fuerant, fine ſubiecto remanent & apparent. Petrus Lombard 4. d. 11 Poſt conſecrationem non eſt ibi ſubſtanitia panis vel vini; licet ſpecies rema­neant, eſt enim ibi ſpecies panis & vini, ſicut & ſapor. Vnde aliud videtur, aliud intelligitur. Seculo 11. Lanfran­cus, li. de Euchar Credimus terrenas ſubſtantias mitabi­liter operante ſupernâ potentia conuerti in eſſentiam Dominici corporis, reſeruatis ipſarum rerum ſpeciebus & quibuſdam allis qualitatibus, ne percipientes cruda & c [...]uenta horrerent. Theophilactus in cap. 26 Matt. Por­  [...]ò dicens, Hoc eſt corpus meum, oſtendit quod ipſum corpus Domini eſt panis qui ſanctificatur in altari, & non reſpondens figura; non enim dixit hoc eſt figura, ſed, hoc eſt corpus meum. ineffabili enim operatione transformatur (panis,) etiamſi nobis panis videatur: quoniam infirmi ſumus & abhorremus crudas carnes comedere, maximè hominis carnem: & ideo panis qui­dem apparet, ſed reuera caro eſt. Seculo 10. Stephanus Eduenſis de Sacram. Altar. c. 13. Oramus vt cibus homi­num fiat cibus angelorum; ſcilicet, vt oblatio panis & vini tranſſubſtantietur in corpus & ſanguinem Ieſu Chriſti, qui eſt oblatio benedicta, &c. 15. Sub vtriuſque ſpeciei particulâ ſingulâ totus eſt Chriſtus Ieſus. Ful­bertus Epiſc, Carnot. Epiſt, de Euchar. ad Adeodat. Cùm in omni re ſint erga nos ineſtimabiles diuitiae Dei, adeo vt maieſtate abſconditâ corruptibile pro nobis corpus induerit, contumelis & paſſionibus ſe ſubdiderit, quo opem ferret aſſumpto homin; quid indignum Deo iudicari poteſt qui vterum Virginis ſubijt ſi virginibus creaturis infunditur? quae licet ſimplicis naturae paulò ante praeferrent imaginem, poſtmodum coeleſtis verbi ſanctificatione inſpiratis maieſtas vera infunditur, & quae ſubſtantia panis & vini apparebat exte rius, iam corpus Chriſti & ſanguis ſit interiùs. & infra. Si Deum omnia poſſe credas, & hoc conſequitur vt credas— creaturas (poſſe) in ſui corporis ſubſtantiam transfunde­re. Seculo 9. Remigius Epiſc. Antiſid. in Pſa. 21. Panis & vi­num à Chriſtiana veritate dicuntur, non quod naturam panis & vini poſt conſecrationem in ſe retineant, niſi quantum ad ſpeciem & ſapotem & odorem. Illi enim —panis & vini materiam in ſui corporis & ſanguinis natutam transferre poſſibile eſt. Paſchaſius Corbeienſis li. de corpore Chriſti c. 1. Nullus moueatur de hoc Corpore Chriſti & ſanguine, quod in myſterio vera ſit caro, & verus ſit ſanguis; dum ſic ille voluit qui creauit. Omnia enim quaecumque voluit fecit. Et quia voluit, licet fi­gura panis & vini hic ſit, tamen omnino nihil aliud quàm caro Chriſti & ſanguis poſt conſecrationem cre­denda ſunt. Seculo 8. Damaſcenus li. 4. de fide Orthod c. 14. Quemadmodum naturaliter panis per cibum, & vinum & aqua per per potum, in comedentis & bibentis cor­pus & ſanguinem immutantur, corpuſque alterum fiunt atque à priore ipſius corpore diuerſum; ſic propoſitio­nis panis ac vinum & aqua per Spiritus S. inuocatio­nem & aduentum mirabili modo in Chriſti corpus & ſanguinem vertuntur; nec ſunt duo, ſed vnum Vene­rab. Beda Comment. in l. Boeth. de Trinit. Panis fit corpus Chriſti; tranſit enim ſubſtantia, panis, in corpus Chri­ſti; non forma, (ſpecies,) nam potius hae ſubſiſtunt— ſine ſubſtantia-Sienim hic contingat quod alibi eſt im­poſſibile, non eſt mirum: cum etiam ipſum corpus Chriſti ineffabili modo conceptum ſit. Samonas Ga [...]ae Archiepiſc. in Diſceptat. cum Achmed. Spiritus ſanctus deſcendit, & ſuperuenit in ea quae ſunt propoſita: & igne ſuae diuinitatis in corpus & ſanguinem Chriſti pa­nem & vinum commutat, non minus quàm iccur ali­mentum in corpus cuiuſdam hominis. Seculo 7. Eligius Episcopus Nouiom. Hom. 8. Vera eſt caro & verus eſt ſan­guis eius (Chriſti) quem ad manducan dum & potandum in myſterio ſumimus,— in quibus manet poſt conſe­crationem ſimilitudo panis & vini ne ſit cuidam hor­ror cruoris. Iſidorus Archiep. Hiſpal. l. 1. de Offic. cap. 18. Placuit Spi. S. per Apoſtolos vt in honote tanti Sacra­menti in Os Chriſtiani ieiuni prius Dominicum cor­pus intraret quàm caeteri cibi: & ideo per vniuerſum orbem mos iſte ſeruatur. Panis enim quem frangimus corpus Chriſti eſt qui dicit Ego ſum panis vinus qui de coelo deſcendi; Vinum autem ſanguis eius eſt. Haec au­tem duo (panis & vinum) ſunt viſibilia, ſanctificata ta­men per Spiritum S. in Sacramentum diuini corporis tranſeunt. Seculo 6. Gregorius Magnus referente Paulo Diac. in eius vita. Praeſcius conditor noſtrae infirmitatis, ea poteſtate qua cunct a fecit ex nihilo, & corpus ſibi ex carne ſemper Virginis operante Spiritu S. fabricauin panem & vinum aquâ miſtum, manente propria ſpecie in carnem & ſanguinem ſuum, ad Catholicam precem ob reparationem noſtram Spiritus ſui ſanctificatione conuertit. Remigius Archiep. Rhemen. Comm. in c. 10 prim. Corinth. Caro quam Verbum Dei patris aſſump ſit in in vtero virginali in vnitate ſuae Perſonae, & panis qui conſecratur in Eccleſia, vnum Chriſti corpus ſunt: ſicut enim illa caro Corpus Chriſti eſt, ita iſte panis tranſit in Corpus Chriſti: nec ſunt duo corpora, ſed vnum cor­pus Seculo 5. Chryſoſtomus Patriarcha Conſtantinop. de Euchar in Encaen. 6. de Poen. ed. Sau. Num vides panem, nū vinum? num ſicut reliqui cibi in ſeceſſum vadunt? Ab­ſit, Ne ſic cogires Quemadmodum enim ſi cera igni adhibita illi aſſimilatur, nihil ſubſtantiae remanet, nihil ſuper fluit: ſic & hic puta myſteria conſumi corporis  [...], ſubſtantia, Propter quod & accedentes ne pu­teris quod accipiatis diuinum corpus ex homine, ſed exipſis Seraphim forcipe ignem, quem ſc. Eſaias vidit vos accipere. Cyrillus Archiep, Alexand. Epiſt. ad Caloſyr. Influit oblatis vim vitae, conuertens ea in veritatem propriae carnis. Seculo 4. Ambroſius Archiep Mediolan. De Myſt.  [...]it. c. 9. Forté dicas aliud video, quomodo tu mihi aſſeris quod Chriſti corpus accipiam?—Probemus nō hoc eſſe quod natura formauit, ſed quod benedictio conſecrauit; maioremque vim eſſe benedictionis quam naturae, quia benedictione etiam natura ipſa mutatur. & l. 4. de Sacram. c 5. Ante verba Chriſti, calix eſt vini & aquae plenus: vbi verba Chriſti operata fuerint, ibi ſanguis efficitur qui plebem redemit. Gregorius Nyſſenus Episcopus, Orat. Catechet c 37. Verbo Dei ſanctificatum panem in Dei Verbi corpus credo tranſmutari. Et in­fra. Se per carnem inſerit omnibus credentibus, com­miſtus & contemperatus corporibus credentium, qui­bus ſubſtantia eſt ex pane & vino, vt vnione cum eo quod eſt immortale ſit etiam homo particeps incorru­ptionis. Haec autem dat virtute benedictionis, in illud (quod eſt immortale, nempe corpus ſuum) tranſelementatae eorum quae apparent natura. Cyrillus Epiſcopus Hieroſol. Ca­thecheſi 4. Aquam olim in vinum conuertit in Cana Ga­lileae, quod (vinum) cum quandam habeat cum ſan­guine propinquitatem facilè in illum tranſmutatur. & eum patum dignum exiſtimabimus cui credamus quod vinum in ſanguinem tranſmutet? & infra. Hoc ſciens & pro certiſſimo habens, panem hunc qui videtur à nobis non eſſe panem, etiamſi guſtus panem eſſe ſentiat; ſed eſſe corpus Chriſti: & vinum quod à nobis conſpicitur, tametſi ſenſui guſtus vinum eſſe videatur non tamen vinum, ſed ſanguinem eſſe Chriſti. Se­culo 3. Sermo de Coena apud Cyprianum. Panis iſte quem Dominus Diſcipulis porrigebat, non eſſigie ſed natura mutatus omni potentia Verbi factus eſt caro. & ſicut in Perſona Verbi humanitas videbatur & latebat diuinitas: ita Sacramento viſibili ineffabiliter diuina ſe infudit eſſentia. Origenes l. 8. contra Celſum. Nos qui re­rum omnium conditori placere ſtudemus, cum preci­bus & gratiarum pro beneficiis acceptis actione obla­tos panes edimus corpus iam per precationem factos ſanctum quoddam & ſanctificans. Et hom. 5. in diuerſ. Quando ſanctum  [...]bum, illudque incorruptum accipis epulum, quando pane vitae & poculo frueris, mandu­cas & bibis corpus & ſanguinem Domini, tunc Domi­nus ſub tectum tuum ingreditur. tu ergo humilian [...] temetipſum, imitare hunc Centurionem & dicito Do­mine non ſum dignus vt intres ſub tectum meum. Vbi enim indigné ingreditur, ibi ad iudicium ingreditut recipientis. Seculo 2. Tertullianus l. 4. contra Marc. c. 40. Acceptum panem & diſtributum diſcipulis corpus ſuum illum fecit, & l. de reſurrect. carn. Caro corpore & ſanguine Chriſti veſcitur. Irenaeus Epiſcopus l. 4. aduerſ Haereſ. c. 34 Qui eſt à terra panis percipiens vocationem Dei, iam non communis panis eſt, ſed Euchariſtia, ex duabus rebus conſtans, terrena & coeleſti. Seculo 1. Pau­lus Apoſtolus, pri. Corinth. 11. Ego enim accepi à Domino, quod & tradidi vobis, quoniam Dominus Ieſus in qua nocte trade batur, accepit panem, & gratias agens fre­git, & dixit, Accipite & manducate, HOC EST COR­PVS MEVM quod pro vobis tradetur.—Qui man­ducat & bibit indignè, iudicium ſibi manducat & bibit, non dijudicans CORPVS Domini. Retinuit Antiquitas  [...] Contentorum ordo ſub aſpectabili panis forma. Sub illa fuit, ante conſecrationem, vera panis natura: accepit panem. cui ſucceſsit ſub eadem forma corpus Domini verum; hoc eſt corpus quod pro vobis. A deo que ſub illa ſpecie vel aſpectabili forma, facta mutatio. Aduer­ſariorum Confeſsio. Beza, de Coena con. VVeſtphal. Hoc qui­dem ſaepe diximus, quod nunc quoque repetam, reti­neri reipſa non poſſe  [...] in his Chriſti verbis Hoc eſt corpus meum, quin tranſſubſtantiatio Papiſtica ſtatuatur. Morton. Inſtitut. Sacram. l. 2 ca. 1 pag. 72. VVhat neceſſitie there is to enquire into the true ſenſe of theſe words (This is my body) will beſt appeare in the after-examination of the diuers conſequences of your owne ſenſe, to wit, your doctrine of tranſſub­ſtantiation, corporall and materiall preſence, propi­tiatotie ſacrifice, and proper adoration: all which are dependants vpon your Romish expoſition of the for­mer words of Chriſt. The iſſue will be this, that if the words be certainlie true in a proper and litte­rall ſence, then wee are to yeild to you the whole cauſe. So he.
 ↵
(a) Quaecunque apparent aduenientia in diuerſis ſpe­cie, vt circulus in aere, ligno, lapide, haec quidem mani­feſta eſſe videntur, quoniam nihil ſubſtantiae circuli aes, neque lapis eſt, propterea quod ab eis ſeparetur. Quae verò non videntur ſeparari, nihil quidem prohibet ſi­militer his ſe habere, quemadmodum ſi circuli omnes viderentur aenei. Nihil enim minus aes eſſet ipſius for­mae. Difficile tamen eſt hoc mente auferre. Vt puta for­ma hominis ſemper in carnibus & oſſibus & talibus partibus apparet Vtrum igitur ſint etiam hae [...], partes formae & rationis? an non, ſed materia? Verùm quoniam non adueniunt etiam in al [...]us, non poſſumus ſeparare. Cum autem hoc videatur quidem contingere, quando verò, non eſt manifeſtum▪ Ariſtot. 7. Metaphyſ [...]t 37 For­mae naturales licet poſſint intelligi abſque materia, nō tamen facile, quoniam eſſe non poſſunt ſine determi­natis ac propriis materiis quarum ſunt: vt homo, licet poſſit abſtrahi ab his carnibus & his oſsibus, non tamen à carnibus & oſsibus ſimpliciter. Commentator, ibidem. Formae naturales difficilè abſtrahuntur intellectu a ſuis materiis, impoſsibile eſt enim intelligere hominem ſine carne & oſsibus. Ibidem. Non poteſt (intellectus) abſtra­here eas in imaginatione à materia. Ibidem.
 ↵
4 Materia eſt duplex, ſcilicet communis, & ſignata vel indiuidualis. Communis quidem, vt caro & os, indi­uidualis autem vt hae carnes & haec oſſa. Intellectus igi­tur abſtrahit ſpeciem rei naturalis à materia ſenſibili indiuiduali, non autem à materia ſenſibili communi. Sicut ſpeciem hominis abſtrahit ab his carnibus & his oſsibus, quae non ſunt de ratione ſpeciei ſed partes in­diuidui vt dicitur in ſeptimo Metaphyſicorum (t. 34. & 35.) & ideo ſine eis conſiderari poteſt. Sed ſpecies ho­minis non poteſt abſtrahi per intellectum à carnibus & oſſibus. Species autem mathematicae poſſunt abſtrahi per intellectum à materia ſenſibili, non ſolū indiuidual. ſed etiam communi: non tamen à materia intelligibili communi ſed ſolum indiuiduali. Materia enim ſenſibi­lis dicitur materia corporalis, ſecundum quod ſubiacet qualitatibus ſenſibilibus, ſcilicet calido & frigido, duro & molli, & huiuſmodi, Materia verò intelligibilis dici­tur ſubſtantia ſecundum quod ſubiacet quantitati. Ma­nifeſtum eſt autem quod quantitas priùs ineſt ſubſtan­tiae, quàm qualitates ſenſibiles. Vnde quantitates (vt numeri & dimenſiones, & figurae quae ſunt terminatio­nes quantitatum) poſſunt conſiderari abſque qualita­tibus ſenſibilibus; quod eſt eas abſtrahere à materia ſenſibili: non tamen poſſunt conſiderari ſine intellectu ſubſtantiae quantitati ſubiectae, quod eſſet eas abſtrahi à materia intelligibili communi. Poſſunt tamen conſi­derari ſine hac vel illa ſubſtantia, quod eſt eas abſtrahi à materia intelligibili indiuiduali. Quaedam verò ſunt quae poſſunt abſtrahi etiam à materia intelligibili com­muni, ſicut ens, vnum, potentia, & acrus, & alia huiuſ­modi; quae etiam eſſe poſſunt abſque omni materia, vt patet in ſubſtantiis immaterialibus. S. Tho. 1. p. qu. 85. a. 1. ad 2.
 ↵
b. Iuſt. Dixit ex Antiquis non nemo ſi recte memi­ni, Chriſtum ſuſcepiſſe adoptionem filiorum, numquid Haereſeos illum damnaſſes. Herm. Minimé verò. crede rem enim propterea dixiſſe quod ſuſcepetit adoptionis Sacramentum; baptiſmum puta Iuſt Poteſtne Sacramen­tum adoptionis, adoptio nuncupari? Herm Opinor: nam ſignum illius eſt. Vnde etiam Sacramentum cor­poris, corpus appellatur. Iuſt. Eri [...]igitur Sacramentū adoptionis, adoptio proptié, ſi par in eo ſit vtriuſque ratio; Sacramentum enim corporis, proprié corpus eſt. Herm. Continere fateor. at eſſe, qui probas? an fortè de toto praedicatur pars; idemque vnum horum quod al­terum eſt veré & proprié? Iuſt. Dominus ipſe Sacra­mentum corpus ſuum vocauit. Herm. Vocauit quia cō ­tinet; contentum enim demonſtrat pronomen quod eſt in operatorio Domini ſermone, formam vocas, quae ſic videtur exponenda, Hoc, nempe contentum ſub hac panis forma viſibili, eſt corpus meum: at non proptereà Sacramentum corpus ſuum vocauit quod omne ſit corpus verè & proprié. quod en im ſacramentum tan­tùm, vel quam conſpicis figur [...] panis, non eſt proprié corpus hominis. Nec de toto compoſito (quod ex cor­pore ſigno que ſiue ſpecie) pars affirmatur. Iuſt. Negas igitur panem corpus eſſe proptié, panem inquam cō ­ſecratum? Herm. Panem cui proximè competit Sacra­menti ratio, nego proprié corpus eſſe: fateor tamen continere corpus, Chriſti inquam: quod cum ſit inuiſi­bile, non totum Sacramentum eſt. Apertius, & more tuo. Vox panis, pro compoſito ſupponi poteſt: vel pro ſpecie; vel pro contento. Sumendo pro contento, verum eſt quod a [...]s; id enim Dominus Ieſus diſertè affi [...]mauit dicens, hoc est corpus meum quod pro vobis tradetur, Apo­ſtolo teſte, 1. Cor. 11. panis quem ego dabo cato mea est. Ioa. 6 ſumendo pro ſpecie, fateris ipſe non eſſe verum, proprié. & hae quidem velutï partes totius compoſiti, pro quo ſi nomen ſumatur (ſunt autem voces earum quae ſunt in anima paſsionum notae) neutram poteris de illo partem propriè & ſeorſum affirmare. Iuſt. Id quidem verum, de toto partem non affirmar [...] propriè, diſtin­guuntur enim. Ex Aduerſarijs M. Faunouallenſis 3. p. 75. paragraphe 3 See the Confeſſion of Berengarius, aboue pag. 328. Profiteor panem poſt conſecrationem non ſolum Sacramentum ſed etiam verum corpus Chriſti eſſe The teſtimonie of Lanfranc. pag. 337. Sententia quae e­nunciat, panis & vinum altaris ſolummodo ſunt verum Chriſti corpus & ſanguis, nullius hominum eſt The words of the Canon, pag. 405. Duobus conſtare, viſibili elementorum ſpecie, & inuiſibili carne — S. Irenaent pag. 330. Euchariſtia duabus rebus conſtans, terrena & coeleſti. De ſolo vero Corpore non eſt verum quod conſtet iſtis duobus: quod non ſolum &c, vt in Confeſſ [...] ſed neque de ſpeciebus ſolis. Dico Species conſecratas eſſe Euchari­ſtiae Sacramentum, ſeu ad illius conſtitutionem intrin­ſecé & eſſentialiter pertinere. Suarez 3 p. t, 3. Diſp. 42. ſect 1. Dicendum eſt Euchariſtiam non eſſe ſolas ſpecies Sacramentales, ſed compoſitum ex corpore & ſpecie­bus, ſeu corpus Domini ſub ſpecie bus contentum: at­que ade O corpus & ſanguinem Chriſti intrinſecè & in recto pertinere ad conſtitutionem huius Sacramenti, Idem, Sect. 3. vbi pro hac ſententia citat S Tho, Bonan. Caiet. alioſque Obſerue alſo that it is one thing to interprete fauourablie an obſcure ſpeach (as that of our Sauiours adoption,) in behalf of him that knewe no Church-decree ſpeaking of it; and this before the learned; pro­ducing withall like ſpeaches that haue to their knowledge a good and true ſence, (though ſimilies hold not in all points, he that compares you with a lion meanes not to ſaie you are a beaſt or irrational though that be eſſent [...]all to him, & abſtrahentium Ph [...]loſophers tells vs non eſt mendacium,) and another thing, to cate­chize the common people, or teach ones owne tenet. Laſtly note that it is one thing to ſaie ſignum continet, illud cuius eſt ſignum, and another thing to ſaie that ex ratione ſigni hoc habet, & forget not that in names  [...]he­  [...]e is analogie. Vide Ariſtotelem in Praed. de relatione Dom. & Catet. de ſignificatione nominis concreti,
 ↵
6 Solemne ost iſtis nebulonibus (ſo the modeſt man calls the Catholike Deuines) quicquid in Patribus vitioſum eſt corradere, &c. cum ergo obijciunt locum Malachiae de Miſſae Sacrificio ab Irenaeo exponi, oblationem quoque Melchiſedech ſic tractari ab Athanaſio, Ambroſio, Au­guſtino, Arnobio, breuiter reſponſum ſit eoſdem illos Scriptores alibi quoque panem interpretari corpus Chriſti; ſed ita ridiculè vt diſſentire nos cogat ratio &c. Caluin. l. de vera Eccleſ. Reform. p. 389.
 ↵
7 Alia ſunt in loco ſecundum potentiam, alia verò ſe­cundum actum. Vnde, cùm continuum quidem ſit quod eſt ſimilium partium, ſecundum potentiam in loco partes ſunt; cum vero ſeparata ſint quidem tan­gunt autem ſe, ſicut collectio; ſecundum actum ſunt. Et alia quidem per ſe ſunt, vt omne corpus, aut ſecun­dum loci mutationem, aut ſecundum augmentum mo­bile, alicubi perſe exiſtit: coelum autem, ſicut dictum eſt, non eſt alicubi totum, neque in quopiam loco. ſi quidem nullum ipſum continet corpus: ſecundum au­tem quod mouetur, ſic & locus eſt partibus; altera enim alteri adhaerens partium eſt. Alia verò ſecundum acci­dens, ſicut anima, & coelum, partes enim in loco quo­dammodo omnes ſunt: in eo enim quod circulariter ſunt, continet alia aliam; vnde mouetur circulariter ſolum quod ſurſum eſt. Omne autem, non alicubi eſt: quod enim alicubi eſt, ipſum aliquid eſt, & adhuc aliud quiddam oportet eſſe extra hoc, in quo quidem conti­netur: extra autem omne & totum nihil eſt. Aristot 4. Phyſ. t. 45 Terra quidam in aqua, haec in aëre, hic verò in aethere, & hic verò in coelo; coelum autem non am­plius in alio eſt. Ibidem, t. ſeq. Simul autem manifeſtum eſt quod neque locus, neque vacuum, neque tempu [...] eſt extra coelum.— Quapropter neque quae illic ſunt, nata ſunt in loco eſſe, neque tempus ipſa facit ſeneſce­re, neque vlla tranſmutatio vllius eorum eſt quae ſuper extima diſpoſita ſunt latione; ſed inalterabilia, & im­paſſibilia, optimam habentia vitam, & per ſe ſufficien­tiſſimam, perſeuerant toto aeuo. Lib. 1. de Coelo. t. 99. & 100. Huiuſmodi ſubſtantiae (ſeparatae) dicuntur (a Phi­loſopho,) eſſe ibi, id eſt, extra coelum, non ſicut in loco, ſed ſicut non contenta nec incluſa ſub continentia cor­poralium rerum. ſed totam corporalem naturam exce­dentia. S. Tho. Ibidem Vide eundem in 1. d. 37. q 3. a. 1. ad 4. Non reputo inconueniens quod Angelus ſine loco poſſit eſſe, &c. De quo plura Caietanus, Nazarius, a­lijque.
 ↵
a. Iſtae propoſitiones, Ego tacco, Nihil dico, &c. non ſolum ex intentione proferentis, ſed ex rigore ſermonis ſunt verae: ergo non ſignificant niſi pro mo­mento terminatiuo nam dum proferuntur falſae ſunt. Soto in 4. d. 11. q 1. a. 5. Verbum eſt, non ſolum ex virtute intentionis proferentis, ſed ex vi ſignificationis non ſi­gnificat perfectam rerum compoſitionem vſque ad completam prolationem. Ibidem, Nomen & pronomen ſe­cundum Grammaticos non conſignificat tempus, ſed Verbo id competit; quare demonstratio per ſe prono­minis abſtrahit à tempore; ſcilicet & quo profertur pronomen, & quo terminatur totius orationis pro­latio. quare vtramque ſubſtantiam ſignificat, pro qua item poſſet ſupponere. At quia verbum, vt dictum eſt, conſignificat tempus terminatiuum orationis, virtu­te eiuſdem verbi trahitur ſuppoſitio pronominis ad cor­pus, Ibidem ex Richardo.
 ↵
f. Vnum quodque maximè tunc eſt perfectum cùm propriam virtutem eſt conſecutum; & maximé ſecun­dum naturam: ſicut circulus tunc maximè ſecundum naturam eſt, quando maximè circulus eſt. Ariſt. 7. Phyſ.  [...]. 18. Yet is Irenaeus for Tradition verie full, l. 3. ad­uerſ. Haereſ. c 3 Maximae & antiquiſſimae & omnibus co­gnitae, à glorioſiſſimis duobus Apoſtolis Petro & Pau­lo Romae fundatae Eccleſiae, eam quam habet ab Apo­ſtolis traditionem & annunciatam hominibus fidem per ſucceſſiones Epiſcoporum peruenientem ad nos, indican­tes, confundimus omnes eos qui quoquo modo vel per vanam gloriam vel per coecitatem & malam ſen­tentiam, praeterquam oportet colligunt. Ad hanc enim Eccleſiam propter pot [...]ntiorem pr [...]ncipalitatem neceſſe eſt omnem conuenire Eccleſiam, hoc eſt,  [...]os qui ſunt vndique fideles, in qua ſemper ab his qui ſunt vndique conſeruata eſt ea quae eſt ab Apoſtolis traditio. And in the next chapter, Quid antem ſi neque Apoſtoli quidem Scripturas reliquiſſent nobis, nonne oportebat o [...]d [...]nem ſequi traditionis, quam tradideruntiis quibus commit­tebant Eccleſias; cui ordinationi aſſentiunt multae gentes Barbarorum eorum qui in Chriſtum credunt ſine charactere vel atramento ſcriptam habentes per Spiri­tum in cordibus ſalutem, & veterem traditionem diligen­ter cuſtodientes, &c By the way obſerue what he thought of the Vniuerſalitie of Iuriſdiction which the Church of Rome hath Neceſſe eſt omnem Eccleſiā, &c. and his rea­ſon, propter potentiorem principalitatem· The words of Euſebius if they be well lookt into, import the ſame, ne à corpore Vniuerſae Chriſti Eccléſiae penitus amputet. vt ſupra,
 ↵
g. Accipiens panem, ſuum corpus confitebatur? (how? the Euangelist declares, Ieſus tooke bread, and bleſſed i [...] &c and ſaid, take, eate, This is my bodie. Mat. 26.) & temperamentum calicis ſui ſanguinem confirmauit. (this is my blood of the new teſtament; which is shed for many vnto remiſſion of ſinnes. Ibi [...]em)  [...]. Iraen li. 4. c. 57. Our Sauiours words, the words of conſecration were practicall, and did inferre what they ſignifie; as you ſee by Antiquitie confeſſed, Suprà, pag. 479 & ſeq. where this Father is alſo amongſt the reſt. And that he did vnto he change require omnipotencie as principall, you may know by his owne wordes alſo, li. 4. c. 34. Quomodo conſtabit  [...]is (he ſpeakes of Here­ticks who denied our Sauiour to be omnipotent,) eum p [...]nem in quo gratiae actae ſunt, eſſe corpus Domini ſui & calicem ſanguinis eius, ſi non ipſum Fabricatoris mundi filium dicant, id eſt Verbum eius, per quod lig­num fructificat, &c.
 ↵
h Artes magicas operantur & ipſi (Carpocratiani) & incantationes, philtra quoque &  [...]h [...]titeſi [...] &c di­centes ſe poreſtatem habere  [...]d d [...]m [...]ādum iam prin­cipibus & fabricatoribus mundi huius. S.  [...]ren lib. 1 c. 24 Gnoſticos autem ſe vocant, etiam imagines quaſ­dam quidem depictas, quaſdam autem & de reliqua materia fabricatas habent, dicentes formam Chriſti factam à Pilato illo tempore quo f [...]i Ieſus cum homi­nibus; & has co [...]onant & proponunt eas cum ima­ginibus mundi Philoſophorum, videlicet cum i­maginibus Pythagorae, & Platonis & Ariſtotelis & reliquorum; & reliquam obſeruationem circa eas, fi­militer vt Gentes, faciunt. Ibidem.
 ↵
i. Vtuntur & (qui ſunt à Baſilide) imaginibus & in­cantationibus, & reliqua vniuerſa pa [...]erga: nomina quoque quaedam affingentes quaſi Angelorum annun­ciant; hos quidem eſſe in primo coelo, hos autem in ſe­cundo, & deinceps nituntur 365. ementitorum coelo­rum & nomina & principia & Angelos & virtutes ex­ponere, S. Iren l. 1. c. 23. The Church did not thus: yet she honoured the good Spirits: as by one of the ſame Age, S. Iusti­ne whō you cited as a Proteſtant you may knowe, He ſpeakes in the name of Irenaeus and Polycarp and the whole Church of that time; Sed & illum (Deum Patrem,) & eius Filium qui venit noſque haec docuit, & aliorum ſequen­tium, ſimiliumque bonorum Angelorum, exercitum & Spiritum Propheticum  [...] colimus atque adoramus, verboque & re ſeu veritate veneramur: idque omnibus qui diſcere volunt, vt docti inſtitutique ſumus, copiosè tradimus. A­pológ. 2. ad Anton.
 ↵
l. The Scriptures themſelues were not fullie recea­ued in all places, no not in Euſebius his time. He ſaith the Epiſtles of Iames, of Iude, the ſecond of Peeter the ſecond and third of Iohn, are contradicted The Church of Syria did not receaue the ſecond Epiſtle of of Peeter, nor the ſecond and third of Iohn, nor the Epiſtle of Iude, nor the Apocalyps. The like might be ſaid of the Churches of Arabia. VVill you hence conclude that thoſe parts of Scripture were not Apo­ſtolike, or that wee need not receaue them, becauſe they were formerly doubted of? Bilſon in his Suruey, pag. 664. See Couel againſt Burg. 87. & ſeqq. Tbe Protest. Apol tract. 2. c. 2 ſect. 10. ſubd 2.
 ↵
k Simon dicebat ſecundum ipſius gratiam ſaluari ho­mines, ſed non ſecundum operas iuſtas. S. Iren. l. 1. c 20.
 ↵
† Vinum benedixit cum dixit, Accipite &c. l. 2. Pae­dag. c. 2. Sanguis vitis, verbum, quod pro multis effun­ditur in remiſſionem peccatorum, ſanctum laetitiae fluentum allegori [...] ſignificat. Ibidem.
 ↵
m. The ſame would Elfrick ſaie (touching the other kind) when he tells you, there is much difference betwixt the bodie Chriſt ſuffered in, and the bodie that is hallowed to how ſell. That which the Prieſt conſecrateth, and that which our Sauiour tooke, was bread: and there is great difference betwixt bread and a mans bodie. But after conſecration, he tells you: In that holy houſell there is one thing in it ſeene, and another (not ſeene, but) vn­derſtood: that which is there ſeene, hath bodilie shape; and that wee do there vnderſtand, hath ghostlie might. The houſell is dealed into ſundrie parts, chewed betweene teeth, and ſent into the bellie. Howbeit neuertheleſſe, after ghostlie might, it is all in euerie part. See aboue, pag. 330. the teſti­monie of Stephanus Eduenſis about whoſe time this Elfrick is by the Proteſtants ſaid to haue liued; and of Lanfranck Archbishop of Canturburie, who liued ſoone after: and tells what was the beleefe of England and of the world, in this point, at that time. vt vere dici poſsit & ipſum corpus quod de Virgine ſumptum eſt nos ſu­mere, & non ipſum: ipſum quidem quantum ad eſſentiam &c. hanc fidem tenuit a priſcis temporibus, & nunc tenet Eccleſia quae per totum orbem &c. Suprà pag. 331.
 ↵
n. Relatiue honour, in due circumſtances, he denies not. Put of thy shoes, for the place wheron thou ſtandeſt is holie ground. Exod. 3, The Iſraelites were commaunded to bow before the Arck, which had in it two Cheru­bins made of gold. Adore his footeſtoole becauſe it is ho­lie. Pſalme 98 And they did ſo: Venerabantur quondam Iu­daei Sancta Sanctorum, quia erant ibi Cherubim, propitia­torium, &c S. Hieron. Epiſt. ad Marcell. Marke that Quia. The Prophets, their directors, knew the meaning of Adorate ſcabellum, and Non facies tibi ſculptile, better, I trowe, then Iohn Caluin.
 As for Clemens Alex. the learned know that his diſcourſe in the booke obiected is againſt the Pagan Idolatrie. Cur o ſtolid [...] (he ſpeakes to the Heathens) & inanium rerum dediti cogitationi, coeleſtem locum maledictis inceſſentes, pietatem ac religionem in ſo­  [...]m detraxiſtis? Terreſtres Deos (Mercurium, Iouem, &c.) vobis fingentes, & haec g [...]nita ante Deum ingeni­  [...]um. perſequentes, in profundiorem incidiſtis caliginē. Pulcher eſt lapis Parius, ſed nondum eſt Neptunus. Pulchrum eſt ebur, ſed nondum eſt Olympius. Materia ſemper arte indiget. Deus autem nullius indigus. Cle­  [...]ens Alex. in Protrept. ſiue Orat. adhort. ad Gentes. Ego  [...]utem terram (thoſe Idols, made of gold or other pre­  [...]ious matter, were originallie of earth: and therefore  [...]e calls them ſo,) calcare didici non adorare: non enim  [...]hi fas vnquā rebus inanimatis credere ſpes animae. Ibidem. Mercurium tanquam ianitorem &c. ſi tanquam  [...]nſenſibiles eos iniuria afficiunt, cur adorant vt Deos? Romani autē qui res maximas & praeclarè geſtas For­  [...]onae attribuunt, & eam eſſe Deam maximam exiſti­  [...]ant, poſuerunt eam in ſterquilinio: dignum Deae templum, ſeceſſum tribuentes. Ibidem.
  [...]pridius whoſe words are vſed to proue Chriſtiā Chur­ches had no pictures in thē, ſpeakes of Idols. Alexander  [...]mperator Chriſto templum facere voluit, eumque in­ter Deos recipere: quod & Adrianus cogitaſſé fertur, qui templa in omnibus ciuitatibus ſine ſimulachris iuſ­  [...]etat fieri, quae hodie id circo quia non habent Numina, dicuntur Adriani, &c. Lamprid.  [...] Alexand,

 ↵
† In the firſt Age▪ he names Chriſt and his Apoſtles; which is a begging of the Queſtion. Vide Collationem doct Cathol. a [...] Proteſt. cum, expreſsis S. Scripturae verbis. Pa­riſiiis anno. 1622.
 Adding two more: S Denis, citing his book, ex qu [...] Pontificij m [...]lle petunt teſtimonia, ſaies Cook and S Igna­tius, in whoſe few Epiſtles be many teſtimonies a­gainſt Proteſtants; whereof  [...]ome haue beene obiected to Featlie vpon the like Challeng, by D. VVeſton.

 ↵
b S. Ambroſ. lib. de Sacramentis. VVhere alſo he doth expound▪ the Maſſe. S. Aug. Conc. 1. in Pſal 33 Nondum erat Sacrificium Corporis & Sanguinis Domini, quod Fideles norunt, & qui Euangelium legerunt: quod Sacrificium nunc diffuſum eſt  [...]oto  [...]e terrarum. And his Mother to vvent to Maſſe. l 9. Conf. c. 13. S▪ Baſil Homil. 19. Et in Liturg. S. Cyrill. Catecheſ. Miſt. 5. VVhere h [...] doth likevviſe expound the Maſſe. S. Grego. Hom. 1. de Reſurrec [...] Non expectat Pilati iudicium, ſed per ineffabilem & arcanum S. crificij modū ſua diſpoſitionè & adminiſtratione praeoccupat impetu [...] violentum, ac ſeſe in oblationem & victimam offert pro nobis S [...] cerdos ſimul & Agnus Dei. Quando hoc accidit? cum ſuum corp [...] ad edendum, & ſanguinem ſuum familiaribus ad bibendum pr [...] buit. Cuilibet enim perſpicuum eſt, quod oue veſci homo non poſſ [...] niſi comeſtionem mactatio praeceſſerit: cum igitur dedit diſcipul [...] ſuis corpus ad comedendum, aperte demonſtrauit iam fuiſſe perfec [...] & abſolutam immolationem. It is not Mortons obiectiue tantu [...] non ſubiectiue, that he beleeued. S. Leo Serm. 7. de Paſſ. S. Chr [...] ſost. li. 3. & 6. de Sacerdot. & Hom. 17. in Epiſt. ad Hebr [...] Id ipſ [...] ſemper offerimus &c. Vnus vbique eſt Chriſtus, & hic plenus ex­ſtens, & illic plenus, vnum corpus. Et in Liturg. Conc. Niceu. Act. & can. 14. Conc. Epheſ. in Cyrilli Anathem. The vvords a [...] cited aboue, pag. 350. and they deſtroie Mortons euaſion  [...] obiectiue tantum: ſo doth all that hath hetherto beene ſa [...] of the reall preſence. Conc. Chalc. act. 3. in dam. Dioſc.
 The like is eaſilie shovvne of the reſt of thoſe he names,  [...] S. Ierom. Aduers Virgil. c. 3. & Epiſt 150. ad Hedib. q. 2. S. Hilar, 3. ad Const. S. Epiphanius. Haereſi 55. & Epiſt. ad Ioh. Hier. Optat [...] Il. 6 de Schiſ Donat. S. Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. 3 4. & 5. S. Athana [...] vvho vvas as the Councell of Nice, can. 14. S. Cyprian. l. 1. Epi [...] 19. & l 2. Epiſt. 3. VVhereunto adde the Sermon de Coena. S. I [...] ſtin. Mart. Dialo. cum Triphone. S. Irenaeus li. 4. c. 32. Calicem q [...] ex ea creatura quae eſt ſecundum nos, ſuum ſanguinem (Ieſus) co [...] feſsus est, (Hic eſt ſanguis meus noui teſtamenti qui pro mult [...] effundetur in remiſsionem peccatorum, Matt 26.) & noui teſt [...] menti Nouam docuit oblationem, quam Eccleſia ab Apoſtolis ac [...] piens, in vniuerſo mundo offer [...] Deo.

 ↵
c. S. Aug. li. de cura pro mortuis. c. 1. In Machabaeoru [...] libr [...]s legimus oblatum pro mortuis Sacrificium: sed etſi nuquam in Scripturis veteribus legeretur, non parua eſt Vni­  [...]erſae Eccleſiae quae in hac conſuetudine claret Authoritas;  [...]bi inprecibus Sacerdotis quae Domino Deo ad Altare fun­  [...]ntur, locum suum habet etiam commemoratio mortuorum,  [...] cap. 4. Non ſunt praetermittendae ſupplicationes pro  [...]piritibus mortuorum, &c. and l 9. Confeſſ. c 13 he  [...]e particularlie commends his dead mother to the prayers of Prieſts, meminerint ad altare tuū &c. S Chry­ſoſt. Hom. 41 in 1. Cor. & Hom. 3. in Epiſt. ad Phil. Non fru­  [...]ra haec ab Apoſtolis ſunt legibus conſtituta, vt in Ve­  [...]erandis inquam atque horrificis myſteriis, memoria eorum fiat qui deceſſerunt, nouerant hinc [...] multum ad  [...]llos lucri accedere, multum vtilitatis Epiphan. Haereſ.  [...]5 Dicebat Aerius, qua ratione poſt mortem nomina­  [...]is nomina mortuorum? &c. quis autem mag [...]s de his  [...]ouit, hicne ſeductus homo qui etiam nunc ſupereſt,  [...]ut qui ante nos fuerunt, habentes ante nos traditio­nem in Eccleſia, qu [...]que etiam a Patribus fuis traditum  [...]acceperunt, quēadmodum etiā hi à ſuis Patribus qui an­te ipſos fuerūt, &c. Proſunt & praeces quae pro ipſis fiūt etiam ſi totam culpam non abſcindant. VVhere he tea­cheth againſt Aerius the Heretick, that this i [...] a Tradi­tion in the Church receaued a Patribus. See the Colla­tion l 2. c. 23. S. Cyrill, Hier. Catech. Myst. 5. Pro omnibus oramus qui ante nos vita functi ſunt, maximum cre­dentes animarum iuuamen pro quibus offertu [...] obſe­cratio ſancti illius & tremendi quod ante nos poſitum eſt Sacrificij See more concerning the antiqu [...]tie of this cuſtome, in S. Iohn Damaſcens Oration, Quod de­ſuncti Miſsis iuuentur,
 ↵
d. S. Ireneaeus l. 3. c 3. neceſſe eſt propter potentiorem princi­palitatem his words are cited aboue pag 544. S. Hiero. Epiſt. ad Damaſ. Cathedrae Petri communione conſocior, ſuper illam petram aedificatam Eccleſiam scio. S. Aug. Epiſt. 162. Romanae Eccleſiae in qua semper viguit Apoſtolica [...] Cathedrae principatus. Optat. li. 2. adu. Parm. Leo magnus [...] Epiſt. 84. ad vnā Petri Sedem Vniuersalis Eccleſiae cura con­flueret. Concil. Chalced. Relat. ad Leonem, ſicut nos Capi­ti membra ſic summitas tua filijs. S. Greg. in Pſal. 5. Poenit. Caput omnium Eccleſiarum Romanam Eccleſiam. Vide Coccium in Theſau. Tom. 1. l. 7. a. 6.
 ↵
e. The Liturgie which was vſed by S. Ambroſe, is yet extant. and ſo are the Liturgies alſo of S. Baſil, and S. Chryſoſtome. Vide S. Ambroſ. Epiſt. 33 ad Marcellin. for. Proclum de tradit. diu. Liturgiae Petr. Diac. ad Fulg. c 8. Syn. Trull. can. 32. circa quem canonem vide Suare­zium diſp. 75, ſec. 1, In the Liturgies, names, haue beene added. See Perron, pag. 817.
 ↵
c. In Ioan. tract. 36, de conſ. Euang. l. 1. c. 10. de Tri­nit. l 3. c. 10. Doct. Chriſt. l. 3. c. 9 Epiſt. 103.
 ↵
d. Li. 2 con Petil. c 104. l. 2. con. Ep Pa [...]m. c. 13. de bo­no coniugij c. 24.
 ↵
e. Epiſt 162. Conc. 1 in Pſal. 33. l 9. Conf. c. 13. l. 2. con. Adu. leg. c. 9.
 ↵
f. Con. Epiſt. Fund. c. 5. de doct. Chriſt. l. 2. c. 8.
 ↵
a. Li. ad Eugen. de conſid. c. 8.
 ↵
b. Epiſt. 84. ad Anaſt. & Serm 3. de anniuerſ. aſſumpt.
 ↵
c. Lib. 4. de fide orthod c. 12. & 17.
 ↵
d. In 4. Sent. diſt. 45. qu 1. & q. 4. a. 1.
 ↵
e. S. Athan. l. de decret. Syn. Nicen. S. Hier. adu Ruff. Syn. 7. act 5.
 ↵
f. Hieron. de Script. Eccleſ.
 ↵
g. Birck. pag. 157
 S. Thom. In his Theologicall Summe: and in his Com­mentarie vpon the bookes of Sentences.

 ↵
b. VVickleff· apud VValdenſ. tomo 1. l. 2. c 8, & 9 Hus in Conc Conſt. ſeſſ. 15. Praeſciti non ſunt partes Eccle­ſiae, cum nulla pars eius ab ea finaliter excidet, eo quod prae ieſt in [...]tionis charitas quae ipſam ligat non excidit. See the Proteſt Apol. tract 2 c. 2. ſect. 4 & 5. and ſect. 3  [...]t is confeſſed alſo of the VValdenſes, that they h [...]d Neither Prieſt nor ciuil magiſtrate being guiltie of mortall ſinne, enioy their dignitie or are to be obaid.
 ↵
c. Habeant filij Dei omne peecatum mortale eſſe, quia &c. Calu. l. 2. Inſt. c 8.  [...]. 59 VVickleff. apud VVald [...] to. 2, de Sacram. c. 54 & ſeqq Lutherus vero in def. a [...] 32. dixit omne opus hominis iuſti eſſe peccatum, ex natura ſua mortale. See Abbots, and whittak.
 ↵
d. Cont Artic Louan. theſ [...] 27.
 ↵
e. Ne ſi fort eſuas repetitum venerit olim Grex auium plumas moueat cornicula riſum Fu [...]tinis nu [...]  [...]data coloribus.
 ↵
38 Perdix nimis contentioſum animal, notum eſt quāta auiditare ipſius contentionis currat in laqueum. Non enim diſputare amant Haeretici, ſed quoquo modo ſuperare impudentiſſima peruicacia, vt congregent quae non pepererunt. Chriſtianos enim, quos maximè Chriſti nomine ſeducunt, iam per ipſius Chriſti Euan­gelium natos inueniunt, & faciunt illos diuitias ſuas non ſanè cum iudicio, ſed cum temeritate▪ inconſide­rata, Non enim intelligunt ibi eſſe veram & ſalubrem, & quodammodo germanam atque radicalem Christia­nam Societatem, vnde iſtos ſeparauerunt, quos ad ſuas diuit [...]as congregauerunt. S Auguſtin. lib. 13. contr. Fauſt. cap. 12. Et tanquam ille quem cate­ch [...]zamus quaerere [...] & diceret, Quo ergo ſigno manifeſto, adhuc paruulus & nondum vaiens liquidam diſcernere à tot erroribus veritatem; quo manifeſto indicio tenebo Eccleſiam Chriſti in quem iam credere tanta rerum antea praedictarum manifestatione compellor? Sequi [...]ur idem Prophe­ta, & tanquam motus animi eius ordinatiſſimè excipiens, docet eum, Eccleſiam Chriſti ipſam eſſe praedictam quae omnibus emine [...] & apparet. Ipſa enim eſt ſedes gloriae de qua dicit Apoſto­lus, Templum Dei Sanctum eſt quod eſtis vos. vnde iſte dicit, Sedes autem gloriae exaltata eſt, ſanctificatio noſtra. Propter hos enim motus par­uulorum qui poſſunt ſeduci ab hominibus à mani­f [...]ſtatione claritatis Eccleſiae, Dominus quoque pro­uidens a [...]t, Non poteſt ciuitas abſcondi ſupra mon­tem conſtituta; quia vbiquo ſedes gloriae exaltata eſt ſanctificatio noſtra, vt non audiantur illi qui ad ſciſſuras traducunt dicentes, Ecce hic eſt Chriſtus, ecce illic. Partes enim oſtendunt dicentes, ecce hic, ecce illic: cúm illa ciuitas ſuper montem ſit; quem montem, niſi  [...]um qui ſecundum Prophetiam Danielis ex paruulo lapide creuit, & factus eſt mons mag­nus, ita vt Impleret vniuerſam terram? Ibidem cap. 13.
 Staie. I had forgot a fine Argument. The Huſſites held Scripture Ergo they were Proteſtants. The Ari­ans held Scripture, Ergo they were Proteſtants. Thus you may proue a Lutheran to be a Caluiniſt: and he by turning it will proue you to be a Lutheran. an Arian by it will proue you to be an Arian, and euerie Here­tick include your (if the Argument hold) within his Sect▪ and communion And if you plead that you con­tradict the Church of Rome; ſo did they.

 ↵
a. The Hereſie of Neſtorius is recorded by S. Auguſtine S. Dama [...]cen, Vincent. Lirinenſis, Theodoret, &c.
 ↵
b. And againe in the Councell of Chalc. act. 5.
 ↵
c. Their Errours be recorded, by Photius, Nice­phorus, Prateolus, Baronius, Iacobus Vitriacus, and Miraeus.
 ↵
d. By the ſame authors. Dicunt (Armeni) carnem Chriſti in diuinitatem eſſe conuerſam, &c. Euthymius in Panoplia p. 2. t 20.
 ↵
e. By Co ignus de rebus Abaſſinorum.
 ↵
f. By Damaſc. de Haereſ. & Baronius, ad annū 452.
 ↵
g. Conc. Chalc. act, 5. Nam & in duos filios diſp [...]nſa­tionis tentantibus diuidere ſacramentum, reſiſtit ho­ſtiliter, & eos qui paſſibilis audent diuinitatis vnigeni­tum dicere, collegio ſacerdotali detrudit, & confuſio­nem ſiue commixtionem in duabus Chriſti naturis excogitantibus reluctatur, & coeleſtem vel alterius cu­iuſdam ſubſtanriae eſſe quam de nobis aſſumpſit ſibi formam ſeruilem, delirantes, extermi [...]at: necnon & eos qui duas quidem ante vnitionem vnam vero poſt vnitionem, naturas in Chriſto fabuloſe confingunt, a­nathematizare non ceſſat. &c. Concilium ibidem, de Leonis Epiſtola ad Flauian.
 ↵
h Cenſura Eccleſiae Orientalis. And in Coccius and Gual­terius, you may ſee their frequent teſtimonies; and of the Affricans, and Aſians alſo, againſt you.
 ↵
i. By S. Aug. S. Epiphan. Pratel. Gualter. &c,
 ↵
k. By the Authors aboue cited, it is manifeſt. The Neſtorians held againſt the Councell of Epheſus, and refuſed it. And the Iacobites, Armenians, Abaſsins▪ and Aegyptians, all ſpotted with Eutichianiſme, refuſed that of Chalcedon.
 ↵
l. Euticheans and Neſtorians were condemned by the Catholike and Vniuerſall Church.
 ↵
m. Iacobites, Nestorians, Abaſsins, Ruſsits, Greeks, and Armenians, haue made ouertures of returning into Communion with the See of Rome. The particulars are in Miraeus lib 1. c 18.
 ↵
n. The Graecians, Armenians, and Indians were vnited to the Church in the Councell of Florence. Acta Conc. Flor. in Decret. Eug. Platina, Chalcondas, Aemilius. Vnder the name of Indians are the Abaſſins, and Aegy­ptians. Prat. Gord. Vide Sand. Monarc. an. 1432. pag 556.
 ↵
o. The demaund is of Proteſtants in all ages: men; whole Churches; or, one Church; and you muſt not forge your Euidence.
 ↵
p. Galat. 5.
 ↵
q. Tit. 3.
 ↵
r. Matth. 20.
 ↵
ſ. S. Aug. Epiſt. 152. hoc ſolo ſcelere.
 ↵
c. De authore & Eſſentia Proteſtanticae Eccleſiae & Religionis Auth. R.S. Pariſiis anno 1619.
 ↵
d. Featlie in the Conference, pag 14.
 ↵
e. The Conference of the Catholike and Protestant Do­ctrine with the expreſſe words of holie Scripture. by R.S.D D. and extant now in English. See al o the Anchor o [...] Chriſtian faith, by D. VVorthinghton.
 ↵
f. Suprà, pag. 293,
 ↵
g. I charg you as you will anſwer it before Chriſ [...] —anſwe [...] now, VVhether you beleeue that Chriſt & his Apoſtles t [...]ught our faith or yours. Featlie Relat [...] pag. 29.
 ↵
h. Becanus le Circulo Caluiniſtilo.
 Forme is not in matter, if the diſpoſition faile: or, if the prime cauſe doth not concurre.

 ↵
i. S Aug con Epiſt, Fundam. c. 5.
 In locum traditoris Chriſti qui ſucceſſerit, in Apo­ſtolorum actibus legimus; cui libro neceſſe eſt me credere, ſi credo Euangelio: quoniam vtramque ſcrip­tutam ſimiliter mihi Catholica commendat Authoritas. Ibidem. Vide eundem li. 2 de Doct. Chriſtiana. c 8.

 ↵
† Apocalypſi non crederem, niſi me Catholicae Eccle­ſiae eommoueret authoritas. Infantes baptizari poſſe [...] & debere non crederem niſi me Cath. Eccl. commo­uere [...] authoritas. Baptizatos ab Haereticis, non eſſe rebaptizandos non crederem niſi me C. Eccl. com. au­thoritas. Are you moued without it?
 ↵
k. A man cannot be without au [...]nal, becauſe it is wi­thin his eſſence. The ſubiect is not ſo within the eſſence of an ac [...]iden [...]. Some things are defined, ſimpliciter: ſome, per additamentum. See Ariſt. in 7. Met. c. 3. & ibi­dem S Tho.
 ↵
66 The efficient doth agere by it's forme; and is moued to, but in another kind by the finis: whereupon there might be found a reaſon to extend the word motion to their cauſalitie. But to call the cauſalitie of matter by that name, or by the name of a Phyſicall action (Gram­maticalis, makes not to this purpoſe, the Diſputant neuer meāt it knowing it to be impertinēt) is a mee­re abuſe of words. Materia non eſt principium actionis ſed ſe habet vt ſubiectum recipiens actionis effectum. Finis vero & Agens & Forma, ſe habent vt actionis principium, ſed ordine quodam. Nam primum quidem principium actionis est Finis qui mouet agentem. Secundo verò Agent. Tertio au­tem Forma eius, quod ab agente applicatur ad agendum. Quam [...]os & ipſum agens performam ſuam agat, vt patet in artificialibus. Artiſex enim mouetur ad agendum a Fine, & C.S. Tho. 1. p q 105. a. 5.
 ↵
a. Proteſtants Apologie. At their names in the Index you haue direction to the places. See alſo Luthers life &c. with a further diſcourſe touching Melancthon, B [...]cer, Beza, &c. By the ſame Author. printed at  [...]. Ome [...], an­no 1624:
 ↵
b. Ariſt. Hiſt. Animal l. 9. c. 44.
 ↵
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